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Abstract

Causal inference explores the causation between actions and the consequent rewards on a
covariate set. Recently deep learning has achieved a remarkable performance in causal inference,
but existing statistical theories cannot well explain such an empirical success, especially when the
covariates are high-dimensional. Most theoretical results in causal inference are asymptotic, suffer
from the curse of dimensionality, and only work for the finite-action scenario. To bridge such a
gap between theory and practice, this paper studies doubly robust off-policy learning by deep
neural networks. When the covariates lie on a low-dimensional manifold, we prove nonasymptotic
regret bounds, which converge at a fast rate depending on the intrinsic dimension of the manifold.
Our results cover both the finite- and continuous-action scenarios. Our theory shows that deep
neural networks are adaptive to the low-dimensional geometric structures of the covariates, and
partially explains the success of deep learning for causal inference.

1 Introduction

Causal inference studies the causal connection between actions and rewards, which has wide
applications in healthcare (Kim et al., 2011; Lunceford and Davidian, 2004), digital advertising
(Farias and Li, 2019), product recommendation (Sharma et al., 2015), and policy formulation
(Heckman and Vytlacil, 2007). For example in healthcare, each patient can be characterized by
a set of covariates (also called features), and the actions are a set of treatments. Each patient has
the corresponding reactions, or rewards, to different treatments. Causal inference enables one
to personalize the treatment to each patient to maximize the total rewards. Such a personalized
decision-making rule is referred to as a policy, which is a map from the covariate set to the action
set. In off-policy learning, a batch of observational data is given, which typically consists of a
covariate (also called a feature), the action taken (e.g. medical treatments and recommendations),
and the observed reward. In this paper, we are interested in learning an optimal policy that targets
personalized treatments or services to different individuals based on the logged data. This is also
known as the optimal treatment assignment in literature (Rubin, 1974; Heckman, 1977).
Conventional causal inference methods often rely on parametric models (Lunceford and David-
ian, 2004; Cao et al., 2009; Robins et al., 1994; Kitagawa and Tetenov, 2018), which can introduce
a large bias when the real model is not in the assumed parametric form. Many nonparametric
methods are proposed (Hill, 2011; Kitagawa and Tetenov, 2018; Zhao et al., 2015; Kennedy et al.,
2017; Richardson et al., 2014; Chan et al., 2016; Frolich et al., 2017; Benkeser et al., 2020; Kennedy,

*Work in progress.

TMinshuo Chen and Hao Liu contribute equally; Minshuo Chen and Tuo Zhao are affiliated with the ISYE depart-
ment at Georgia Tech; Hao Liu and Wenjing Liao are affiliated with the Math department at Georgia Tech; Email:
{mchen393, wliao60, tzhao80}@gatech.edu, hao.liu@math.gatech.edu.



2020; Lee et al., 2020; Crump et al., 2008; Benkeser et al., 2017), while the statistical theories often
suffer from the curse of dimensionality. Recently neural networks became a popular modeling
tool for causal inference. Many results have shown that neural networks outperform conventional
nonparametric approaches, especially when the learning task involves high-dimensional complex
data. For example, Lopez-Paz et al. (2017) proposed to discover causal and anticausal features in
images from ImageNet using a 20-layer residual network. Pham and Shen (2017) used recurrent
neural networks to study the causality between group forming loans and the funding time on an
online non-profit financial platform. Other examples can be found in diverse areas, including
climate analysis, medical diagnosis, cognitive science, and online recommendations (Chalupka
et al., 2014; van Amsterdam et al., 2019; Johansson et al., 2016; Hartford et al., 2017; Zhang et al.,
2019; Lim, 2018).

Despite the great progress of causal inference, there is still a huge gap between theory and prac-
tice. In casual inference, many existing theories on nonparametric or neural networks approaches
are asymptotic, and suffer from the curse of dimensionality. Specifically, to achieve an € accuracy,
the sample complexity needs to grow in the order of €2, where D is the covariate dimension. Such
theories can not explain the empirical success when D is large. For example, in Lopez-Paz et al.
(2017), the RGB images in ImageNet are of resolution 3x224x224. To obtain a 0.1 error, the sample
complexity needs to scale like 1073*?24x224 which well exceeds the training size of 99,309. Besides,
the curse of dimensionality is inevitable unless additional data structures are considered. Gao and
Han (2020) proved that, for binary policy learning problems, the sample complexity obtained by
the optimal algorithm still grows exponentially in the covariate dimension D in the order of e P.

To bridge this gap, we take the low-dimensional geometric structures of the covariates into
consideration. This is motivated by the fact that real-world data often exhibit low-dimensional
structures, due to rich local regularities, global symmetries, or repetitive patterns (Tenenbaum
et al., 2000; Roweis and Saul, 2000; Peyré, 2009). For example, many images describe the same
object with different transformations, like translation, rotation, projection and skeletonization.
These transformations are often represented by a small number of parameters, including the
translation position, the rotation, and the projection angle, etc. Similar low-dimensional structures
exist in medical data (Choi et al., 2016; Mahoney and Drineas, 2009) and financial data (Baptista
et al., 2000). To incorporate such low-dimensional structures of data, we assume that the input
covariates are concentrated on a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold embedded in R” with d < D.

In many off-policy learning methods, policy evaluation plays an important role by evaluating
the expected reward of a given policy. Most of the existing works dedicate to policy evaluation with
finite actions. Only few works addressed the continuous action scenario (Kallus and Zhou, 2018b;
Demirer et al., 2019; Kallus and Santacatterina, 2019). Among the policy evaluation methods with
finite actions, the doubly robust method (Cassel et al., 1976; Robins et al., 1994; Dudik et al., 2011)
has the advantage of being consistent, if either the reward function or the propensity score (the
probability of choosing a certain action given the covariate) is correctly specified. The statistical
theory for policy evaluation has been intensively studied in the past with many asymptotic results
(Swaminathan and Joachims, 2015; Zhou et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2012; Kallus and Zhou, 2018a;
Kitagawa and Tetenov, 2018).

This paper establishes statistical guarantees of policy learning in causal inference using neural
networks. We consider the doubly robust method (see Section 3 for details), and use deep ReLU
neural networks to parameterize the policy class, the propensity score, and the conditional expected
reward. We prove nonasymptotic regret bounds which converge at a fast rate depending on the
intrinsic dimension d, instead of the covariate dimension D. Furthermore, our theory applies to
both the finite-action and continuous-action scenarios.

This paper has three main contributions: 1) By taking the low-dimensional geometric struc-



tures of the covariates into consideration, we prove a fast convergence rate of the learned policy,
depending on the intrinsic dimension of the covariates. 2) Our statistical theory is nonasymptotic
for policy learning, while most existing works established asymptotic theories for policy evaluation
using the doubly robust method. While policy evaluation gives rise to the performance of any
specific policy, policy learning furhter returns an optimal policy. 3) To our best knowledge, we
prove the first regret bound of policy learning in a continuous action space.

Related work In off-policy learning, one line of research learns the optimal policy by evaluating
the expected reward of candidate policies and then finding the policy with the largest expected
reward. The procedure of evaluating a target policy from the given data is called off-policy
evaluation, which has been intensively studied in literature. The simplest way to evaluate a policy
is the direct method which estimates the empirical reward of the target policy from collected
data (Beygelzimer and Langford, 2009). The direct method is unbiased if one specifies the reward
model correctly. However, model specification is a difficult task in practice. Another method is the
inverse propensity weighting (Horvitz and Thompson, 1952; Robins et al., 1994), which uses the
importance weighting to correct the mismatch between the propensity scores of the target policy
and the data collection policy. This method is unbiased if the data collection policy can be exactly
estimated, yet it has a large variance especially when some actions are rarely observed. A more
robust method is the doubly robust method (Cassel et al., 1976; Cao et al., 2009; Dudik et al., 2011),
which integrates the direct method and the inverse propensity weighting. This method is unbiased
if the reward model is correctly specified or the data collection policy is known.

The aforementioned methods have been used in Kitagawa and Tetenov (2018); Zhao et al. (2015);
Athey and Wager (2017); Zhou et al. (2018) for off-policy learning. Kitagawa and Tetenov (2018)
used the inverse propensity weighting, and Athey and Wager (2017) and Zhao et al. (2015) used
the doubly robust method to learn the optimal policy with binary actions. In Zhou et al. (2018), an
algorithm based on decision trees was proposed to learn the optimal policy with multiple actions
using the doubly robust method. Kallus (2018) proposed a balanced method which minimizes the
worst-case conditional mean squared error to evaluate and learn the optimal policy with multiple
actions.

Another line of research learns the optimal policy without evaluating policies. In Zhang et al.
(2012); Zhao et al. (2012), the authors transformed the policy learning task with binary actions
into a classification problem. Other works on off-policy learning include Kallus (2020); Ward et al.
(2019), and Bennett and Kallus (2020).

Most of the aforementioned works provide asymptotic regret bounds with finite actions, which
are valid when the number of samples goes to infinity. A nonasymptotic bound was derived in
Kitagawa and Tetenov (2018), but this work requires that the propensity score is known and the
algorithm only works for policy learning with binary actions. Meanwhile, off-policy learning
with continuous actions has not been addressed until recently (Kallus and Zhou, 2018b; Demirer
et al., 2019; Kallus and Santacatterina, 2019). Demirer et al. (2019) developed a semi-parametric
off-policy learning algorithm, which requires the reward function in a specific class. Kallus and
Zhou (2018b) applied a kernel method to extend the inverse propensity weighting and the doubly
robust method to the continuous-action setting. These works on continuous actions did not provide
a nonasymptotic regret bound with an explicit dependency on the number of samples.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces manifold and neural networks;
Section 3 presents the doubly robust estimation framework; Section 4 states our regret bounds of
the learned policy; Section 5 gives a proof sketch of our theory; Section 6 discusses several related
topics.



Notations: We use bold lowercase letters to denote vectors, i.e., € RP. We use x; to denote
the i-th entry of «, and define |z| = Z?ZI |x;| and ||m||% = Z?:l xiz. For a function f : RP - Rand a
multi-index s = [sy,...,sp]T, 9*f denotes d¥If/dx}' ---9x}>. Let Q be the support of a probability
distribution IP. The L, norm of f with respect to IP is denoted as ”f”[%z = JQ f2(x)dIP(x). We use
o to denote function composition. For a set A, |.4| denotes its cardinality. For a scalar a > 0, | 4]
denotes the largest integer which is no larger than a, [a] denotes the smallest integer which is no
smaller than a. For 4,b € R, we denote a V b = max{a, b} and a A b = min{a, b}. We refer to a one-hot
vector as a canonical basis, i.e. v; = [0,...,0,1,0,...,0]T € R? with j-th element being 1. We use :=
to define important quantities.

2 Preliminaries on Manifold and Neural Networks

We briefly review smooth manifolds (see Lee (2003) and Tu (2010) for more details), Holder space
on a smooth manifold, and define the neural network class considered throughout this paper.

2.1 Low-Dimensional Manifold

Let M be a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold isometrically embedded in IRP. A chart for M is a
pair (U, ¢) such that U c Misopenand ¢: U — RY is a homeomorphism, i.e., ¢ is a bijection, its
inverse and itself are continuous. Two charts (U, ¢) and (V, ¢) are called ck compatible if and only
if the transition functions

Gotb i PpUNV)=PUNV) and Yo :p(UNV)—=p(UNV)

are both C* functions. A C* atlas of M is a collection of C¥ compatible charts {(U;, ¢;)} such that
U; U; = M. An atlas of M contains an open cover of M and the mappings from each open cover to
R%.

Definition 1 (Smooth manifold). A manifold M is smooth if it has a C* atlas.

Through the concept of atlas, we are able to define C® functions and Holder space on a smooth
manifold.

Definition 2 (C° functions on M). Let M be a smooth manifold and fix a C* atlas of it. For a
function f : M — R, we say f is a C* function on M if for any (U, ¢) in the atlas, f o ¢p~! is a C
function in R?.

Definition 3 (Holder space on M). Let M be a compact manifold. A function f : M — IR belongs
to the Holder space H* (M) with a Holder index a > 0, if for any chart (U, ¢), we have

i 9°F o0 b (@) - 3 o b (w)
Ifll}e) = max _sup [0°fodp™ (x)|+ max  sup foo a_fj_ﬂ‘i) (y) <o
Isl<la=11geg(U) Isl=Ta=11 gryep(U) ||.’B—y||2

For a fixed atlas {(Uj, ¢;)}, the Holder norm of f is defined as ||fllya(n) = sup; || f e, We
occasionally omit M in the Holder norm when it is clear from the context.

We introduce the reach (Federer, 1959; Niyogi et al., 2008) of a manifold to characterize the
local curvature of M.



Definition 4 (Reach). The medial axis of M is defined as

T(M)={xeRP |3z, 2z, e M, such that ||z — x|, = ||z — x|, = in/{/lH:c =y, }-
ye

The reach t of M is the minimum distance between M and 7 (M), i.e.

T= inf T — .
meT(M),yEM” sz

Roughly speaking, reach measures how fast a manifold “bends” — a manifold with a large
reach “bends” relatively slowly.

2.2 Neural Network

We focus on feedforward neural networks with the ReLU activation function: ReLU(x) = max{0, x}.
When the argument is a vector or matrix, ReLU is applied entrywise. Given an input x, an L-layer
network computes an output as

f(ac) = WL . RCLU(WL_l .. ReLU(Wla: + bl) + -4 bL—l) + bL, (21)
where the W;’s are weight matrices and b;’s are intercepts. We define a class of neural networks as

F(L,p,K,x,R)={f | f has the form of (2.1) with L layers and width bounded by p,||fll.c <R,

L
Y IWillo + l1Billg < K, 1Willeo oo < 5, IBilleo < ¢ for i = 1,..,, L},
i=1

where ||H||, o, = max; ;|H;;| for a matrix H and || - [|o denotes the number of non-zero elements of
its argument.

3 Off-Policy Learning with Low-Dimensional Covariates

We introduce a two-stage policy learning scheme using neural networks. Suppose we receive n
iid. triples {(x;,a;,v;)}i_,, where x; € M denotes a covariate independently sampled from an
unknown distribution on M, a; € A denotes the action taken, and y; € R is the observed reward.
To incorporate the low-dimensional geometric structures of the covariates, we assume M is a
d-dimensional Riemannian manifold isometrically embedded in R”. The action space .A can be
either finite or continuous. For each covariate and action pair (x, a), there is an associated random
reward. We adopt the unconfoundedness assumption to simplify the model, which is commonly

used in existing literature on causal inference (Wasserman, 2013; Zhou et al., 2018).
Assumption 1 (Unconfoundedness). The reward is independent of a conditioned on .

To better interpret Assumption 1, we first consider a finite action space A ={Ay,..., A 4}, where
A]- is a one-hot vector, i.e. A]- =10,...,0,1,0,...,0]" with 1 appearing at the j-th position. Given
the covariate x, there is a reward {Y(z),..., Y| 4/(x)} for each action, where the randomness of Y;(x)
only depends on x. The observed reward y; is a realization of Y;(x;) with a; = A;.



3.1 Policy Learning with Finite Actions

When the action space is finite, a policy 1 : M — A maps a covariate on M to a vector on the

| A|-dimensional simplex
A = {z e R : z; >0 and Zzi = l}.
i

The j-th entry of 7(x) denotes the probability of choosing the action A; given . A policy in the
interior of the simplex is called a randomized policy. If 7t(x) is a one-hot vector, it is called a
deterministic policy. The expected reward of deploying a policy 7 is

Q(m) = E[Y (n(@))] = E[{[Vi (), .., Yia(@)], m(@))]. (3.1)

We investigate the doubly robust approach (Cassel et al., 1976; Robins et al., 1994; Dudik et al.,
2011) for policy learning, which consists of two stages. After receiving the training data, we split
them into two groups

Si={(zia,y)lt, and S, ={(z; a; )} (3.2)

i=ny+1°

We denote n, = n—n; and choose ny,n, to be proportional to n such that n,/n is a constant. In
the first stage, we solve nonparametric regression problems using S; to estimate two important
functions — the propensity score and the conditional expected reward. For any action A;, the
propensity score

eAj(:c) =Pla=A;j|z)
quantifies the probability of choosing A; given the covariate x, and the expected reward of choosing
/{jis

Ha (@) = E[Yj(x) | 2]

Substituting the definition above into (3.1), we can write

Q(r) = B([pua, (@), s pa ()] T, () = fM ([1a, @), s iy (@)]T, (@) d (3.3)

In the second stage, we learn a policy using S, based on our estimated e4’s and p4 ’s, which only
requires that either the e a;'s or the piy s are accurately estimated.

e Stage 1: Estimating y4, and e4 . For each action A;, we use a neural network to estimate the
reward function j,; by minimizing the following empirical quadratic loss

ny
—~ .1 .
ia () = argmin — Y (y; - f(@)Lla; = Aj) with ny =) Tla;=4;), (3.4)
feAm nAJ' i=1 i=1

where Fyn : M — R is a properly chosen network class defined in Lemma 1.

An estimator of the propensity score ey, is obtained by minimizing the multinomial logistic
loss. Let Gy : M = RHI-! be a properly chosen network class defined in Lemma 1. We obtain
’e\Aj(ac) via

n |Al-1
e = argmin ) {g(@)" Uy +log(1+ ) expllg(@)) (55
8EUNN i=1 j=1
@ (@) = ij_’i@m)]j) for j <|AI- 1, and T, (#) = —— ! C(3.6)
1+Z]':1 exp([ﬁw)]j) 1"'2]':1 exp([:g?(a:)]j)



Here [g]; denotes the j-th entry,and [¢T,1] € RH is obtained by augmenting g by 1.

o Stage 2: Policy Learning. Given iy, and ¢y, we learn an optimal policy by maximizing a doubly
robust empirical reward:

~ 1 v ~ . = Vi Ha,(x) — - 1A
Q(ﬂ);—zi_nzl;lﬂ(mi)TD with ri:W'ai+[VAl(mi):---:VAIA(mi)]TEIR . (37)

A doubly robust optimal policy is learned by

Tipr = argmax Q(m), (3.8)

T(EHNN

where Iy is a properly chosen network class (see Section 4 for the configurations of Ilxn;, e.g.,
(4.8) and (4.9)). The doubly robust reward Q can tolerate a relatively large estimation error in
either ;‘\Aj or ?3}‘], (see the discussion after Theorem 1).

3.2 Policy Learning with Continuous Actions

Continuous actions, e.g. doses of drugs, often arise in applications, but there are limited studies on
policy learning with continuous actions. In this paper, we consider the continuous action space
A=[0,1] and use a € A to denote an action. When the random action a takes the value A € [0, 1],
we denote Y(x, A) as its random reward. The propensity score and conditional expected reward are
defined analogously to the finite action case:

e(x,A) = %IP(&Z <AAcAlzx) and p(x,A)=E[Y(z,A)|x]

Note that e(x, A) is a probability density function.

In this scenario, we can learn an optimal policy by replicating the two-stage scheme with a
discretization technique on the continuous action space. Specifically, we uniformly partition the
action space A into V sub-intervals and denote I; = [(j - 1)/V,j/V]for j =1,... V. Accordingly, we
define the discretized propensity score and conditional expected reward for the sub-interval I; as

er () := P(ael;|xz) and ;41],(:1:) = E[Y(x,a)l{a e [;}| a:]/elj. (3.9)
After the discretization on the action space, we identify all the actions a belonging to a single
sub-interval I; as the midpoint A; = (2j - 1)/2V of I; and equips A; with the average expected
reward py . After discretization, we resemble the setup in the finite-action scenario, and then apply
the aforementioned two-stage doubly robust approach to learn a discretized policy concentrated
on the A;’s. In the first stage, we obtain fII]_ and ’e}j as estimators of 1, and er,) respectively. In the
second stage, we use neural networks for policy learning by maximizing the discretized doubly
robust empirical reward. Specifically, we define I(a;) = I; for a; € I; which maps the continuous
action to the corresponding discretized sub-interval. For a; € I;, we denote a; € {0,1}V as the
one-hot vector with the j-th element being 1, which encodes the action a;. The discretized doubly
robust empirical reward is defined as

_ 1 © . Vi = P(a;)(Ti) _ _
Q) = —— ) (TPt with TP = 2P0 a7 (@), i (@] (3110)

LV e1(a;) (i)



where the superscript (D) denotes the discretized quantities. We learn an optimal policy by solving
the following maximization problem:
7T C.pR = argmax 0P)(n) (3.11)
nellyn

where Iy is a properly chosen neural network. See Section 4.2 for more details of the learning
procedure, a proper choice of V, and the statistical guarantees of the learned policy.

4 Main Results

Our main results are nonasymptotic regret bounds (see Definition 5) on the policy learned by
the two-stage scheme in Section 3, when the covariates are concentrated on a low-dimensional
manifold.

The regret of a policy 7 against a reference policy 7 is defined as the difference between their
respective expected rewards. The formal definition is given as follows.

Definition 5. Let 7t be a fixed reference policy. For any policy 7, the regret of 7t against 7 is
R(7t, ) = Q(7) - Q(7r).

Here Q(m) is the expected reward either in the finite-action scenario defined in (3.1) or the
continuous-action scenario which is defined later in (4.15). We consider two reference policies:
1) the optimal Holder policy that maximizes the expected reward; 2) the unconstrained optimal
policy that maximizes the expected reward. We establish high probability bounds on the regret of
the learned policy for both discrete actions (Section 4.1) and continuous actions (Section 4.2).

4.1 Policy Learning with Finite Actions
Our theory is based on the following assumptions, including a manifold model for covariates, some
standard assumptions on the smoothness of the propensity score and the reward.

Assumption 2. M is a d-dimensional compact smooth manifold isometrically embedded in RP.
There exists B > 0 such that ||x||., < B whenever « € M. The reach T of M satisfies 7 > 0.

Assumption A.3. The propensity score and random reward satisfy:
(i) Overlap: €A]_(£B) > for j=1,...,|A|, where 1 > 0 is a constant;

(ii) Bounded Reward: Yj(zx) is bounded and has a bounded variance, i.e., sup, |Yj(x)| < M; and
Var[Yj] <o?foranyj=1,...,|A|, where M; >0 and o > 0 are constants.

Assumption A.3 is a standard assumption for statistical guarantees of all learning approaches
using the inverse propensity score (Wasserman, 2013; Farrell et al., 2018; Zhou et al., 2018).
Assumption A.3 implies that expected reward p, is bounded since I]/LA].(cc)l < E[|Yj(z)| | x] < M,
for every = € M.

Assumption A.4. Given a Holder index a > 1, we assume yA],(az) € H*(M) and eAJ_(:B) € H*(M) for
j=1,...,]A|. Moreover, for a fixed C* atlas of M, there exists M, > 0 such that

mjax”ij <M, and mjaxlIlogeA/,HHasMQ.

He

Thanks to Assumption A.3 (i), e4, € H® implies loges, € H® (see Lemma 9 in Appendix G).
Now we are ready to derive the following estimation bounds for y4, and es, using nonparametric
regression techniques (Tsybakov, 2008). To simplify the notation, we denote

M = max{1, M, 2M,,-logn}. (4.1)



4.1.1 Estimation Bounds of ;,LA].(:B) and eA]_(:c)

By choosing networks
AN = F (L1, p1, Ky %, Ry)  and - Gan = F (Lo, pa, Ky, 10, Ry) (4.2)

to estimate y,, and ey, in (3.4) and (3.6), respectively, we prove the following estimation error
bounds for the estimators ﬁA]. and 'é}l], (Lemma 1 is proved in Appendix A). We use O(-) to hide
absolute constants and polynomial factors of a, Holder norm, log D, d, 7, |A|, and the surface area

of M.

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 — 2 and A.3 — A.4 hold. We choose
A A
Ly = O(lognny), p1=0((qny)%7), Ky =O0((nny)% lognny ),
x; =max{B,M,Vd, %}, R =M

for Ay and

d

d_ A
L, = O(logny), pp = O(nf“*d ), K, = O(nf‘”"’ log nl), ko =max{B,M,Vd, 12}, R, = M, (4.4)

for Gy in (4.2). Then for any j =1,...,|A|, we have

— 2 _ 2
IEvS] |:Hl’lAj _”tA]- LZ] < Cl(M2+G2)(17n1) 2a+d log?’(nnl)’ (45)
Es |4 — 2 < C M2 Al ‘zfﬁl 3 L6
Su|[|%4; T Al | = &2 |z, 0g" 11, (4.6)

where C;, C, depend on log D, B, T and the surface area of M.

In (4.5) and (4.6), the expectation is taken with respect to §; defined in (3.2). Lemma 1 provides
performance guarantees of neural networks to solve regression problems (3.4) and (3.6) in order to
estimate p Y and e A When the covariates « are on a manifold, we prove that the estimation errors
converge at a fast rate in which the exponent only depends on the intrinsic dimension d instead of
the ambient dimension D.

4.1.2 Regret Bound of Learned Policy versus Constrained Oracle Policy

Our first main result is a regret bound of 7ipg obtained in (3.8) against the oracle policy in a Holder
policy class:
n}; =argmax E[Q(7(x))],

HEHH/g

where the Holder policy class Iy is defined as

[Ty = {Softrnax[vl(:z:),...,V|J4|(:13)]T v € HP(M) and ||v]~ <M forj= 1,...,|A|}. (4.7)

e

Accordingly, we pick the neural network policy class as
TR = [Softmax(f) with f : M — R € F(Ly, pry, Kry, 1, Rra)). (4.8)

Our first theorem shows that Tty is a consistent estimator of the oracle Holder policy nl*g as
long as the network parameters Ly, pry, Ky, k17, Ry are properly chosen.



Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 — 2 and A.3 — A.4 hold. Under the setup in Lemma 1, if the

network parameters of Hk?I'\I are chosen with

Ly =O(logn), pr= O(|A|nﬁ), Ko = O(|.A|112/3dW log n),

(4.9)
k1 = max{B,M,Vd, 7%}, Rq=M,

__ B
then with probability no less than 1 — C;|A|n % over the randomness of data S; and S,, the
following bound holds

_B
R(ry, TipRr) < CIAPn” %+ log? n

e AL Y (Fae - @) |- Y (@@ e (@), (410)

n
2 i=ny+1 2 i=ny+1

where C; > 0 is an absolute constant and C depends on logD, d, B, M, 7, 1, 8, and the surface area
of M.

Theorem 1 is proved in Section 5.1. Theorem 1 corroborates the doubly robust property of
7ipr- The regret of Tipy is not sensitive to the individual estimation error of either fIAJ, or /e}\j, since
the bound depends on the product of the estimation errors. Combining Theorem 1 and Lemma 1
yields the following corollary (see proof in Section 5.2).

Corollary 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 — 2 and A.3 — A.4 hold. If the network structures are chosen
as in Lemma 1 and Theorem 1, the following regret bound holds with probability no less than

__anp
1—Cyn 7@ log® n

. —~ Sa+2d ___ONB P
R(7'(/3,T(DR) < C|A|2a+d n 2erpi+d log“ n (4.11)

where C; is an absolute constant, and C depends on logD, d, B, M, o, 7, 1, «, , and the surface
area of M.

In comparison with existing works, our theory has several advantages:

* By considering the low-dimensional geometric structures of the covariates, we obtain a fast
rate depending on the intrinsic dimension d. Our theory partially justifies the success of
off-policy learning by neural networks for high-dimensional data with low-dimensional
structures.

* Our assumptions on the propensity score and expected reward are weak in the sense that
the Holder index @ > 1 can be arbitrary. In Farrell et al. (2018) and Zhou et al. (2018), the
Holder index a of the propensity score and expected reward needs to satisfy 2a > D. This
condition is hard to satisfy when the covariates are high-dimensional, unless the y4 s and
ea,’s are super smooth with bounded high-order derivatives.

* Our theory is nonasymptotic, while most existing works focus on an asymptotic analysis
(Zhou et al., 2018; Athey and Wager, 2017; Farrell et al., 2018).

4.1.3 Regret Bound of Learned Policy versus Unconstrained Optimal Policy

We have shown that neural networks can accurately learn an oracle Holder policy in Corollary 1.

10



In this section, we enlarge the oracle policy class to capture
all possible policies, including highly nonsmooth polices, e.g.,
deterministic policies. We show that neural networks can still
achieve a small regret, due to their strong expressive power.
The relationship between the Holder policy class, neural net-
work policy class, and unconstrained policy class is depicted
in Figure 1.
The unconstrained optimal policy is defined as

70" = argmax Q().
TC
To establish the regret bound of 7tpR in (3.8) against ¥, we
need the following assumption on the pi4 ’s.
Assumption A.5 (Noise Condition). Let 4 > 1 and denote

i(x) = argmax; yA]_(:L'). There exists ¢ > 0, such that

max ;,LA.(a:)| < Mt] <ctl, foranyte(0,1).

P . -
|:|I/1A] (z)(m) i (x) )

Probability Simplex

6lder Continuous Policy
s € Mys

Neural Network Policy
7pr € IInn

Unconstrained Policy
*
Deterministic Policy

Figure 1: The unconstrained pol-
icy class is the whole probabil-
ity simplex with vertices being
deterministic polices. The inclu-
sion relation of the neural net-
work policy and the Holder pol-
icy classes indicates that for any
Holder continuous policy, there is
an approximation given by a neu-
ral network policy.

Assumption A.5 implies that, with high probability, there exists an optimal action whose
expected reward is larger than those of others by a positive margin. This is an analogue of Tsybakov

low-noise condition (Tsybakov et al. (2004)) in multi-class clas-
sification problems, which appears similarly in Wang and Singh
(2016). We illustrate the noise condition in a binary-action sce-
nario in Figure 2.

We utilize a temperature parameter H in the Softmax layer
of the neural network to better learn the unconstrained optimal
policy. Under the Holder continuity in Assumption A.4, there
exists a deterministic optimal policy 7*, i.e., 7' (x) = Aj (),
which is a one-hot vector. In contrast, the output of the Softmax
function is a randomized policy (i.e., a vector in the interior of
the simplex), unless the output of the neural network is positive
infinity. Accordingly, we adopt the Softmax function with a
tunable temperature parameter H to push the learned policy to
a one-hot vector. This idea has given many empirical successes

“Large” Noise

“Small” Noise

Density

o @ —pa @i/ 1

Figure 2: Noise condition in a
binary-action scenario. “Large”
noise corresponds to high den-
sities when yAl(aJ)—yAz(w)| is
small; “Small” noise corresponds
to low densities near the origin.

in reinforcement learning (Koulouriotis and Xanthopoulos, 2008; Kuleshov and Precup, 2014).

Specifically, we set

[A|
HNN(H)
exp(fi/H)

where [Softmaxy(f)]; = ¥ exp(7./1)

= {SoftmaxH(f) with f M 1R|A| S f(LH,pH,KH, KH,RH)},

(4.12)

| A]

. A small temperature H will push the output of HNN( ) towards

a one-hot vector, which can better approximate the deterministic policy 7*.
Our main result is the following regret bound of 7ipg (see proof in Section 5.3).

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1 — 2 and A.3 — A.5 hold. Assume the network structures
defined in Lemma 1 are used to estimate the yA]_’s and the eA]_’s. If the network parameters of

Hll\“?ll\l( p) are chosen with

Ly = O(logn), pry = O(|Aln= ), Kiy = O(|Aln= logn), &yy = max(B, M, Vd, <% 1/H), Ry = M,

11



then the following bound holds with probability no less than 1 — C;n~ %+ log® n

R(', Tor) < CLAI 4 ™3 log? nlog /2 (1/H)

T

+ min 2cM 9 +M|A|2exp[(—Mt+ 2n—zé’ﬁ)/H], (4.13)
t€(0,1)

7

where C; is an absolute constant, and C depends on logD, d, B, M, 0, 7, 1, a, and the surface area

of M.

The regret R(7*, tpr) consists of two parts: a variance term 7; and a bias term 7,. When the
temperature H is fixed, the variance 7; converges at the rate n” 24, while the bias 7, does not
vanish. This is because Tipg is a random policy as the output of a softmax function, while 7" is
deterministic as a one-hot vector under Assumption A.5. Furthermore, Tipg is asymptotically

. . _2a __a_
consistent with 7* when H — 0. If we choose H = n"2+@ and t = 2n™ 2+, then 7, converges at the
. o _a_ .
rate n” 2+ and 7; converges at the rate n™22+7. We have the following corollary.

Corollary 2. Suppose Assumptions 1 — 2 and A.3 — A.5 hold. In the setup of Theorem 2, setting
H=n"%4 and t = 2n" % gives rise to

8a+2d (dAg)a

R(1", pg) < CLA| 54 n~ 50 log™2 n (4.14)

with probability no less than 1 - C; 02 10g3 n, where C; is an absolute constant, and C depends
onlogD, d, B, M, o, 7, 1], @, and the surface area of M.

4.2 Policy Learning with Continuous Actions

Our analysis can be extended to the continuous-action scenario. For simplicity, we let the action
space be a unit interval, i.e., A =[0,1]. In such a continuous-action scenario, a policy 7(z, ), either
randomized or deterministic, is a probability distribution on [0, 1] for each covariate € M. The
expected reward of the policy 7t is defined as

1
Q(m) = JMJ; lx, A)r(x, A)dAdP(x), (4.15)

where P is the marginal distribution of covariate x.

As mentioned in Section 3.2, we tackle the continuous-action scenario using a discretization
technique on the action space. This is motivated by practical applications where continuous
objects are often quantized. The action space A is uniformly partitioned into V sub-intervals
I]- =[(j-1)/V,j/V]for j=1,...,V, where V is to be determined in Theorem 3. The discretized
version of the propensity score and the expected reward on I; are defined in (3.9).

We also consider discretized policies on A. In particular, we identify all the actions belonging
to a single sub-interval I; as its midpoint A; = % A discretized policy is defined as

\%4
nPa, A)= ) pj(@)o4,(A), (4.16)
j=1

12



where 6 A, is the Dirac delta function at A; and p;(x) denotes the probability of choosing action A;,

which satisifes Z]V:l pj(z) = 1. In fact, 7P)(x,-) can be interpreted as a vector in the V-dimensional
simplex, since it is only supported on V discretized actions. For simplicity, we denote vector
Pl(x) = [py(x),...,py(x)]T with pj(z) representing the probability of choosing the action A}, as
an equivalent notation of T((D)(ZL', ).

For the discretized policy in (4.16), the discretized expected reward is defined as

Q)= [ (@) (@) ) d (). (4.17)

We observe the analogy between (4.17) and (3.3) — the discrete conditional reward Ha, is replaced
by the discretized conditional reward p;, and the number of discrete actions |.A| becomes the
number of discretized actions V. On the other hand, the expected reward of a discretized policy is

1 \%
Q(reD)) = JML @A) mij(@)o4, (A)dAdP(x)
=1

= fM<[y(m,A1),...,y(ac,Av)]T,n(D)(ac)>dIP(:v). (4.18)

The following lemma shows that if the p(x,A) is Lipschitz in A uniformly for any = € M,
QP)(1c(P)) is close to Q(1c®)) when V is large (see proof in Appendix B).

Lemma 2. Assume there exists a constant Lﬂ > 0 such that

sup |u(x, A) - y(m,gﬂ <L,A —A] for any A,Ae[0,1].
reM

Then for any discretized policy 7(P) given in (4.16), we have
Q™) = QPP < LV

We remark a key difference between (4.17) and (4.18). To evaluate (4.18), one needs to accurately
estimate the p(x, A;)’s, which requires the action A; to be repeatedly observed. However, this is
prohibitive in the continuous-action scenario, since an action A; is observed with probability 0. In
contrast, (4.17) relies on the average expected reward on a sub-interval, which can be estimated
using standard nonparametric methods in the following Section 4.2.1. Moreover, thanks to Lemma
2, we can well approximate Q(t(P)) by QP)(t(®)) up to a small discretization error. This is crucial
to establish the regret bound in Theorem 3.

4.2.1 Doubly Robust Policy Learning with Continuous Actions

After discretization, we can apply the doubly robust framework to learn an optimal discretized
policy.

In the first stage, we estimate the plj’s and er, ’s. In the sequel, we use the plain font a; to
denote the observed action of the i-th sample. The bold font a; € {0,1}" denotes the one-hot vector
with the j-th element being 1, if 4; € I;. Similar to (3.4) - (3.6) in the finite-action case, we obtain
estimators of the y,’s and ¢;’s by minimizing the following empirical risks:

n

_ 1 . S
/,q]_(a:) =argmin — Z(yi — f(z;))*1{a; € I;}  with ny, = Z]l{al- €}, (4.19)
fern Mo i=1

13



and
1y V-1

g(x) = argmin iZ{—<[g(:1:,-)T,1] +10g(1 + ) exp([ ) (4.20)
8o LT =1
_ eXP ([g(z)];) , - 1
(x) = fo -1, and , .
T L ey S ey

where AN : M — R and Gy : M — RY~! are neural networks.
In the second stage, we learn an optimal discretized policy using the jII], ’s and 'é}]. ’s. Recall that
we define a mapping I(a;) := I; for a; € I; to index which sub-interval a; belongs to. We use neural

networks to learn a discretized policy by maximizing the doubly robust empirical reward in (3.10)
and (3.11), i.e.,

T c.pR = argmax OP)(rr), (4.22)

v
neHNN(H)

where HI‘\/IN(H) represents the proper network class in (3.10), which is defined as (4.12). We
emphasize that 7tc_pg is a discretized policy and the output 7tc_pr(x) is a V-dimensional vector in

the simplex.

4.2.2 Regret Bound of Learned Discretized Policy

We begin with several assumptions, which are the continuous counterparts of Assumptions A.3 —
A.5 in the finite-action scenario.

Assumption B.3. The propensity score and random reward satisfy:
(i) Overlap: e(x,A) > 1 for any A € A, where 1 > 0 is a constant.
(ii) Bounded Reward: |Y(x,A)| < M for any (x,A) € M x[0,1], where M; > 0 is a constant.

Assumption B.4. Given a Holder index a > 1, we have both the expected reward (-, A) € H*(M)
and the propensity score e(-,A) € H*(M) for any fixed action A. Moreover, the Holder norms of
p(-,A) and e(-, A) are uniformly bounded for any A € [0,1], i.e.,

sup [ A, <M, and  sup |le(,A)lly. <M,
A€[0,1] A€[0,1]

for some constant M, > 0. Furthermore, there exists a constant M3 > 0 such that

sup |p(x, Ay) — p(x, Ay)l < M3lA; — A, forany Ay, A, €0,1].
xeM

There also exists a constant M4 > 0 such that

<M, for any intervals I,I, C [0, 1] of the same length.
H(X

log(ﬁ e(x,A)dA/ e(a:,A)dA)

I

Let p;(x) = JI e(x,A)dA denote the probability of choosing actions in I given x. In Assumption
B.4, the condition e(-,A) € H*(M) for any given A implies p; € H*(M) (see Lemma 7). Combining
this and Assumption B.3 (ii) of e(x, A) > 11 > 0, one deduces that log(p;, (z)/pr,(x)) belongs to H* (M)
with a bounded Holder norm. See Lemmas 8 — 9 in Appendix G for a formal justification. For
simplicity, we denote

M = max{1, My, 2M;, M3, My, —logn}. (4.23)

14



Assumption B.5 (Continuous Noise Condition). The following two conditions hold:

(i) For each fixed x € M, p(x,A) is unimodal with respect to A: there exists a unique optimal
action A*(x) € A such that p(x, A*(x)) = maxgc g p(x, A).

(ii) There exist constants g > 1 and ¢ > 0, such that
Pp(x, A*(x)) — p(x, A) < Mt given |A - A*(z)| = y] < cti(1-yp),
holds for any t € (0,1) and any y € (0,1), where IP denotes the marginal distribution on x.

Assumption B.5 generalizes the noise condition for finite actions in Assumption A.5, to the
continuous-action scenario. Assmption B.5 (i) assures the uniqueness of the optimal action given
each covariate. Assumption B.5 (ii) means that, with high probability, there is a gap between the
reward at the optimal action and the rewards in its neighbors.

We establish a regret bound of 7tc_pr against the unconstrained optimal (deterministic) policy

n; =argmax Q(m)
TC

where Q(m) is defined in (4.15). Due to Assumption B.5 (i), 7i(- is deterministic with 7;-(x,-) =
da+(z)(-)- The following theorem establishes the regret bound of 7ic.pr against 7.

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions 1 — 2 and B.3 - B.5 hold. Set Ayn = F (L, p1,K1,x1,Ry) in (4.19)
and Gnn = F(Ly, p2, Ka, k2, Ry) in (4.20) with

L, =0( ) ( i 1i§d+;d2 ) © ( e 12;d+;i§ |
= ogn), at+d 1 720+ atd 1 72e+d)” logn
1 &n), p1 = U171 1=\ & (4.24)

x, = max{B,M,Vd, 1%}, R, = M,

and

10ad+7d2 10ad+7d2
L, = O(logn), pZ:O( 7(2a+d)” ) KZ—O( 7(2a+d)® logn), Kz—maxBM\/ET R, =M. (4.25)

If the network parameters in TTY, are chosen as

NN(H)
Ly = O(logn), pr1 = O( 2““*) K = O( Hoaray logn), KH:maX{B,M,\/E,T2}, R =M, (4.26)

242 +4nd

and we set V = n#@/7(2a+d) the following bound holds with probability at least 1 —Cyn 7Ca+? log> n

2a
R(7c, Te_pr) < Cn” T+ log® nlog'/? 1/H

4a
+ [2thq + Mn7Ca+d) exp( (Mt —4Mn 7 T )/H)] (4.27)

foranyte ( (I+1/M)n s 1) where C; is an absolute constant and C depends on logD, d, B,

M, o, 7, 1, @, and the surface area of M.
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Theorem 3 is proved in Section 5.4. Similar to Equation (4.13) in Theorem 2, the bound in

Theorem 3 contains a variance term (the first term) and a bias term (the second term). The variance
2a

converges in the rate of n 7?2*0_ For a fixed H , the bias term does not vanish as n goes to infinity.
2a 2qa

If weset H=mn 7?a+d and t = 4(1 + M + 1/M)n 7C+@, the bias term converges in the rate of n 7@a+d,
Under this choice, the behavior of R(7,, Tc_pr) is summarized in the following corollary.

Corollary 3. Suppose Assumptions 1 — 2 and B.3 — B.5 hold. In the setup of Theorem 3, setting

2a a

H=mn 70oxd and t = 4(1 + M + 1/M)n 7@+ gives rise to

2a
R(rg, Tee_pRr) < Cn” @@ log> 2 n (4.28)

_2a2+4ad
with probability no less than 1 —Cyn 7¢e+? log® n, where C; is an absolute constant and C depends

onlogD, d, B, M, o, 7, 1§, a, and the surface area of M.

There are limited theoretical guarantees for causal inference with continuous actions. Kennedy
et al. (2017) proposed a doubly robust method to estimate continuous treatment effects. The
asymptotic behavior of the method was analyzed while the policy learning problem was not
addressed. To our knowledge, Theorem 3 and Corollary 3 is the first finite-sample performance
guarantee of policy learning with continuous actions.

5 Proof of Main Results

We prove our main results in this section, and the lemmas used in this section are proved in the
Appendix.

5.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. We denote
7T = argmax Q(7), (5.1)
nel‘[k?ll\]

which is the optimal policy given by the neural network class Hk?l'\] defined in (4.8). The regret can

be decomposed as
R(c;, i) = Q1) — Q(R) + Q(F) ~ Q(Fpr). (5.2)

—_—— —
(Iy) ()

In (5.2), (I;) is the approximation error (bias) of the optimal Holder policy 7'(73 by the neural network

class H'ﬁ?l , and (II;) represents the variance of the estimated policy in H|I<I41|\I We next derive the
bounds for both terms.

¢ Bounding (I;). Recall that 71/*3 is the Holder continuous optimal policy in I1;;. By defnintion,
we can write 7(73 = Softmax([y’i,...,yi‘N]T) € R4 where ,u; € Hﬁ(M), forj=1,...,]A|. According to
Chen et al. (2019), Holder functions can be uniformly approximated by a neural network class, if

the network parameters are properly chosen. For any ¢ € (0, 1) there exists a network architecture
F(L,p,K,x,R) with

1 _d _d 1
L= O(logg), p= O(e Z), K= O(e ﬁlogg), x =max{B,M,Vd, 1%}, R=M, (5.3)
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such that for each ;,t; € Hﬁ(./\/l), there exists /7] € F(L,p,K, k,R) satisfying

17 - Willeo < € (5.4)

The constants hidden in O(:) depend on log D, d, B, M, 7, 8, and the surface area of M. We denote
7T = Softmax([p1,..., H4]") € € RHMI, which implies 7 € H' | N With

Ln=L pn=IAlp, Kn=IAIK, xgp=x, Rp=R (5.5)

for L,p,K, x, R defined in (5.3). Based on (5.4) and the Lipschitz continuity of the Softmax function,
we have

|77 - 71}”00 <g,

where ||7t - 712”00 = sup,cnmax;|[7t(z) - nE(ac)]]-l with [7(x) - n/*g(ac)]j denoting the j-th element of
7t(x) — n}(m). Therefore we bound I as

(11) = Q(rrh) = Q) < Q(rp) —~ Q) = B[([a, (@), .., pa, (@)] T, 70" (@) — ()| < MIAJe. (5.6)

e Bounding (II;). We introduce an intermediate reward function Q to decompose the variance
term (II;). Define

n

~ 1 - . =~ Vi~ Ha (i)
Qm)=— ) (@) with T="—""" a4 (g, (@), pa (@) €RAL (5.7)
2 i=n;+1 ea"(wl)
Note that Q has the same form as Q while the estimated propensity score e, and expected reward
Hg are replaced by their ground truth e, and p,, respectively.
We decompose (II;) as

(I1;) = Q(7") = Q(7tpRr)

= Q(T") - Q(pr) + Q(T) - Q") + Q(Tpr) — QFpR)

< Q(T) - Q(Tpr) + Q(Fpr) — Q")

< sup Q(m1) - Q(1) - (Q(my) - Qi) ) + sup Q) - Qlrez) (Q(rr1) - Q1))
70,7y 70,7 €GN

< sup A(nl,nz)—Z(nl,n2)+ sup Z(nl,nz)—E(nl,nz), (5.8)
nl,nzel'lml nlxnzen‘i?rlxl

& &

where A(rty,113) = Q1) — Q(12), A1y, 72) = Q1) — Q(7112) and A(my, 7t3) = Q(7ty) — Q(72). The
first inequality in (5.8) come from (5.1) which implies Q(7tpr) < Q(7*). In this decomposition, &
corresponds to the difference between Q and Q which can be bounded using the metric entropy
argument, since Q is unbiased, i.e. E[Q(n)] = ). The second term &, corresponds to the error
between Q and Q which can be bounded in terms of the estimation errors of the e, ’s and the Ha, ’s.

Bounding &;. We first show that E [Q ] =Q(m

E[Q(n)] = E[(m[wa|w],n<x>> + <[uA1<w>,...,uAA,<w>]Tn<w>>]

eq(T)

= E[([na, @), .., pa, (@), 7(@))| = E[Y (re(2))] = Q(v), (5.9)
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which further implies E[K(nl,nz)] = A(1t1, 7). In (5.9), the second equality holds since

y—pa(®) | | _Elplz]-pa(x) _
E[WCL|ZB:| = TIE[ala:] =0

by Assumption 1. Therefore we can write

&= sup A(ny,m,)-E[A(n, ;)] (5.10)

71177T2EH|1\?\1‘\1
with
— 1 & 1 ©
A:n— Z (ﬁ,nl(mi)>—n— Z @',T(z(wi»-
2 i=n;+1 2 i=n;+1

We derive a bound of £ using the following lemma which is be proved by symmetrization and
Dudley’s entropy integral (Wainwright, 2019; Dudley, 1967) in Appendix C:

Lemma 3. Let IT: M — RHI be a policy space on |.A| actions such that any 7t € IT maps a covariate
x € M to () in the simplex of R*, and S, = {(x;,v;)}’_, be a set of i.i.d. samples, where x; is
sampled from a probability distribution IP supported on M and y; € R. For any (x,y), we define
f(:c,y) € R as a function of the sample (x,y). Assume that there exists a constant | > 0, such that

sup  [I'(a,p) <. (5.11)
(,v)eMxR
For any policies 7y, 7, € I1, define
1 v 1 v
A(my,mp) = - Z<E’:T‘1(mi)>_ " Z(E:ﬂz(mi)> and (5.12)
i=1 i=1
D(M) = sup A(my,75) ~ E[A(mry, 705)] (5.13)

711,71261_[

with the shorthand T} = I'(x;, ;). Then the following bound holds

96 (maxlinlly

. mell
DD <inf 40+ 2 | Jlog N (6, TL 1) + 12]

log1/6
2n

(5.14)

with probability no less than 1 — 26 over S,,, where ||7t||p = \/% YL (T, ()2

A key observation is that when taking I' =T defined in (5.7)and IT = H'IG\I'\I, we have & = D(I)
in (5.10). To apply Lemma 3 for bounding £;, we only need to verify the assertion (5.11). In fact,
due to Assumption A.3, we see that p, ,uA/_(a:), and eA]_(a:) are all bounded. A simple calculation

yields SUP (5, y)e MxR |I°‘(:1:,y)| <] :=2M/n + M. Therefore, we bound &, as

max [l
log 1/5

& <inf 4)\+9—: eI \/logN(G,FI'I(?I'\I,II-IIF)d6+(24M/17+12M) Ogn/
2JA 2

(5.15)
with probability no less than 1 —26.
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Bounding &,. The &, term depends on the difference between i and f,-, where T‘; and f are defined
in (5.7) and (3.7), respectively. In &,, we have

. 1 &

A(my, mp) = ATy, 103) = . Z <711(€Ui)—712(93i),ﬁ —ﬁ>
2 i:n1+1
|A] 1 & L
=) (711 ](Jii)—ﬂz,j(wi))(ﬂ',j _ri,j)r
j=1 i=n;+1

where 71 ; and ﬁ] denote the j-th element of 7t; and T, respectively. Define

1 v =~ = ,
Aj(ry,mo) = P Z (nl,j(mi)_nz,j(fni))(ri,j —E,j) eR, forj=1,...,]Al
i:n1+l

Then we can write Z(nl, 705) —Z(nl, 7(5) as

|A]
A(my, mp) = Ay, mp) = ) Aj(mty, 7). (5.16)
j=1
The error term fl] —/I:,"]' in Aj(mty, 73) depends on the estimation error of ﬁAJ_ and ?Aj. Based on the
source of the error, we decompose each A;(r, ;) into three terms:

" Vi — pa; (i)
/\]'(7'(1,.712):1/1i Z (nl,j(mi)_nlj(mi))[(#

Lja =)+, ()
2i:”1+1 eAj(xi) {a;=4;) THA; 1]

Vi = Ha, (i) _
— —]1 _ .
( T () =) THa ()
1 n
= Z (711,]'(331‘)—ﬂz,j(wi))(mj(wi)—jIA],(:ci))
2 i=n+1
Ly i —pa;(®i)  vi—Ha, (i)
+H—ZZ (7'(1,]‘(331')_ﬂz,j(wi))]l{a,-—Aj}( @) @)
i=ny+1 j i
1 2 3
= 51y o) + 817 ) + 81 (), (5.17)
where
- Lig -
(1) _ 1 — {ai=A}}
S]- (711,]',7'(2,]') = 1’1_ . Z (Tll,]’(wi) - TZglj(aZi))(]/lAj(:lZi)—]/lA],(:II,'))(l - m],
1=ny+1 j
(2) 1 1 1
S my,j, ) = — (7‘(1 (x;)— 1, '(m'))(y‘—yA,(m‘))( - ])
] /] s] S\ ,j\Li i i - _
" {n1+lSiSn|ai:Aj} ! eA](ml) eA](a:Z)
5(3)(7z T .)—i Z (n () -7 (ac))(" (x;) - (m)) 1
j 11]’ 2,] - nz [ 1,] 1 2,] 1 I/lA] 1 ’/lA] 1 a (.’I,‘l) eA(a:l) .
{n1+1SI§n|ai:AJ~} j i
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Here S;l)(nllj,nzlj) and S;z)(nllj,nzlj) can be bounded using Lemma 3. S](-3)

(71,j,705,;) contains the
product of the estimation error of 74, and ¢, , which gives the doubly robust property. According

to (5.16) and (5.17),

|A]
1
52 = sup ZS]( )(TZL]', T(z’j)-i-s;
7, nzel'INN j=1
S (1) (2) (3)
<Z sup S (71,j,72,5)+  sup S (71,5, 702,j) +  sup S (7017, 702,j)- (5.18)

j=1m, n2€H T, 7'(261_[ Ty, 7'(261_[

2 3

)(711,j1712,j)+5](- )(nl,erZZ,j)

In the rest of the proof, when there is no ambiguity, we omit the dependency on (7 j, 715 ;) and use

1), S](-z) and S](-s). We next derive the bounds for the S](-l), S(Z) and 5;3) terms in the

the notations S; j

right hand side of (5.18) respectively.

(1): For S( ), one can show that IE[S( ]=0:

Bounding SUP,. o erid, S]. j

. ]l{ai:Aj}
IE[SJ('”]:IE 24 (e () nz,j(mi))(”/*f(mi)_”Af(wi))[l_ e () ]'%H
- Ta,=a)
=E _1;;1 7 j(@;) — T, (@ ))(PIA( i) P‘A( ))E[l_ eAj(wi) mi”:().
Denote

_ Lia;=4))
T (@) = (pa, (@) - #Aj(a?i))[l— m,]]EIR,
1
then we have
sup S sup S [S](-l)]

TTy, T[ZEHNN Ty, nZGHNN

n

~ sp L Z (01, (i) = 702,j(7) ) T () ~ B =

A N .
nl,nzeH‘NII\I 21:n1+1

(5.19)

The expression in (5.19) resembles the same form as D in (5.13) with I= Ti)(x) and TT = Hllél\l
Therefore, we can estimate SUp, i S](-l) using Lemma 3. Due to Assumption A.3, for any
4 NN

x € M, we have [T/ (x)| < 2M/1. After substituting ] = 2M/7 in Lemma 3, we have

max ||7t||p

log 1/5
sup  SI! <1nf FPURELl J"mw \/logN 0,11, 1Ip)d0 + (24M /1) 2281/ (5.20)
oy raeTTd V2 Ja 2n,

with probability no less than 1-20.

Bounding sup | S (2), : Similarly, one can show [E [S](Z)] = 0. Denote
N

71y, 10 €LY

f(z'j)(mi:yi):(yi_.”Aj(wi))[ (=) m))]l{a,: ) ER.
. 1
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We follow the same calculation in (5.19) to express sup,. )

with T'= 2/ and TT = TT]..
An upper bound of sup,, . IT(27) ()| can be derived as follows. With Gyy chosen in (4.4), its
output is bounded by M, which implies ¢, > (lA]e*M)~1. Thus

(2) . .
el Sj in the same form as D in (5.13)

1

ea(xi) en(xi)

< |Ale*M,

since M > —log# by (4.1). By Assumption A.3 and (4.1), we have Supg,, ly — yA],(:c)l < 2M hold for
any j =1,...,|A|. Therefore, we have

sup  [T%)(x)| < 2| Ale*MM. (5.21)
(z,v)e MxR

Using Lemma 3 and substituting J = 2|.A|e?M M give rise to

max ||7|lp

log 1/0
sup S\ <inf 41+ 96 [ renll \/logN(G,H,ll-llr)dQ + (24 AleM M) [080 (5 59
T[l,ﬂzenkﬁl\l A n2 A 2”2

with probability no less than 1 —20.

)

Bounding su : We next derive an upper bound of su 14 S@ as the product of
gsup,. PP pm,ﬂzEHNN i P

(3

S
,nzeH‘I\ﬁl\I ] _
the estimation errors of the Ha, ’s and the e, ’s:

sup 81{3)
7,70, €TT
170252 INN
1 - 1 1
=— sup (711,]‘(901')—ﬂz,j(il?i))(VA(fUi)—HA(wi))(A = - _ ]
L) nl,nzel_lll\'?l‘\] {n1+1$i§Zn‘|a,~—Aj} ! ! eAj(xl) eAj(xz)

1 v« |- 1 1 .
i ) — . — () — ()| <
<, L el 5 - wince Im ) ~maglel £
=M
1 21 & (1 1)
<4 |— Ha () — pa (x; — = - (by Cauchy-Schwarz)
4”2 i:;l(yA/( l) VA]( l)) an i:;'rl(EAj(iBi) eAj(wi)] y y
<A™ | LY (7 (e WLy (e (= ) 5.23
< A S ) (e =p o) |5 ) (Ea e (@)’ (523
1=ny+ 1=n+

where the last inequality holds since e4, > 77 by Assumption A.3 and e, > (lAle*M)~1. We denote

w) Zﬂ_llAlezMJni ) (ﬁAgwi)—uAj(wi))aniz Y (e (@i —ea @) (5.24)

2 i=n;+1

. 3
and write SUP . e, erd, S; )< w;.
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Putting the S](-l), S](.z) and 553) terms together: Combining (5.20), (5.22), (5.23) gives rise to

1 (2) |

sup  Aj(m,mp) < sup S sup S sup S
711,71261_['1?1‘\] T(y, 71261_[ T(y, 7‘[261_[ T(y, szen
max ||| -
192 log1/6
<inf 81+ —— ) eIy \/logN(G, T 11146 + 48] Aje2M M % Ty

with probability no less than 1 — 46 where we used ¢*™ > 7! according to (4.1).
According to (5.18), we can apply the union probability bound for j =1,...,|.A| and obtain

E,= sup  A(my,1;) - A(ry, 1)

7y, nzeH‘Nll\I

ax ||zl

|A|
192
<inf 8A|+ |A|fﬂf““‘ \/log/\f T Hp)do + 48]A1e2M M

log 1/6

(5.25)
with probability no less than 1 —4[.A|5.
Combining (5.15) and (5.25), we have
x |7l
, 192|A]+ 96 (el A
(Ily) <inf (8JA|+4)A+ — | ™ log N(6, T [Ip)d6
D <in e | R log 6T
|A|
log1/6
Zw +(721APeMM + 12M) Ozgn/ (5.26)
2

with probability at least 1 — 6.Alo.
e Putting (I;), (II,) together. Putting our estimates of (I;) in (5.6) and (II;) in (5.26) together, we
get

_ 192|A|+96 (M8 erikdl Il
R(1ty, Tor) < |AIMe +inf (8|A|+4)/\+% ) NN \/log/\/ T M) d6
A
log1/6
‘ 2 _2M g
+;w]+84|A|e My =5 (5.27)

with probability at least 1 — 6|.4|5. The upper bound in (5.27) depends on the covering number
N (6, T15, Ir) and the integral upper limit max__ 4 |17l which can be estimated by the following
NN

lemmas (see the proofs in Appendix D and E respectively):

Lemma 4. Suppose Assumptions A.3 and A.4 hold and define HKILI according to (4.8). Then

2(lAIM +2M/n)LE (pr R/IA| + 2)xck (pr/) Al Lot Kn

N(0,TInn [l - MIr) < 5 (5.28)
Lemma 5. Suppose Assumptions A.3 and A.4 hold. For any it € H|1<141|\1' the following holds
lI7lf < (2M/17+|AIM)?. (5.29)
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Setting the network parameter as in (5.5) and using (5.28), we have

_d 1 1 1
log (0, Ty 1) < CalAle 7 log - (log” < +10g ) (5.30)

with C; depending on logD, d, B, 7, 1, 8, and the surface area of M.
Substituting (5.30) and (5.29) into (5.27) gives

A
_ log 1/5
R(rc}, o) < |AIMe + ;_1 w;j + 84| AP MM %

. _d 1 1 1
+inf 121412 + \/C1|A|£ ; logz(log2 - +log5)d6

S 2 2M 108 1/6
<|AMe + Zw] + 84 AP2eM M +inf 12]AA
A
j=1
288|A]2 1 1
+C2%Mq le log — (10g22+10g1) (5.31)
with probability no less than 1 - 6|A|6 and C, dependlng onlogD, d, B, 7, 1, B, and the surface
B
area of M. Setting ¢ = nzz’w 6= Z’Hd JA = n2 wa implies (4.9) and (4.10) in Theorem 1. O

5.2 Proof of Corollary 1

Proof of Corollary 1. Corollary 1 is proved based on Theorem 1 and Lemma 1. We first derive an

upper bound of the w;’s using Lemma 1. Taking an expectation on the both sides of (5.24) gives
rise to

Elw;] <17 Al*ME

Jni ) (ﬁAJ.<mi>m]<mi>)ZJniz,Z <aj<wi>—e/«j<wz->>2}

2i:n1+1

i=ny+1
ol 11 & 21 v 2
<o AR | Y (i, (i) — pa (1)) = Y E (e (i) - ea (@)
i=ny+1 i=ny+1

< ALY i, — g I [ lea, 2 12:]
at a+d  —2%
< Cie®M(M + 0)17_%|A|%n1 2 Jog3 11y,

where the second inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality and the unconfoundedness condition
in Assumption 1, the last inequality is due to Lemma 1, and C; is a constant depending on
logD,d, B, 7, and the surface area of M.

By Markov’s inequality, for any 6 > 0,

E|lw _2a
IP(a)j > 6) [ ]] < 6C1G1n1 2 1o 1y, (5.32)
where G; = e?M(M + a)q‘g%glAl%. Applying a union probability bound gives rise to
|A]
Za) >|Als | < —|A|G1n1 B og? . (5.33)
j=1
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Substituting (5.33) into (4.10) and setting 0 = C;|.A|G; nzﬁ, we get

_f __a
R(rp, TipRr) < Coe*M AP (M + 0)n, " log? ny + Cy AP Gy, 7
2d __ang
< C3e™M| A %5 (M + o) Tanbid log?n

__ans
with probability no less than 1 — Cyn 2@+ log® 11, where Cy is an absolute constant, C,, C3 are
constants depending on log D, d, B, 7, a, B, 11, and the surface area of M. O

5.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2. In Theorem 2, 7t* is the unconstrained optimal policy. We prove Theorem 2 in
a similar manner as we prove Theorem 1. We first decompose the regret using an oracle inequality:

R(rt*, 7ipRr) = Q(17") = Q(7T") + Q(7T*) — Q(TpRr), (5.34)

(12) (I1)

where 7T is the same as in (5.1). In (5.34), (I,) is the bias of approximating 7c* by the policy class
Al

RN

Following the proof of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1, we can derive that

y and (II,) is the same as (II;) in (5.2) which can be bounded similarly.

(IL,) < Cy M| A| 55 (M + o)~ 757 log? nlog2(1/H)

with probability no less than 1 — C,n~ 2+ log® n where C, is an absolute constant and C; depends
onlogD,d,B, t,a, and the surface area of M. In addition, Tipg € H'I(?ILI(H) with Ly, pr, K, k1 and

Ryy given in (4.9). It remains to show (I,) < 2cMt1 + M| A[? exp [(—Mt + 20" e )/H] forany t € (0,1).
Bounding (I,). We estimate Q(7c*) — Q(7c*) on two regions. The first region is, for any given t € (0, 1),

Xt = {w | T € M,]/lA].,(m)(.’B) - max)]/tA]_(a:) < Mt}

j#j (@

with j(x) = argmax; ij(a:). On yx;, the gap between luAj*(a:)(w)’ the reward of the optimal action,
and the reward of the second optimal action is smaller than M¢t. Assumption A.5 yields P(x;) < ct.
The second region is

Xt = {w |2 e Mypg,., (@)- ]_g}fg)mj(w) >M t}

on which the gap between 4. () and the reward of any other action is larger than Mt.
For any policy 7, we have

Q(r) = E[Y (re(x))] = JM (p(x), () dP(x),

where p(x) = [pa, (m),...,ptA‘Al(zz:)]T. According to Chen et al. (2019, Theorem 2), for any ¢ € (0,1),
there is a neural network architecture (L, p, K, x, R) with

L=0(logl/e), p= O(E_%), K= O(«s_g log 1/6), « =max{B,M, Vd, 1%}, R=M,
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such that for each HA; there exists ptA € F(L,p,K,x,R) and ||;/LA ~ Ha, lloo <
Q(n), neH"“' 1y and Q(F) 2

Define 7 = SoftmaxH(yA],...,yAlAl). Since 7T* = argmaxnen\lﬁhm
Q(m), we have
Q)= Q) < Q') ~ Q) = | (fe) (@)~ i) dP(e)
(u(@), (@) - (@) dP(x)+ | (p(z) 7 (@) -r(@))dP(@). (5.35)
Xt Xz

The first integral in (5.35) can be bounded as

(u(x), () - (x))dP(x) < [ |lp(@)lloollm” () — 7()l; AP ()
Xt Xt

<2M | 1dP(z) < 2cMt (5.36)
Xt

where [|u(z)||o = max; |ij(:c)| and ||rt(x)||; = le“ill |[7t(z)];|. For the second integral, we first derive
an upper bound of ||7t*(x) — 7t(x)||. Since 7" is the unconstrained optimal policy, represented by a
one-hot vector 7*(x) = Aj(z), we deduce

exp(fia; (x)/H)

[ (z) - 7(@)]; { m if 7'(z) 2 Aj,

Yy+jexp(pia, (x)/H)

—Zkexp P‘Ak( Y/H) if 7'(*(:1;) =A;

])

maXyz exp((/'iAk(w)""E /H)
exp((pa . (x)-¢)/H)
[Almax;j- eXID((HA,((m)Jrf)/H)

exp((yA] (x)—€)/H)

|[7* () - ()] <

Therefore ||7c*(x) — 7(x)|| < |Alexp (maxkij (”Ak( )— ij*(:n) + 28)/H). Thus

(@), (z) - Tt(@))dP(z) < | @)l (@) - 7))l dP(2)

Xt Xt

< M|A|2exp(( Mt +2¢)/H)dP(z) < M|A|? exp ((—Mt + 2¢)/H). (5.37)
Xt

Combining (5.36) and (5.37), and setting ¢ = N2 give rise to
Q(1") - Q(TT") < 2eMt1 + MIAP exp ((-Mt + 2n~ %5 )/H),

which completes the proof. O]

5.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof of Theorem 3. We denote
7T = argmax Q(D)(n),

\%4
mell NN(H)
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where Q\P)(r) is defined in (4.17). The regret can be decomposed as

R(1te, Tepr) = Q) - QP(@) + QP(7) — QP (7ee_pr) + QP (" _pr) — Q(Fc_pr)-  (5.38)

(I3) (IT5) (ITL3)

n (5.38), (I3) is the bias of approximating the optimal policy 7> using the neural network policy
class HKN(H) in the discretized setting. (II3) is the variance of the estimated policy in HKIN(H).
(III3) characterizes the difference between the discretized policy reward and the continuous policy
reward of Ttic_pr. We next derive the bounds for each part.

Bounding (I5). By Assumption B.4, Hi; € H*(M). According to Chen et al. (2019), Holder functions
can be uniformly approximated by a neural network class if the network parameters are properly

chosen. For any ¢ € (0, 1) there exists a network architecture 7 (L, p, K, x, R) with
_d _d 2
=O(logl/e),p = O(e @ ),K = O(e «log 1/5),1< = max{B, M, Vd, LR=M, (5.39)
such that if the weight parameters are properly chosen, we have yi;, € 7 (L, p, K, x, R) satisfying
||,MI —HI lloo <
We then define an intermediate policy
= SoftmaXH(ﬁll yeeey FIIIIV )

Let A*(x) = argmax (o 11 (@, A). Then 11¢-(x) = A”(x). After defining p(x) = (i, (),..., 5, (z)]T €
RY, we can bound (I5) as

(13) = Q) - Q) < Q) - QP)(R) = f (, A" () AP f (ale), )P ()
:J p(e, A" ( J- (@), [La@gen) - Liar@per,y]AP(x)
M
T
o [ () Mo ren )P @)~ [ (o) T aPle). (5.40)
T,

If A*(z) € I;, we denote j*(z) = j and L(z) = I;. According to Assumption B.4 and (4.23), M is a
Lipschitz constant of the function u(z,-) for any fixed € M. Since A*(x) € L(x), |[u(x, A*(x)) -
p1(z)(x)| < M/V for any x € M. Hence T; can be bounded as

T = J;M (e, A%(x) = pp, () (®)dP() < M/V. (5.41)
We then derive the bound for T, on two regions. The first region is
Xt,y = {zlu(z, A*(z)) — p(x, A) < Mt given |A - A'(z)| > y}

C

and the second region is x,,.

According to Assumption B.5, P(x;,,) < ct?(1—y).

26



T, is decomposed as

T2 = J <[,L(CC), []I{A*(z)ell}; ceey ]l{A*(w)EIV}]T - ﬁ(a:)>dIP(a:)
X

ty

+fc (Hl@), (L @pen)s o Liaery)] T~ (@) dP(@) (5.42)
X

t,y

The first integral in (5.42) is bounded as

f (@), [Lp @y Lar(@yen)] T = (@) dP(@) < 2cM (1 - ), (5.43)
X

ty

We then derive an upper bound of the second integral in (5.42) in a way similar to the derivation
of (5.37). Denote

(1]

(w)_[_ exp(7iy, (x)/H) Yot P (@V/H)  exp(f, (x)/H) ]T
Y exp(y(@)/H) L exp(fi(@)/H) T L exp(i (@)/H) |

Similar to (5.37), we have

jc<u<w>,[nmm>em Aipe(@pery) |7 - T@))dP(@) = | (@) E(@)dP(@)
X

ty Xty

f (@)L 1E(@)leodP(z) < VM | [IE(@)]lodP(z). (5.44)
X

t,y Xt,y

To derive an upper bound of [|Z||.,, we need a lower bound of pp,(5)(x) - ;,q],(:n) forany1<j<V
and j # j*(z). By Assumption B.4, For any j and A € I;, one has

I, A) — pl(@, A < M/V,
and

1
@)= e, A < 17 [ Do, 4)= e, A < 17V
JhA

where |[;| = 1/V represents the length of I;.

As aresult, on Xt[,:y' for any j # j*(x), we have

pi () (@) = pr () 2 (@, Ao () — pl, Aj) = 2M/V
> p(x, A'(z) — p(x, Aj) — |p(z, A'(x) — p(@, Ajo())| = 2M/V
>Mt-3M/V,

where the last inequality holds for two reasons: (1) A*(z) € L(z) and Aj.(4) € L(z); (2) We set
V <1/(2y), and then j # j*(x) implies |A; — A*(x)| > 1/(2V) > . We then deduce

IE]leo < (V = 1)exp(~(Mt - 3M/V - 2¢)/H). (5.45)
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Plugging (5.45) into (5.44), we have

J\ C <;1,(32), []l{A*(m)ell}l s ]l{A*(w)EIV}]T - ﬁ(m)>dﬂ)($)
X

ty

<VM-(V -1)exp(—(Mt—-3M/V —2¢)/H)
<MV?exp(—(Mt—3M/V - 2¢)/H). (5.46)
Substituting (5.41), (5.43) and (5.46) into (5.40), if V <1/(2y), we have

M
(I3) < 77+ 2cMt1(1 =)+ MV?exp (—(Mt - 3M/V - 2¢)/H). (5.47)
Bounding (II3). (II3) has the same form as (II;) in (5.2). We derive the upper bound by following
the same procedure while |.A| is replaced V. Besides, we need to express the estimation error of 7/‘\1]- s
and ’e\lj s in terms of V. Note that e;, > 7/V. By Lemma 1, we can find ﬁ}j € F(Ly,p1,Ky, 11, Ry) with
Ly = Ollog(m/V)),  py =O((m/V)=), Ky = O (gmy/ V)= loglom/V).
«, =max{B,M,Vd,t?}, R,=M,
such that
— 2 2, 2 52 1063
B [, - g |72] < CL(M? + 02) (g1 / V)25 log? (1 /V ) (5.48)

with C; being a constant depending on log D, B, T, @ and the surface area of M. Similarly, we can
ﬁnd ?E f(Lz,pz, Kz, K2,R2) with

L, = O(log(ny/V)), pp = O(V_%nlz“%), K, = O(V_% nf“% log(nl/V)),
K, =max{B,M,Vd, 12}, R, = M,
such that
B[, - er 2] < CM2V 2575, 7 log® ny (5.49)

with C, depending on log D, B, M, a and the surface area of M.
Following the proof of Corollary 1 and using (5.48) and (5.49), we rewrite (5.33) as

|4
=1

with G, = e?M(M + G)n_% and Cj being an constant depending on log D, B, 7,7, a and the surface
area of M.

By replacing | A| by V and # by 1/V in £ and &, in the proof of Theorem 1, and substituting
(5.50), one derives

__2a
P V 2avd 1y 2 log® ny (5.50)

S C3 Gz 9a+3d
0

1

log1/6

QPN 7) = QPN(T c.pRr) < V6, + 84e*M VM -
2

Vo Jy

1/2
@ﬁﬂW”MMmﬂmwmwwﬂ]w

+ ir/{f 12V A

+ Krilog (07! (VM +2VM/n)x
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with probability no less than

C3 G2 V 9a+3

_2a
1-6V5- 11, 2 log” .

1

Here W c.pR € HI‘\/IN(H) where the network class HI‘\/IN(H) has the parameters
Ll_[ =1L, pr1 = O(Vp), KH = O(VK), Krn =K, Rl_[ =R
with L, p, K, x and R defined in (5.39).
Setting € = N T, = n‘zfﬁ,él = C3G2V%nzm and A = V%n;m gives rise to
_d 4 2
L1 = O(logn), pr1 = O(Vnmd ),KH = O(Vnzwd logn),Kn =max{B, M, Vd, LR =M,
and

(I13) < C4e®M(M + o)V In %5 log? nlog!/?(1/H) (5.51)

12a+3d
with probability no less than 1 — CsV 22a+4) n~ 7 log® n, where Cy is a constant depending on

log D, B, 7,1, a, and the surface area of M, Cs is an absolute constant.
Bounding (III3). According to Lemma 2,

(I13) = QPN(T c.pr) - QT c.pr) < M/V. (5.52)
Putting all ingredients together. Putting (5.47), (5.51) and (5.52) together and using ¢ = Nz
give rise to
— 2M a
R(1t5, T epr) < ~ + C4€2M(M + G)V%n*m log2 nlogl/2 1/H
+2eMt(1-y) + MV? exp (- (Mt - 3M/V - 2n" %5 ) /H)

12a+3d

with probability no less than 1 — C5V 22e+ p~ %+ log® 1 for any t and y < 1/4V.
Setting V =n7 ZW’),)/ = W and t > 7 +2¢/M, we get

2a
R(m¢, Tepr) < Cre®™M(M + o)n” 70asd) log2 nlogl/2 1/H
4a
+2cMtT + Mn7Caxd) exp( (Mt  4Mp T )/H)

an +4ad

for any t € (2(1+1/M)n 22“*‘1 1) with probablhty no less than 1 — Cgn 7Ca+d? log n, where Cgq is
an absolute constant. In add1t1on TTC.DR € H NN(H) with Ly, pri, Ky, k11, Ry defined in (4.26), /,q], €
F(Ly,p1,Ky, %1, Ry) for j =1,...,V with the parameters defined in (4.24), g € F(L,,p2, K5, %2, R5)
with the parameters defined in (4.25). O

6 Conclusion and Discussion

This paper establishes statistical guarantee for doubly robust off-policy learning by neural networks.
The covariate is assumed to be on a low-dimensional manifold. Non-asymptotic regret bounds for
the learned policy are proved in the finite-action scenario and in the continuous-action scenario.

29



Our results show that when the covariates exhibit low dimensional-structures, neural networks
provide a fast convergence rate whose exponent depends on the intrinsic dimension of the manifold
instead of the ambient dimension. Our results partially justify the success of neural networks in
causal inference with high-dimensional covariates.

We finally provide some discussions in connection with the existing literature.

e Sample Complexity Lower Bound without Low Dimensional Structures. Gao and Han (2020)
established a lower bound of the sample complexity for policy evaluation (or treatment effect
estimation), when the covariates are in RP and do not have low-dimensional structures. Specifically,
they assume that both the initial policy and reward functions belong to a Holder space. The sample
complexity needs to be at least exponential in the dimension D. This result shows that the rate can
not be improved unless additional assumptions are made. By assuming that the covariates are on a
d-dimensional manifold, our sample complexity only depends on the intrinsic dimension d. We
remark that Gao and Han (2020) studied the Holder space with a Holder index « € (0,1], while we
focus on the case of a > 1. In the case that a = 1, if we have g > 1 (in Assumption A.5), Corollary 2
gives the convergence rate O (n‘ﬁ log® n). This rate is better than the minimax rate O (n‘ﬁ) from
Gao and Han (2020) thanks to the low-dimensional structures of the covariates.

e Nonconvex Optimization of Deep Neural Networks. Our theoretical guarantees hold for the
global optimum of (3.4)-(3.8). However, solving these optimization can be difficult in practice.
Some recent empirical and theoretical results have shown that large neural networks help to ease
the optimization without sacrificing statistical efficiency (Zhang et al., 2016; Arora et al., 2019;
Allen-Zhu et al., 2019). This is also referred to as an overparameterization phenomenon. We will
leave it for future investigation.
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Supplementary Materials for Doubly Robust Off-Policy Learning on
Low-Dimensional Manifolds by Deep Neural Networks

A Proof of Lemmal

Proof of Lemma 1. We first derive the error bound ||/7Aj - I/‘Aj”LZ for any j = 1,...,|A|. Note that
FA,- € F(Ly,p1,Kq, %1, Ry) is the minimizer of (3.4). If we choose

d
Ly = O(logny,), p1 = O( 2“*") K, = O( Tard logny, ) =max{B,M,Vd,t?}, R, =M, (A.1)

then according to Chen et al. (2019, Theorem 1), for each j, we have

__2a
Ellfia, - a 7] < CLM? + %), log na (A.2)

where 1y = Z?:ll Liq,=4;) and C; is a constant only depending on log D, B, r and the surface area of
M. In (A.2) the expectation is taken with respect to the randomness of samples.

Next, we derive a high probability lower bound of 14, for all j’s in terms of #;. By Assumption
A.3(ii), IE(nAj/nl) > 1. By Liao and Maggioni (2019, Lemma 29), we have

p(|24 g2 s Lg(24)) <2 3 E (A
n_l_ =2\ n P\ )

Thus ny; 2 nn1/2 holds with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—21817n1 ) Denote the event E; = {nA]. >

nny/2} and its complement by EIC. When n; (so as n) is large enough, we have
B2, a2 ] = B[, — pea 12 B2 [P (EL) + B {7, — pa 1% ES | P (E
pa; = pagllps pa; = Palip B [RAED) +E lHA; = Hall215 L
< C (M2 + 07) (1) log? (ymy) + 2C1 (M2 + 02)exp ey

_2a
< Co(M? + %) (nyny) 24 log? (ymy),

where C; is a constant depending on log D, B, r and the surface area of M. Substituting n,, = 7m
into (A.1) gives rise to ﬁA € F(Ly,p1,Ky,x1,Ry) with Ly, py, Ky, k1, Ry in (4.3).

To estimate IE[IIAA —ex. ||L2] we use H|A| (M) to denote the space of the |A| -1 dimensional

vectors whose elements are in H%(M). We denote ¢g* = [gAl, - 8AL 1] with 84, = log o . Accord-
AAl
ing to Assumption A.4, g4 = logeA —logey,, € H?, ||gA le <M and g* € HIAI {(M). Let g be the

minimizer of (3.5). From Maurer (2016 Corollary 4) and the proof of Farrell et al. (2018, Theorem
2), setting Gyn = F (L, p, K, x, R) gives rise to

|A|LK logK |A|(loglogny +y)

logny + + sup inf ||g*—g’||(2>0
m n §EHY (M) 8EINN

Ig- 8"l < C3M?
with probability at least 1 —exp(—y), where Cj is an absolute constant.
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According to Chen et al. (2019, Theorem 2), for any ¢; € (0, 1), there exists a neural network
architecture F(L,p, K, k, R) with

1 -4 -4 1 2
L=0 log5 ,p:O(|A|£2 ),K:O IAle, log5 ,x =max{B,M,Vd,t*},R=M

such that for any g € H&|_1(M), there exists g € F(L,p, K, x,R) with [|g — gll, < &, where |||l =

« @ —2a i =4
SUp,c  max;gj(x)| . Setting &, = |A|2§Wnl ard oy = |A[" 725 ni* givesrise to Gnn = F (Lo, p2, Ky, k2, Ry)
with

_d_ A
L, = O(log(n /M), p> = O(JAI =77 ), Ky = O(JA %7 7 log(my/|A)) ),
x, =max{B,M,Vd, 1%}, R, =M

_d
2a+d

which implies (4.4).Then with probability no less than 1 —exp (—lAl‘% n; ), we deduce

1T 87117 < CoMP A 0, 7 log ny
with C4 depending on log D, B, T and the surface area of M. Denote the event
B = {1882 < CaMPLA=0, 7 og?my ).
When n; (so as n) is large enough, we obtain
ElIg-&'I.) = EIIE - 8"l 12 P(E) + ElIR- I S IP(ES)
< CaMPAI 1, 5 log® ny + 4(M? + o) exp -JA #7077
< C5M2|A|%n1% log3 ny

with C5 depending on log D, B, T and the surface area of M.

exp([g];) for i . .
— 1 forj=1,...,]A| - 1. Since ||Vri|| < 1 for any j, we have
1+X 1 exp((g]e) ] A I ]” ¥y

E[lIen, —eal17.] = E[llr;(@) - rj(gI1.]
— * 2 Sda _%
<B|(IV7llel- &'lliz)| < CsMPAIT 1, 7 Log .

Define r(g) =

.. g —520
Similarly, one can show ]E[II??AM| - eAwlI%z] < CsM?| Al 7 ny log3 ny. O

B Proof of Lemma 2

Proof of Lemma 2. Recall that

Q)= | (@ (@) (e AP (),
Q)= | (s, (@) pta, ()] (@) (),

Since L, is a uniform Lipschitz constant of p(z,-) for any € M, we derive

QP () - Q(rr) = JM ([, () = (@, Ay, .o i, () = p(, Ay)] T, () Y P (@) < L,/ V.,
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C Proof of Lemma 3

Proof of Lemma 3. We first use McDiarmid’s inequality (Lemma 10) to show D(IT) concentrates
around E[D(IT)] and then derive a bound of IE[D(IT)]. To simplify the notation, we omit the domain
ITin D.

We denote {f,i,}?:1 as the counterpart of {f}?zl when one sample (xy, I}) is replaced by (x,I})
for any k with 1 <k < n. A’(t;,1,) and D’ are defined analogously. We have

2 2 1o o,
D-D< sup Ay, m) = A(my )< sup — (i~ () - 705 (1))

T[l,T(zen T(l,ﬂzen

o ° o o 4
< - ) ()~ ro(aly < 2B < 2, )

where || -||o and ||-||; stand for the £*° and ¢! norm for vectors. Applying Lemma 10 with f = D, we
have

P(D-E[D] > t) < exp(-2nt?/(16]?)). (C.2)
Setting t = 4] IOgl/a gives rise to
log1
D < E[D]+4] ngn/é (C.3)

with probability no less than 1 - 6.
We next derive a bound of [E[D] by symmetrization:

E[D]=E| sup A(my,m,) ]E[A 711:712)] <E| sup A(my,m;)- Acopy(”l:ﬂz)l
T(y, 7‘[261_[ Ty, T(zEH
= ]EIE‘& sup 56( (7-(1’7-(2) Acopy(nl’T(Z)) = ZIEIE§ sup EQA(T(DT(Z)];
Ty, ﬂzEH Tll,T[ZeH

where Acopy denotes A using independent copies of samples and &€ = [&4,...,&,]T with &;’s being

i.i.d. Rademacher variables which take value 1 or —1 with the same probability. Here £ ® A denotes
the entry-wise product of £ and A, i.e.,

£ A(ry, 7)) Zé L, 7 () - mo(x )>~
We next apply Lemma 10 with f = [E, [sup7Tl ﬂzenﬁ(DA(nl,nz)] Agaln we denote {F Ji, as
the counterpart of {I } _, when one sample (xy, Fk) is replaced by (a:k, ') for any k with 1 <k <n.
A'(1y,1,) is defined analogously. We get

E¢| sup £ A(n;,m,) —E¢| sup 5@5’(711,712)]
71,7 €ll 701,70, €11
<E¢| sup ;5k< — Ty () - ﬂz(wk)>
701,70, €1
Le >/ 4
<M= B e ) = (el < . (C.4)
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Applying Lemma 10 with f = [E, [supnl,nzen5®Z(n1,n2)] gives rise to

IP(IEIE&-[ sup 5@5(7(1,7(2)]-1E5|: sup 5@&(7’(1,7’(2)

> t] < exp(—2nt2/(l6]2)). (C.5)

701,70, €l1 701,70 €lT
Setti _ logl/
etting t = 4] gives rise to
o o log1/0
11)[1131135[ sup £0A(m, 1) —Eg[ sup EQA(nl,nz)]ZM o1/ )gé. (C.6)
101,70, €ll 101,70, €ll 2n

The following lemma provides an upper bound of [E,

sup €0 A(ny,my)| (see a proof in
7‘(1,7‘[261—[

Appendix F):

Lemma 6. Let £ be a set of Rademacher random variable and A(nl, 705) defined in (5.12). Then the
following bound holds

E¢| sup &0 &(nl, 705)

711,71261_[

<1nf 20+ — log V(6,11 ||-[I)d0 (C.7)
Vil \/ ) r

where N (0, H'I(?I'\I, |Illp) is the 6-covering number (see Definition 6) of IT with respect to the measure

el =y X2 485 (a2,
Substituting (C.7) into (C.6) yields

] 48 (maxiil

96 ("maxllmllr log1/8
ED] <inf 44+ 2 | Jlog N (6, TL[HIr)d6 + 8] Ogn/ (C.8)
with probability no less than 1 — 6.
Substituting (C.8) into (C.3) give rise to
96 ("maxlimllr 1
D<inf 41+ 7, \/log/\/ 0,11, |[{Ip)d6 +12J ogn/b (C.9)
with probability no less than 1 —20. O

D Proof of Lemma 4

Proof of Lemma 4. We derive the bound of the covering number N (6 Hkﬁ'\], |I|lr) using the covering

(1) (1) )

number of the neural network class N (6, F(L,p,K,«x,R),|| - |l)- Let M) = Softrnax(yAl,...,yAMI

and 712 = SOftmaX(Vfl)"“’Vf‘il\) be two policies in H'I\Hl\I(LH,pH,KH,KH,RH) such that for each j,

InyL\lj) - ;/tfj)lloo < 6. By Assumption A.3 and (4.1), ||fl-||1 <2M/n +|A|M for any n; <i < n. Therefore
we have

- = Z (B () = ) (ay))

i=n;+1

< > R o~ < b+ 2207

1 ny+1
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Thus we obtain

N (0,TT5, IHlp) < N (0/(LAIM + 2M /1), T, [l ) - (D.1)

Since for every 1 € l_[|1<141|\I with Lip = L, pry = |Alp, Kip = JA|K, k11 = «, R = R, it contains |A| parallel

ReLU networks in F(L,p,K, x,R) with an additional softmax layer, we have N(G,H%IL,H-HOO) <
N(©6,F(L,p,K,«,R), ||~||OO)|A|. From Chen et al. (2019, Proof of Theorem 3.1), we have

202 (pR + 2)xlpt 1\ K
N0, F (L p, K, 6, R), o) s( ik
We get
2L2(pR + 2)xLpl+! [AIK
N6, T -1 s( pRAZIP ) . (D.2)
Combining (D.1) and (D.2) proves Lemma 4. O
E Proof of Lemma 5
Proof of Lemma 5. For any 7t € Hll(?ll\p
1 « ~ 1 « = 1 « =
Iellp < — ) @om(@)’ < — ) IERIn@)IL < — ) [T
2 i:ﬂ1+1 2 i:n1+1 2 i:n1+1
By Assumption A.3 and (4.1), ||ﬁ||1 < 2M/n +|A|M for any ny <i < n. Therefore we obtain
Imlif < (2M/n +|AIM)>.
O

F Proof of Lemma 6

We first define the covering number of a set.

Definition 6. Let F be a set equipped with metric p. For any 6 > 0, a d-covering of F is a set
{fi,--., fn} € F such that for any f € F, there exists f; for 1 <k < N with p(fx, f) < 0. The o-covering
number of F is defined as

N (6, F,p) =inf{N : there exists {fi,..., fy} which is a 6-covering of F}. (F.1)

Proof of Lemma 6. Tobound Es| sup £0© A1y, 1)

7'(1,71261_[
a series of I coverings of IT with resolutions {9;}

with respect to the measure ||-||r, we construct

I
i=1

covering are denoted as {ngl)}ﬁ(?, where the N’s are to be determined later. Thus for any 7 €1,
there exists () in the (i)-th covering such that

satisfying 6;,1 = %51-. The elements in the (i)-th

n

J Y (f ) - () <

i=1
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Let n(li) denote the closest element of 7y in the (i)-th covering, and n(zi) is defined analogously.

We now expand 7 — 7, using a telescoping sum:

I-1 .
- m_[m ! {n;ﬂ_ngungw]_[m_ngu ngﬂungungw]. 2
i=1 i=1

Substituting (F.2) into E¢ | sup £®A(n1,n2)l, due to the bi-linearity of A, we have

701,70, €l1
IEg sup 5@&(7‘(1,7‘(2)
701,70, €l1
I-
1
<Eg|sup — Zé<u[ﬂ1 7Z1 Z (1 (1))(5'31‘)>}
71161_[ 1
I-1 1 .
+ ¢ Su% Zél< 1,[712—712 +Zn(z+ 7T, +7z(2)]( ,-)>]. (E.3)
TE i=

By the construction of the coverings, we immediately have

PRy (0
[E; | sup — 5-<F,(n -7 )(:1:-)>
£_n1€nn; i\ti 1 1 i
_ il M\, \2
<g|sup gl ) (B (i - ")) | <o (F4)
nlel'[ i1

We can also check

i(ﬁ,n“ww»—n<i>(azz->>2=J n (I, D (@) - () + () - (@)
i=1

\E=
\ 2 i(ﬁ,n““nwi) ~r(@) +2) () - 7li(ay)
i=1 i=1

2n(62,, +67) < V2n(d;41 + ;).

i+1

IA

Using Lemma 11, we have

sup — Zé <011 D) i)_n(li)(wi)>}

nleH

< 200i41 +0i) \/log Oi:H:||'||F)N(5i+1rnr”‘”r))<4(5i+1+6i)\/10gN(5i+11H:”'”r)

< < . (E6)
Vi Vn

; 2
where the metric in the covering is ||| = \/% Y <E,n(wi)> . Substituting (F.4), (F.6) into (E.3),
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and invoking the identity ;1 + 6; = 6(0;41 — 9;;7) yield

-1
8(9;11 + 0;)\Iog N (641,11,
IEg sup £®A(TZ1,712) L+ Z dis1 \/ 0g N (0,41 [IIr)
701,70, €l1 i— ‘/ﬁ
48(5;11 — 0112)V1og N (8;41, IL | 48 [
<28, + (0it1 z+2)\/ og i+1 I ”F) <28, + _J- \/log/\/(r,l_[, ||~||r)dT
Vn Vn Js,
Choosing 01 = maxyrq [|7t]|r so that the first covering only consists of one element, we derive
. 48 (maxlinliy
Be| sup £OA(m,mp)| < 1nf 2+ — \/log/\/' 0,IL|||lp)d6
101,70, €l1 \/_

G Some Useful Lemmas

Lemma 7. Let f(x, A) be any function defined on M x [0, 1]. Assume there exists M > 0 such that

sup |If (- A)llpa(py < M and sup |f(z,A) - f(z, A)| < MJA - A], VA, A €[0,1]. (G.1)
A€[0,1] xeM

Then FU) = Lf(:c,A)dA € H%(M) satisfies ||[F\D|l3e(ng) < M|I| for any interval I C [0,1] where [I] is
the length of I.

Proof of Lemma 7. To show F\D) € H¥(M), it is sufficient to show ||[F{)|lye(y ) < oo for any chart (U, ¢)
of M. For simplicity, we denote

FO(z) = F 0 ) (2), fyl2A) = (97 (2),A)

for z € p(U). Then Fy(2) = [, f(2, A)dA.
We first consider O < a < 1. In this case, we have

IEY) ()~ F ()
||F ||Ha Uy = sup 4;
zzyep(U) ”z_y”z
z,A)— LA
o= D= fo A gt < oo, (G.2)
zzyep(U)JI ”z_yllg

which implies F € H¥(M).
Next we consider a > 1. We first show that asF Lan(P z,A)dA for any |s| < [a—17 where
§=[sT7,0]". Let {h,}3> | be any sequence converglng to 0. When |s| = 1, by definition, we have

) (1)
F,'(z+h,s)—F (z+h,s A (z,A)
QSF(I)(z) — lim -2 . ¢ = lim f(P )~ Ja dA.

¢ n—o0 h, n—o0 h,

Since [|f (2, A)llya(p(uy < M for any fixed A € [0,1], by the mean value theorem,

fo(z+hys,A) = fo(2,A)
hy,

< max |0%f,(Z,A)| < M.
R
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Since

lim 22 s A~ fo(zA) P fy(z,4) (G.3)

=00 I,

and by the dominated convergence theorem, we obtain

(I (I
BSF(I)(z) . F¢ (z+hns)—F¢ (2)
p =

n—o0 hn

= J- lim 2202 4) _f¢(Z’A)dA = Jagf(p(z,A
I 1

n—oo hn

Similarly, for any |s| < [a — 17, @*f(x,A) can be expressed in the form similar to (G.3) using the
Taylor series. Following the same procedure, one can show

?*F(z)= | 9°f,(2,A)dA
D)= [ iz

for any |s| <[a —17. Therefore we have

max  sup |83 | <M|I| < oo, (G.4)
Isl<fa=11 e (U

where |I| represents the length of I.
On the other hand,

19°Fy(2) - 9°Fy ()]

max  sup
sl=TaTzzyepv) 2 -yl
P fy(z,A)—9°
< max  sup 19 o = [5(1)1] )ldA£M|I|<oo. (G.5)
Is=falzzyepu) 1 |lz—yll,

a—-[a-17

Combining (G.4) and (G.5) gives ||F(I)”Ha( < oo for any chart (U, ¢) which implies F) € H¥(M).
[

Lemma 8. Assume Assumption 2. Let f,g € H*(M) with inf cy,g(x) >#n > 0. Let M > 0 be a
constant such that ||f|l3e(r) < M and [|g]l3a (a1 < M. Then we have f/g € H¥(M) with [|f/gll3e () <
225 e (V)2 (2B + 1).

Proof of Lemma 8. To prove Lemma 8, it is sufficiently to show ||f/g|l}(u) < oo for any chart (U, ¢)
of M. For simplicity, denote

fo(2)=fodp~(2), gp(2) =go ¢! (2)

for any z € ¢(U)
We first consider 0 < a < 1. In this case,

U relherr = su 1(f¢( 2)/8(2)) = (fo (u)/8y )'
D)7 i) Iz yl§
<|f¢(2)g¢(y)—f¢(2)g¢(Z)+f¢(z)g¢(Z)—f¢(y)
B 8(¥)8s(2)llz - yll3
s% M|g¢(y)—g¢(z)| +M|f¢(Z)—f¢(y)l
1 Iz —yll3 Iz —yll3

) <2M?*/n? <o (G.6)
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which implies f/g € H*(M).
We next consider the case a > 1. We first show [0°(f;(2)/g4(2))| < oo for |s| < [a —17. When
|s| = 1, we have
P f(2)8p(2) — f(2)9°gy(2)
g¢( z)

as(ﬁp(z)) _

<2M?/n?.
8p(2) 1

For any |s| < [a — 1], following this process, one can show

z
g8 ( Jo(2) ) _
8¢(2)
where each G; is the product of 2!/ terms from {8§f¢, 8§f¢||§| <|sl}.
On the other hand, note that for any s with |s| =1, we have

5 el ‘G
1 1+|s| s |s|
S <2 M) <o, (G.7)

8p -

(o)
(2) 2s(y)
|9 f(2)89(2) ~ fp(2)9°89 (2)  9°fy ()8 (y) — fy(1)9° 8y (y)
25(2) g¢< Y)
|85 ) fo(2)8(2) ~ 85(2)0° ()8 () ~ (85 (1) fip(2)9°8 (2) ~ 85 (2)f (4)9° gy (v))
) 23 (2)g3(v) ‘

s%|g¢ vz [an(p z)g¢(y)—8sf¢(z) $(2)+ 323 <z>—an¢<y>g¢<z>]
+85(Y)fg(2)0°g4 (2 () f(2)9°84 () + 85 () f(2)9° 84 (y (Y)f(¥)9°g4(y)
+8¢ Y)fo(y)°gs(y) — ( )86 (2) f(Y)°84(Y) + 8 (y fq5 9 19°25(y) — 84 (2)fp (¥)9° g4 (y )'

5?[3lg¢(z)—g¢(y)l+lf¢ — fo(Y)l +10°¢4(2) - g¢(y)|+|asf¢(z)—85qu(y)|]
3
s%[wuz—mn|98g¢<z>—85g¢<y>|+|83f¢<z>—9sf¢<y>|]'

Analogously, for any |s| < [a — 17, one can show

(o) ()
g4(2) 86(y)

<(M/n)?*" 7N (CuMIlz =yl + Cold* gy (2) - 9 gy ()] + C510° fy(2) - 9 Fy(w))

5+|s|
for some absolute constants C;,C,, C3 such that C; + C;+ C3 = 272" I8l Thus we deduce

9*(fp(=V/89(2)) = * (fis (/g ))|

max su a—[a-1]
11011 2y (0) = —yll}
ola-11+1_1 Sta-1] [a-1] olal
<(M/n) (2CiMB+(Cy+C3)M) <27 2 (M/n)" (2B+1) < oo. (G.8)
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Combining (G.7) and (G.8) yields

S5+[a

e (/)™ (2B +1) < 0o (G.9)

f78lla(u) <2
for any chart (U, ¢) of M which implies f/g € H*(M).

Lemma 9. Assume Assumption 2. Let f € H*(M) with @ > 1 and f(x) > > 0. Let M >
0 be a constant such that [[f|yax) < M. Then we have logf € H%(M) with [|log fll3enm) <

5+[a-2]

277 [ 2(M/n)? (2B + 1).

Proof of Lemma 9. 1t is sufficiently to show ||log f|3/2(y) < oo for any chart (U, ¢) of M. For simplic-
ity, denote fy(2) := f o ¢~!(2) for any z € ¢(U). We further denote M > 0 such that ||f||3e(y) < M.

For any [s| =1, d°log fy(2) = a;/)ff’z()z). Note that 0°f,(2) € H* 1 (¢(U)). According to Lemma 8,

88
10 ¢ 3o () (G.10)
fo
for any |s| = 1. Combining (G.10) and
0 fy(z
max Jo(2) <M/n,

lsl=1,2ep(U)| fi(2)
we have [|log fll3« (1) < co with [[log f e () < o 25 forfﬂ(M/n)W’u(ZB + 1) which proves Lemma
9. O

The following two lemmas are extensively used in the previous proofs.

Lemma 10 (McDiarmid’s inequality (McDiarmid, 1989)). Let xy,...,x, € X be independent ran-
dom variables and f : X" — R be a map. If for any i and x,...,x,, «; € X, the following holds

|f(w1r-"lwi—lrxirxi+lr"'1wn) _f(xln";-'171'_1;53;:331‘-;_1:“-;«'1371” <c

then for any t > 0,

—2t2
P(|f(x1,...,z,) - E[f] > ) Sexp(zrZ 2).

i=1%i

Lemma 11 (Massart’s lemma (Massart, 2000)). Let X be some finite set in R"” and ¢4,...,¢,, be
independent Rademacher random variables. Then

1 v \2log|X
E sup—Zeixi §sup||m||¢.
zex M -1 xeX m
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