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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; Frölich et al., 2017; Benkeser et al., 2020; Kennedy,
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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 ε accuracy,
the sample complexity needs to grow in the order of ε−D , 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 3×224×224. To obtain a 0.1 error, the sample
complexity needs to scale like 10−3×224×224, 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 ε−D .

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

D 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; Dudík 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-
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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; Dudík 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.
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Notations: We use bold lowercase letters to denote vectors, i.e., x ∈ RD . We use xi to denote
the i-th entry of x, and define |x| =

∑D
i=1 |xi | and ‖x‖22 =

∑D
i=1 x

2
i . For a function f : RD → R and a

multi-index s = [s1, . . . , sD]>, ∂sf denotes ∂|s|f /∂xs11 · · ·∂x
sD
D . Let Ω be the support of a probability

distribution P. The L2 norm of f with respect to P is denoted as ‖f ‖2L2
=

∫
Ω
f 2(x)dP(x). We use

◦ to denote function composition. For a set A, |A| denotes its cardinality. For a scalar a > 0, bac
denotes the largest integer which is no larger than a, dae denotes the smallest integer which is no
smaller than a. For a,b ∈R, we denote a∨ b = max{a,b} and a∧ b = min{a,b}. We refer to a one-hot
vector as a canonical basis, i.e. vj = [0, . . . ,0,1,0, . . . ,0]> ∈Rd with j-th element being 1. We useB
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), Hölder space
on a smooth manifold, and define the neural network class considered throughout this paper.

2.1 Low-Dimensional Manifold

LetM be a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold isometrically embedded in R
D . A chart forM is a

pair (U,φ) such that U ⊂M is open and φ :U →R
d is a homeomorphism, i.e., φ is a bijection, its

inverse and itself are continuous. Two charts (U,φ) and (V ,ψ) are called Ck compatible if and only
if the transition functions

φ ◦ψ−1 : ψ(U ∩V )→ φ(U ∩V ) and ψ ◦φ−1 : φ(U ∩V )→ ψ(U ∩V )

are both Ck functions. A Ck atlas ofM is a collection of Ck compatible charts {(Ui ,φi)} such that⋃
iUi =M. An atlas ofM contains an open cover ofM and the mappings from each open cover to

R
d .

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

Through the concept of atlas, we are able to define Cs functions and Hölder space on a smooth
manifold.

Definition 2 (Cs functions onM). LetM be a smooth manifold and fix a C∞ atlas of it. For a
function f :M→ R, we say f is a Cs function onM if for any (U,φ) in the atlas, f ◦φ−1 is a Cs

function in R
d .

Definition 3 (Hölder space onM). LetM be a compact manifold. A function f :M 7→R belongs
to the Hölder space Hα(M) with a Hölder index α > 0, if for any chart (U,φ), we have

‖f ‖Hα(U ) = max
|s|<dα−1e

sup
x∈φ(U )

|∂sf ◦φ−1(x)|+ max
|s|=dα−1e

sup
x,y∈φ(U )

|∂sf ◦φ−1(x)−∂sf ◦φ−1(y)|
‖x−y‖α−dα−1e

2

<∞.

For a fixed atlas {(Ui ,φi)}, the Hölder norm of f is defined as ‖f ‖Hα(M) = supi ‖f ‖Hα(Ui ). We
occasionally omitM in the Hölder 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 ofM.
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Definition 4 (Reach). The medial axis ofM is defined as

T (M) = {x ∈RD | ∃ x1 , x2 ∈M, such that ‖x−x1‖2 = ‖x−x2‖2 = inf
y∈M
‖x−y‖2}.

The reach τ ofM is the minimum distance betweenM and T (M), i.e.

τ = inf
x∈T (M),y∈M

‖x−y‖2.

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 (x) =WL ·ReLU(WL−1 · · ·ReLU(W1x+ b1) + · · ·+ bL−1) + bL, (2.1)

where the Wi ’s are weight matrices and bi ’s are intercepts. We define a class of neural networks as

F (L,p,K,κ,R) ={f | f has the form of (2.1) with L layers and width bounded by p,‖f ‖∞ ≤ R,
L∑
i=1

‖Wi‖0 + ‖bi‖0 ≤ K,‖Wi‖∞,∞ ≤ κ,‖bi‖∞ ≤ κ for i = 1, ...,L},

where ‖H‖∞,∞ = maxi,j |Hij | for a matrix H and ‖ · ‖0 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
i.i.d. triples {(xi ,ai , yi)}ni=1, where xi ∈ M denotes a covariate independently sampled from an
unknown distribution onM, ai ∈ A denotes the action taken, and yi ∈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

D . 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 x.

To better interpret Assumption 1, we first consider a finite action space A = {A1, . . . ,A|A|}, where
Aj is a one-hot vector, i.e. Aj = [0, . . . ,0,1,0, . . . ,0]> with 1 appearing at the j-th position. Given
the covariate x, there is a reward {Y1(x), . . . ,Y|A|(x)} for each action, where the randomness of Yj(x)
only depends on x. The observed reward yi is a realization of Yj(xi) with ai = Aj .
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3.1 Policy Learning with Finite Actions

When the action space is finite, a policy π :M→ ∆|A| maps a covariate onM to a vector on the
|A|-dimensional simplex

∆|A| =

z ∈R|A| : zi ≥ 0 and
∑
i

zi = 1

 .
The j-th entry of π(x) denotes the probability of choosing the action Aj given x. A policy in the
interior of the simplex is called a randomized policy. If π(x) is a one-hot vector, it is called a
deterministic policy. The expected reward of deploying a policy π is

Q(π) = E[Y (π(x))] = E

[〈
[Y1(x), . . . ,Y|A|(x)]>,π(x)

〉]
. (3.1)

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

S1 = {(xi ,ai , yi)}
n1
i=1 and S2 = {(xi ,ai , yi)}ni=n1+1. (3.2)

We denote n2 = n − n1 and choose n1,n2 to be proportional to n such that n1/n is a constant. In
the first stage, we solve nonparametric regression problems using S1 to estimate two important
functions — the propensity score and the conditional expected reward. For any action Aj , the
propensity score

eAj (x)B P(a = Aj | x)

quantifies the probability of choosing Aj given the covariate x, and the expected reward of choosing
Aj is

µAj (x)B E[Yj(x) | x].

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

Q(π) = E

〈
[µA1

(x), ...,µA|A|(x)]>,π(x)
〉

=
∫
M

〈
[µA1

(x), ...,µA|A|(x)]>,π(x)
〉
dx. (3.3)

In the second stage, we learn a policy using S2 based on our estimated eAj ’s and µAj ’s, which only
requires that either the eAj ’s or the µAj ’s are accurately estimated.

• Stage 1: Estimating µAj and eAj . For each action Aj , we use a neural network to estimate the
reward function µAj by minimizing the following empirical quadratic loss

µ̂Aj (x) = argmin
f ∈FNN

1
nAj

n1∑
i=1

(yi − f (xi))
21{ai = Aj} with nAj =

n1∑
i=1

1{ai = Aj}, (3.4)

where FNN :M→R is a properly chosen network class defined in Lemma 1.
An estimator of the propensity score eAj is obtained by minimizing the multinomial logistic

loss. Let GNN :M 7→ R
|A|−1 be a properly chosen network class defined in Lemma 1. We obtain

êAj (x) via

ĝ(x) = argmin
g∈GNN

1
n1

n1∑
i=1

−[g(xi)
>,1]ai + log

(
1 +
|A|−1∑
j=1

exp([g(xi)]j )
)
, (3.5)

êAj (x) =
exp([ĝ(x)]j )

1 +
∑|A|−1
j=1 exp([ĝ(x)]j )

for j ≤ |A| − 1, and êA|A|(x) =
1

1 +
∑|A|−1
j=1 exp([ĝ(x)]j )

. (3.6)
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Here [g]j denotes the j-th entry, and [g>,1] ∈R|A| is obtained by augmenting g by 1.

• Stage 2: Policy Learning. Given µ̂Aj and êAj , we learn an optimal policy by maximizing a doubly
robust empirical reward:

Q̂(π) :=
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

π(xi)
>Γ̂i with Γ̂i =

yi − µ̂ai (xi)
êai (xi)

·ai + [µ̂A1
(xi), . . . , µ̂A|A|(xi)]

> ∈R|A|. (3.7)

A doubly robust optimal policy is learned by

π̂DR = argmax
π∈ΠNN

Q̂(π), (3.8)

where ΠNN is a properly chosen network class (see Section 4 for the configurations of ΠNN, e.g.,
(4.8) and (4.9)). The doubly robust reward Q̂ can tolerate a relatively large estimation error in
either µ̂Aj or êAj (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)B
d
dA

P(a ≤ A,A ∈ A | x) and µ(x,A)B E[Y (x,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 Ij = [(j − 1)/V , j/V ] for j = 1, . . .V . Accordingly, we
define the discretized propensity score and conditional expected reward for the sub-interval Ij as

eIj (x)B P(a ∈ Ij | x) and µIj (x)B E[Y (x, a)1{a ∈ Ij} | x]/eIj . (3.9)

After the discretization on the action space, we identify all the actions a belonging to a single
sub-interval Ij as the midpoint Aj = (2j − 1)/2V of Ij and equips Aj with the average expected
reward µIj . 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 Aj ’s. In the first stage, we obtain µ̂Ij and êIj as estimators of µIj and eIj , respectively. In the
second stage, we use neural networks for policy learning by maximizing the discretized doubly
robust empirical reward. Specifically, we define I(ai) = Ij for ai ∈ Ij which maps the continuous
action to the corresponding discretized sub-interval. For ai ∈ Ij , we denote ai ∈ {0,1}V as the
one-hot vector with the j-th element being 1, which encodes the action ai . The discretized doubly
robust empirical reward is defined as

Q̂(D)(π)B
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

〈̂
Γ

(D)
i ,π(xi)

〉
with Γ̂

(D)
i =

yi − µ̂I(ai )(xi)
êI(ai )(xi)

·ai + [µ̂I1(xi), . . . , µ̂IV (xi)]
>, (3.10)

7



where the superscript (D) denotes the discretized quantities. We learn an optimal policy by solving
the following maximization problem:

π̂ C-DR = argmax
π∈ΠNN

Q̂(D)(π) (3.11)

where ΠNN 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 π against a reference policy π̄ is defined as the difference between their
respective expected rewards. The formal definition is given as follows.

Definition 5. Let π̄ be a fixed reference policy. For any policy π, the regret of π against π̄ is

R(π̄,π) =Q(π̄)−Q(π).

Here Q(π) 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 Hölder 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 R
D .

There exists B > 0 such that ‖x‖∞ ≤ B whenever x ∈M. The reach τ ofM satisfies τ > 0.

Assumption A.3. The propensity score and random reward satisfy:

(i) Overlap: eAj (x) ≥ η for j = 1, . . . , |A|, where η > 0 is a constant;

(ii) Bounded Reward: Yj(x) is bounded and has a bounded variance, i.e., supx∈M |Yj(x)| ≤M1 and
Var[Yj ] ≤ σ2 for any j = 1, . . . , |A|, where M1 > 0 and σ > 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 µAj is bounded since |µAj (x)| ≤ E[|Yj(x)| | x] ≤M1
for every x ∈M.

Assumption A.4. Given a Hölder index α ≥ 1, we assume µAj (x) ∈ Hα(M) and eAj (x) ∈ Hα(M) for
j = 1, . . . , |A|. Moreover, for a fixed C∞ atlas ofM, there exists M2 > 0 such that

max
j

∥∥∥∥µAj∥∥∥∥Hα ≤M2 and max
j
‖ logeAj ‖Hα ≤M2.

Thanks to Assumption A.3 (i), eAj ∈ H
α implies logeAj ∈ H

α (see Lemma 9 in Appendix G).
Now we are ready to derive the following estimation bounds for µAj and eAj using nonparametric
regression techniques (Tsybakov, 2008). To simplify the notation, we denote

M = max{1,M1,2M2,− logη}. (4.1)

8



4.1.1 Estimation Bounds of µAj (x) and eAj (x)

By choosing networks

FNN = F (L1,p1,K1,κ1,R1) and GNN = F (L2,p2,K2,κ2,R2) (4.2)

to estimate µAj and eAj in (3.4) and (3.6), respectively, we prove the following estimation error
bounds for the estimators µ̂Aj and êAj (Lemma 1 is proved in Appendix A). We use O(·) to hide
absolute constants and polynomial factors of α, Hölder norm, logD, d, τ , |A|, and the surface area
ofM.

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 – 2 and A.3 – A.4 hold. We choose

L1 =O(logηn1), p1 =O
(
(ηn1)

d
2α+d

)
, K1 =O

(
(ηn1)

d
2α+d logηn1

)
,

κ1 = max{B,M,
√
d,τ2}, R1 =M

(4.3)

for FNN and

L2 =O(logn1), p2 =O
(
n

d
2α+d
1

)
, K2 =O

(
n

d
2α+d
1 logn1

)
, κ2 = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2}, R2 =M, (4.4)

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

ES1

[∥∥∥∥µ̂Aj −µAj∥∥∥∥2

L2

]
≤ C1(M2 + σ2)(ηn1)−

2α
2α+d log3(ηn1), (4.5)

ES1

[∥∥∥∥êAj − eAj∥∥∥∥2

L2

]
≤ C2M

2|A|
4α

2α+d n
− 2α

2α+d
1 log3n1, (4.6)

where C1,C2 depend on logD, B, τ and the surface area ofM.

In (4.5) and (4.6), the expectation is taken with respect to S1 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 µAj and eAj . When the covariates x 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 π̂DR obtained in (3.8) against the oracle policy in a Hölder
policy class:

π∗β = argmax
π∈ΠHβ

E[Q(π(x))],

where the Hölder policy class ΠHβ is defined as

ΠHβ B
{
Softmax[ν1(x), . . . ,ν|A|(x)]> : νj ∈ Hβ(M) and

∥∥∥νj∥∥∥Hβ ≤M for j = 1, . . . , |A|
}
. (4.7)

Accordingly, we pick the neural network policy class as

Π
|A|
NN = {Softmax(f ) with f :M→R

|A| ∈ F (LΠ,pΠ,KΠ,κΠ,RΠ)}. (4.8)

Our first theorem shows that π̂DR is a consistent estimator of the oracle Hölder policy π∗β as
long as the network parameters LΠ,pΠ,KΠ,κΠ,RΠ are properly chosen.
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Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 – 2 and A.3 – A.4 hold. Under the setup in Lemma 1, if the
network parameters of Π|A|NN are chosen with

LΠ =O(logn), pΠ =O
(
|A|n

d
2β+d

)
, KΠ =O

(
|A|n

d
2β+d logn

)
,

κΠ = max{B,M,
√
d,τ2}, RΠ =M,

(4.9)

then with probability no less than 1 − C1|A|n
− β

2β+d over the randomness of data S1 and S2, the
following bound holds

R(π∗β , π̂DR) ≤ C|A|2n−
β

2β+d log2n

+ η−1|A|

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
µ̂Aj (xi)−µAj (xi)

)2

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(̂
eAj (xi)− eAj (xi)

)2
, (4.10)

where C1 > 0 is an absolute constant and C depends on logD, d, B, M, τ , η, β, and the surface area
ofM.

Theorem 1 is proved in Section 5.1. Theorem 1 corroborates the doubly robust property of
π̂DR. The regret of π̂DR is not sensitive to the individual estimation error of either µ̂Aj or êAj , 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

1−C1n
− α∧β

2(α∧β)+d log3n

R(π∗β , π̂DR) ≤ C|A|
8α+2d
2α+d n−

α∧β
2(α∧β)+d log2n (4.11)

where C1 is an absolute constant, and C depends on logD, d, B, M, σ , τ , η, α, β, and the surface
area ofM.

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 Hölder index α ≥ 1 can be arbitrary. In Farrell et al. (2018) and Zhou et al. (2018), the
Hölder index α of the propensity score and expected reward needs to satisfy 2α > D. This
condition is hard to satisfy when the covariates are high-dimensional, unless the µAj ’s and
eAj ’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 Hölder policy in Corollary 1.
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Hölder Continuous Policy

<latexit sha1_base64="ZjOFArAnf19ifZfh1k10KThSrBk=">AAACEnicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVFVduBovgqiQFscuCG1elgn1AG8pkctsOnWTCzEQJoX/hD7jVP3Anbv0Bf8DvcNJmoa0HLhzOuS+OH3OmtON8WWvrG5tb26Wd8u7e/sGhfXTcUSKRFNpUcCF7PlHAWQRtzTSHXiyBhD6Hrj+9yf3uA0jFRHSv0xi8kIwjNmKUaCMN7dMmJJJw3AT9KOQUtwRnNB3aFafqzIFXiVuQCirQGtrfg0DQJIRIU06U6rtOrL2MSM0oh1l5kCiICZ2SMfQNjUgIysvm78/whVECPBLSVKTxXP09kZFQqTT0TWdI9EQte7n4rxeofOHSdT2qexmL4kRDRBfHRwnHWuA8HxwwCVTz1BBCJTP/YzohklBtUiybYNzlGFZJp1Z1r6rOXa3SqBcRldAZOkeXyEXXqIFuUQu1EUUZekYv6NV6st6sd+tj0bpmFTMn6A+szx/Qtp3z</latexit>

Neural Network Policy

<latexit sha1_base64="rHPTQ2luKTtH+jY/3JYLE1Zt/yU=">AAACEXicbVDLSsNAFL3xWesrPnZuBovgqiQFscuCG5cV7APaUCaTSTt0MhNmJkIN/Qp/wK3+gTtx6xf4A36Hk7YLbT1w4XDOfXHClDNtPO/LWVvf2NzaLu2Ud/f2Dw7do+O2lpkitEUkl6obYk05E7RlmOG0myqKk5DTTji+KfzOA1WaSXFvJikNEjwULGYEGysN3NOWIFJoo7BdEKGm5IxMBm7Fq3ozoFXiL0gFFmgO3O9+JEmWUGEIx1r3fC81QY6VYYTTabmfaZpiMsZD2rNU4ITqIJ99P0UXVolQLJUtYdBM/T2R40TrSRLazgSbkV72CvFfL9LFwqXrJq4HORNpZqgg8+NxxpGRqIgHRUxRYvjEEkwUs/8jMsIKE2NDLNtg/OUYVkm7VvWvqt5drdKoLyIqwRmcwyX4cA0NuIUmtIDAIzzDC7w6T86b8+58zFvXnMXMCfyB8/kDiOed1Q==</latexit>

Unconstrained Policy

<latexit sha1_base64="6rtGJ6HM5/V4UamYZn546PD+Fv0=">AAACEHicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vaJduBovgqiQFscuCG5cV7QPaUCaTaTt0HmFmIobQn/AH3OofuBO3/oE/4Hc4abPQ1gMXDufcFyeMGdXG876c0sbm1vZOebeyt39weOQen3S1TBQmHSyZVP0QacKoIB1DDSP9WBHEQ0Z64ew693sPRGkqxb1JYxJwNBF0TDEyVhq51baSIQopoyaFd5THjDyO3JpX9xaA68QvSA0UaI/c72EkccKJMJghrQe+F5sgQ8pQzMi8Mkw0iRGeoQkZWCoQJzrIFs/P4blVIjiWypYwcKH+nsgQ1zrloe3kyEz1qpeL/3qRzheuXDfjZpBRESeGCLw8Pk4YNBLm6cCIKoINSy1BWFH7P8RTpBA2NsOKDcZfjWGddBt1/7Lu3TZqrWYRURmcgjNwAXxwBVrgBrRBB2CQgmfwAl6dJ+fNeXc+lq0lp5ipgj9wPn8AsWmdYQ==</latexit>

Probability Simplex

<latexit sha1_base64="4J0GMZP5R33MgGqjYaeTfJuEyHk=">AAACJHicbVC7TsMwFHV4lvIKMLJYVAjEUCUIRMdKLB2LRB9Sk0aO47RWHSeyHaQq6ifwG/wAK/wBG2JgYeQ7cNIM0HIkS0fn3JePnzAqlWV9Giura+sbm5Wt6vbO7t6+eXDYlXEqMOngmMWi7yNJGOWko6hipJ8IgiKfkZ4/uc393gMRksb8Xk0T4kZoxGlIMVJa8swzJ6HDC8/xiULQoRw6beplToTUGCOWtWbDwpp5Zs2qWwXgMrFLUgMl2p757QQxTiPCFWZIyoFtJcrNkFAUMzKrOqkkCcITNCIDTTmKiHSz4kMzeKqVAIax0I8rWKi/OzIUSTmNfF2ZXyoXvVz81wtkPnBhuwobbkZ5kirC8Xx5mDKoYpgnBgMqCFZsqgnCgur7IR4jgbDSuVZ1MPZiDMuke1m3r+vW3VWt2SgjqoBjcALOgQ1uQBO0QBt0AAaP4Bm8gFfjyXgz3o2PeemKUfYcgT8wvn4A79mlZw==</latexit>

⇡⇤
� 2 ⇧H�

<latexit sha1_base64="F204T9shIjVs/k1U1++RSQjO/P8=">AAACJHicbVC7TsMwFHXKq5RXgJHFokIwVQkC0bESDExVQfQhNVHkOG5r1XEi2wFVUT6B3+AHWOEP2BADCyPfgdNmgJYjXenonHt9fY8fMyqVZX0apaXlldW18nplY3Nre8fc3evIKBGYtHHEItHzkSSMctJWVDHSiwVBoc9I1x9f5n73nghJI36nJjFxQzTkdEAxUlryzGPngQZkhFTqxDTzUkeE8Oo2gw7l0GnRmdBsZp5ZtWrWFHCR2AWpggItz/x2gggnIeEKMyRl37Zi5aZIKIoZySpOIkmM8BgNSV9TjkIi3XR6UAaPtBLAQSR0cQWn6u+JFIVSTkJfd4ZIjeS8l4v/eoHMH5zbrgZ1N6U8ThTheLZ8kDCoIpgnBgMqCFZsognCgur/QzxCAmGlc63oYOz5GBZJ57Rmn9esm7Nqo15EVAYH4BCcABtcgAa4Bi3QBhg8gmfwAl6NJ+PNeDc+Zq0lo5jZB39gfP0AsWelNQ==</latexit>b⇡DR 2 ⇧NN

<latexit sha1_base64="nYsthz9RyzpXYaWWz/J8Lpqzzqg=">AAACAHicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfVZduBosgLkoiFbssuHFZwbSFNpbJZNIOnUzCzEQooRt/wK3+gTtx65/4A36HkzYLbT1w4XDOfXH8hDOlbfvLKq2tb2xulbcrO7t7+wfVw6OOilNJqEtiHsuejxXlTFBXM81pL5EURz6nXX9yk/vdRyoVi8W9nibUi/BIsJARrI3kDhL2cDGs1uy6PQdaJU5BalCgPax+D4KYpBEVmnCsVN+xE+1lWGpGOJ1VBqmiCSYTPKJ9QwWOqPKy+bMzdGaUAIWxNCU0mqu/JzIcKTWNfNMZYT1Wy14u/usFKl+4dF2HTS9jIkk1FWRxPEw50jHK00ABk5RoPjUEE8nM/4iMscREm8wqJhhnOYZV0rmsO1d1+65RazWLiMpwAqdwDg5cQwtuoQ0uEGDwDC/waj1Zb9a79bFoLVnFzDH8gfX5A72UluA=</latexit>

⇡⇤
<latexit sha1_base64="geDPuj6hGvwWzV1rm2BTzwf4Ah0=">AAACEXicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62v+Ni5CRbBVUkKYpcFXbisYB/QhjKZ3LRDJzNhZiLE0q/wB9zqH7gTt36BP+B3OGmz0NYDA4dz7r1nOEHCqNKu+2WV1tY3NrfK25Wd3b39A/vwqKNEKgm0iWBC9gKsgFEObU01g14iAccBg24wuc797gNIRQW/11kCfoxHnEaUYG2koX1yAxpkTLmJosRpCUZJNrSrbs2dw1klXkGqqEBraH8PQkHSGLgmDCvV99xE+1MszU0Gs8ogVZBgMsEj6BvKcQzKn85/P3POjRI6kZDmce3M1d8bUxwrlcWBmYyxHqtlLxf/9UKVH1xK11HDn1KepBo4WYRHKXO0cPJ6nJBKIJplhmAiad4JGWOJiWlJVUwx3nINq6RTr3mXNfeuXm02iorK6BSdoQvkoSvURLeohdqIoEf0jF7Qq/VkvVnv1sditGQVO8foD6zPH3lfncw=</latexit>

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 Hölder pol-
icy classes indicates that for any
Hölder continuous policy, there is
an approximation given by a neu-
ral network policy.

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 Hölder policy class, neural net-
work policy class, and unconstrained policy class is depicted
in Figure 1.

The unconstrained optimal policy is defined as

π∗ = argmax
π

Q(π).

To establish the regret bound of π̂DR in (3.8) against π∗, we
need the following assumption on the µAj ’s.

Assumption A.5 (Noise Condition). Let q ≥ 1 and denote
j∗(x) = argmaxj µAj (x). There exists c > 0, such that

P

[∣∣∣µAj∗(x)
(x)− max

j,j∗(x)
µAj (x)

∣∣∣ ≤Mt] ≤ ctq, for any t ∈ (0,1).

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
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|µA1(x) � µA2(x)| /M

Figure 2: Noise condition in a
binary-action scenario. “Large”
noise corresponds to high den-
sities when

∣∣∣µA1
(x)−µA2

(x)
∣∣∣ is

small; “Small” noise corresponds
to low densities near the origin.

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 Hölder continuity in Assumption A.4, there
exists a deterministic optimal policy π∗, i.e., π∗(x) = Aj∗(x),
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
in reinforcement learning (Koulouriotis and Xanthopoulos, 2008; Kuleshov and Precup, 2014).
Specifically, we set

Π
|A|
NN(H) = {SoftmaxH (f ) with f :M 7→R

|A| ∈ F (LΠ,pΠ,KΠ,κΠ,RΠ)}, (4.12)

where [SoftmaxH (f )]i = exp(fi /H)∑
j exp(fj /H) . A small temperatureH will push the output of Π|A|NN(H) towards

a one-hot vector, which can better approximate the deterministic policy π∗.
Our main result is the following regret bound of π̂DR (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 µAj ’s and the eAj ’s. If the network parameters of

Π
|A|
NN(H) are chosen with

LΠ =O (logn) , pΠ =O
(
|A|n

d
2α+d

)
, KΠ =O

(
|A|n

d
2α+d logn

)
, κΠ = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2,1/H}, RΠ =M,
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then the following bound holds with probability no less than 1−C1n
− α

2α+d log3n

R(π∗, π̂DR) ≤ C|A|
8α+2d
2α+d n−

α
2α+d log2n log1/2 (1/H)︸                                      ︷︷                                      ︸

T1

+ min
t∈(0,1)

2cMtq +M |A|2 exp
[(
−Mt + 2n−

α
2α+d

)
/H

]
︸                                                       ︷︷                                                       ︸

T2

, (4.13)

where C1 is an absolute constant, and C depends on logD, d, B, M, σ , τ , η, α, and the surface area
ofM.

The regret R(π∗, π̂DR) consists of two parts: a variance term T1 and a bias term T2. When the
temperature H is fixed, the variance T1 converges at the rate n−

α
2α+d , while the bias T2 does not

vanish. This is because π̂DR is a random policy as the output of a softmax function, while π∗ is
deterministic as a one-hot vector under Assumption A.5. Furthermore, π̂DR is asymptotically
consistent with π∗ when H → 0. If we choose H = n−

2α
2α+d and t = 2n−

α
2α+d , then T2 converges at the

rate n−
qα

2α+d and T1 converges at the rate n−
α

2α+d . 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−

2α
2α+d and t = 2n−

α
2α+d gives rise to

R(π∗, π̂DR) ≤ C|A|
8α+2d
2α+d n−

(1∧q)α
2α+d log5/2n (4.14)

with probability no less than 1−C1n
− α

2α+d log3n, where C1 is an absolute constant, and C depends
on logD, d, B, M, σ , τ , η, α, and the surface area ofM.

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 π(x, ·), either
randomized or deterministic, is a probability distribution on [0,1] for each covariate x ∈M. The
expected reward of the policy π is defined as

Q(π) =
∫
M

∫ 1

0
µ(x,A)π(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
Ij = [(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 Ij 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 Ij as its midpoint Aj = 2j−1

2V . A discretized policy is defined as

π(D)(x,A) =
V∑
j=1

pj(x)δAj (A), (4.16)
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where δAj is the Dirac delta function at Aj and pj(x) denotes the probability of choosing action Aj ,

which satisifes
∑V
j=1pj(x) = 1. In fact, π(D)(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
π(D)(x) = [p1(x), . . . ,pV (x)]> with pj(x) representing the probability of choosing the action Aj , as
an equivalent notation of π(D)(x, ·).

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

Q(D)(π(D)) =
∫
M

〈
[µI1(x), . . . ,µIV (x)]>,π(D)(x)

〉
dP(x). (4.17)

We observe the analogy between (4.17) and (3.3) — the discrete conditional reward µAj is replaced
by the discretized conditional reward µIj , 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

Q(π(D)) =
∫
M

∫ 1

0
µ(x,A)

V∑
j=1

πj(x)δAj (A)dAdP(x)

=
∫
M

〈
[µ(x,A1), . . . ,µ(x,AV )]>,π(D)(x)

〉
dP(x). (4.18)

The following lemma shows that if the µ(x,A) is Lipschitz in A uniformly for any x ∈ M,
Q(D)(π(D)) is close to Q(π(D)) when V is large (see proof in Appendix B).

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

sup
x∈M
|µ(x,A)−µ(x, Ã)| ≤ Lµ|A− Ã| for any A,Ã ∈ [0,1].

Then for any discretized policy π(D) given in (4.16), we have

|Q(π(D))−Q(D)(π(D))| ≤ Lµ/V .

We remark a key difference between (4.17) and (4.18). To evaluate (4.18), one needs to accurately
estimate the µ(x,Aj)’s, which requires the action Aj to be repeatedly observed. However, this is
prohibitive in the continuous-action scenario, since an action Aj 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(π(D)) by Q(D)(π(D)) 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 µIj ’s and eIj ’s. In the sequel, we use the plain font ai to
denote the observed action of the i-th sample. The bold font ai ∈ {0,1}V denotes the one-hot vector
with the j-th element being 1, if ai ∈ Ij . Similar to (3.4) – (3.6) in the finite-action case, we obtain
estimators of the µIj ’s and eIj ’s by minimizing the following empirical risks:

µ̂Ij (x) = argmin
f ∈FNN

1
nIj

n1∑
i=1

(yi − f (xi))
21{ai ∈ Ij} with nIj =

n1∑
i=1

1{ai ∈ Ij}, (4.19)
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and

ĝ(x) = argmin
g∈GNN

1
n1

n1∑
i=1

−
〈
[g(xi)

>,1]>,ai
〉

+ log
(
1 +

V−1∑
j=1

exp([g(xi)]j )
)
, (4.20)

êIj (x) =
exp([ĝ(x)]j )

1 +
∑V−1
j=1 exp([ĝ(x)]j )

for j ≤ V − 1, and êIV (x) =
1

1 +
∑V−1
j=1 exp([ĝ(x)]j )

, (4.21)

where FNN :M→R and GNN :M→R
V−1 are neural networks.

In the second stage, we learn an optimal discretized policy using the µ̂Ij ’s and êIj ’s. Recall that
we define a mapping I(ai) := Ij for ai ∈ Ij to index which sub-interval ai 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.,

π̂ C-DR = argmax
π∈ΠV

NN(H)

Q̂(D)(π), (4.22)

where ΠV
NN(H) represents the proper network class in (3.10), which is defined as (4.12). We

emphasize that π̂C-DR is a discretized policy and the output π̂C-DR(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) ≥ η for any A ∈ A, where η > 0 is a constant.

(ii) Bounded Reward: |Y (x,A)| ≤M1 for any (x,A) ∈M× [0,1], where M1 > 0 is a constant.

Assumption B.4. Given a Hölder index α ≥ 1, we have both the expected reward µ(·,A) ∈ Hα(M)
and the propensity score e(·,A) ∈ Hα(M) for any fixed action A. Moreover, the Hölder norms of
µ(·,A) and e(·,A) are uniformly bounded for any A ∈ [0,1], i.e.,

sup
A∈[0,1]

∥∥∥µ(·,A)
∥∥∥Hα ≤M2, and sup

A∈[0,1]
‖e(·,A)‖Hα ≤M2

for some constant M2 > 0. Furthermore, there exists a constant M3 > 0 such that

sup
x∈M
|µ(x,A1)−µ(x,A2)| ≤M3|A1 −A2| for any A1,A2 ∈ [0,1].

There also exists a constant M4 > 0 such that∥∥∥∥∥∥log
(∫

I1

e(x,A)dA/
∫
I2

e(x,A)dA
)∥∥∥∥∥∥Hα ≤M4 for any intervals I1, I2 ⊂ [0,1] of the same length.

Let pI (x) =
∫
I
e(x,A)dA denote the probability of choosing actions in I given x. In Assumption

B.4, the condition e(·,A) ∈ Hα(M) for any given A implies pI ∈ Hα(M) (see Lemma 7). Combining
this and Assumption B.3 (ii) of e(x,A) ≥ η > 0, one deduces that log(pI1(x)/pI2(x)) belongs toHα(M)
with a bounded Hölder norm. See Lemmas 8 – 9 in Appendix G for a formal justification. For
simplicity, we denote

M = max{1,M1,2M2,M3,M4,− logη}. (4.23)
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Assumption B.5 (Continuous Noise Condition). The following two conditions hold:

(i) For each fixed x ∈M, µ(x,A) is unimodal with respect to A: there exists a unique optimal
action A∗(x) ∈ A such that µ(x,A∗(x)) = maxA∈Aµ(x,A).

(ii) There exist constants q ≥ 1 and c > 0, such that

P [µ(x,A∗(x))−µ(x,A) ≤Mt given |A−A∗(x)| ≥ γ] ≤ ctq(1−γ),

holds for any t ∈ (0,1) and any γ ∈ (0,1), where P 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 π̂C-DR against the unconstrained optimal (deterministic) policy

π∗C = argmax
π

Q(π)

where Q(π) is defined in (4.15). Due to Assumption B.5 (i), π∗C is deterministic with π∗C(x, ·) =
δA∗(x)(·). The following theorem establishes the regret bound of π̂C-DR against π∗C.

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions 1 – 2 and B.3 – B.5 hold. Set FNN = F (L1,p1,K1,κ1,R1) in (4.19)
and GNN = F (L2,p2,K2,κ2,R2) in (4.20) with

L1 =O(logn), p1 =O
(
η

d
2α+d n

12αd+7d2

7(2α+d)2

)
, K1 =O

(
η

d
2α+d n

12αd+7d2

7(2α+d)2 logn
)
,

κ1 = max{B,M,
√
d,τ2}, R1 =M,

(4.24)

and

L2 =O(logn), p2 =O
(
n

10αd+7d2

7(2α+d)2

)
, K2 =O

(
n

10αd+7d2

7(2α+d)2 logn
)
, κ2 = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2}, R2 =M. (4.25)

If the network parameters in ΠV
NN(H) are chosen as

LΠ =O(logn), pΠ =O
(
n

2α+7d
7(2α+d)

)
, KΠ =O

(
n

2α+7d
7(2α+d) logn

)
, κΠ = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2}, RΠ =M, (4.26)

and we set V = n4α/7(2α+d), the following bound holds with probability at least 1−C1n
− 2α2+4αd

7(2α+d)2 log3n

R(π∗C, π̂C−DR) ≤ Cn−
2α

7(2α+d) log2n log1/2 1/H

+
[
2cMtq +Mn

4α
7(2α+d) exp

(
−
(
Mt − 4Mn−

2α
7(2α+d)

)
/H

)]
(4.27)

for any t ∈
(
2(1 + 1/M)n−

2α
7(2α+d) ,1

)
, where C1 is an absolute constant and C depends on logD, d, B,

M, σ , τ , η, α, and the surface area ofM.
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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

converges in the rate of n−
2α

7(2α+d) . For a fixed H , the bias term does not vanish as n goes to infinity.

If we set H = n−
2α

7(2α+d) and t = 4(1 +M + 1/M)n−
α

7(2α+d) , the bias term converges in the rate of n−
2qα

7(2α+d) .
Under this choice, the behavior of R(π∗C, π̂C−DR) 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

H = n−
2α

7(2α+d) and t = 4(1 +M + 1/M)n−
α

7(2α+d) gives rise to

R(π∗C, π̂C−DR) ≤ Cn−
2α

7(2(q∧1)α+d) log5/2n (4.28)

with probability no less than 1−C1n
− 2α2+4αd

7(2α+d)2 log3n, where C1 is an absolute constant and C depends
on logD , d, B, M, σ , τ, η, α, and the surface area ofM.

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
π̂∗ = argmax

π∈Π|A|NN

Q(π), (5.1)

which is the optimal policy given by the neural network class Π|A|NN defined in (4.8). The regret can
be decomposed as

R(π∗β , π̂DR) =Q(π∗β)−Q(π̂∗)︸           ︷︷           ︸
(I1)

+Q(π̂∗)−Q(π̂DR)︸             ︷︷             ︸
(II1)

. (5.2)

In (5.2), (I1) is the approximation error (bias) of the optimal Hölder policy π∗β by the neural network

class Π
|A|
NN, and (II1) represents the variance of the estimated policy in Π

|A|
NN. We next derive the

bounds for both terms.
• Bounding (I1). Recall that π∗β is the Hölder continuous optimal policy in ΠHβ . By defnintion,

we can write π∗β = Softmax([µ∗1, . . . ,µ
∗
|A|]
>) ∈R|A| where µ∗j ∈ H

β(M), for j = 1, . . . , |A|. According to
Chen et al. (2019), Hölder functions can be uniformly approximated by a neural network class, if
the network parameters are properly chosen. For any ε ∈ (0,1) there exists a network architecture
F (L,p,K,κ,R) with

L =O
(
log

1
ε

)
, p =O

(
ε−

d
β

)
, K =O

(
ε−

d
β log

1
ε

)
, κ = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2}, R =M, (5.3)
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such that for each µ∗j ∈ H
β(M), there exists µ̃j ∈ F (L,p,K,κ,R) satisfying

‖µ̃j −µ∗j‖∞ ≤ ε. (5.4)

The constants hidden in O(·) depend on logD, d, B, M, τ , β, and the surface area ofM. We denote
π̃ = Softmax([µ̃1, . . . , µ̃|A|]>) ∈R|A|, which implies π̃ ∈Π|A|NN with

LΠ = L, pΠ = |A|p, KΠ = |A|K, κΠ = κ, RΠ = R (5.5)

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

‖π̃ −π∗β‖∞ ≤ ε,

where ‖π̃ −π∗β‖∞ = supx∈Mmaxj |[π̃(x)−π∗β(x)]j | with [π̃(x)−π∗β(x)]j denoting the j-th element of
π̃(x)−π∗β(x). Therefore we bound I1 as

(I1) =Q(π∗β)−Q(π̂∗) ≤Q(π∗β)−Q(π̃) = E

[〈
[µA1

(x), . . . ,µA|A|(x)]>,π∗(x)− π̃(x)
〉]
≤M |A|ε. (5.6)

• Bounding (II1). We introduce an intermediate reward function Q̃ to decompose the variance
term (II1). Define

Q̃(π) =
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

〈̃
Γi ,π(xi)

〉
with Γ̃i =

yi −µai (xi)
eai (xi)

·ai + [µA1
(xi), . . . ,µA|A|(xi)]

> ∈R|A|. (5.7)

Note that Q̃ has the same form as Q̂ while the estimated propensity score êa and expected reward
µ̂a are replaced by their ground truth ea and µa, respectively.

We decompose (II1) as

(II1) =Q(π̂∗)−Q(π̂DR)

= Q̂(π̂∗)− Q̂(π̂DR) +Q(π̂∗)− Q̂(π̂∗) + Q̂(π̂DR)−Q(π̂DR)

≤Q(π̂∗)−Q(π̂DR) + Q̂(π̂DR)− Q̂(π̂∗)

≤ sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

Q(π1)−Q(π2)−
(
Q̃(π1)− Q̃(π2)

)
+ sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

Q̃(π1)− Q̃(π2)−
(
Q̂(π1)− Q̂(π2)

)
≤ sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

∆(π1,π2)− ∆̃(π1,π2)

︸                                 ︷︷                                 ︸
E1

+ sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

∆̃(π1,π2)− ∆̂(π1,π2)

︸                                 ︷︷                                 ︸
E2

, (5.8)

where ∆(π1,π2) = Q(π1) −Q(π2), ∆̃(π1,π2) = Q̃(π1) − Q̃(π2) and ∆̂(π1,π2) = Q̂(π1) − Q̂(π2). The
first inequality in (5.8) come from (5.1) which implies Q̂(π̂DR) ≤ Q̂(π̂∗). In this decomposition, E1
corresponds to the difference between Q and Q̃ which can be bounded using the metric entropy
argument, since Q̃ is unbiased, i.e. E[Q̃(π)] =Q(π). The second term E2 corresponds to the error
between Q̃ and Q̂, which can be bounded in terms of the estimation errors of the eAj ’s and the µAj ’s.

Bounding E1. We first show that E
[
Q̃(π)

]
=Q(π):

E

[
Q̃(π)

]
= E

[〈
E

[
y −µa(x)
ea(x)

a
∣∣∣∣x] ,π(x)

〉
+
〈
[µA1

(x), . . . ,µA|A|(x)]>,π(x)
〉]

= E

[〈
[µA1

(x), . . . ,µA|A|(x)]>,π(x)
〉]

= E[Y (π(x))] =Q(π), (5.9)
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which further implies E
[
∆̃(π1,π2)

]
= ∆(π1,π2). In (5.9), the second equality holds since

E

[
y −µa(x)
ea(x)

a
∣∣∣∣x] =

E[y|x]−µa(x)
ea(x)

E[a|x] = 0

by Assumption 1. Therefore we can write

E1 = sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

∆̃(π1,π2)−E[∆̃(π1,π2)] (5.10)

with

∆̃ =
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

〈̃
Γi ,π1(xi)

〉
− 1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

〈̃
Γi ,π2(xi)

〉
.

We derive a bound of E1 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 Π :M→R
|A| be a policy space on |A| actions such that any π ∈Π maps a covariate

x ∈ M to π(x) in the simplex of R|A|, and Sn = {(xi , yi)}ni=1 be a set of i.i.d. samples, where xi is
sampled from a probability distribution P supported onM and yi ∈ R. For any (x, y), we define
Γ̊ (x, y) ∈R|A| as a function of the sample (x, y). Assume that there exists a constant J ≥ 0, such that

sup
(x,y)∈M×R

|Γ̊ (x, y)| ≤ J. (5.11)

For any policies π1,π2 ∈Π, define

∆̊(π1,π2) =
1
n

n∑
i=1

〈
Γ̊i ,π1(xi)

〉
− 1
n

n∑
i=1

〈
Γ̊i ,π2(xi)

〉
and (5.12)

D(Π) = sup
π1,π2∈Π

∆̊(π1,π2)−E[∆̊(π1,π2)] (5.13)

with the shorthand Γ̊i = Γ̊ (xi , yi). Then the following bound holds

D(Π) ≤ inf
λ

4λ+
96
√
n

∫ max
π∈Π
‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π,‖·‖Γ )dθ + 12J

√
log1/δ

2n
(5.14)

with probability no less than 1− 2δ over Sn, where ‖π‖Γ =
√

1
n

∑n
i=1〈Γ̊i ,π(xi)〉2.

A key observation is that when taking Γ̊ = Γ̃ defined in (5.7) and Π = Π
|A|
NN, we have E1 =D(Π)

in (5.10). To apply Lemma 3 for bounding E1, we only need to verify the assertion (5.11). In fact,
due to Assumption A.3, we see that y, µAj (x), and eAj (x) are all bounded. A simple calculation

yields sup(x,y)∈M×R |Γ̊ (x, y)| ≤ J B 2M/η +M. Therefore, we bound E1 as

E1 ≤ inf
λ

4λ+
96
√
n2

∫ max
π∈Π|A|NN

‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖Γ )dθ + (24M/η + 12M)

√
log1/δ

2n2
(5.15)

with probability no less than 1− 2δ.
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Bounding E2. The E2 term depends on the difference between Γ̃i and Γ̂i , where Γ̃i and Γ̂i are defined
in (5.7) and (3.7), respectively. In E2, we have

∆̃(π1,π2)− ∆̂(π1,π2) =
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

〈
π1(xi)−π2(xi), Γ̃i − Γ̂i

〉
=
|A|∑
j=1

1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

) (̃
Γi,j − Γ̂i,j

)
,

where πk,j and Γ̃i,j denote the j-th element of πk and Γ̃i , respectively. Define

Λj(π1,π2) =
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

) (̃
Γi,j − Γ̂i,j

)
∈R, for j = 1, . . . , |A|.

Then we can write ∆̃(π1,π2)− ∆̂(π1,π2) as

∆̃(π1,π2)− ∆̂(π1,π2) =
|A|∑
j=1

Λj(π1,π2). (5.16)

The error term Γ̃i,j − Γ̂i,j in Λj(π1,π2) depends on the estimation error of µ̂Aj and êAj . Based on the
source of the error, we decompose each Λj(π1,π2) into three terms:

Λj(π1,π2) =
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)[yi −µAj (xi)eAj (xi)
1{ai=Aj }+µAj (xi)


−
yi − µ̂Aj (xi)êAj (xi)

1{ai=Aj }+µ̂Aj (xi)

]
=

1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)(
µAj (xi)− µ̂Aj (xi)

)
+

1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)
1{ai=Aj }

yi −µAj (xi)eAj (xi)
−
yi − µ̂Aj (xi)
êAj (xi)


= S(1)

j (π1,j ,π2,j ) + S(2)
j (π1,j ,π2,j ) + S(3)

j (π1,j ,π2,j ), (5.17)

where

S
(1)
j (π1,j ,π2,j ) =

1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)(
µAj (xi)− µ̂Aj (xi)

)1−
1{ai=Aj }

eAj (xi)

 ,
S

(2)
j (π1,j ,π2,j ) =

1
n2

∑
{n1+1≤i≤n|ai=Aj }

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)(
yi −µAj (xi)

) 1
eAj (xi)

− 1
êAj (xi)

 ,
S

(3)
j (π1,j ,π2,j ) =

1
n2

∑
{n1+1≤i≤n|ai=Aj }

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)(
µ̂Aj (xi)−µAj (xi)

) 1
êAj (xi)

− 1
eAj (xi)

 .
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Here S(1)
j (π1,j ,π2,j ) and S(2)

j (π1,j ,π2,j ) can be bounded using Lemma 3. S(3)
j (π1,j ,π2,j) contains the

product of the estimation error of µ̂Aj and êAj , which gives the doubly robust property. According
to (5.16) and (5.17),

E2 = sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

 |A|∑
j=1

S
(1)
j (π1,j ,π2,j ) + S(2)

j (π1,j ,π2,j ) + S(3)
j (π1,j ,π2,j )


≤
|A|∑
j=1

sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

S
(1)
j (π1,j ,π2,j ) + sup

π1,π2∈Π
|A|
NN

S
(2)
j (π1,j ,π2,j ) + sup

π1,π2∈Π
|A|
NN

S
(3)
j (π1,j ,π2,j ). (5.18)

In the rest of the proof, when there is no ambiguity, we omit the dependency on (π1,j ,π2,j ) and use

the notations S(1)
j , S(2)

j and S(3)
j . We next derive the bounds for the S(1)

j , S(2)
j and S(3)

j terms in the
right hand side of (5.18) respectively.
Bounding sup

π1,π2∈Π
|A|
NN
S

(1)
j : For S(1)

j , one can show that E[S(1)
j ] = 0:

E[S(1)
j ] = E

 1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

E

(π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)
)(
µAj (xi)− µ̂Aj (xi)

)1−
1{ai=Aj }

eAj (xi)

 ∣∣∣∣∣xi



= E

 1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)(
µAj (xi)− µ̂Aj (xi)

)
E

1− 1{ai=Aj }eAj (xi)

∣∣∣∣∣xi

 = 0.

Denote

Γ̄ (1,j)(xi) =
(
µAj (xi)− µ̂Aj (xi)

)1−
1{ai=Aj }

eAj (xi)

 ∈R,
then we have

sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

S
(1)
j = sup

π1,π2∈Π
|A|
NN

S
(1)
j −E

[
S

(1)
j

]

= sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)
Γ̄ (1,j)(xi)−E

 1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)
Γ̄ (1,j)(xi)

 .
(5.19)

The expression in (5.19) resembles the same form as D in (5.13) with Γ̊ = Γ̄ (1,j)(x) and Π = Π
|A|
NN.

Therefore, we can estimate sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN
S

(1)
j using Lemma 3. Due to Assumption A.3, for any

x ∈M, we have |Γ̄ (1,j)(x)| ≤ 2M/η. After substituting J = 2M/η in Lemma 3, we have

sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

S
(1)
j ≤ inf

λ
4λ+

96
√
n2

∫ max
π∈Π|A|NN

‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π,‖·‖Γ )dθ + (24M/η)

√
log1/δ

2n2
(5.20)

with probability no less than 1− 2δ.

Bounding sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN
S

(2)
j : Similarly, one can show E

[
S

(2)
j

]
= 0. Denote

Γ̄ (2,j)(xi , yi) =
(
yi −µAj (xi)

) 1
eAj (xi)

− 1
êAj (xi)

1{ai=Aj } ∈R.
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We follow the same calculation in (5.19) to express sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN
S

(2)
j in the same form as D in (5.13)

with Γ̊ = Γ̄ (2,j) and Π = Π
|A|
NN.

An upper bound of sup(x,y) |Γ̄ (2,j)(x)| can be derived as follows. With GNN chosen in (4.4), its
output is bounded by M, which implies êAj ≥ (|A|e2M )−1. Thus∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

eAj (xi)
− 1
êAj (xi)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |A|e2M ,

since M ≥ − logη by (4.1). By Assumption A.3 and (4.1), we have supx,y |y −µAj (x)| ≤ 2M hold for
any j = 1, . . . , |A|. Therefore, we have

sup
(x,y)∈M×R

|Γ (2,j)(x)| ≤ 2|A|e2MM. (5.21)

Using Lemma 3 and substituting J = 2|A|e2MM give rise to

sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

S
(2)
j ≤ inf

λ
4λ+

96
√
n2

∫ max
π∈Π|A|NN

‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π,‖·‖Γ )dθ + (24|A|e2MM)

√
log1/δ

2n2
(5.22)

with probability no less than 1− 2δ.
Bounding sup

π1,π2∈Π
|A|
NN
S

(3)
j : We next derive an upper bound of sup

π1,π2∈Π
|A|
NN
S

(3)
j as the product of

the estimation errors of the µ̂Aj ’s and the êAj ’s:

sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

S
(3)
j

=
1
n2

sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

∑
{n1+1≤i≤n|ai=Aj }

(
π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)

)(
µ̂Aj (xi)−µAj (xi)

) 1
êAj (xi)

− 1
eAj (xi)


≤ 1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

∣∣∣∣µ̂Aj (xi)−µAj (xi)∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1
êAj (xi)

− 1
eAj (xi)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (since |π1,j(xi)−π2,j(xi)| ≤ 1)

≤

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
µ̂Aj (xi)−µAj (xi)

)2

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

 1
êAj (xi)

− 1
eAj (xi)

2

(by Cauchy-Schwarz)

≤ η−1|A|e2M

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
µ̂Aj (xi)−µAj (xi)

)2

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(̂
eAj (xi)− eAj (xi)

)2
, (5.23)

where the last inequality holds since eAj ≥ η by Assumption A.3 and êAj ≥ (|A|e2M )−1. We denote

ωj = η−1|A|e2M

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
µ̂Aj (xi)−µAj (xi)

)2

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(̂
eAj (xi)− eAj (xi)

)2
, (5.24)

and write sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN
S

(3)
j ≤ωj .
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Putting the S(1)
j , S(2)

j and S(3)
j terms together: Combining (5.20), (5.22), (5.23) gives rise to

sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

Λj(π1,π2) ≤ sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

S
(1)
j + sup

π1,π2∈Π
|A|
NN

S
(2)
j + sup

π1,π2∈Π
|A|
NN

S
(3)
j

≤ inf
λ

8λ+
192
√
n2

∫ max
π∈Π|A|NN

‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖Γ )dθ + 48|A|e2MM

√
log1/δ

2n2
+ωj

with probability no less than 1− 4δ where we used e2M ≥ η−1 according to (4.1).
According to (5.18), we can apply the union probability bound for j = 1, . . . , |A| and obtain

E2 = sup
π1,π2∈Π

|A|
NN

∆̃(π1,π2)− ∆̂(π1,π2)

≤ inf
λ

8|A|λ+
192|A|
√
n2

∫ max
π∈Π|A|NN

‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖Γ )dθ + 48|A|2e2MM

√
log1/δ

2n2
+
|A|∑
j=1

ωj

(5.25)

with probability no less than 1− 4|A|δ.
Combining (5.15) and (5.25), we have

(II1) ≤ inf
λ

(8|A|+ 4)λ+
192|A|+ 96
√
n2

∫ max
π∈Π|A|NN

‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖Γ )dθ

+
|A|∑
j=1

ωj +
(
72|A|2e2MM + 12M

)√ log1/δ
2n2

(5.26)

with probability at least 1− 6|A|δ.
• Putting (I1), (II1) together. Putting our estimates of (I1) in (5.6) and (II1) in (5.26) together, we
get

R(π∗β , π̂DR) ≤ |A|Mε+ inf
λ

(8|A|+ 4)λ+
192|A|+ 96
√
n2

∫ max
π∈Π|A|NN

‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖Γ )dθ

+
|A|∑
j=1

ωj + 84|A|2e2MM

√
log1/δ

2n2
(5.27)

with probability at least 1− 6|A|δ. The upper bound in (5.27) depends on the covering number
N (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖Γ ) and the integral upper limit max

π∈Π|A|NN
‖π‖Γ which can be estimated by the following

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

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

N (θ,ΠNN,‖ · ‖Γ ) ≤
2(|A|M + 2M/η)L2

Π
(pΠR/ |A|+ 2)κL

Π
(pΠ/ |A|)LΠ+1

θ

KΠ

. (5.28)

Lemma 5. Suppose Assumptions A.3 and A.4 hold. For any π ∈Π|A|NN, the following holds

‖π‖2Γ ≤ (2M/η + |A|M)2. (5.29)
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Setting the network parameter as in (5.5) and using (5.28), we have

logN (θ,ΠNN,‖ · ‖Γ ) ≤ C1|A|ε
− dβ log

1
ε

(
log2 1

ε
+ log

1
θ

)
(5.30)

with C1 depending on logD, d, B, τ , η, β, and the surface area ofM.
Substituting (5.30) and (5.29) into (5.27) gives

R(π∗β , π̂DR) ≤ |A|Mε+
|A|∑
j=1

ωj + 84|A|2e2MM

√
log1/δ

2n2

+ inf
λ

12|A|λ+
288|A|
√
n2

∫ |A|M+2M/η

λ

√
C1|A|ε

− dβ log
1
ε

(
log2 1

ε
+ log

1
θ

)
dθ

≤ |A|Mε+
|A|∑
j=1

ωj + 84|A|2e2MM

√
log1/δ

2n2
+ inf

λ
12|A|λ

+C2
288|A|3/2
√
n2

Mη−1ε−
d

2β

√
log

1
ε

(
log2 1

ε
+ log

1
λ

)
(5.31)

with probability no less than 1− 6|A|δ and C2 depending on logD, d, B, τ , η, β, and the surface

area ofM. Setting ε = n
− β

2β+d

2 ,δ = n
− β

2β+d

2 ,λ = n
− β

2β+d

2 implies (4.9) and (4.10) in Theorem 1.

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

E[ωj ] ≤ η−1|A|e2M
E


√√√

1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(
µ̂Aj (xi)−µAj (xi)

)2

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

(̂
eAj (xi)− eAj (xi)

)2


≤ η−1|A|e2M


√√√

1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

E

(
µ̂Aj (xi)−µAj (xi)

)2

√√√
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

E

(̂
eAj (xi)− eAj (xi)

)2


≤ η−1|A|e2M

√
E

[
‖µ̂Aj −µAj ‖

2
L2

]√
E

[
‖eAj − êAj ‖

2
L2

]
≤ C1e

2M(M + σ )η−
3α+d
2α+d |A|

4α+d
2α+d n

− 2α
2α+d

1 log3n1,

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 C1 is a constant depending on
logD,d,B,τ,α and the surface area ofM.

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

P

(
ωj > δ

)
≤

E

[
ωj

]
δ
≤ 1
δ
C1G1n

− 2α
2α+d

1 log3n1, (5.32)

where G1 = e2M(M + σ )η−
3α+d
2α+d |A|

4α+d
2α+d . Applying a union probability bound gives rise to

P

 |A|∑
j=1

ωj > |A|δ

 ≤ C1

δ
|A|G1n

− 2α
2α+d

1 log3n1. (5.33)
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Substituting (5.33) into (4.10) and setting δ = C1|A|G1n
− α

2α+d
1 , we get

R(π∗β , π̂DR) ≤ C2e
2M |A|2(M + σ )n

− β
2β+d

2 log2n2 +C1|A|2G1n
− α

2α+d
1

≤ C3e
2M |A|

8α+2d
2α+d (M + σ )n−

α∧β
2(α∧β)+d log2n

with probability no less than 1 −C4n
− α∧β

2(α∧β)+d log3n, where C4 is an absolute constant, C2,C3 are
constants depending on logD,d,B,τ,α,β,η, and the surface area ofM.

5.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2. In Theorem 2, π∗ 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(π∗, π̂DR) =Q(π∗)−Q(π̂∗)︸           ︷︷           ︸
(I2)

+Q(π̂∗)−Q(π̂DR)︸             ︷︷             ︸
(II2)

, (5.34)

where π̂∗ is the same as in (5.1). In (5.34), (I2) is the bias of approximating π∗ by the policy class
Π
|A|
NN(H), and (II2) is the same as (II1) in (5.2) which can be bounded similarly.

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

(II2) ≤ C1e
2M |A|

8α+2d
2α+d (M + σ )n−

α
2α+d log2n log1/2(1/H)

with probability no less than 1−C2n
− α

2α+d log3n where C2 is an absolute constant and C1 depends
on logD,d,B,τ,α, and the surface area ofM. In addition, π̂DR ∈Π

|A|
NN(H) with LΠ,pΠ,KΠ,κΠ and

RΠ given in (4.9). It remains to show (I2) ≤ 2cMtq+M |A|2 exp
[(
−Mt + 2n−

2α
2α+d

)
/H

]
for any t ∈ (0,1).

Bounding (I2). We estimate Q(π∗)−Q(π̂∗) on two regions. The first region is, for any given t ∈ (0,1),

χt =
{
x

∣∣∣ x ∈M,µAj∗(x)
(x)− max

j,j∗(x)
µAj (x) ≤Mt

}
with j∗(x) = argmaxj µAj (x). On χt, the gap between µAj∗(x)

(x), the reward of the optimal action,
and the reward of the second optimal action is smaller than Mt. Assumption A.5 yields P(χt) ≤ ctq.
The second region is

χ{t =
{
x

∣∣∣ x ∈M,µAj∗(x)
(x)− max

j,j∗(x)
µAj (x) >Mt

}
on which the gap between µAj∗ (x) and the reward of any other action is larger than Mt.

For any policy π, we have

Q(π) = E[Y (π(x))] =
∫
M
〈µ(x),π(x)〉dP(x),

where µ(x) = [µA1
(x), . . . ,µA|A|(x)]>. According to Chen et al. (2019, Theorem 2), for any ε ∈ (0,1),

there is a neural network architecture F (L,p,K,κ,R) with

L =O (log1/ε) , p =O
(
ε−

d
α

)
, K =O

(
ε−

d
α log1/ε

)
, κ = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2}, R =M,
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such that for each µAj , there exists µ̃Aj ∈ F (L,p,K,κ,R) and ‖µ̃Aj −µAj ‖∞ ≤ ε.

Define π̃ = SoftmaxH (µ̃A1
, . . . , µ̃A|A|). Since π̂∗ = argmax

π∈Π|A|NN(H)
Q(π), π̃ ∈Π|A|NN(H), and Q(π̂∗) ≥

Q(π̃), we have

Q(π∗)−Q(π̂∗) ≤Q(π∗)−Q(π̃) =
∫
M
〈µ(x),π∗(x)− π̃(x)〉dP(x)

=
∫
χt

〈µ(x),π∗(x)− π̃(x)〉dP(x) +
∫
χ{t

〈µ(x),π∗(x)− π̃(x)〉dP(x). (5.35)

The first integral in (5.35) can be bounded as∫
χt

〈µ(x),π∗(x)− π̃(x)〉dP(x) ≤
∫
χt

‖µ(x)‖∞‖π∗(x)− π̃(x)‖1dP(x)

≤ 2M
∫
χt

1dP(x) ≤ 2cMtq (5.36)

where ‖µ(x)‖∞ = maxj |µAj (x)| and ‖π(x)‖1 =
∑|A|
j=1 |[π(x)]j |. For the second integral, we first derive

an upper bound of ‖π∗(x)− π̃(x)‖∞. Since π∗ is the unconstrained optimal policy, represented by a
one-hot vector π∗(x) = Aj∗(x), we deduce

[π∗(x)− π̃(x)]j =

−
exp(µ̃Aj (x)/H)∑
k exp(µ̃Ak (x)/H) if π∗(x) , Aj ,∑

k,j exp(µ̃Ak (x)/H)∑
k exp(µ̃Ak (x)/H) if π∗(x) = Aj ,

∣∣∣[π∗(x)− π̃(x)]j
∣∣∣ ≤


maxk,j∗ exp((µAk (x)+ε)/H)

exp((µAj∗ (x)−ε)/H) if j , j∗(x),
|A|maxk,j∗ exp((µAk (x)+ε)/H)

exp((µAj∗ (x)−ε)/H) if j = j∗(x).

Therefore ‖π∗(x)− π̃(x)‖∞ ≤ |A|exp
(
maxk,j∗(x)

(
µAk (x)−µAj∗ (x) + 2ε

)
/H

)
. Thus∫

χ{t

〈µ(x),π∗(x)− π̃(x)〉dP(x) ≤
∫
χ{t

‖µ(x)‖1‖(π∗(x)− π̃(x))‖∞dP(x)

≤
∫
χ{t

M |A|2 exp((−Mt + 2ε)/H)dP(x) ≤M |A|2 exp((−Mt + 2ε)/H) . (5.37)

Combining (5.36) and (5.37), and setting ε = n−
α

2α+d give rise to

Q(π∗)−Q(π̂∗) ≤ 2cMtq +M |A|2 exp
(
(−Mt + 2n−

α
2α+d )/H

)
,

which completes the proof.

5.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof of Theorem 3. We denote
π̂∗ = argmax

π∈ΠV
NN(H)

Q(D)(π),
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where Q(D)(π) is defined in (4.17). The regret can be decomposed as

R(π∗C, π̂ C-DR) =Q(π∗C)−Q(D)(π̂∗)︸               ︷︷               ︸
(I3)

+Q(D)(π̂∗)−Q(D)(π̂C−DR)︸                        ︷︷                        ︸
(II3)

+Q(D)(π̂C−DR)−Q(π̂C−DR)︸                          ︷︷                          ︸
(III3)

. (5.38)

In (5.38), (I3) is the bias of approximating the optimal policy π∗C using the neural network policy
class ΠV

NN(H) in the discretized setting. (II3) is the variance of the estimated policy in ΠV
NN(H).

(III3) characterizes the difference between the discretized policy reward and the continuous policy
reward of π̂C−DR. We next derive the bounds for each part.
Bounding (I3). By Assumption B.4, µIj ∈ H

α(M). According to Chen et al. (2019), Hölder functions
can be uniformly approximated by a neural network class if the network parameters are properly
chosen. For any ε ∈ (0,1) there exists a network architecture F (L,p,K,κ,R) with

L =O(log1/ε),p =O
(
ε−

d
α

)
,K =O

(
ε−

d
α log1/ε

)
,κ = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2},R =M, (5.39)

such that if the weight parameters are properly chosen, we have µ̃Ij ∈ F (L,p,K,κ,R) satisfying

‖µ̃Ij −µIj ‖∞ ≤ ε.

We then define an intermediate policy

π̃ = SoftmaxH (µ̃I1 , . . . , µ̃IV ).

LetA∗(x) = argmaxA∈[0,1]µ(x,A). Thenπ∗C(x) = A∗(x). After definingµ(x) = [µI1(x), . . . ,µIV (x)]> ∈
R
V , we can bound (I3) as

(I3) =Q(π∗C)−Q(D)(π̂∗) ≤Q(π∗C)−Q(D)(π̃) =
∫
M
µ(x,A∗(x))dP(x)−

∫
M
〈µ(x), π̃(x)〉dP(x)

=
∫
M
µ(x,A∗(x))dP(x)−

∫
M
〈µ(x), [1{A∗(x)∈I1}, . . . ,1{A∗(x)∈IV }]

>〉dP(x)︸                                                                                   ︷︷                                                                                   ︸
T1

+
∫
M

〈
µ(x), [1{A∗(x)∈I1}, . . . ,1{A∗(x)∈IV }]

>
〉
dP(x)−

∫
M
〈µ(x), π̃(x)〉dP(x)︸                                                                                     ︷︷                                                                                     ︸

T2

. (5.40)

If A∗(x) ∈ Ij , we denote j∗(x) = j and I∗(x) = Ij . According to Assumption B.4 and (4.23), M is a
Lipschitz constant of the function µ(x, ·) for any fixed x ∈ M. Since A∗(x) ∈ I∗(x), |µ(x,A∗(x)) −
µI∗(x)(x)| ≤M/V for any x ∈M. Hence T1 can be bounded as

T1 =
∫
M
µ(x,A∗(x))−µI∗(x)(x)dP(x) ≤M/V . (5.41)

We then derive the bound for T2 on two regions. The first region is

χt,γ = {x|µ(x,A∗(x))−µ(x,A) ≤Mt given |A−A∗(x)| ≥ γ}

and the second region is χ{t,γ . According to Assumption B.5, P(χt,γ ) ≤ ctq(1−γ).
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T2 is decomposed as

T2 =
∫
χt,γ

〈
µ(x), [1{A∗(x)∈I1}, . . . ,1{A∗(x)∈IV }]

> − π̃(x)
〉
dP(x)

+
∫
χ{t,γ

〈
µ(x), [1{A∗(x)∈I1}, . . . ,1{A∗(x)∈IV }]

> − π̃(x)
〉
dP(x). (5.42)

The first integral in (5.42) is bounded as∫
χt,γ

〈
µ(x), [1{A∗(x)∈I1}, . . . ,1{A∗(x)∈IV }]

> − π̃(x)
〉
dP(x) ≤ 2cMtq(1−γ). (5.43)

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

Ξ(x) =

− exp(µ̃I1(x)/H)∑V
j=1 exp(µ̃Ij (x)/H)

, . . . ,

∑
j,j∗(x) exp(µ̃Ij (x)/H)∑V
j=1 exp(µ̃Ij (x)/H)

, . . . ,−
exp(µ̃IV (x)/H)∑V
j=1 exp(µ̃Ij (x)/H)


>

.

Similar to (5.37), we have∫
χ{t,γ

〈
µ(x), [1{A∗(x)∈I1}, . . . ,1{A∗(x)∈IV }]

> − π̃(x)
〉
dP(x) =

∫
χ{t,γ

〈µ(x),Ξ(x)〉dP(x)

≤
∫
χ{t,γ

‖µ(x)‖1‖Ξ(x)‖∞dP(x) ≤ VM
∫
χ{t,γ

‖Ξ(x)‖∞dP(x). (5.44)

To derive an upper bound of ‖Ξ‖∞, we need a lower bound of µI∗(x)(x)−µIj (x) for any 1 ≤ j ≤ V
and j , j∗(x). By Assumption B.4, For any j and Ã ∈ Ij , one has

|µ(x, Ã)−µ(x,Aj )| ≤M/V ,

and

|µIj (x)−µ(x,Aj )| ≤
1
|Ij |

∫
Ij

|µ(x,A)−µ(x,Aj )|dA ≤M/V

where |Ij | = 1/V represents the length of Ij .

As a result, on χ{t,γ , for any j , j∗(x), we have

µI∗(x)(x)−µIj (x) ≥ µ(x,Aj∗(x))−µ(x,Aj )− 2M/V

≥ µ(x,A∗(x))−µ(x,Aj )− |µ(x,A∗(x))−µ(x,Aj∗(x))| − 2M/V

≥Mt − 3M/V ,

where the last inequality holds for two reasons: (1) A∗(x) ∈ I∗(x) and Aj∗(x) ∈ I∗(x); (2) We set
V < 1/(2γ), and then j , j∗(x) implies |Aj −A∗(x)| ≥ 1/(2V ) ≥ γ . We then deduce

‖Ξ‖∞ ≤ (V − 1)exp(−(Mt − 3M/V − 2ε)/H). (5.45)
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Plugging (5.45) into (5.44), we have∫
χ{t,γ

〈
µ(x), [1{A∗(x)∈I1}, . . . ,1{A∗(x)∈IV }]

> − π̃(x)
〉
dP(x)

≤VM · (V − 1)exp(−(Mt − 3M/V − 2ε)/H)

≤MV 2 exp(−(Mt − 3M/V − 2ε)/H). (5.46)

Substituting (5.41), (5.43) and (5.46) into (5.40), if V < 1/(2γ), we have

(I3) ≤ M
V

+ 2cMtq(1−γ) +MV 2 exp(−(Mt − 3M/V − 2ε)/H) . (5.47)

Bounding (II3). (II3) has the same form as (II1) 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 µ̂Ij ’s
and êIj ’s in terms of V . Note that eIj ≥ η/V . By Lemma 1, we can find µ̂Ij ∈ F (L1,p1,K1,κ1,R1) with

L1 =O(log(ηn1/V )), p1 =O
(
(ηn1/V )

d
2α+d

)
, K1 =O

(
(ηn1/V )

d
2α+d log(ηn1/V )

)
,

κ1 = max{B,M,
√
d,τ2}, R1 =M,

such that

E

[
‖µ̂Ij −µIj ‖

2
L2

]
≤ C1(M2 + σ2)(ηn1/V )−

2α
2α+d log3(ηn1/V ) (5.48)

with C1 being a constant depending on logD,B,τ,α and the surface area ofM. Similarly, we can
find ĝ ∈ F (L2,p2,K2,κ2,R2) with

L2 =O(log(n1/V )), p2 =O
(
V −

2d
2α+d n

d
2α+d
1

)
, K2 =O

(
V −

2d
2α+d n

d
2α+d
1 log(n1/V )

)
,

κ2 = max{B,M,
√
d,τ2}, R2 =M,

such that

E[‖̂eIj − eIj ‖
2
L2] ≤ C2M

2V
4α

2α+d n
− 2α

2α+d
1 log3n1 (5.49)

with C2 depending on logD,B,M,α and the surface area ofM.
Following the proof of Corollary 1 and using (5.48) and (5.49), we rewrite (5.33) as

P

 V∑
j=1

ωj ≥ V δ1

 ≤ C3G2

δ1
V

9α+3d
2α+d n

− 2α
2α+d

1 log3n1 (5.50)

with G2 = e2M(M + σ )η−
3α+d
2α+d and C3 being an constant depending on logD,B,τ,η,α and the surface

area ofM.
By replacing |A| by V and η by η/V in E1 and E2 in the proof of Theorem 1, and substituting

(5.50), one derives

Q(D)(π̂∗)−Q(D)(π̂ C-DR) ≤ V δ1 + 84e2MV 2M

√
log1/δ

2n2
+ inf

λ
12Vλ

+
288V
√
n2

∫ VM+2VM/η

λ

[
KΠ log

(
θ−1(VM + 2VM/η)×

L2
Π(pΠB/V + 2)max(κΠ,1/H)LΠ(pΠ/V )LΠ+1

)]1/2

dθ
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with probability no less than

1− 6V δ − C3G2

δ1
V

9α+3d
2α+d n

− 2α
2α+d

1 log3n1.

Here π̂ C-DR ∈ΠV
NN(H) where the network class ΠV

NN(H) has the parameters

LΠ = L, pΠ =O(V p), KΠ =O(VK), κΠ = κ, RΠ = R

with L,p,K,κ and R defined in (5.39).

Setting ε = n−
α

2α+d ,δ = n−
α

2α+d ,δ1 = C3G2V
3
2n
− α

2α+d
1 and λ = V

3
2n
− α

2α+d
2 gives rise to

LΠ =O(logn),pΠ =O
(
Vn

d
2α+d

)
,KΠ =O

(
Vn

d
2α+d logn

)
,κΠ = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2},RΠ =M,

and

(II3) ≤ C4e
2M(M + σ )V

5
2n−

α
2α+d log2n log1/2(1/H) (5.51)

with probability no less than 1 − C5V
12α+3d
2(2α+d)n−

α
2α+d log3n, where C4 is a constant depending on

logD,B,τ,η,α, and the surface area ofM, C5 is an absolute constant.
Bounding (III3). According to Lemma 2,

(III3) =Q(D)(π̂ C-DR)−Q(π̂ C-DR) ≤M/V . (5.52)

Putting all ingredients together. Putting (5.47), (5.51) and (5.52) together and using ε = n−
α

2α+d

give rise to

R(π∗C, π̂ C-DR) ≤ 2M
V

+C4e
2M(M + σ )V

5
2n−

α
2α+d log2n log1/2 1/H

+ 2cMtq(1−γ) +MV 2 exp
(
−
(
Mt − 3M/V − 2n−

α
2α+d

)
/H

)
with probability no less than 1−C5V

12α+3d
2(2α+d)n−

α
2α+d log3n for any t and γ < 1/4V .

Setting V = n
2α

7(2α+d) ,γ = 1
4V and t > 2

V + 2ε/M, we get

R(π∗C, π̂ C-DR) ≤ C4e
2M(M + σ )n−

2α
7(2α+d) log2n log1/2 1/H

+ 2cMtq +Mn
4α

7(2α+d) exp
(
−
(
Mt − 4Mn−

2α
7(2α+d)

)
/H

)
for any t ∈ (2(1 + 1/M)n−

2α
7(2α+d) ,1) with probability no less than 1−C6n

− 2α2+4αd
7(2α+d)2 log3n, where C6 is

an absolute constant. In addition, π̂ C-DR ∈ΠV
NN(H) with LΠ,pΠ,KΠ,κΠ,RΠ defined in (4.26), µ̂Ij ∈

F (L1,p1,K1,κ1,R1) for j = 1, . . . ,V with the parameters defined in (4.24), ĝ ∈ F (L2,p2,K2,κ2,R2)
with the parameters defined in (4.25).

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.
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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.

• 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 R

D and do not have low-dimensional structures. Specifically,
they assume that both the initial policy and reward functions belong to a Hölder 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 Hölder space with a Hölder index α ∈ (0,1], while we
focus on the case of α ≥ 1. In the case that α = 1, if we have q ≥ 1 (in Assumption A.5), Corollary 2
gives the convergence rate O

(
n−

1
2+d log3n

)
. This rate is better than the minimax rate O

(
n−

1
2+D

)
from

Gao and Han (2020) thanks to the low-dimensional structures of the covariates.

• 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 Lemma 1

Proof of Lemma 1. We first derive the error bound ‖µ̂Aj − µAj ‖L2 for any j = 1, . . . , |A|. Note that
µ̂Aj ∈ F (L1,p1,K1,κ1,R1) is the minimizer of (3.4). If we choose

L1 =O(lognAj ), p1 =O
(
n

d
2α+d
Aj

)
, K1 =O

(
n

d
2α+d
Aj

lognAj

)
, κ1 = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2}, R1 =M, (A.1)

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

E

[
‖µ̂Aj −µAj ‖

2
L2

]
≤ C1(M2 + σ2)n

− 2α
2α+d

Aj
log3nAj , (A.2)

where nAj =
∑n1
i=11{ai=Aj } and C1 is a constant only depending on logD,B,τ 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 nAj for all j’s in terms of n1. By Assumption

A.3(ii), E(nAj /n1) ≥ η. By Liao and Maggioni (2019, Lemma 29), we have

P

(∣∣∣∣∣∣nAjn1
−E

(nAj
n1

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ 1
2
E

(nAj
n1

))
≤ 2exp

(
− 3

28
n1E

(nAj
n1

))
.

Thus nAj ≥ ηn1/2 holds with probability at least 1−2exp
(
− 3

28ηn1

)
. Denote the event E1 B {nAj ≥

ηn1/2} and its complement by E{1 . When n1 (so as n) is large enough, we have

E

[
‖µ̂Aj −µAj ‖

2
L2

]
= E

[
‖µ̂Aj −µAj ‖

2
L2 |E1

]
P (E1) +E

[
‖µ̂Aj −µAj ‖

2
L2 |E{1

]
P

(
E{1

)
≤ C1(M2 + σ2)(ηn1)−

2α
2α+d log3(ηn1) + 2C1(M2 + σ2)exp

(
− 3

28
ηn1

)
≤ C2(M2 + σ2)(ηn1)−

2α
2α+d log3(ηn1),

where C2 is a constant depending on logD,B,τ and the surface area ofM. Substituting nAj = ηn1

into (A.1) gives rise to µ̂Aj ∈ F (L1,p1,K1,κ1,R1) with L1,p1,K1,κ1,R1 in (4.3).

To estimate E

[
‖̂eAj − eAj ‖

2
L2

]
, we use Hα|A|−1(M) to denote the space of the |A| − 1 dimensional

vectors whose elements are in Hα(M). We denote g∗ =
[
gA1

, . . . , gA|A|−1

]>
with gAj = log

eAj
eA|A|

. Accord-

ing to Assumption A.4, gAj = logeAj − logeA|A| ∈ H
α, ‖gAj ‖Hα ≤M and g∗ ∈ Hα|A|−1(M). Let ĝ be the

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

‖ĝ − g∗‖2L2 ≤ C3M
2

 |A|LK logK
n1

logn1 +
|A|(loglogn1 +γ)

n1
+ sup
g ′∈Hα|A|−1(M)

inf
g∈GNN

‖g∗ − g ′‖2∞


with probability at least 1− exp(−γ), where C3 is an absolute constant.
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According to Chen et al. (2019, Theorem 2), for any ε2 ∈ (0,1), there exists a neural network
architecture F (L,p,K,κ,R) with

L =O
(
log

1
ε2

)
,p =O

(
|A|ε−

d
α

2

)
,K =O

(
|A|ε−

d
α

2 log
1
ε2

)
,κ = max{B,M,

√
d,τ2},R =M

such that for any g ∈ Hα|A|−1(M), there exists g̃ ∈ F (L,p,K,κ,R) with ‖g̃ − g‖∞ ≤ ε2, where ‖g‖∞ =

supx∈Mmaxj |gj(x)| . Setting ε2 = |A|
2α

2α+d n
− 2α

2α+d
1 ,γ = |A|−

2d
2α+d n

d
2α+d
1 gives rise to GNN = F (L2,p2,K2,κ2,R2)

with

L2 =O(log(n1/ |A|)), p2 =O
(
|A|−

2d
2α+d n

d
2α+d
1

)
, K2 =O

(
|A|−

2d
2α+d n

d
2α+d
1 log(n1/ |A|)

)
,

κ2 = max{B,M,
√
d,τ2}, R2 =M

which implies (4.4).Then with probability no less than 1− exp
(
−|A|−

2d
2α+d n

d
2α+d
1

)
, we deduce

‖ĝ − g∗‖2L2 ≤ C4M
2|A|

4α
2α+d n

− 2α
2α+d

1 log3n1

with C4 depending on logD,B,τ and the surface area ofM. Denote the event

E2 =
{
‖ĝ − g∗‖2L2 ≤ C4M

2|A|
4α

2α+d n
− 2α

2α+d
1 log3n1

}
.

When n1 (so as n) is large enough, we obtain

E[‖ĝ − g∗‖2L2] = E[‖ĝ − g∗‖2L2 |E2]P(E2) +E[‖ĝ − g∗‖2L2 |E{2 ]P(E{2 )

≤ C4M
2|A|

4α
2α+d n

− 2α
2α+d

1 log3n1 + 4(M2 + σ2)exp
(
−|A|−

2d
2α+d n

d
2α+d
1

)
≤ C5M

2|A|
4α

2α+d n
− 2α

2α+d
1 log3n1

with C5 depending on logD,B,τ and the surface area ofM.

Define rj(g) =
exp([g]j )

1+
∑|A|−1
k=1 exp([g]k)

for j = 1, . . . , |A| − 1. Since ‖∇rj‖∞ ≤ 1 for any j, we have

E

[
‖̂eAj − eAj ‖

2
L2

]
= E

[
‖rj(ĝ)− rj(g∗)‖2L2

]
≤ E

[(
‖∇rj‖∞‖ĝ − g∗‖L2

)2
]
≤ C5M

2|A|
4α

2α+d n
− 2α

2α+d
1 log3n1.

Similarly, one can show E

[
‖̂eA|A| − eA|A|‖

2
L2

]
≤ C5M

2|A|
4α

2α+d n
− 2α

2α+d
1 log3n1.

B Proof of Lemma 2

Proof of Lemma 2. Recall that

Q(D)(π) =
∫
M

〈
[µI1(x), . . . ,µIV (x)]>,π(x)

〉
dP(x),

Q(π) =
∫
M

〈
[µA1

(x), . . . ,µAV (x)]>,π(x)
〉
dP(x).

Since Lµ is a uniform Lipschitz constant of µ(x, ·) for any x ∈M, we derive

Q(D)(π)−Q(π) =
∫
M

〈
[µI1(x)−µ(x,A1), . . . ,µIV (x)−µ(x,AV )]>,π(x)

〉
dP(x) ≤ Lµ/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(Π) concentrates
around E[D(Π)] and then derive a bound of E[D(Π)]. To simplify the notation, we omit the domain
Π in D.

We denote {Γ̊ ′i }
n
i=1 as the counterpart of {Γ̊ }ni=1 when one sample (xk ,Γk) is replaced by (xk ,Γ ′k)

for any k with 1 ≤ k ≤ n. ∆̊′(π1,π2) and D′ are defined analogously. We have

|D −D′ | ≤ sup
π1,π2∈Π

∆̊(π1,π2)− ∆̊′(π1,π2) ≤ sup
π1,π2∈Π

1
n

〈
Γ̊k − Γ̊ ′k ,π1(xk)−π2(xk)

〉
≤ 1
n

∥∥∥Γ̊k − Γ̊ ′k∥∥∥∞ ‖π1(xk)−π2(xk)‖1 ≤
2
n

∥∥∥Γ̊k − Γ̊ ′k∥∥∥∞ ≤ 4
n
J, (C.1)

where ‖ · ‖∞ and ‖ · ‖1 stand for the `∞ and `1 norm for vectors. Applying Lemma 10 with f =D, we
have

P (D−E[D] ≥ t) ≤ exp
(
−2nt2/

(
16J2

))
. (C.2)

Setting t = 4J
√

log1/δ
2n gives rise to

D ≤ E[D] + 4J

√
log1/δ

2n
(C.3)

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

E[D] = E

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

∆̊(π1,π2)−E
[
∆̊(π1,π2)

] ≤ E

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

∆̊(π1,π2)− ∆̊copy(π1,π2)


= EEξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ�
(
∆̊(π1,π2)− ∆̊copy(π1,π2)

) = 2EEξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)

 ,
where ∆̊copy denotes ∆̊ using independent copies of samples and ξ = [ξ1, . . . ,ξn]> with ξi ’s being
i.i.d. Rademacher variables which take value 1 or −1 with the same probability. Here ξ� ∆̊ denotes
the entry-wise product of ξ and ∆̊, i.e.,

ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2) :=
1
n

n∑
i=1

ξi
〈
Γ̊i ,π1(xi)−π2(xi)

〉
.

We next apply Lemma 10 with f = Eξ

[
supπ1,π2∈Π ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)

]
. Again, we denote {Γ̊ ′i }

n
i=1 as

the counterpart of {Γ̊ }ni=1 when one sample (xk , Γ̊k) is replaced by (x′k , Γ̊
′
k) for any k with 1 ≤ k ≤ n.

∆̊′(π1,π2) is defined analogously. We get

Eξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)

−Eξ  sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ� ∆̊′(π1,π2)


≤Eξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

1
n
ξk

〈
Γ̊k − Γ̊ ′k ,π1(xk)−π2(xk)

〉
≤1
n

∥∥∥Γ̊k − Γ̊ ′k∥∥∥∞ ‖π1(xk)−π2(xk)‖1 ≤
4
n
J. (C.4)
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Applying Lemma 10 with f = Eξ

[
supπ1,π2∈Π ξ� ∆̃(π1,π2)

]
gives rise to

P

EEξ[ sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)
]
−Eξ

[
sup

π1,π2∈Π
ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)

]
≥ t

 ≤ exp
(
−2nt2/

(
16J2

))
. (C.5)

Setting t = 4J
√

log1/δ
2n2

gives rise to

P

EEξ[ sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)
]
−Eξ

[
sup

π1,π2∈Π
ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)

]
≥ 4J

√
log1/δ

2n

 ≤ δ. (C.6)

The following lemma provides an upper bound of Eξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)

 (see a proof in

Appendix F):

Lemma 6. Let ξ be a set of Rademacher random variable and ∆̊(π1,π2) defined in (5.12). Then the
following bound holds

Eξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)

 ≤ inf
λ

2λ+
48
√
n

∫ max
π∈Π
‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π,‖·‖Γ )dθ, (C.7)

whereN (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖Γ ) is the θ-covering number (see Definition 6) of Π with respect to the measure

‖π‖Γ =
√

1
n

∑n
i=1〈Γ̊i ,π(xi)〉2.

Substituting (C.7) into (C.6) yields

E[D] ≤ inf
λ

4λ+
96
√
n

∫ max
π∈Π
‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π,‖·‖Γ )dθ + 8J

√
log1/δ

2n
(C.8)

with probability no less than 1− δ.
Substituting (C.8) into (C.3) give rise to

D ≤ inf
λ

4λ+
96
√
n

∫ max
π∈Π
‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π,‖·‖Γ )dθ + 12J

√
log1/δ

2n
(C.9)

with probability no less than 1− 2δ.

D Proof of Lemma 4

Proof of Lemma 4. We derive the bound of the covering numberN (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖Γ ) using the covering

number of the neural network class N (θ,F (L,p,K,κ,R),‖ · ‖∞). Let π(1) = Softmax(µ(1)
A1
, . . . ,µ

(1)
A|A|

)

and π(2) = Softmax(µ(2)
A1
, . . . ,µ

(2)
A|A|

) be two policies in Π
|A|
NN(LΠ,pΠ,KΠ,κΠ,RΠ) such that for each j,

‖µ(1)
Aj
−µ(2)

Aj
‖∞ ≤ θ. By Assumption A.3 and (4.1), ‖̃Γi‖1 ≤ 2M/η + |A|M for any n1 ≤ i ≤ n. Therefore

we have ∥∥∥π(1) −π(2)
∥∥∥2

Γ
=

1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

〈̃
Γi , (π

(1) −π(2))(xi)
〉2

≤ 1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

∥∥∥Γ̃i∥∥∥2

1

∥∥∥(π(1) −π(2))(xi)
∥∥∥2

∞ ≤ (|A|M + 2M/η))2θ2.
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Thus we obtain

N (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖Γ ) ≤N
(
θ/(|A|M + 2M/η),Π|A|NN,‖·‖∞

)
. (D.1)

Since for every π ∈Π|A|NN with LΠ = L,pΠ = |A|p,KΠ = |A|K,κΠ = κ,RΠ = R, it contains |A| parallel

ReLU networks in F (L,p,K,κ,R) with an additional softmax layer, we have N (θ,Π|A|NN,‖·‖∞) ≤
N (θ,F (L,p,K,κ,R),‖·‖∞)|A|. From Chen et al. (2019, Proof of Theorem 3.1), we have

N (θ,F (L,p,K,κ,R),‖·‖∞) ≤
(

2L2(pR+ 2)κLpL+1

θ

)K
.

We get

N (θ,ΠNN,‖ · ‖∞) ≤
(

2L2(pR+ 2)κLpL+1

θ

)|A|K
. (D.2)

Combining (D.1) and (D.2) proves Lemma 4.

E Proof of Lemma 5

Proof of Lemma 5. For any π ∈Π|A|NN,

‖π‖2Γ ≤
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

〈̃Γi ,π(xi)〉2 ≤
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

‖̃Γi‖21‖π(xi)‖2∞ ≤
1
n2

n∑
i=n1+1

‖̃Γi‖21.

By Assumption A.3 and (4.1), ‖̃Γi‖1 ≤ 2M/η + |A|M for any n1 ≤ i ≤ n. Therefore we obtain

‖π‖2Γ ≤ (2M/η + |A|M)2.

F Proof of Lemma 6

We first define the covering number of a set.

Definition 6. Let F be a set equipped with metric ρ. For any δ > 0, a δ-covering of F is a set
{f1, . . . , fN } ⊂ F such that for any f ∈ F , there exists fk for 1 ≤ k ≤N with ρ(fk , f ) ≤ θ. The δ-covering
number of F is defined as

N (δ,F ,ρ) =inf{N : there exists {f1, . . . , fN } which is a θ-covering of F }. (F.1)

Proof of Lemma 6. To bound Eξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)

 with respect to the measure ‖·‖Γ , we construct

a series of I coverings of Π with resolutions {δi}Ii=1 satisfying δi+1 = 1
2δi . The elements in the (i)-th

covering are denoted as {π(i)
i }

N (i)

i=1 , where the N (i)’s are to be determined later. Thus for any π ∈Π,
there exists π(i) in the (i)-th covering such that√√

1
n

n∑
i=1

〈
Γ̊i ,π(xi)−π(i)(xi)

〉2
≤ δi .
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Let π(i)
1 denote the closest element of π1 in the (i)-th covering, and π(i)

2 is defined analogously.
We now expand π1 −π2 using a telescoping sum:

π1 −π2 =

π1 −π
(I)
1 +

I−1∑
i=1

π
(i+1)
1 −π(i)

1 +π(1)
1

−
π2 −π

(I)
2 +

I−1∑
i=1

π
(i+1)
2 −π(i)

2 +π(1)
2

 . (F.2)

Substituting (F.2) into Eξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ⊗ ∆̊(π1,π2)

, due to the bi-linearity of ∆̊, we have

Eξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ⊗ ∆̊(π1,π2)


≤Eξ

 sup
π1∈Π

1
n

n∑
i=1

ξi

〈
Γ̊i ,

π1 −π
(I)
1 +

I−1∑
i=1

π
(i+1)
1 −π(i)

1 +π(1)
1

 (xi)
〉

+Eξ

 sup
π2∈Π

1
n

n∑
i=1

ξi

〈̃
Γi ,

π2 −π
(I)
2 +

I−1∑
i=1

π
(i+1)
2 −π(i)

2 +π(1)
2

 (xi)
〉 . (F.3)

By the construction of the coverings, we immediately have

Eξ

 sup
π1∈Π

1
n

n∑
i=1

ξi

〈
Γ̊i ,

(
π1 −π

(I)
1

)
(xi)

〉
≤Eξ

 sup
π1∈Π

1
n
‖ξ‖2

√√
n∑
i=1

〈
Γ̊i ,

(
π1 −π

(I)
1

)
(xi)

〉2
 ≤ δI . (F.4)

We can also check√√
n∑
i=1

〈
Γ̊i ,π(i+1)(xi)−π(i)(xi)

〉2
=

√√
n∑
i=1

〈
Γ̊i ,π(i+1)(xi)−π(xi) +π(xi)−π(i)(xi)

〉2

≤

√√
2

n∑
i=1

〈
Γ̊i ,π(i+1)(xi)−π(xi)

〉2
+ 2

n∑
i=1

〈
Γ̊i ,π(xi)−π(i)(xi)

〉2

≤
√

2n(δ2
i+1 + δ2

i ) ≤
√

2n(δi+1 + δi). (F.5)

Using Lemma 11, we have

Eξ

 sup
π1∈Π

1
n

n∑
i=1

ξi

〈
Γ̊i ,π

(i+1)
1 (xi)−π

(i)
1 (xi)

〉
≤

2(δi+1 + δi)
√

log(N (δi ,Π,‖·‖Γ )N (δi+1,Π,‖·‖Γ ))
√
n

≤
4(δi+1 + δi)

√
logN (δi+1,Π,‖·‖Γ )
√
n

, (F.6)

where the metric in the covering is ‖π‖Γ =
√

1
n

∑n
i=1

〈
Γ̊i ,π(xi)

〉2
. Substituting (F.4), (F.6) into (F.3),
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and invoking the identity δi+1 + δi = 6(δi+1 − δi+2) yield

Eξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ⊗ ∆̊(π1,π2)

 ≤ 2δI +
I−1∑
i=1

8(δi+1 + δi)
√

logN (δi+1,Π,‖·‖Γ )
√
n

≤2δI +
48(δi+1 − δi+2)

√
logN (δi+1,Π,‖·‖Γ )
√
n

≤ 2δI +
48
√
n

∫ δ1

δI

√
logN (τ,Π,‖·‖Γ )dτ.

Choosing δ1 = maxπ∈Π ‖π‖Γ so that the first covering only consists of one element, we derive

Eξ

 sup
π1,π2∈Π

ξ� ∆̊(π1,π2)

 ≤ inf
λ

2λ+
48
√
n

∫ max
π∈Π
‖π‖Γ

λ

√
logN (θ,Π,‖·‖Γ )dθ.

G Some Useful Lemmas

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

sup
A∈[0,1]

‖f (·,A)‖Hα(M) ≤M and sup
x∈M
|f (x,A)− f (x, Ã)| ≤M |A− Ã|, ∀A,Ã ∈ [0,1]. (G.1)

Then F(I) =
∫
I
f (x,A)dA ∈ Hα(M) satisfies ‖F(I)‖Hα(M) ≤M |I | for any interval I ⊂ [0,1] where |I | is

the length of I .

Proof of Lemma 7. To show F(I) ∈ Hα(M), it is sufficient to show ‖F(I)‖Hα(U ) <∞ for any chart (U,φ)
ofM. For simplicity, we denote

F
(I)
φ (z)B F(I) ◦φ−1(z), fφ(z,A)B f (φ−1(z),A)

for z ∈ φ(U ). Then F(I)
φ (z) =

∫
I
fφ(z,A)dA.

We first consider 0 < α ≤ 1. In this case, we have

‖F(I)
φ ‖Hα(φ(U )) = sup

z,y∈φ(U )

|F(I)
φ (z)−F(I)

φ (y)|
‖z −y‖α2

≤ sup
z,y∈φ(U )

∫
I

|fφ(z,A)− fφ(y,A)|
‖z −y‖α2

dA ≤M |I | <∞, (G.2)

which implies F(I) ∈ Hα(M).

Next we consider α > 1. We first show that ∂sF(I)
φ (z) =

∫
I
∂s̃fφ(z,A)dA for any |s| ≤ dα−1e where

s̃ = [s>,0]>. Let {hn}∞n=1 be any sequence converging to 0. When |s| = 1, by definition, we have

∂sF
(I)
φ (z) = lim

n→∞

F
(I)
φ (z + hns)−F(I)

φ (z)

hn
= lim
n→∞

∫
I

fφ(z + hns,A)− fφ(z,A)

hn
dA.

Since ‖fφ(z,A)‖Hα(φ(U )) ≤M for any fixed A ∈ [0,1], by the mean value theorem,∣∣∣∣∣∣fφ(z + hns,A)− fφ(z,A)

hn

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ max
z̃∈φ(U )

|∂s̃fφ(z̃,A)| ≤M.
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Since

lim
n→∞

fφ(z + hns,A)− fφ(z,A)

hn
= ∂s̃fφ(z,A) (G.3)

and by the dominated convergence theorem, we obtain

∂sF
(I)
φ (z) = lim

n→∞

F
(I)
φ (z + hns)−F(I)

φ (z)

hn

=
∫
I

lim
n→∞

fφ(z + hns,A)− fφ(z,A)

hn
dA =

∫
I
∂s̃fφ(z,A)dA.

Similarly, for any |s| ≤ dα − 1e, ∂s̃f (x,A) can be expressed in the form similar to (G.3) using the
Taylor series. Following the same procedure, one can show

∂sF
(I)
φ (z) =

∫
I
∂s̃fφ(z,A)dA

for any |s| ≤ dα − 1e. Therefore we have

max
|s|≤dα−1e

sup
z∈φ(U )

|∂sF(I)
φ | ≤M |I | <∞, (G.4)

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

max
|s|=dα−1e

sup
z,y∈φ(U )

|∂sF(I)
φ (z)−∂sF(I)

φ (y)|

‖z −y‖α−dα−1e
2

≤ max
|s|=dα−1e

sup
z,y∈φ(U )

∫
I

|∂s̃fφ(z,A)−∂s̃fφ(y,A)|

‖z −y‖α−dα−1e
2

dA ≤M |I | <∞. (G.5)

Combining (G.4) and (G.5) gives ‖F(I)‖Hα(U ) <∞ for any chart (U,φ) which implies F(I) ∈ Hα(M).

Lemma 8. Assume Assumption 2. Let f ,g ∈ Hα(M) with infx∈M g(x) ≥ η > 0. Let M > 0 be a
constant such that ‖f ‖Hα(M) ≤M and ‖g‖Hα(M) ≤M. Then we have f /g ∈ Hα(M) with ‖f /g‖Hα(M) ≤
2

5+dα−1e
2 dα−1e(M/η)2dαe(2B+ 1).

Proof of Lemma 8. To prove Lemma 8, it is sufficiently to show ‖f /g‖Hα(U ) <∞ for any chart (U,φ)
ofM. For simplicity, denote

fφ(z)B f ◦φ−1(z), gφ(z)B g ◦φ−1(z)

for any z ∈ φ(U ).
We first consider 0 < α ≤ 1. In this case,

‖f /g‖Hα(U ) = sup
z,y∈φ(U )

∣∣∣∣(fφ(z)/gφ(z)
)
−
(
fφ(y)/gφ(y)

)∣∣∣∣
‖z −y‖α2

≤
|fφ(z)gφ(y)− fφ(z)gφ(z) + fφ(z)gφ(z)− fφ(y)gφ(z)|

gφ(y)gφ(z)‖z −y‖α2

≤ 1
η2

(
M
|gφ(y)− gφ(z)|
‖z −y‖α2

+M
|fφ(z)− fφ(y)|
‖z −y‖α2

)
≤ 2M2/η2 <∞ (G.6)
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which implies f /g ∈ Hα(M).
We next consider the case α > 1. We first show |∂s(fφ(z)/gφ(z))| <∞ for |s| ≤ dα − 1e. When

|s| = 1, we have ∣∣∣∣∣∣∂s
(
fφ(z)

gφ(z)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂
sfφ(z)gφ(z)− fφ(z)∂sgφ(z)

g2
φ(z)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2M2/η2.

For any |s| ≤ dα − 1e, following this process, one can show

∣∣∣∣∣∣∂s
(
fφ(z)

gφ(z)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∑2

1+|s|
2 |s|

i=1 Gi

g2|s|
φ

≤ 2
1+|s|

2 |s|(M/η)2|s| <∞, (G.7)

where each Gi is the product of 2|s| terms from {∂s̄fφ,∂s̄fφ||s̄| ≤ |s|}.
On the other hand, note that for any s with |s| = 1, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣∂s

(
fφ(z)

gφ(z)

)
−∂s

(
fφ(y)

gφ(y)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∂
sfφ(z)gφ(z)− fφ(z)∂sgφ(z)

g2
φ(z)

−
∂sfφ(y)gφ(y)− fφ(y)∂sgφ(y)

g2
φ(y)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣g
2
φ(y)∂sfφ(z)gφ(z)− g2

φ(z)∂sfφ(y)gφ(y)−
(
g2
φ(y)fφ(z)∂sgφ(z)− g2

φ(z)f (y)∂sgφ(y)
)

g2
φ(z)g2

φ(y)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1
η4

∣∣∣∣gφ(y)gφ(z)
[
∂sfφ(z)gφ(y)−∂sfφ(z)gφ(z) +∂sfφ(z)gφ(z)−∂sfφ(y)gφ(z)

]
+ g2

φ(y)fφ(z)∂sgφ(z)− g2
φ(y)fφ(z)∂sgφ(y) + g2

φ(y)fφ(z)∂sgφ(y)− g2
φ(y)fφ(y)∂sgφ(y)

+ g2
φ(y)fφ(y)∂sgφ(y)− gφ(y)gφ(z)fφ(y)∂sgφ(y) + gφ(y)gφ(z)fφ(y)∂sgφ(y)− g2

φ(z)fφ(y)∂sgφ(y)
∣∣∣∣

≤M
3

η4

[
3|gφ(z)− gφ(y)|+ |fφ(z)− fφ(y)|+ |∂sgφ(z)−∂sgφ(y)|+ |∂sfφ(z)−∂sfφ(y)|

]
≤M

3

η4

[
4M‖z −y‖+ |∂sgφ(z)−∂sgφ(y)|+ |∂sfφ(z)−∂sfφ(y)|

]
.

Analogously, for any |s| ≤ dα − 1e, one can show∣∣∣∣∣∣∂s
(
fφ(z)

gφ(z)

)
−∂s

(
fφ(y)

gφ(y)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤(M/η)2|s|+1−1

(
C1M‖z −y‖+C2|∂sgφ(z)−∂sgφ(y)|+C3|∂sfφ(z)−∂sfφ(y)|

)
for some absolute constants C1,C2,C3 such that C1 +C2 +C3 = 2

5+|s|
2 |s|. Thus we deduce

max
|s|≤dα−1e

sup
z,y∈φ(U )

∣∣∣∣∂s (fφ(z)/gφ(z)
)
−∂s

(
fφ(y)/gφ(y)

)∣∣∣∣
‖z −y‖α−dα−1e

2

≤(M/η)2dα−1e+1−1(2C1MB+ (C2 +C3)M) < 2
5+dα−1e

2 dα−1e(M/η)2dαe(2B+ 1) <∞. (G.8)
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Combining (G.7) and (G.8) yields

‖f /g‖Hα(U ) < 2
5+dα−1e

2 dα−1e(M/η)2dαe(2B+ 1) <∞ (G.9)

for any chart (U,φ) ofM which implies f /g ∈ Hα(M).

Lemma 9. Assume Assumption 2. Let f ∈ Hα(M) with α > 1 and f (x) ≥ η > 0. Let M >
0 be a constant such that ‖f ‖Hα(M) ≤ M. Then we have logf ∈ Hα(M) with ‖ logf ‖Hα(M) ≤
2

5+dα−2e
2 dα−2e(M/η)2dα−1e

(2B+ 1).

Proof of Lemma 9. It is sufficiently to show ‖ logf ‖Hα(U ) <∞ for any chart (U,φ) ofM. For simplic-
ity, denote fφ(z)B f ◦φ−1(z) for any z ∈ φ(U ). We further denote M > 0 such that ‖f ‖Hα(U ) ≤M.

For any |s| = 1, ∂s logfφ(z) =
∂sfφ(z)
fφ(z) . Note that ∂sfφ(z) ∈ Hα−1(φ(U )). According to Lemma 8,

∂sfφ
fφ
∈ Hα−1(φ(U )) (G.10)

for any |s| = 1. Combining (G.10) and

max
|s|=1,z∈φ(U )

∣∣∣∣∣∣∂sfφ(z)

fφ(z)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤M/η,
we have ‖ logf ‖Hα(U ) <∞ with ‖ logf ‖Hα(U ) ≤ 2

5+dα−2e
2 dα−2e(M/η)2dα−1e

(2B+ 1) which proves Lemma
9.

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

Lemma 10 (McDiarmid’s inequality (McDiarmid, 1989)). Let x1, . . . ,xn ∈ X be independent ran-
dom variables and f : X n→R be a map. If for any i and x1, . . . ,xn,x

′
i ∈ X , the following holds

|f (x1, . . . ,xi−1,xi ,xi+1, . . . ,xn)− f (x1, . . . ,xi−1,x
′
i ,xi+1, . . . ,xn)| ≤ ci ,

then for any t > 0,

P(|f (x1, . . . ,xn)−E[f ] ≥ t|) ≤ exp

 −2t2∑n
i=1 c

2
i

 .
Lemma 11 (Massart’s lemma (Massart, 2000)). Let X be some finite set in R

m and ε1, . . . , εm be
independent Rademacher random variables. Then

E

sup
x∈X

1
m

m∑
i=1

εixi

 ≤ sup
x∈X
‖x‖

√
2log |X |
m

.
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