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Abstract

We study the statistical limits of Imitation Learning (IL) in episodic Markov Decision Processes
(MDPs) with a state space S. We focus on the known-transition setting where the learner is
provided a dataset of N length-H trajectories from a deterministic expert policy and knows the
MDP transition. We establish an upper bound O(|S|H3/2/N) for the suboptimality using the
Mimic-MD algorithm in Rajaraman et al. (2020) which we prove to be computationally efficient.
In contrast, we show the minimax suboptimality grows as Ω(H3/2/N) when |S| ≥ 3 while
the unknown-transition setting suffers from a larger sharp rate Θ(|S|H2/N) (Rajaraman et al.,
2020). The lower bound is established by proving a two-way reduction between IL and the
value estimation problem of the unknown expert policy under any given reward function, as
well as building connections with linear functional estimation with subsampled observations. We
further show that under the additional assumption that the expert is optimal for the true reward
function, there exists an efficient algorithm, which we term as Mimic-Mixture, that provably
achieves suboptimality O(1/N) for arbitrary 3-state MDPs with rewards only at the terminal
layer. In contrast, no algorithm can achieve suboptimality O(

√
H/N) with high probability

if the expert is not constrained to be optimal. Our work formally establishes the benefit of
the expert optimal assumption in the known transition setting, while Rajaraman et al. (2020)
showed it does not help when transitions are unknown.
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1 Introduction

In many practical decision problems, it is difficult to design reward functions that accurately capture
the task at hand. As mentioned in Abbeel and Ng (2004), in autonomous driving it may be easy to
state the reward function in English to be “personal happiness” or “drive well”, but it is challenging
to write down a specific reward function capturing this target mathematically. Often in practice, the
reward function is manually refined (Ng et al., 1999; Berner et al., 2019) until the learner demon-
strates satisfactory behavior. This motivates the Imitation Learning (IL) problem which is the
problem of learning from expert demonstrations in sequential decision making problems in the ab-
sence of reward feedback. IL has found itself useful as a standalone framework Abbeel et al. (2007);
Abbeel and Ng (2004) as well as in combination with standard reinforcement learning workflows for
policy optimization (Salimans and Chen, 2018).

We study the imitation learning problem from a theoretical point of view in episodic Markov
Decision Processes (MDPs) and introduce some notation before getting into the technical exposition.
The value Jr(π) of a (possibly stochastic) policy π is defined as the expected cumulative reward
accumulated over an episode of length H,

Jr(π) = Eπ

[∑H

t=1
rt(st, at)

]
(1)

here rt is the unknown reward function of the MDP at time t, and the expectation Eπ[·] is computed
with respect to the distribution over trajectories {(s1, a1), · · · , (sH , aH)} induced by rolling out the
policy π = (π1, · · · , πH) from some initial distribution ρ(s), where πt denotes the policy at time step
t. We assume that the reward functions rt and MDP transitions Pt could be time-variant and depend
on t. We denote an MDP as a tuple (ρ, P,H, r) throughout the paper, where P = (P1, P2, . . . , PH−1)
and r = (r1, r2, . . . rH). Notations Õ and Θ̃ omit logarithmic factors. We use fπ

t to denote the state
distribution induced at time t by the policy π. In the most basic setting of IL, the learner is provided
a dataset of N trajectories rolling out an unknown expert policy π∗. The objective of the learner is
to construct a policy π̂ with provably small suboptimality, which is a random variable defined as the
difference in value of the expert’s and learner’s policies: Jr(π

∗)−Jr(π̂), where r represents the “true”
reward function we care about. In this paper we assume the expert policy π∗ is deterministic1.

1Stochastic policies exhibit fundamentally different behaviors as shown in (Rajaraman et al., 2020).
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One of the most natural approaches towards imitation learning is Behavior Cloning (BC) (Ross and Bagnell,
2010), which reduces the IL problem to a supervised learning problem with state being feature and
action being labels. It was shown in (Ross and Bagnell, 2010) that if the population supervised
learning 0-1 loss is ǫ, then the suboptimality in IL is O(ǫH2), where the factor H2 increase is
called error compounding. Ross and Bagnell (2010) showed that this H2 reduction relationship is
not improvable for BC2, but it remained unclear whether there exists an information theoretic lower
bound showing that the H2 factor is inevitable for all algorithms. Indeed, the sample size N does
not appear in the reduction step in BC (Ross and Bagnell, 2010), and in the lower bound instance
of (Ross and Bagnell, 2010) the learner only needs a single trajectory of observations to achieve
suboptimality zero. Recently, Rajaraman et al. (2020) studied this problem in a statistical setting
and showed that any algorithm has to suffer from suboptimality |S|H2/N in the IL setting in the
worst case, and BC achieves this bound for deterministic expert demonstrations with the supervised
learning loss being O(|S|/N). Moreover, the |S|H2/N lower bound still holds even if the learner
can interactively query the expert as in the setting of DAGGER (Ross et al., 2011) and when the
expert is assumed to be optimal for the true reward function.

Hence, it seems natural to impose either structural assumptions on the MDP or change the
sampling model to mitigate the H2 error compounding effect. Rajaraman et al. (2020) took the sec-
ond approach and assumed that the initial state distribution and the Markov transition kernels are
completely known to the learner. To motivate this setting, we first provide an intuitive understand-
ing of the lower bound instance in Rajaraman et al. (2020) which shows no algorithm can beat the
|S|H2/N lower bound in the no-interaction setting3. In a nutshell, without transition information
the learner cannot recover after making a “mistake” via playing an action different from the expert’s
action at some state. Concretely, in the lower bound instance (Rajaraman et al., 2020), at each

time t any learner has a |S|
N probability of making a mistake due to not having observed the expert

action at this time step4. Then, they make the probability that the learner has made a mistake
up to time t to be ≍ |S|t

N by setting the union bound to be tight, and under this event the learner

incurs a suboptimality of 1. Thus, the expected suboptimality of the learner is
∑H

t=1
|S|t
N ≍ |S|H2

N .
To break the the quadratic dependence, the analysis above suggests that one needs to beat the

union bound |S|t/N at time t, which implies that one needs to conduct long-range planning : the
error events of making mistakes at each time t should be made highly negatively correlated in the
sense that we can quickly recover from the mistakes we made in the past. Intuitively, in autonomous
driving, recovering from a mistake of going off the road corresponds to trying to go back to the
main road, and this step requires the knowledge of the MDP transitions.

Clearly, in a simulation environment, or model-based reinforcement learning setting it is rea-
sonable to assume that we have a good knowledge about the model, but more interestingly many
practical algorithms (Ho and Ermon, 2016; Fu et al., 2017; Brantley et al., 2020) can be viewed as
gradient and/or sample based methods to approximately solve optimization problems defined in the
known transition setting.

In this setting, Rajaraman et al. (2020) proposed an algorithm called Mimic-MD and show
that its suboptimality is upper bounded by |S|H3/2/N , which provably breaks the H2 dependence.
However, there are several key problems that remain unsolved:

2Precisely, there exists some MDP such that the worst case ratio of the expected suboptimality in IL and supervised
learning 0-1 loss is at least Ω(H2).

3Similar intuitive explanations have appeared in the literature, and there has been no information theoretic lower
bound proof before Rajaraman et al. (2020).

4The term |S|/N is an upper bound on the missing mass in sampling Mcallester et al. (2003), which can also be
understood as the V/N regret in binary classification with zero oracle error, where V = |S| is the VC-dimension when
|A| = 2.
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(i) Mimic-MD has suboptimality upper bounded by |S|H3/2/N , but the best known lower bound
in the known transition setting (Rajaraman et al., 2020) is |S|H/N , which does not match.
What is the dependence of the minimax rate on the horizon H?

(ii) Is Mimic-MD in (Rajaraman et al., 2020) efficiently computable?

(iii) Furthermore, we know that in the basic setting assuming that the expert is an optimal policy
on the underlying true reward function does not help in the worst case: the minimax subop-
timality is still ≍ |S|H2/N (Rajaraman et al., 2020), but does knowing the expert is optimal
help in the known transition setting?

(iv) How can we connect algorithms developed in the known transition setting such as Mimic-

MD to practical imitation learning algorithms? What practical insights do these theoretical
analysis provide?

Main Contributions

In this paper, we make the following contributions.

(i) We show that the optimal dependence on the horizon for imitation learning in the known
transition setting when all bounded rewards are considered is indeed H3/2, and show that
any algorithm has to suffer from suboptimality H3/2/N when |S| ≥ 3 (Theorem 3). We also
show that the Mimic-MD algorithm in (Rajaraman et al., 2020) can be efficiently solved in
polynomial time, whose statistical performance achieves the bound |S|H3/2/N (Theorem 2).
Moreover, we demonstrate a gap between binary state space |S| = 2 and larger state space
|S| ≥ 3: when |S| = 2, the minimax rates become Θ̃(H/N), and Mimic-MD also achieves the
minimax rate (Theorem 2).

(ii) In our lower bound proof for the minimax rates above, we constructed a special family of
MDPs, which we term 4-state MDPs (Section 4.1), that precisely exploit the vulnerabilities
of any imitation learning algorithms. To make the results stronger, the 4-state MDP in fact
has time-invariant Markov transition functions and rewards, but it still appears to be the
most difficult case even among the family of MDPs with possibly time-variant transitions
and rewards. In particular, we show that in the 4-state MDP instance, IL is no easier than
estimating a linear functional whose parameters are subsampled with constant fractions, whose
statistical fundamental limit proof may be of independent interest.

(iii) We show that if one imposes the additional assumption that the expert policy is optimal for
the true reward function we use the evaluate the suboptimality gap, then we can construct
an efficient algorithm that provably achieves suboptimality Õ(H/N) for the 4-state MDP for
any expert policy (Theorem 4). The result can be easily extended to nearly optimal policies.

(iv) We generalize the efficient algorithm that achieves linear in H suboptimality for the 4-state
MDP to arbitrary 3-state MDPs, and show that in the case where only the terminal state
has rewards, which is a common case in a variety of reinforcement learning applications, one
can construct an efficient algorithm that achieves suboptimality Õ(1/N), without dependence
on H at all (Corollary 1). We call the algorithm Mimic-Mixture (Algorithm 1). This is
precisely the reason why in the 4-state MDP the dependence on H is linear, since every time
step only contributes 1/N .

(v) We propose a framework of reductions between imitation learning and (uniform) expert value
estimation (Section 3), and propose a general minimax optimization framework in known tran-
sition setting, which subsumes various practical algorithms in practice (Ratliff et al., 2006;
Ho and Ermon, 2016; Fu et al., 2017), and show that Mimic-MD can be viewed as special
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cases of this framework. Combined with our theoretical results, GAIL (Ho and Ermon, 2016)
corresponds to (OPT) using the empirical estimator (2), while AIRL (Fu et al., 2017) corre-
sponds to utilizing the expert optimal information. Our work implies that algorithm exploiting
the expert optimal assumption could have significantly superior performances in practice for
long horizons.

(vi) We draw connections between IL and online reinforcement learning. In IL, we have expert
demonstrations, no reward information; in online RL, we have reward information, but need
to decide the actions. Correspondingly, the IL minimax rate is |S|H2/N (Rajaraman et al.,
2020) while the RL minimax rate is

√
H3|S||A|/N (Domingues et al., 2020)5. Interpreting

the quantities in terms of sample complexities, the RL results are uniformly worse in terms of
dependence on |A|,H, ǫ, which conveys an interesting conceptual message: it is much better
to have a good teacher instead of myopic local reward information. We also emphasize that
without operating in a statistical framework, it would have been impossible to compare IL and
online RL, and a consistent theoretical framework provides a unified benchmark for comparing
different formulations.

2 Related work

The imitation learning problem has been extensively studied in the literature Abbeel and Ng (2004);
Syed et al. (2008); Ratliff et al. (2006); Ziebart et al. (2008); Ross and Bagnell (2010); Finn et al.
(2016); Fu et al. (2017); Pan et al. (2017); Ke et al. (2019), and various algorithms (Ho and Ermon,
2016; Laskey et al., 2017; Luo et al., 2020; Brantley et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020) have been pro-
posed to overcome the H2 error compounding issue defined by (Ross and Bagnell, 2010), and
some require actively querying the expert during training (Ross et al., 2011; Ross and Bagnell,
2014; Sun et al., 2017). The majority of literature do not focus on obtaining minimax rates in
statistical settings, and we emphasize that regret results obtained in the online learning frame-
work (Ross et al., 2011; Lee et al., 2018) may not imply equally strong statistical results since it is
difficult to evaluate the performance of the oracle term in the regret formulation. Indeed, it was
shown in (Rajaraman et al., 2020) that even in the interactive IL setting where the expert can be ac-
tively queried, no algorithm can beat the |S|H2/N information theoretic lower bound. The literature
has also studied the combination of representation learning and imitation learning Arora et al. (2020)
as well as IL without expert action information (Nair et al., 2017; Torabi et al., 2018; Sun et al.,
2019; Arora et al., 2020). Recently, Xu et al. (2020) studied statistical performances of BC and
GAIL (Ho and Ermon, 2016) and showed that GAIL could improve the horizon dependence from
1/(1− γ)2 to 1/(1− γ). Again, the lower bound argument in (Xu et al., 2020) was based on reduc-
tion and not information theoretic, and its analysis of GAIL implicitly assumes known transition6

whose rate degrades to 1/
√
N compared to 1/N in BC. We believe one can export our analysis to

the discounted case to obtain similar results.

3 Minimax algorithmic framework and reductions between IL and

expert value estimation

We first define the IL problem under high probability:

5Here we do not compare IL and RL in the known transition setting since known transition is rarely considered
in RL.

6In practice, we would query the environment to obtain the MDP transition functions to approximately simulate
the known transition setting.
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Definition 1 (Imitation learning). Given a collection of MDP instances {(ρ, P,H, r, π∗)}, we say
that an algorithm output π̂ solves the imitation learning problem with confidence 1 − δ and error ǫ
if for any such instance (ρ, P, r, π∗), we have

PD(ρ,P,π∗)(Jr(π
∗)− Jr(π̂) ≥ ǫ) ≤ δ,

where the algorithm observes ρ and P , and a dataset D(ρ, P, π∗) of the expert trajectories (no
rewards), but not the expert policy π∗ or r directly.

We then define the problem of expert value estimation:

Definition 2 (Expert value estimation). Given a collection of MDP instances {(ρ, P,H, r, π∗)}, we
say that an estimator J̃r(π

∗) is an estimator for Jr(π
∗) with confidence 1− δ and error ǫ if for any

such instance (ρ, P, r, π∗), we have

PD(ρ,P,π∗)(|Jr(π∗)− J̃r(π
∗)| ≥ ǫ) ≤ δ.

where the estimator J̃ is a function of ρ, P , r and a dataset D(ρ, P, π∗) of the expert trajectories
(no rewards), but not the expert π∗ directly.

Correspondingly, the problem of uniform expert value estimation is defined as:

Definition 3 (Uniform expert value estimation). Given a collection of instances {(ρ, P,H, r, π∗)},
we say that an estimator J̃r(π

∗) is an estimator for Jr(π
∗) with confidence 1− δ and error ǫ if for

any such instance (ρ, P, r, π∗), we have

PD(ρ,P,π∗)( sup
r∈RD

|Jr(π∗)− J̃r(π
∗)| ≥ ǫ) ≤ δ,

where the estimator J̃ is function of ρ, P , r, a dataset D(ρ, P, π∗) of the expert trajectories (no
rewards), and an input set of reward functions, RD, which also contains the true reward, but not
the expert π∗ directly. We added the subscript D to emphasize that this set RD could depend on the
data seen by the learner, but we may omit it when clear from the context.

We propose a general minimax formulation to reduce the IL problem to uniform expert value
estimation with known transitions. Define the learner policy π̂ as the solution to the following
minimax optimization problem:

π̂ ← argmin
π

max
r∈RD

J̃r(π
∗)− Jr(π), (OPT)

where RD is the same as that in Definition 3. The next result shows reductions between IL and
expert value estimation when transitions are known.

Theorem 1 (Reductions between IL and expert value estimation with known transitions). Consider
the following two cases of RD:

(i) reward function symmetric: for any (ρ, P, r, π∗) instance we consider, (1 − r) is also in the
set. A notable special case is when we consider all possible reward functions bounded between
zero and one;

(ii) expert optimal: for each (ρ, P, r, π∗) instance, π∗ is an optimal policy for M = (ρ, P,H, r).

Then, under both cases,

(i) if π̂ solves IL with confidence 1− δ and error ǫ, then Jr(π̂) solves expert value estimation with
confidence 1− 2δ and error ǫ;

(ii) if J̃r(π
∗) solves uniform expert value estimation with confidence 1 − δ and error ǫ, then the

minimax algorithm in (OPT) solves IL with confidence 1− δ and error 2ǫ.
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4 Minimax Bounds for General Expert

For brevity we use R to denote the set of all reward functions such that rt(s, a) ∈ [0, 1]. Applying
the conclusion in Section 3, we can solve IL via constructing a uniform expert value estimator such
that sup

r∈R |Jr(π∗) − J̃r(π
∗)| is small. If we denote the marginal distribution of (St, At) when we

roll out the policy π∗ as fπ∗

t (s, a), we can rewrite Jr(π
∗) =

∑H
t=1 E(S,A)∼fπ∗

t
[rt(S,A)]. Hence it

motivates us to estimate Jr(π
∗) using

∑H
t=1 E

(S,A)∼f̂π∗
t
[rt(S,A)], where f̂π∗

t is some estimator of

fπ∗

t . In this case, the uniform value estimation error reduces to the sum of total variation distances∑H
t=1 TV(f

π∗

t , f̂π∗

t ), where we used the assumption that TV(P,Q) = supr∈[0,1]S×A EP [r]− EQ[r].

For each t, we obtain N i.i.d. samples from distribution fπ∗

t , and it is natural to use the empirical
distribution as the estimator f̂π∗

t . It then follows from standard results (Han et al., 2015) that with
probability at least 1− δ, we have 7

H∑

t=1

TV(fπ∗

t , f̂π∗

t ) . H

√
|S|+ log(H/δ)

N
. (2)

Although (2) seems to suggest that the suboptimality error now grows linear in H, there is a catch:
the dependence on N has degraded to N−1/2, and this bound becomes even worse than the behavior
cloning result |S|H2/N when N is large.

The advance made in Rajaraman et al. (2020) about the Mimic-MD algorithm is that there
exists an improved estimator for fπ∗

t that achieves smaller TV loss. Indeed, the empirical distribution
f̂π∗

t does not even utilize the transition information! Intuitively, given the transition information,
one may simulate infinitely many new trajectories and view them as new data to improve the
statistical efficiency. The only case where simulation fails would be that we encounter a state where
we have not visited in the observations, but the probability of seeing an unseen state within the first
t steps is at most |S|t/N by union bound, hence the total variation loss in estimating fπ∗

t can be

improved to be
√
|S|/N

√
|S|t/N = |S|

√
t

N .8 Summing up
∑H

t=1
|S|

√
t

N . |S|H3/2/N . The following
theorem summarizes the performance of Mimic-MD, which is the specific instantiation of (OPT)
when we consider all possible rewards and the the improved value estimator mentioned above.

Theorem 2. The optimization problem Mimic-MD in (OPT-MD) can be formulated as a con-
vex program and is efficiently solvable in poly(|S|, |A|,H) time. Moreover, its solution π̂ achieves
expected suboptimality gap

Jr(π
∗)− E[Jr(π̂)] .

{
H logH/N |S| = 2

|S|H3/2/N |S| ≥ 3

for all MDPs with state space S, action space A, horizon H, and rewards bounded rt ∈ [0, 1].

Theorem 2 points out that when |S| = 2, the expected suboptimality achieved by Mimic-MD

is in fact nearly linear in H, which nearly matches the lower bound in (Rajaraman et al., 2020)9.
What is the optimal dependence on H when |S| ≥ 3? We show in the following result, that

indeed this H3/2 dependence is a barrier for any learner.

7Note that we have assumed the expert policy is deterministic, so the support of fπ∗

t is at most |S|.
8Precisely, the L1 error of estimating a discrete distribution (p1, p2, . . . , pk) from N i.i.d. samples is upper bounded

by
∑

i∈[k]

√
pi
N

≤
√

k/N where the worst case is attained when pi ≡ 1/k. In Mimic-MD, we are reducing the effective

probability mass from 1 to |S|t
N

, so the problem is reduced to upper bounding sup
pi≥0,

∑
i∈[k] pi≤

|S|t
N

∑
i

√
pi
N

=
√

k
N

√
|S|t
N

.
9Indeed, whenever we have an unseen state for a distribution with binary values, the total variation distance
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Theorem 3. Suppose H ≥ 2 and N ≥ 7. If N ≥ 6H, for every learner π̂, there exists an MDP M
on 3 states such that,

Pr

(
JM(π∗)− JM(π̂) ≥ cH3/2

N

)
≥ c′,

for some constants c, c′ > 0. Here the probability is computed over the randomness of the dataset D
as well as the external randomness employed by π̂.

4.1 The 4-state MDP example

To best illustrate the insights behind the lower bound construction, we construct a particular lower
bound instance, which we name 4-state MDP, and describe informally the main ideas. In Ap-
pendix A.3, we formally prove the lower bound for |S| = 3 as well by essentially combining the state
labelled 1 with 3 and 4.

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1− 1
N

1
N

Figure 1: The 4-state MDP : Dotted (resp. solid) lines indicate transitions that provide a reward of
0 (resp. 1). The states 1, 3 and 4 have a single action, with the transition probabilities indicated
above the arrow. On the other hand, state 2 has 2 actions: with probability 1, the red action
transitions the learner to state 3 while the blue action transitions the learner to state 4.

Since Theorem 1 shows that value estimation is not harder than IL, it suffices to show that the
value estimation error is at least H3/2/N . Concretely, the 4-state MDP in Figure 1 is time-invariant
with the states labelled 1, 2, 3 and 4. All states besides 2 are trivial and without loss of generality
have only a single action. The state 2 has exactly 2 actions, one leading deterministically to state 3
and the other to state 4. Furthermore, the reward function of the MDP is all 1 on the state 3 (recall
there is only a single action at this state). We assume the initial distribution is (1− 1/N, 1/N, 0, 0).

Define variables

Ui =

{
1 if π∗

i (red | 2) = 1

0 if π∗
i (blue | 2) = 1

Note that the marginal distribution at state 1 at time t is independent of expert policy and equal
to (1 − 1/N)t, and the marginal distribution of state 2 at time t is always wt , (1 − 1/N)t−1/N .
Consider the case that N & H, in this case the marginal probability of state 2 for every time step
is wt ≍ 1/N . We say that the contribution of time t to final expert value is vt =

∑t−1
i=1 wiUi, and

the final expert value V ∗ is given by

V ∗ =
H∑

t=1

vt, (3)

between the empirical distribution and the real distribution is of order Õ(1/N). However, it is not true for distributions
with |S| ≥ 3 in general: for example, if p = (1/2, 1/2− 1/N, 1/N), then with constant probability we will not see the
third state in the dataset, but the total variation distance between empirical distribution and true distribution scales
as O(1/

√
N).
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and we aim to show the estimation error of V ∗ is at least ≍ H3/2/N .
The major step towards the final lower bound is to show that the estimation error of vH , which

is the contribution to the final value from the last layer, is at least
√
H/N . This dependence on

the time horizon would then accumulate to achieve the H3/2 result. Note that vH =
∑H−1

t=1 wtUt,
can be viewed as the weighted combination of parameters Ui, but since the marginal probability of
state 2 is about 1/N , in total N trajectories there will be a constant fraction of state 2’s across time
steps that are not observed in the dataset. If we impose a uniform prior on Ui ∼ Bern(1/2), then
the posterior variance of vH is at least a constant fraction of the prior variance of vH , which is

Var(vH) =
H−1∑

t=1

w2
t

4
≍ H

N2
,

which implies that the posterior standard deviation of vH is at least of order
√
H/N . Then, we

can combine this lower bound with (3) to show that the overall estimation error of V ∗ is at least∑H
t=1

√
t/N ≍ H3/2/N .

This result implies that Mimic-MD indeed achieves optimal dependence on the MDP horizon
H, growing as H3/2.

5 Known transition and expert optimal

Does the lower bound in Theorem 3 still hold when we impose the additional assumption that the
expert policy π∗ is the optimal policy 10 for the true reward function r? Attempting to deploy the
4-state MDP instance with the expert optimal assumption, we encounter the following difficulties:

(i) if we follow the current proof and only put rewards on state 3, then the optimal policy would
be only choosing the red action, hence the posterior uncertainty of vH would not scale with
H since with a single action at state 2 would reveal the whole policy π∗;

(ii) if we put rewards on the links from 2 to 3 if Ui = 1 and from 2 to 4 if Ui = 0, then we can
still impose the uniform Bernoulli priors on {Ui}Hi=1, but the posterior standard deviation of
vH would still be 1/N since in this case only state 2 would contribute to the value but its
marginal probability is independent of π∗ and always ≍ 1/N .

It begs the question: can we formally prove that for the 4-state MDP instance, for any policy
π∗, if we assume it is optimal for the true reward function r, can we show that the suboptimality
Jr(π

∗)− Jr(π̂) .
H log(NH)

N with probability 0.99?
The crucial observation we make here, is that it suffices to find a policy π̂ such that its expected

suboptimality is small to guarantee suboptimality small with constant probability. Indeed, if we
can show Jr(π

∗) − E[Jr(π̂)] = E[Jr(π
∗) − Jr(π̂)] is small, it immediately implies a concentration

bound on Jr(π
∗)−Jr(π̂) using Markov’s inequality thanks to our assumption that π∗ is optimal for

the reward function r.
To achieve small expected suboptimality, since r is deterministic, it suffices to find some policy

π̂ whose expected state-action occupancy measure is close to that of the expert policy. We remark
that the unbiased estimation of the probability Prπ∗(sH = s∗) is in fact trivial and achieved by
the empirical distribution of the state s∗; however, our target of realization is much more difficult
and requires to achieve a small bias using some policy π̂. For example, one of the key challenges in
proving Theorem 4 and 5 is that the empirical distribution of the state s∗ may not be achievable
by any policy owing to the possibly limited approximation power of the MDP. The next theorem
shows we can solve the 4-state MDP instance with nearly linear dependence on H.

10Our theory can be easily extended to near-optimal policies.
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Theorem 4. Given observed N trajectory rollouts, there exists an efficient algorithm to compute a
policy π̂ such that for the 4-state MDP instance,

Jr(π
∗)− Jr(π̂) .

H log(NH)

N
(4)

with probability 0.99 for any r such that π∗ is optimal.

We defer the proof of Theorem 4 to Appendix A.4, but present the explicit policy construction
for the single state 3 at layer H here, which conveys the key insights of the algorithm. Let Xt be
the number of trajectories in which the expert visits state 2 at time t in the dataset and the Xt’s
are jointly following a multinomial distribution. The policy π̂ = (π̂1, π̂2, . . . , π̂H) we output is:

π̂t(red | 2) =





∑H−1
i=1 XiUi∑H−1
i=1 Xi

, if
∑H−1

i=1 Xi > 0,

1, otherwise.
(5)

Note that this policy can be computed since at any time t at which state 2 was not visited
in the dataset (i.e. Ut is unknown), Xt = 0. Using the Poissonization trick, suppose the number
of trajectories from the expert n ∼ Poi(N/2). This is permissible since n ≤ N with very high

probability (≥ 1− e−3N/16 using Poisson tail bounds). Under this assumption, Xt’s are distributed
independently as Poi

(
N
2 Prπ∗(st = 2)

)
. Using the property that for X ∼ Poi(µ) and independent

Y ∼ Poi(λ), E [X/(X + Y ) | X + Y > 0] = µ/(µ + λ), we have

E

[∑H−1

t=1
XtUt∑H−1

t=1
Xt

∣∣∣∣
H∑

t=1

Xt > 0

]
=

∑H−1

t=1
Prπ∗(st = 2)Ut∑H−1

t=1
Prπ∗(st = 2)

,

Finally, observe that Prπ∗(
∑H−1

t=1 Xt = 0) =
∏H−1

t=1 Prπ∗(Xt = 0) = e−
N
2

∑H−1
t=1 Prπ∗(st=2). Therefore,

|Prπ∗(sH = 3)− E [Prπ̂(sH = 3)]| ≤ Prπ∗

(
H−1∑

t=1

Xt = 0

)
H−1∑

t=1

Prπ∗(st = 2) .
1

N
,

since supx xe
−tx = 1/(et) for any t > 0.

We remark that (5) is carefully constructed such that π̂t(red | 2) ∈ [0, 1] almost surely to
guarantee it is a valid policy, and many natural approaches such as replacing the denominator with
the expectation of

∑H−1
t=1 Xt does not achieve this goal.

5.1 Mimicking a single state with no error compounding

The proof of Theorem 4 crucially relies on obtaining a policy whose expected state visitation prob-
ability at state 3 of the terminal layer is nearly the same as that of the expert. Can we generalize
it to arbitrary MDPs and arbitrary target state? The following theorem answers this question
affirmatively.

Theorem 5. In the known-transition setting, fix any state s∗ at time t of any MDPM. Consider a
deterministic expert policy π∗, an expert dataset D with n trajectories, and any subset S0 ⊆ ∪Ht=1St
of states at which the expert actions are known. Let Πmimic(S0) be the set of policies that mimic
the expert action on all states of S0, there exists a learner π̂ ∈ Πmimic(S0) such that |E[Prπ̂(st =
s∗)]− Prπ∗(st = s∗)| . 1

N .

Corollary 1. Suppose |S| = 3 and rt ≡ 0 for all t = 1, 2, . . . ,H −1, rH ∈ [0, 1], π∗ is optimal for r,
and the transitions are known. Then, there exists an efficient algorithm based on Mimic-MD and
Mimic-Mixture such that the suboptimality is upper bounded by Õ(1/N) with probability 0.99.
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The main message of Theorem 5 is that, in the known transition setting, there is no error com-
pounding for achieving a near-unbiased realization of the probability of any single state. Specifically,
the upper bound O(1/N) in Theorem 5 crucially does not depend on H, which is in sharp contrast
to the unknown transition setting where the error is Θ(H/N), as well as the known transition setting
but with an absolute error Θ(

√
H/N). The construction of the policy π̂ relies on a mixture of two

deterministic policies inside Πmimic(S0), where the choice of the mixing coefficient is much more
complicated than that in the proof of Theorem 4 requires a careful inductive procedure detailed
later. We also note that the choice of the subset S0 is arbitrary, and Theorem 5 holds even if S0 = ∅;
the reason why we introduce S0 is to show that the near-unbiased realization does not require a
costly coordination among all states, and it could always be achieved by properly specifying the
actions for a possibly small number of unvisited states.

Algorithm 1 Mimic-Mixture

1: Input: Expert dataset D, states S0 with known expert action, target state s∗ at time t
2: Compute the following two policies πL and πS based on the known transitions:

πL = argmax
π∈Πmimic(S0)

Prπ(st = s∗), πS = argmin
π∈Πmimic(S0)

Prπ(st = s∗). (6)

3: Draw n ∼ Poi(N/2), and return an arbitrary policy π̂ if n > N .
4: For every possible trajectory tr = (s1, · · · , sH) ∈ SH , count its number of appearances X(tr)

from the first n trajectories in the expert dataset.
5: For each tr ∈ SH , compute βL(tr), βS(tr) and β∗(tr) according to Lemma 1.
6: Subsample each X(tr) independently with probability βL(tr)− βS(tr) to obtain Y (tr).
7: Subsample each Y (tr) independently with probability (β∗(tr)−βS(tr))/(βL(tr)−βS(tr)) to obtain

Z(tr).
8: Compute the mixing coefficient

α̂ =

∑
tr∈SH Z(tr)∑
tr∈SH Y (tr)

. (7)

If the denominator is zero, return any α̂ ∈ [0, 1].
9: Return a randomized policy π̂ = α̂πL + (1− α̂)πS.

The construction of the learner’s policy π̂ is summarized by Mimic-Mixture in Algorithm 1.
The idea is to find two extremal policies, i.e. policies πL and πS which maximize and minimize the
induced probability of the target state s∗ among all policies in Πmimic(S0), respectively (cf. (6)), and
choose the learner’s policy π̂ as a proper mixture of these extremal policies, i.e. π̂ = α̂πL+(1− α̂)πS.
Since πL, πS ∈ Πmimic(S0), it is clear that the mixture π̂ also belongs to Πmimic(S0). As the learner’s
target is to match the expert probability Prπ∗(st = s∗), the ideal choice of α̂ would be

α∗ =
Prπ∗(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗)
PrπL(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗)

, (8)

which by definition of πL, πS always lies in [0, 1]. Note that the only unknown quantity in (8) is the
probability Prπ∗(st = s∗) induced by the unknown expert policy, we need to replace this probability
by a proper estimator. The most natural approach is to use the empirical version of Prπ∗(st = s∗),
which is an unbiased estimator. However, plugging this empirical version into (8) may make the
final ratio α∗ outside [0, 1], giving an invalid mixture policy π̂; a naïve truncation of α∗ to [0, 1] will
also incur a too large bias (of the order Ω(

√
H/N)), for the truncation operation is similar in spirit

to the minimum distance projection used in Mimic-MD.
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To circumvent this difficulty, our idea is to replace all probabilities Prπ∗(st = s∗), PrπL(st = s∗),
PrπS(st = s∗) in (8) by appropriate estimates such that the ratio lies in [0, 1] almost surely, even if
the latter two probabilities are in fact perfectly known and thus do not require any estimation in
principle. To construct these estimators, we consider a Poissonized sampling model as follows: draw
an independent Poisson random variable n ∼ Poi(N/2), which does not exceed N with probability
at least 1−e−Ω(N) by the Chernoff bound. For each possible state trajectory tr = (s1, · · · , sH) ∈ SH ,
define X(tr) to be the total count of this trajectory in the first n trajectories of D:

X(tr) =
n∑

i=1

1(tri = tr).

Note that the sample size in the above count is a Poisson random variable n ∼ Poi(N/2), instead of
the fixed number N . The advantage of the Poisson sampling is that, the above count X(tr) exactly
follows a Poisson distribution Poi(N/2 ·Prπ∗(tr)), and these counts {X(tr)} for different trajectories
are mutually independent. We apply the following linear estimators for the probabilities in (8):

P̂rπ∗(st = s∗) ,
2

N

∑

tr∈SH

β∗(tr) ·X(tr), P̂rπL(st = s∗) ,
2

N

∑

tr∈SH

βL(tr) ·X(tr),

P̂rπS(st = s∗) ,
2

N

∑

tr∈SH

βS(tr) ·X(tr),

(9)

where β∗(tr), βL(tr), βS(tr) ∈ [0, 1] are appropriate coefficients to be specified later. We require the
following three properties for these coefficients:

1. Unbiasedness: the coefficients should be chosen so that the estimators in (9) are unbiased in es-
timating the corresponding true probabilities. Mathematically, we require that

∑
tr∈SH β†(tr) ·

Prπ∗(tr) = Prπ†(st = s∗), † ∈ {∗,L,S}.
2. Order: for every trajectory tr ∈ SH , it holds that βS(tr) ≤ β∗(tr) ≤ βL(tr). This requirement

ensures that plugging (9) into (8) always gives a ratio in [0, 1].

3. Feasibility: this requirement is a bit subtle. We require that all coefficients β∗(tr), βL(tr), and
βS(tr) only depend on public information (known transition probabilities, initial distribution,
expert actions at states in S0, policies πL, πS, and s∗) and the private information associated
with tr (expert actions at states visited in trajectory tr). Importantly, these coefficients cannot
depend on expert actions not in S0∪ tr, as those actions may not be observable to the learner,
leaving the coefficients not always well-defined. In contrast, dependence on the expert actions
at states in tr is feasible, for these actions are observed if X(tr) > 0, and the coefficients could
be arbitrarily chosen with β†(tr) ·X(tr) ≡ 0 if X(tr) = 0, for † ∈ {∗,L,S}.

The following lemma shows that we can indeed construct coefficients {β∗(tr)}, {βL(tr)}, {βS(tr)}
satisfying the above three requirements, and they can be used to construct a policy such that
Theorem 5 holds.

Lemma 1. There exist coefficients β∗(tr), βL(tr), βS(tr) ∈ [0, 1] such that all of the unbiasedness,
order, and feasibility properties hold. Furthermore, given any such coefficients, one can efficiently
construct a policy π̂ such that Theorem 5 holds.

The proof of Lemma 1 is via a careful inductive argument and is deferred to the Appendix.
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6 Future work

The main limitation of Theorem 5 is that the construction of π̂ changes with s∗ and thus does not
work for multiple states at the same time. Note that if one could find a policy π̂ such that the
inequality in Theorem 5 holds for all states simultaneously, then it is clear that this policy would
achieve an expected suboptimality at most O(|S|H/N) in imitation learning, which would crucially
imply no error compounding in imitation learning with known transition. It is an outstanding open
question to construct such a policy π̂ or establish the impossibility, and we leave it for future work.

13



References

Pieter Abbeel and Andrew Y. Ng. Apprenticeship learning via inverse reinforcement learning. In
Proceedings of the Twenty-First International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML ’04, page 1,
New York, NY, USA, 2004. Association for Computing Machinery. ISBN 1581138385. doi: 10.
1145/1015330.1015430. URL https://doi.org/10.1145/1015330.1015430.

Pieter Abbeel, Adam Coates, Morgan Quigley, and Andrew Y. Ng. An application of reinforce-
ment learning to aerobatic helicopter flight. In B. Schölkopf, J. C. Platt, and T. Hoffman,
editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 19, pages 1–8. MIT Press, 2007. URL
http://papers.nips.cc/paper/3151-an-application-of-reinforcement-learning-to-aerobatic-helicopter-flight.pdf.

Sanjeev Arora, Simon S Du, Sham Kakade, Yuping Luo, and Nikunj Saunshi. Provable represen-
tation learning for imitation learning via bi-level optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.10544,
2020.

Christopher Berner, Greg Brockman, Brooke Chan, Vicki Cheung, Przemysław Dębiak, Christy
Dennison, David Farhi, Quirin Fischer, Shariq Hashme, Chris Hesse, et al. Dota 2 with large
scale deep reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.06680, 2019.

Kiante Brantley, Wen Sun, and Mikael Henaff. Disagreement-regularized imitation
learning. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2020. URL
https://openreview.net/forum?id=rkgbYyHtwB.

Omar Darwiche Domingues, Pierre Ménard, Emilie Kaufmann, and Michal Valko. Episodic reinforce-
ment learning in finite mdps: Minimax lower bounds revisited. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.03531,
2020.

Chelsea Finn, Sergey Levine, and Pieter Abbeel. Guided cost learning: Deep inverse optimal control
via policy optimization. In International conference on machine learning, pages 49–58, 2016.

Justin Fu, Katie Luo, and Sergey Levine. Learning robust rewards with adversarial inverse rein-
forcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1710.11248, 2017.

Yanjun Han, Jiantao Jiao, and Tsachy Weissman. Minimax estimation of discrete distributions
under ℓ1 loss. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 61(11):6343–6354, 2015.

Jonathan Ho and Stefano Ermon. Generative adversarial imitation learning. In Advances in neural
information processing systems, pages 4565–4573, 2016.

Liyiming Ke, Matt Barnes, Wen Sun, Gilwoo Lee, Sanjiban Choudhury, and Siddhartha Srinivasa.
Imitation learning as f -divergence minimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1905.12888, 2019.

Michael Laskey, Jonathan Lee, Roy Fox, Anca Dragan, and Ken Goldberg. Dart: Noise injection
for robust imitation learning. In Conference on robot learning, pages 143–156. PMLR, 2017.

Jonathan N Lee, Michael Laskey, Ajay Kumar Tanwani, Anil Aswani, and Ken Goldberg. A dynamic
regret analysis and adaptive regularization algorithm for on-policy robot imitation learning. In
International Workshop on the Algorithmic Foundations of Robotics, pages 212–227. Springer,
2018.

14

https://doi.org/10.1145/1015330.1015430
http://papers.nips.cc/paper/3151-an-application-of-reinforcement-learning-to-aerobatic-helicopter-flight.pdf
https://openreview.net/forum?id=rkgbYyHtwB


Yuping Luo, Huazhe Xu, and Tengyu Ma. Learning self-correctable policies and value functions from
demonstrations with negative sampling. In International Conference on Learning Representations,
2020. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=rke-f6NKvS.

David Mcallester, Luis Ortiz, Ralf Herbrich, and Thore Graepel. Concentration inequalities for
the missing mass and for histogram rule error. In Journal of Machine Learning Research, pages
895–911, 2003.

Ashvin Nair, Dian Chen, Pulkit Agrawal, Phillip Isola, Pieter Abbeel, Jitendra Malik, and Sergey
Levine. Combining self-supervised learning and imitation for vision-based rope manipulation.
In 2017 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation (ICRA), pages 2146–2153.
IEEE, 2017.

Andrew Y Ng, Daishi Harada, and Stuart Russell. Policy invariance under reward transformations:
Theory and application to reward shaping. In Icml, volume 99, pages 278–287, 1999.

Yunpeng Pan, Ching-An Cheng, Kamil Saigol, Keuntaek Lee, Xinyan Yan, Evangelos Theodorou,
and Byron Boots. Agile autonomous driving using end-to-end deep imitation learning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1709.07174, 2017.

Nived Rajaraman, Lin F. Yang, Jiantao Jiao, and Kannan Ramachandran. Toward the fundamental
limits of imitation learning. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2020.

Nathan D Ratliff, J Andrew Bagnell, and Martin A Zinkevich. Maximum margin planning. In
Proceedings of the 23rd international conference on Machine learning, pages 729–736, 2006.

Stephane Ross and Drew Bagnell. Efficient reductions for imitation learning. In Yee Whye
Teh and Mike Titterington, editors, Proceedings of the Thirteenth International Conference
on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 9 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Re-
search, pages 661–668, Chia Laguna Resort, Sardinia, Italy, 13–15 May 2010. PMLR. URL
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v9/ross10a.html.

Stéphane Ross and J. Andrew Bagnell. Reinforcement and imitation learning via interactive no-
regret learning. ArXiv, abs/1406.5979, 2014.

Stéphane Ross, Geoffrey J. Gordon, and Drew Bagnell. A reduction of imitation learning and
structured prediction to no-regret online learning. In Geoffrey J. Gordon, David B. Dunson, and
Miroslav Dudík, editors, AISTATS, volume 15 of JMLR Proceedings, pages 627–635. JMLR.org,
2011. URL http://dblp.uni-trier.de/db/journals/jmlr/jmlrp15.html#RossGB11.

Tim Salimans and Richard Chen. Learning montezuma’s revenge from a single demonstration. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1812.03381, 2018.

Wen Sun, Arun Venkatraman, Geoffrey J Gordon, Byron Boots, and J Andrew Bagnell. Deeply
aggrevated: Differentiable imitation learning for sequential prediction. In Proceedings of the 34th
International Conference on Machine Learning-Volume 70, pages 3309–3318. JMLR. org, 2017.

Wen Sun, Anirudh Vemula, Byron Boots, and Drew Bagnell. Provably efficient imitation learning
from observation alone. In Kamalika Chaudhuri and Ruslan Salakhutdinov, editors, Proceedings
of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 97 of Proceedings of Machine
Learning Research, pages 6036–6045, Long Beach, California, USA, 09–15 Jun 2019. PMLR. URL
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v97/sun19b.html.

15

https://openreview.net/forum?id=rke-f6NKvS
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v9/ross10a.html
http://dblp.uni-trier.de/db/journals/jmlr/jmlrp15.html#RossGB11
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v97/sun19b.html


Algorithm 2 Mimic-MD

1: Input: Expert dataset D.
2: Choose a uniformly random permutation of D,

Define D1 to be the first N/2 trajectories of D and D2 = D \D1.
3: Define T D1

t (s, a) , {{(st′ , at′)}Ht′=1|st=s, at=a, ∃τ ≤ t : sτ 6∈ Sτ (D1)} as trajectories that visit
(s, a) at time t, and at some time τ≤t visit a state unvisited at time τ in any trajectory in D1.

4: Define the optimization problem (OPT-MD) below and return π̂ as any optimizer of it:

min
π∈Πmimic(D1)

H∑

t=1

∑

(s,a)∈S×A

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Prπ

[
T D1
t (s, a)

]
− 1

|D2|
∑

tr∈D2

1

(
tr ∈ T D1

t (s, a)
)
∣∣∣∣∣∣
. (OPT-MD)

⊲ Πmimic(D1) is the set of policies that mimics the expert on the states visited in D1 (eq. (28))
5: Return π̂
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Appendix A

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. (IL −→ value estimation): for the case of reward function being symmetric, by choosing
both r and 1− r and union bound we have the desired result. For the expert optimal case, we can
save one δ factor since we know |Jr(π∗)− Jr(π̂)| = Jr(π

∗)− Jr(π̂).
(value estimation −→ IL): To analyze the suboptimality of this learner, observe that,

Jr(π
∗)− Jr(π̂) ≤ max

r
′∈RD

J
r
′(π∗)− J̃

r
′(π∗) + max

r
′∈RD

J̃
r
′(π∗)− J

r
′(π̂) (10)

(i)

≤ max
r
′∈RD

|J
r
′(π∗)− J̃

r
′(π∗)|+ max

r
′∈RD

J̃
r
′(π∗)− J

r
′(π∗) ≤ 2ǫ. (11)

where (i) uses the fact that π∗ is a feasible policy to the optimization problem (OPT).
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A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

We show that solving the objective (OPT-MD) in Mimic-MD can be posed as a convex program
and is thus computationally tractable. Specifically, the family of the learner’s policy π could be
represented by a set of joint state-action probabilities {pπt (st, at)}t∈[H],st∈S,at∈A ∈ Ω, where Ω is the
feasible set of all possible {qt(st, at)} such that the following constraints hold:

∑

st∈S

∑

at∈A
qt(st, at)Pt(st+1 | st, at) =

∑

at+1∈A
qt+1(st+1, at+1), ∀t ∈ [H − 1], st+1 ∈ S; (12)

∑

a1∈A
q1(s1, a1) = ρ(s1), ∀s1 ∈ S; (13)

qt(st, at) = 0, ∀t ∈ [H], st ∈ St(D1) and at 6= π∗(st); (14)

qt(st, at) ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ [H], st ∈ S, at ∈ A. (15)

Given a feasible solution {qt(st, at)} satisfying (12) to (15), the (randomized) learner’s policy π̂ is
constructed via Pr(π̂(st) = at) = qt(st, at)/

∑
ãt∈A qt(st, ãt). We prove that π̂ ∈ Πmimic(D1) and

qt(s, a) = Prπ̂[st = s, at = a] for t ∈ [H], s ∈ S, a ∈ A, thereby establish a one-to-one correspondance
between all feasible policies Πmimic(D1) and the feasible set Ω. First, the non-negativity constraint
(15) implies that π̂ is a valid randomized policy, and (14) shows that π̂ mimics the expert policy on
D1, i.e. π̂ ∈ Πmimic(D1). Second, for t = 1, the identity (13) implies that

Prπ̂[s1 = s, a1 = a] = ρ(s1) ·
q1(s, a)∑
ã∈A q1(s, ã)

= ρ(s1) ·
q1(s, a)

ρ(s1)
= q1(s, a),

as claimed. Finally, suppose that qt(s, a) = Prπ̂[st = s, at = a] holds for some t ∈ [H − 1], then for
time t+ 1, the compatibility condition (12) gives that

Prπ̂[st+1 = s, at+1 = a] = Prπ̂[st+1 = s] · qt+1(s, a)∑
ã qt+1(s, ã)

=

(∑

s′∈S

∑

a′∈A
Prπ̂[st = s′, at = a′] · Pt(s | s′, a′)

)
· qt+1(s, a)∑

ã∈A qt+1(s, ã)

=

(∑

st∈S

∑

at∈A
qt(st, at) · Pt(s | st, at)

)
· qt+1(s, a)∑

ã∈A qt+1(s, ã)

= qt+1(s, a).

Therefore by induction, we conclude that any element of the feasible set Ω gives rise to a feasible
policy π̂ ∈ Πmimic(D1), and the reversed direction is obvious. Consequently, given the feasible set
Ω, the Mimic-MD objective (OPT-MD) solves the following linear program:

minimize

H∑

t=1

∑

(s,a)∈S×A

∣∣∣∣∣∣
qt(s, a)−

1

|D2|
∑

tr∈D2

1 (tr(st, at) = (s, a))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
,

subject to {qt(st, at)}t∈[H],s∈S,a∈A ∈ Ω.

(16)

It is clear that the linear program (16) has O(|S||A|H) variables and O(|S||A|H) linear constraints,
and therefore Mimic-MD can be solved in poly(|S|, |A|,H) time.

Now we show the upper bound when |S| = 2. The case for |S| ≥ 3 can be found in (Rajaraman et al.,
2020).
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Let Et be the event that there exists one state at time t that has not been visited in the N expert
trajectories. Note that we know the policy π∗

t exactly if both states at time t have been visited: it
implies that given an estimator f̂π∗

t for fπ∗

t , if we have seen both states for t′ = t+1, t+2, . . . , t+m,
we can estimate fπ∗

t′ via computing the marginal distributions at these time steps t′ since we know
the conditional distributions exactly. Using the data processing inequality (Lemma 2) below, we
know that TV(fπ∗

t′ , f̂π∗

t′ ) ≤ TV(fπ∗

t , f̂π∗

t ). Hence, we have

H∑

t=1

TV(fπ∗

t , f̂π∗

t ) ≤ H max
t:Et holds

TV(fπ∗

t , f̂π∗

t ). (17)

It follows from the Binomial distribution formula that the marginal probability for the unseen states
for each Ei is at most log(H/δ)/N with probability at least 1 − δ/H for each i. By union bound
we know that with probability at least 1 − δ, for all time steps t such that Et is true, the unseen
state has marginal probability . log(H/δ)/N . In other words, with high probability, the state
distribution at each time t with an unobserved is of the form (p, 1 − p) where p . log(H/δ)/N .
For such a distribution, using (Han et al., 2015, Lemma 4), the empirical distribution achieves TV

error .
√

p
N .

√
log(H/δ)/N for each t, which results in the final H ×

√
log(H/δ)/N bound on

∑H
t=1 TV(f

π∗

t , f̂π∗

t ). Finally, observe that the suboptimality of Mimic-MD is upper bounded by

this quantity, since J(π∗) − J(π̂) =
∑H

t=1 Eπ∗ [rt(st, at)] − Eπ̂ [rt(st, at)] =
∑H

t=1 TV(fπ∗, fπ̂). The
expected suboptimality bound directly follows from integrating the high probability bound using
E[X] =

∫∞
0 P(X > t)dt for nonnegative random variables.

Lemma 2. Consider any distributions p, q supported on [n]. Let P be any Markov kernel from
[n]→ ∆[n]. Then TV(P ◦ p, P ◦ q) ≤ TV(p, q).

Proof.
∑n

j=1

∣∣∑
i∈n piPij −

∑
i∈n qiPij

∣∣ =
∑n

j=1

∣∣∑
i∈n(pi − qi)Pij

∣∣ ≤ ∑n
j=1

∑
i∈n |pi − qi|Pij =∑n

i=1 |pi − qi|.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3

The first key observation is first that in order to establish a lower bound on the one-sided error
probability Pr(JM(π∗) − JM(π̂) ≥ H3/2/N) for any learner π̂, it suffices to lower bound the two-
sided error probability Pr(|JM(π∗)− JM(π̂)| ≥ H3/2/N). Intuitively this is because the learner gets
no reward feedback - a learner which has small one-sided error probability on some MDPM = (P, r)
can potentially have large one-sided error probability on the MDP M = (P, 1 − r). In the absence
of reward feedback, the learner cannot distinguish between these two cases. The only option for
the learner is to guarantee small two-sided error probability on all IL instances to ensure a uniform
bound on the one-sided error probability. In particular, we show the following result.

Lemma 3. Suppose there exists an MDPM with |S| = 3 such that, Pr
(
|JM(π∗)− JM(π̂(D))| & H3/2

N

)
≥

c′ for some constant 0 < c′ ≤ 1. Then there exists an MDPM′ with |S| = 3 such that, Pr
(
JM′(π∗)− JM′(π̂(D)) & H3/2

N

)
≥

c′/2.

Proof. Suppose for every MDP M, there exists a learner π̂ such that,

Pr

(
JM(π∗)− JM(π̂(D)) &

H3/2

N

)
<

c′

2
. (18)
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This implies that for every MDPM,

Pr

(
JM(π̂(D))− JM(π∗) &

H3/2

N

)
<

c′

2
. (19)

This follows from the fact that for any MDP M = (P, r) we can consider an MDP M′ = (P, r′)
where r

′
t = 1−rt. As a consequence JM′(π) = H−JM(π) for any policy π which gives the equation.

By adding together eqs. (18) and (19) we see that for every MDPM, π̂ satsifies the property that

Pr

(
|JM(π̂(D))− JM(π∗)| & H3/2

N

)
< c′. (20)

Taking the contrapositive, this implies the required statement.

In order to furnish the lower bound, we will consider a Bayes IL problem, where the expert’s
policy π∗ and the underlying MDP are sampled from some distribution D.

In order to prove this result, we assume that the underlying MDPM and the expert policy π∗

are jointly sampled from a distribution D and show that there is a constant c′ such that

E(π∗,M)∼D

[
E

[
1

(
|JM(π∗)− JM(π̂)| . H3/2

N

)]]
< c′. (21)

This implies the existence of an MDP M and expert policy π∗ with the required property. Next,
we use a symmetrization argument to upper bound the LHS of the above formula.

Lemma 4. For any constant C > 0,

Pr

(
|JM(π∗)− JM(π̂)| ≤ CH3/2

N

)
≤ 1

2
+

1

2
E

[
Pr

(
|JM(π∗

1)− JM(π∗
2)| ≤

CH3/2

N

∣∣∣∣∣M,D

)]
(22)

where π∗
1 and π∗

2 are independent copies of the expert’s policy drawn from the posterior distribution
conditioned on the expert dataset D and MDP M.

Proof. By definition,

2Pr

(
|JM(π∗)− JM(π̂)| ≤ CH3/2

N

)
(23)

(i)
= E

[
Pr

(
|JM(π∗

1)− JM(π̂)| ≤ CH3/2

N

∣∣∣∣∣M, π̂

)]
+ E

[
Pr

(
|JM(π∗

2)− JM(π̂)| ≤ CH3/2

N

∣∣∣∣∣M, π̂

)]

(24)

(ii)

≤ 1 + E

[
Pr

(
|JM(π∗

1)− JM(π̂)|+ |JM(π∗
2)− JM(π̂)| ≤ CH3/2

N

∣∣∣∣∣M, π̂

)]
(25)

(iii)

≤ 1 + E

[
Pr

(
|JM(π∗

1)− JM(π∗
2)| ≤

CH3/2

N

∣∣∣∣∣M, π̂

)]
(26)

= 1 + E

[
Pr

(
|JM(π∗

1)− JM(π∗
2)| ≤

CH3/2

N

∣∣∣∣∣M,D

)]
(27)
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2
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2
N

Figure 2: Lower bound instance for |S| = 3. The dotted transitions offer no reward and solid
transitions offer reward 1. State 1 is the only one with 2 actions: red leading to state 2 and blue
leading to state 3. The action at state 2 and 3 transitions the learner to state 1 with probability 1

N
and leaves it unchanged otherwise. The initial distribution is at state 2 with probability 1

where in (i), π∗
1 and π∗

2 are as defined in the theorem statement. (ii) uses the fact that 1(x ≤
a) + 1(y ≤ b) ≤ 1 + 1(x + y ≤ a + b) and (iii) follows by triangle inequality. The last inequality
follows from the fact that the expert policy is independent of any external randomness employed
by π̂.

Lower bound instance for known transition tabular setting In this section, we describe
the prior distribution D jointly over expert policies and MDPs. The MDP is time invariant. We
first describe the transition structure of the MDP. We assume that N ≥ |S|H and |S| ≥ 3. We
round |S| down to the nearest multiple of 3 (by making the remaining states dummy) and partition
the MDP into |S|/3 groups of 3 states each.

MDP transition structure: We prove the lower bound for the case of |S| = 3 and defer the
upper bound later. The transition of the MDP is depicted in fig. 2. The initial distribution of the
MDP is at state 2 with probability 1. We assume that |A| = 2 and furthermore that the states 2
and 3 only have a single action. This is without loss of generality, by assuming that the two actions
induce the same distribution over states and constraining the reward to be the same.

At states 2 and 3, playing either action transitions the learner to state 1 with probability 1/N
and stays put with the remaining probability. On the other hand, at state 1, picking action a1
deterministically transitions the learner to state 2 while picking actions a2 transitions the learner
to state 3. State 1 is the only one where the choice of action is relevant so we specify a policy by
only mentioning the action distribution at state 1 in each group at each time in the episode.

MDP reward structure: In each group g, the reward function of the MDP is chosen to be 1 for
the action at state g2 and 0 for every other state-action combination.

Expert policy: The expert policy is time variant. Recall that state g1 in each group g is the only
state where the choice of action plays a non-trivial role. Define Πdet as the set of all time-variant
deterministic policies. Recall the assumption that in each group g, states g2 and g3 have only a
single action.

To finally obtain the lower bound, we simply invoke the symmetrization argument in Lemma 4.
First, conditioned on the dataset D, we compute the posterior distribution of the expert policy. To
this end, define Πmimic(D) as the set of deterministic policies which are “consistent” with the dataset
D and at each state visited in D play the same action as observed in D. In other words,

Πmimic(D) ,
{
π ∈ Πdet : ∀t ∈ [H], s ∈ St(D), πt(·|s) = δπ∗

t (s)

}
, (28)
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where St(D) denotes the set of states visited at time t in some trajectory in D, and π∗
t (s) is the

unique action played by the expert at time t in any trajectory in D that visits the state s at time
t. Invoking (Rajaraman et al., 2020, Lemma A.14), it follows that:

Lemma 5. Conditioned on the expert dataset D, the expert policy is distributed as Unif(Πmimic(D)).
In other words, at each time t such that state 1 is unvisited in any trajectory in the expert dataset,
π∗
t (a1|1) ∼ Unif({0, 1}).

Finally, consider π∗
t (a1|1), which is an indicator random variable for the event that the expert

plays action a1 at the state 1 at time t. With this notation, we can compute the total reward
collected by the expert policy.

Lemma 6. Consider the expert policy π∗. Then,

JM(π∗) =
H−1∑

t=1

(
H∑

t′=t+1

(
1− 1

N

)H−t′
)
Pr(st = 1)π∗

t (a1|g1) +
H∑

t=1

(
1− 2

N

)t−1

. (29)

Proof. Fixing the expert policy π∗, the probability that the expert visits the state 1 at time 2
satisfies the condition:

Prπ∗(st = 1) =
2

N
(Prπ∗(st−1 = 2) + Prπ∗(st−1 = 3)) (30)

=⇒ Prπ∗(st = 1) =
2

N
(1− Pr(st−1 = 1)). (31)

With the initial condition Prπ∗(s1 = 1) = 0, the solution to the recurrence relation is, Prπ∗(st =

1) = 1
(N/2)+1

(
1− 1

(−N/2)t−1

)
. Note that this probability is independent of the actions chosen by

the expert at state 2 so henceforth we denote it by Pr(st = 1). Moreover for t > 1,

2(N − 2)

N2
≤ Pr(st = 1) ≤ 2

N
(32)

with the upper bound for t = 2 and the lower bound for t = 3. Next observe that,

Prπ∗(st = 2) =

(
1− 2

N

)
Prπ∗(st−1 = 2) + Pr (st−1 = 1) π∗

t (a1|1) (33)

observe that π∗
t (a1|1) is a Bern(1/2) random variable indicating whether the expert picks the action

a1 at state 1 at time t. Finally,

J(π∗) =
H∑

t=1

Prπ∗(st = 2) =

H−1∑

t=1

(
H∑

t′=t+1

(
1− 2

N

)H−t′
)
Pr(st = 1)π∗

t (a1|1) +
H∑

t=1

(
1− 2

N

)t−1

.

(34)

where the last equation uses the recursion for Prπ∗(st = 2) in eq. (33).

Lemma 7. Conditioned on the expert dataset D, sample two instances of the expert policy π∗
1 and

π∗
2. Then,

JM(π∗
1)− JM(π∗

2) =

H−1∑

t=1

(
H∑

t′=t+1

(
1− 2

N

)H−t′
)
Pr(st = 1)Xt1(1 ∈ St(D)). (35)
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where recall that St(D) is the set of states visited in some trajectory in the dataset D, and Xt are
i.i.d. random variables distributed as:

Xt(i) =





−1, w.p. 1
4

0, w.p. 1
2

+1, w.p. 1
4

(36)

Proof. Invoking Lemmas 5 and 6 for π∗
1 and π∗

2 , the statement follows immediately.

Lemma 8. There exists a constant C > 0 such that, if N ≥ max{7,H},

E

[
Pr

(
|JM(π∗

1)− JM(π∗
2)| ≤

CH3/2

N

∣∣∣∣∣D
)]
≤ 0.9. (37)

Proof. Define the zero-mean random variable, ZD = J(π∗
1) − J(π∗

2) where π∗
1 and π∗

2 are sampled
from the posterior distribution conditioned on the expert dataset D. From Lemma 7, observe that

ZD =
∑H−1

t=1 κtXt where κt =
∑H

t′=t+1

(
1− 2

N

)H−t′
Pr(st = 1)1(1 ∈ St(D)). By the Paley Zygmund

inequality, for 0 ≤ θ ≤ 1,

Pr
(
Z2
D ≥ θVar(ZD)

∣∣D
)
≥ (1− θ)2

E
[
Z2
D

∣∣D
]2

E
[
Z4
D

∣∣D
] . (38)

Then, Var(ZD) = E
[
Z2
D

∣∣D
]
= 1

2

∑H
t=1 κ

2
t . Furthermore, E[Z4

D] ≤ 3
4

∑
t1 6=t2∈[H] κ

2
t1κ

2
t2 +

1
2

∑H
t=1 κ

4
t ≤

3
4(
∑H

t=1 κ
2
t )

2. Therefore, with θ = 1
10 ,

Pr

(
Z2
D ≥

1

10
E
[
Z2
D

∣∣D
])
≥ 99

100

1/4

3/4
=

33

100
. (39)

Lemma 9. E[Z2
D] &

H3

N2 .

Proof. By definition, E
[
Z2
D

∣∣D
]
= 1

2

∑H
t=1 κ

2
t =

1
2

∑H
t=1

(∑H
t′=t+1

(
1− 2

N

)H−t′
)2

(Pr(st = 1))2 1(1 ∈
St(D)). Then,

E
[
Z2
D

]
=

1

2

H−1∑

t=1

(
H∑

t′=t+1

(
1− 2

N

)H−t′
)2

(Pr(st = 1))2 Pr(1 ∈ St(D)) (40)

(i)

&
H−1∑

t=1

(H − t)2 (Pr(st = 1))2 Pr(1 ∈ St(D)) (41)

(ii)

&
H3

N2
, (42)

Note that (i) follows from the fact that
∑H

t′=t+1

(
1− 1

N

)H−t′
& H − t since N ≥ |S|H, while (ii)

follows from Equation (32) which shows that Pr(st = 1) & 1
N and the fact that Pr(1 ∈ St(D)) =

1− (1− Pr(st = 1))N ≥ 1−
(
1− 2(N−2)

N2

)N
≥ 4/5 for N ≥ 7.
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Next observe that,

√
Var

(
E
[
Z2
D

∣∣D
]) (i)

≤ 1

2

H−1∑

t=1

√
Var(κ2t ) (43)

≤ 1

2

H−1∑

t=1

√
E
[
κ4t
]

(44)

(ii)

≤ 1

2

H−1∑

t=1

E[κ2t ]√
4/5
≤ E[Z2

D]√
4/5

. (45)

In (i), we use the definition E
[
Z2
D

∣∣D
]
= 1

2

∑H−1
t=1 κ2t . In (ii), we use the fact that E[κ4t ] is a scaled

indicator random variable. Therefore, E[κ4t ] =
E[κ2

t ]
2

Pr(κt>0) ≤
E[κ2

t ]
2

4/5 . Here, the last inequality uses the

fact that Pr(κt > 0) = Pr(1 ∈ St(D)) ≥ 1 − (1 − Pr(st = 1))N ≥ 1 −
(
1− 2(N−1)

N2

)N
≥ 4/5 for

N ≥ 7. Finally, by an application of the second moment method,

Pr

(
E
[
Z2
D

∣∣D
]
≥ 1

10
E
[
Z2
D

])
≥ 99E[Z2

D]
2

100Var
(
E
[
Z2
D

∣∣D
]) ≥ 99

100

4

5
(46)

Putting this together with eq. (39), conditioning on the event
{
E
[
Z2
D

∣∣D
]
≥ 1

10E[Z
2
D]
}
,

99

100

4

5
E

[
Pr

(
Z2
D ≤

E[Z2
D]

10

)]
≤ E

[
Pr
(
Z2
D ≤ E

[
Z2
D

∣∣D
])]
≤ 1− 33

100
(47)

In particular,

E

[
Pr

(
Z2
D ≤

E[Z2
D]

10

)]
≤ E

[
Pr

(
Z2
D ≤

E[Z2
D]

10

)]
< 0.9 (48)

Finally, we invoke the lower bound on E[Z2
D] &

H3/2

N from Lemma 9 and use the fact that ZD =
J(π∗

1)− J(π∗
2) to complete the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3 From Lemma 7, there exists a constant C > 0 such that,

E

[
Pr

(
|JM(π∗

1)− JM(π∗
2)| ≤

CH3/2

N

∣∣∣∣∣D
)]
≤ 0.9. (49)

Therefore, from Lemma 3 and Lemma 4, we conclude there exists an MDP M such that,

Pr

(
JM(π∗)− JM(π̂) ≥ CH3/2

N

)
≥ 1− 0.95

2
= 0.025. (50)

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Consider a Poissonized setting where we receive Poi(N) trajectories11. Let Xt represent the number
of trajectories in which the expert visits state 2 at time t in the dataset. Under the Poisson setting,
{Xt : 1 ≤ t ≤ H} are mutually independent with each following distribution Poi(Nwt), where
wt = (1− 1/N)t−1/N = Prπ∗(st = 2) since this probability does not depend on what π∗ is.

11We can always simulate Poisson sampling with Poi(N/2) trajectories based on N trajectories sampled based on
the multinomial distribution, and the failure probability is exponentially small.
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Let ∆ = ⌊c log(NH)⌋, where c > 0 is some constant to be determined later. Given random
observations {Xt : 1 ≤ t ≤ H}, the policy we output is:

π̂t(red | 2) =





∑k∆
i=(k−1)∆+1 XiUi

∑k∆
i=(k−1)∆+1 Xi

if (k − 1)∆ < t ≤ k∆

1
∑k∆

i=(k−1)∆+1 Xi = 0
(51)

At any time t, the expert has marginal probability on state 3, Prπ∗(st = 3) =
∑t−1

i=1 wiUi, while
our policy π̂ has expected marginal probability E[Prπ̂(st = 3)] =

∑t−1
i=1 wiE[π̂t(red | 2)]. We aim to

show that

H∑

t=1

|
t−1∑

i=1

wiE[π̂t(red | 2)] −
t−1∑

i=1

wiUi| .
H log(HN)

N
. (52)

Using the property that for X ∼ Poi(µ) and independent Y ∼ Poi(λ), E

[
X

X+Y

∣∣∣X + Y > 0
]
= µ

µ+λ ,

we know that if (k − 1)∆ < t ≤ k∆,
∣∣∣∣∣E[π̂t(red | 2)]−

∑k∆
i=(k−1)∆+1 wiUi
∑k∆

i=(k−1)∆+1 wi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Pr




k∆∑

i=(k−1)∆+1

Xi = 0


 .

1

N2H2
(53)

if we take c to be large enough constant. Clearly
∣∣∣∣∣

(
t−1∑

i=1

wi

)∑∆
i=1 wiUi∑∆
i=1 wi

−
t−1∑

i=1

wiUi

∣∣∣∣∣ .
log(HN)

N
, (54)

for 1 ≤ t ≤ ∆, where we used the fact that each 0 ≤ wi . 1/N . Indeed, now the total bias is upper

bounded by H log(HN)
N + 1

N2H2H
2 . H log(HN)

N once we combine it with (53).
Since the marginal distributions of states 1 and 2 do not depend on the policy, we have just

shown that for every time t and every state s,

|E[Prπ̂(st = s)]− Prπ∗(st = s)| . log(NH)

N
, (55)

which implies the final result.

A.5 Proof of Corollary 1

We use sample splitting and cut N trajectories into two halves. We construct the states S0 required
by the Mimic-Mixture algorithm to be the states that are visited in the first half of the dataset,
so we know the expert actions there. Then, we search from the last layer backwards for the first
time that there exists one state that was not observed in the first half of the dataset. Denote that
time as t0. If there are two states in time t0 that are unseen, then following the arguments in the
binary state case in the proof of Theorem 2, we know that Mimic-MD already works; if there exists
only one state that is unseen at time t0, we use Mimic-Mixture to construct the nearly unbiased
estimator of the state-action marginal distribution for one of the other two states.

The final result can be proved upon noticing the following two observations. First, by the data
processing inequality (Lemma 2), if we have nearly unbiased estimator at time t0, we have nearly
unbiased estimator at time H. Second, the unseen state at time t0 must have marginal probability
at most Õ(1/N) due Binomial concentration, which implies that once we construct the πL and πS

policies in Mimic-Mixture as the two policies that maximize/minimize the marginal probability
of the target state while guaranteeing this unseen state has expected visitation probability at most
Õ(1/N), the overall suboptimality at time H is at most Õ(1/N).
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A.6 Proof of Lemma 1

We first show that if the coefficients β∗(tr), βS(tr), βL(tr) ∈ [0, 1] such that all the unbiasedness,
order, and feasibility properties hold, then we can construct a policy π̂ such that whose expected
state visitation probability at the terminal state s∗ is close to that of the expert up to O(1/N).

The choice of the mixing coefficient α̂ is slightly different from the approach of plugging (9) into
(8): for each tr, we subsample the Poisson random variable X(tr) using the subsampling probability
βL(tr) − βS(tr) ∈ [0, 1] to arrive at another Poisson random variable Y (tr), and further subsample
Y (tr) with probability (β∗(tr)− βS(tr))/(βL(tr)− βS(tr)) ∈ [0, 1] to obtain a third Poisson random
variable Z(tr). The subsamplings for different tr are mutually independent. Then we construct the
mixing coefficient by taking ratios as in (7).

By the subsampling property of Poisson random variables and the mutual independence of
{X(tr)}, the Poisson random variables Z(tr) ∼ Poi(N/2 · (β∗(tr) − βS(tr))Prπ∗(tr)) and Y (tr) −
Z(tr) ∼ Poi(N/2·(βL(tr)−β∗(tr))Prπ∗(tr)) are independent. Since for independent X ∼ Poi(λ), Y ∼
Poi(µ), it holds that

E

[
X

X + Y

∣∣∣∣ X + Y 6= 0

]
=

λ

λ+ µ
,

it is clear that the mixing coefficient α̂ constructed in (7) satisfies

E

[
α̂

∣∣∣∣
∑

tr

Y (tr) 6= 0

]
= E

[∑
tr
Z(tr)∑

tr
Y (tr)

∣∣∣∣
∑

tr

Y (tr) 6= 0

]

=

∑
tr
(β∗(tr)− βS(tr))Prπ∗(tr)∑

tr
(βL(tr)− βS(tr))Prπ∗(tr)

(i)
=

Prπ∗(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗)
PrπL(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗)

= α∗,

where (i) is due to the unbiasedness requirement for the coefficients. Consequently,

|E[α̂]− α∗| ≤ Pr

(∑

tr

Y (tr) = 0

)
= exp

(
−N

2

∑

tr

(βL(tr)− βS(tr))Prπ∗(tr)

)

= exp

(
−N

2
(PrπL(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗))

)
. (56)

Using (56) and the definition of π̂ = α̂πL + (1− α̂)πS, the bias in Theorem 5 satisfies

|E[Prπ̂(st = s∗)]− Prπ∗(st = s∗)|
= |E[α̂](PrπL(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗))− (Prπ∗(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗))|
= |E[α̂]− α∗| · (PrπL(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗))

≤ exp

(
−N

2
(PrπL(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗))

)
· (PrπL(st = s∗)− PrπS(st = s∗))

≤ 2

eN
, (57)

where the last inequality is due to supx xe
−tx = 1/(et) for any t > 0. According to (57), the claimed

bias upper bound in Theorem 5 is proved.
We introduce several useful notations for the proof. Although the state space S is shared among

all times t ∈ [H], we use the notation St to denote the state space at time t. Given a policy π, for
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t1 < t2 and states st1 ∈ St1 , st2 ∈ St2 , we use Prπ(st1 → st2) to denote the probability of reaching
st2 from st1 through only the states in S0 under the policy π; in other words,

Prπ(st1 → st2) , E


 ∑

st1+1∈St1+1∩S0

· · ·
∑

st2−1∈St2−1∩S0

t2−1∏

t=t1

Pt(st+1 | st, π(st))


 , (58)

where the expectation is taken with respect to the possible randomness in the policy π. When we
start from the initial state distribution ρ, we also write Prπ(s→ st) to denote

Prπ(s→ st) =
∑

s1∈S1∩S0

ρ(s1) · Prπ(s1 → st), (59)

where s denotes “start”. Similarly, we also define the probability from st to the end by

Prπ(st → f) =
∑

sH∈SH

Prπ(st → sH), (60)

where f denotes “finish”. Note the following difference between (59) and our usual notation Prπ(st =
s): the latter quantity does not require that the trajectory to st only consists of states in S0. The
main motivation behind (58), (59), and (60) is that Prπ∗(ρ → st) is known to the learner solely
based on the publicly known expert actions at states S0, and the probabilities Prπ∗(st1 → st2) and
Prπ∗(st1 → f) are known as long as the learner knows the first action π∗(st1).

We also combine and partition all trajectories tr ∈ SH into several disjoint groups. For a given
trajectory tr = (s1, · · · , sH), we define the following notations:

1. The characteristic of tr, or c(tr), is the set of all times (except for t = H) and the corresponding
states in the trajectory which are not in S0. Mathematically, c(tr) = {(t, st) : t ∈ [H − 1], st /∈
S0}.

2. The starting point of c, or tℓ(c), is defined to be the smallest t ∈ [H] with (t, st) ∈ c for some
st ∈ St. If c = ∅, we define tℓ(c) = ⊥.

3. The ending point of c, or tr(c), is defined to be the largest t ∈ [H] with (t, st) ∈ c for some
st ∈ St. If c = ∅, we define tr(c) = ⊥.

4. For each possible characteristic c, let the c-group, or Tc, be the set of all trajectories tr with
c(tr) = c.

5. For each possible pair (t, st) with t ∈ [H−1], st ∈ St\S0, let Gt,st be the set of all characteristics
c such that tℓ(c) = t and (t, st) ∈ c. The set G⊥ is defined analogously.

The main idea behind the above notations is that we require the dependence of coefficients β†(tr)
on tr only through c(tr), for all † ∈ {∗,L,S}, and therefore we only need to specify the coefficients
for every c-group. Consequently, we denote by β†(Tc) the common coefficient β†(tr) for all tr ∈ Tc,
and also by X(Tc) =

∑
tr∈Tc X(tr) the total Poisson count for Tc. It is clear that for c = {(ti, sti) :

i ∈ [m]}, we have

Prπ(Tc) = Prπ(s→ st1) ·
m−1∏

j=1

Prπ(stj → stj+1) · Prπ(stm → f), (61)
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and X(Tc) ∼ Poi(N/2 · Prπ∗(Tc)). Note that the first probability term Prπ(s→ st1) of (61) in fact
does not depend on π, in the sequel the following notation will also be useful:

P̃rπ(Tc) =
m−1∏

j=1

Prπ(stj → stj+1) · Prπ(stm → f). (62)

The starting point tℓ(c), as well as the group Gt,st , is used for further partitioning the c-groups.
Specifically, we sequentially assign the coefficients β†(Tc) to all characteristics in each group G via
an appropriate order, and aim to show that the following three conditions hold for each G ∈ {Gt,st :
t ∈ [H], st ∈ St\S0} ∪ {G⊥} (without loss of generality we assume that the target state s∗ belongs
to the last layer, i.e. s∗ ∈ SH):

1. Unbiasedness: for G 6= G⊥, it holds that

∑

c∈G
β†(Tc) · P̃rπ∗(Tc) =

∑

c∈G
P̃rπ†(Tc) ·

Prπ†(str(c) → s∗)

Prπ†(str(c) → f)
, † ∈ {∗,L,S}, (63)

where we recall that tr(c) is the ending point of c. For G = G⊥ and c = ∅, the condition (63)
is replaced by

β†(T∅) · Prπ∗(T∅) = Prπ†(s→ s∗). (64)

2. Order: it always holds that 0 ≤ βS(Tc) ≤ β∗(Tc) ≤ βL(Tc) ≤ 1 for all c ∈ G.

3. Feasibility: for † ∈ {∗,L,S}, the coefficient β†(Tc) only depends on the public information and
{π∗(stj )}j∈[m], where c = {(tj , stj ) : j ∈ [m]}.

Note that the order and feasibility conditions are the same as original ones, and below we show that
the above unbiasedness condition implies the original unbiasedness property. For a given G 6= G⊥,
we must have G = Gt,st for some t ∈ [H], st ∈ St\S0. Now multiplying Prπ∗(s→ st) = Prπ†(s→ st)
to both sides of (63), and also using (61), (62), we arrive at

∑

c∈G
β†(Tc) · Prπ∗(Tc) =

∑

c∈G
Prπ†(Tc) ·

Prπ†(str(c) → s∗)

Prπ†(str(c) → f)
, † ∈ {∗,L,S}. (65)

Using (64) and (65), we have

∑

tr

β†(tr) · Prπ∗(tr) = β†(T∅) · Prπ∗(T∅) +
∑

G6=G⊥

∑

c∈G
β†(Tc) · Prπ∗(Tc)

= Prπ†(s→ s∗) +
∑

c6=∅
Prπ†(Tc) ·

Prπ†(str(c) → s∗)

Prπ†(str(c) → f)

= Prπ†(s→ s∗) +
∑

c={(tj ,stj ):j∈[m]}
Prπ†(s→ st1) ·

m−1∏

j=1

Prπ†(stj → stj+1) · Prπ†(stm → s∗)

= Prπ†(sH = s∗),

where the last identity follows from the partition of all trajectories to s∗ into disjoint characteristics.
This is exactly the original unbiasedness property.

Next we show that for each G we could fulfill the above conditions. We will first deal with the
group G⊥ in a special way, and then handle other groups Gt,st by induction on t = H−1,H−2, · · · , 1.
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Remark A.1. Note that the condition (63) cannot be replaced by (65) in general, as it might happen

that Prπ†(Tc) = 0 while P̃rπ†(Tc) > 0. For example, in the special case of S0 = ∅, the condition (65)
is totally non-informative for G = Gt,st with t ≥ 2.

We also remark that the coefficient β†(Tc) must be constructed for every characteristic c, even
if for certain S0 there does not exist a trajectory tr such that c = c(tr) (e.g. consider S0 = ∅). This
is because our construction is sequentially inductive, and therefore must be done step after step.

Edge case: G = G⊥. In this case, the only element of G⊥ is c = ∅, and we have

Prπ∗(T∅) = Prπ∗(s→ f) = PrπL(s→ f) = PrπS(s→ f)

Prπ∗(s→ s∗) = PrπL(s→ s∗) = PrπS(s→ s∗),

and all above quantities are publicly known. By (64), all three conditions are fulfilled by choosing

β∗(T∅) = βL(T∅) = βS(T∅) =
Prπ∗(s→ s∗)
Prπ∗(s→ f)

∈ [0, 1].

Base step of induction: G = GH−1,sH−1
for some sH−1 ∈ SH−1. In this case, the set GH−1,sH−1

has a unique element c = {(H − 1, sH−1)}, and the condition (63) is equivalent to

β†(Tc) = Prπ†(sH−1 → s∗), † ∈ {∗,L,S}, (66)

as P̃rπ∗(Tc) = P̃rπ†(Tc) = Prπ†(sH−1 → f) = 1. By definition of the extremal policies πL and πS,
Lemma 10 at the end of the section shows that the choice in (66) also satisfies the order condition.
Finally, the probability in (66) for † ∈ {L,S} is determined by the known transition and extremal
policies, while for † = ∗, the coefficient only requires the additional information π∗(sH−1). As the
characteristic c is {(H − 1, sH−1)}, the choice of (66) also satisfies the feasibility condition.

Inductive step: G = Gt,st after handling all Gt′,st′ for t′ > t. We choose the coefficients β†(Tc)
with Tc ∈ Gt,st for each † ∈ {∗,L,S}, respectively.

The choice for † = ∗ is the simplest, and is given by

β∗(Tc) ,
Prπ∗(str(c) → s∗)

Prπ∗(str(c) → f)
∈ [0, 1], ∀c ∈ Gt,st . (67)

Plugging (67) into (63), it is clear that the unbiased condition holds for † = ∗. Moreover, both the
numerator and the denominator in (67) only require the additional information π∗(str(c)), and thus
β∗ satisfies the feasibility condition.

Next we construct βL(Tc) such that the unbiased and feasibility conditions hold, with βL(Tc) ∈
[β∗(Tc), 1]. An entirely symmetric argument also leads to the claimed construction of βS(Tc). For
every c ∈ Gt,st , the coefficient βL(Tc) is chosen to be

βL(Tc) = (1− α)βL
0 (Tc) + αβL

1 (Tc), (68)

with some scalar α ∈ [0, 1] independent of c, and the candidate coefficients βL
0 , β

L
1 are defined as

βL
0 (Tc) ≡ 1, βL

1 (Tc) =
{
β∗(Tc) if c = {(t, st)},
βL(Tc\{(t,st)}) otherwise.

We first show that both βL
0 , β

L
1 satisfy the feasibility condition. This result is trivial for the constant

βL
0 ; the coefficient βL

1 is also feasible, for both coefficients β∗(Tc) in (67) and βL(Tc\{(t,st)}) in the
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inductive hypothesis are feasible. Moreover, whenever c ∈ Gt,st is not a singleton, by the inductive
hypothesis and (67) we have

β∗(Tc) =
Prπ∗(str(c) → s∗)

Prπ∗(str(c) → f)
=

Prπ∗(str(c\{(t,st)}) → s∗)

Prπ∗(str(c\{(t,st)}) → f)
= β∗(Tc\{(t,st)}) ≤ βL(Tc\{(t,st)}) ≤ 1.

Consequently, we always have βL
0 , β

L
1 ∈ [β∗, 1], therefore the order condition βL ∈ [β∗, 1] holds for

any mixture in (68).
Now it remains to show that there exists α ∈ [0, 1] such that the mixture βL in (68) satisfies the

condition (63) for † = L, and that this common value α is feasible with respect to all c ∈ Gt,st . For
the first claim, it suffices to prove that

A ,
∑

c∈Gt,st

βL
0 (Tc) · P̃rπ∗(Tc) ≥

∑

c∈Gt,st

P̃rπL(Tc) ·
PrπL(str(c) → s∗)

PrπL(str(c) → f)
, C, (69)

B ,
∑

c∈Gt,st

βL
1 (Tc) · P̃rπ∗(Tc) ≤

∑

c∈Gt,st

P̃rπL(Tc) ·
PrπL(str(c) → s∗)

PrπL(str(c) → f)
= C. (70)

Given (69) and (70), the parameter α ∈ [0, 1] to fulfill the unbiased condition (63) is

α =
A− C

A−B
. (71)

To establish (69), (70) and show that the parameter α in (71) is feasible, we will find simplified
expressions for A,B, and C. First we claim that

A = 1, (72)

C = PrπL(sH = s∗ | st). (73)

To show (72), consider all possible trajectories starting from st at time t. Partition the trajectories
into disjoint sets labeled by different characteristics c, i.e. when and on which states the trajectory
hits S0. It is clear by (62) that the probability of the set labeled by c, conditioned on starting from

st at time t, is precisely P̃rπ∗(Tc) under the expert policy π∗. Summing them up gives A = 1. The
identity (73) could be established in a similar way.

The quantity B is more complicated to deal with, where a key observation is that Gt,st\{(t, st)} =
G⊥ ∪ (∪t′>t,st′∈St′\S0

Gt′,st′ ). Using the definition of βL
1 (Tc), we have

B = β∗(T{(t,st)}) · Prπ∗(st → f) +
∑

t′>t

∑

st′∈St′\S0

∑

c′∈Gt′,st′

βL(Tc′) · Prπ∗(st → st′) · P̃rπ∗(Tc′)

(i)
= Prπ∗(st → s∗) +

∑

t′>t

∑

st′∈St′\S0

Prπ∗(st → st′)
∑

c′∈Gt′,s
t′

βL(Tc′) · P̃rπ∗(Tc′)

(ii)
= Prπ∗(st → s∗) +

∑

t′>t

∑

st′∈St′\S0

Prπ∗(st → st′)
∑

c′∈Gt′,s
t′

P̃rπL(Tc′) ·
PrπL(str(c′) → s∗)

PrπL(str(c′) → f)

(iii)
= Prπ∗(st → s∗) +

∑

t′>t

∑

st′∈St′\S0

Prπ∗(st → st′) · PrπL(sH = s∗ | st′),
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where (i) follows from the definition of β∗ in (67), (ii) uses the inductive hypothesis (63) for Gt′,st′ ,
and (iii) follows from (73). In other words, we have

B = Prπ∗→πL(sH = s∗ | st), (74)

where the new policy π∗ → πL means that starting from st, the learner initially adopts the policy π∗

and switches to πL once he visits a state not in S0. The expression (74) is obtained by distinguishing
the first state not in S0 visited by the learner starting from st.

By (72), (73) and (74), it is clear from Lemma 10 that A ≥ C ≥ B. Regarding the feasibility, it
is clear that A and C are both publicly known, and B only requires the knowledge of π∗(st), which
is shared among all c ∈ Gt,st . Therefore we have completed the inductive step and and the proof of
Lemma 1.

Lemma 10. For every t ∈ [H] and s ∈ St, (proper versions of) the extremal policies πL, πS satisfy

πL ∈ argmax
π∈Πmimic(S0)

Prπ(sH = s∗ | st = s),

πS ∈ argmin
π∈Πmimic(S0)

Prπ(sH = s∗ | st = s).

Proof. By symmetry we only prove the first claim, and we induct on t = H − 1,H − 2, · · · , 1. For
the base case t = H − 1, the definition of πL implies that changing the action πL(s) to any π(s)
cannot decrease Pr(sH = s∗), and therefore the statement holds provided that PrπL(sH−1 = s) > 0;
moreover, in the edge case PrπL(sH−1 = s) = 0 we may choose πL(s) arbitrarily, so a proper version
of πL would work. For the induction step, the same local adjustment argument yields to

PrπL(sH = s∗ | st = s) ≥
∑

s′∈St+1

Prπ(st+1 = s′ | st = s) · PrπL(sH = s∗ | st+1 = s′)

≥
∑

s′∈St+1

Prπ(st+1 = s′ | st = s) · Prπ(sH = s∗ | st+1 = s′)

= Prπ(sH = s∗ | st = s)

provided that PrπL(st = s) > 0, where the second inequality makes use of the induction hypothesis.
The edge case is again handled by considering a proper version of πL.
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