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Abstract

This work studies the statistical limits of uniform convergence for offline policy
evaluation (OPE) problems with model-based methods (for episodic MDP) and provides
a unified framework towards optimal learning for several well-motivated offline tasks.
Uniform OPE supp |Q™ — Q”| < € is a stronger measure than the point-wise OPE
and ensures offline learning when IT contains all policies (the global class). In this
paper, we establish an Q(H2S/d,,e?) lower bound (over model-based family) for the
global uniform OPE and our main result establishes an upper bound of O(H?/d,,e?)
for the local uniform convergence that applies to all near-empirically optimal policies
for the MDPs with stationary transition. Here d,, is the minimal marginal state-action
probability. Critically, the highlight in achieving the optimal rate O(H 2 /d,n€?) is our
design of singleton absorbing MDP, which is a new sharp analysis tool that works
with the model-based approach. We generalize such a model-based framework to the
new settings: offline task-agnostic and the offline reward-free with optimal complexity
O(H?log(K)/dme?) (K is the number of tasks) and O(H2S/d,,€?) respectively. These
results provide a unified solution for simultaneously solving different offline RL problems.

1 Introduction

arXiv:2105.06029v3 [cs.LG] 24 Jun 2021

Offline reinforcement learning (offline RL) targets at learning a reward-maximizing policy
in an unknown Markov Decision Process (MDP) using a static data generated by running a
behavior policy [Lange et al., 2012, Levine et al., 2020]. This framework is widely applicable
in applications where online exploration is demanding but historical data are plentiful.
Examples include medicine [Liu et al., 2017] (safety concerns limit the applicability of
unproven treatments but electronic records are abundant) and autonomous driving [Codevilla
et al., 2018] (building infrastructure for testing new policy is expensive while collecting data



from current setting is almost free).

Parallel to its practical significance, recently there is a surge of theoretical investigations
towards offline RL via two threads: offline policy evaluation (OPE), where the goal is to
estimate the value of a target (fixed) policy V™ [Jiang and Li, 2016, Liu et al., 2018, Kallus
and Uehara, 2020, 2019, Uehara and Jiang, 2019, Nachum et al., 2019, Xie et al., 2019,
Yin and Wang, 2020, Duan et al., 2020, Wang et al., 2020b, Zhang et al., 2021] and offline
(policy) learning which intends to output a near-optimal policy [Chen and Jiang, 2019, Le
et al., 2019, Xie and Jiang, 2020a,b, Liu et al., 2020b, Hao et al., 2020, Zanette, 2020, Jin
et al., 2020c, Hu et al., 2021, Yin et al., 2021b, Rashidinejad et al., 2021].

Yin et al. [2021a] initiates the studies for offline RL from the new perspective of uniform
convergence in OPE (uniform OPE for short) which unifies OPE and offline learning tasks.
Generally speaking, given a policy class II and offline data with n episodes, uniform OPE
seeks to coming up with OPE estimators V1 and Q satisfy sup,cq HQ” QT < e
The task is to achieve this with the optimal episode complexity: the “minimal” number of
episodes n needed as a function of ¢, failure probability J, the parameters of the MDP as
well as the behavior policy p in the minimax sense.

To further motivate the readers why uniform OPE should be considered, we state its relation
to offline learning. Indeed, uniform OPE to RL is analogous of uniform convergence of
empirical risk in statistical learning [Vapnik, 2013]. In supervised learning, it has been
proven that almost all learnable problems are learned by an (asymptotic) empirical risk
minimizer (ERM) [Shalev-Shwartz et al., 2010]. In offline RL, the natural counterpart is

the empirical optimal policy T := argmax 171“ and with uniform OPE it further ensures
7* is a near-optimal policy for the offline learning via:

0<QF —QF =QF —QF +QF —QF +QF —QF <2sup|QT — Q7. (1)

On the policy evaluation side, there is often a need to evaluate the performance of a
data-dependent policy. Uniform OPE suffices for this purpose since it will allow us to
evaluate policies selected by safe-policy improvements, proximal policy optimization, UCB-
style exploration-bonus as well as any heuristic exploration criteria (please refer to Yin
et al. [2021a] and the references therein for further discussions). In this paper, we study
the uniform OPE problem under the finite horizon stationary MDPs and focus on the
model-based approaches. Specifically, we consider two representative class: global policy
class Il; (contains all (deterministic) policies) and local policy class II; (contains policies
near the empirical optimal one, see Section 2.1). We ask the following question:

What is the statistical limit for uniform OPE and what is its connection to optimal offline learning?

We answer the first part by showing the global uniform OPE requires a lower bound of
Q(H?S/d,e?)t for the family of model-based approach and the local uniform OPE can

'Here d,, is the minimal marginal state-action occupancy, see Assumption 2.4.



achieve O(H?/d,,€?) minimax rate by the model-based plug-in estimator and this implies
optimal offline learning. Importantly, the procedure of the model-based approach via
learning 7* through planning over the empirical MDP has a wider range of use in offline
RL as it naturally adapts to the challenging tasks like offline task-agnostic learning and
offline reward-free learning. See Section 1.2.

1.1 Related works

Offline reinforcement learning.? Information-theoretical considerations for offline RL
are first proposed for infinite horizon discounted setting via Fitted Q-Iteration (FQI) type
function approximation algorithms [Chen and Jiang, 2019, Le et al., 2019, Xie and Jiang,
2020a,b] which can be traced back to [Munos, 2003, Szepesvari and Munos, 2005, Antos
et al., 2008a,b].

For the finite horizon case, Yin et al. [2021a] first achieves O(H?®/d,,€e?) complexity under
non-stationary transition but their results cannot further improve in the stationary setting.
Recently, Yin et al. [2021b] designs the offline variance reduction algorithm for achieving the
optimal O(H?/d,,€*) rate. Their result is for a specific algorithm that uses data splitting
while our results work for any algorithms that returns a nearly empirically optimal policy via
uniform convergence. Our results on the offline task-agnostic and the reward-free settings
are entirely new. Concurrently, Ren et al. [2021] considers the horizon-free setting but does
not provide uniform convergence guarantee.

Model-based approaches with minimaxity. It is known model-based methods are
minimax-optimal for online RL with regret O(vHSAT) (e.g. Azar et al. [2017], Efroni et al.
[2019]). In the generative model setting, Agarwal et al. [2020] shows model-based approach
is still minimax optimal O((1 — ) 3SA/€?) by using a s-absorbing MDP construction and
this model-based technique is later reused for other more general settings (e.g. Markov
games [Zhang et al., 2020a] and linear MDPs [Cui and Yang, 2020]) and also for overcoming
the sample size barrier [Li et al., 2020]. In offline RL, Yin et al. [2021a] uses the model-based
methods to achieve O(H?/d,,€e?) complexity.

Task-agnostic and Reward-free problems. The reward-free problem is initiated in
the online RL [Jin et al., 2020a] where the agent needs to efficiently explore an MDP
environment without using any reward information. It requires high probability guarantee
for learning optimal policy for any reward function. Later, Kaufmann et al. [2020], Menard
et al. [2020] establish the O(H3S2A/€?) complexity and Zhang et al. [2020c] further tightens
the dependence to O(H2S?A/€?). Recently, Zhang et al. [2020b] proposes the task-agnostic
setting where one needs to use exploration data to simultaneously learn K tasks and proves
an upper bound O(H°SAlog(K)/e?). However, although these settings remain critical in

2We only provide a short discussion of the most related works due to the space constraint. A detailed
discussion can be found in Appendix A.



the offline regime, no statistical result has been derived so far.

1.2 Owur contribution

Optimal local uniform OPE. First and foremost, we derive the O(H?/d,,€?) optimal
episode complexity for local uniform OPE (Theorem 4.1) via the model-based method
and this implies optimal offline learning with the same rate (Corollary 4.2); this result
strictly improves upon Yin et al. [2021a] (O(H?/d,,€?)) non-trivially through our new
singleton-absorbing MDP technique.

Information-theoretical characterization of the global uniform OPE. We charac-
terize the statistical limit for the global uniform convergence by proving a minimax lower
bound Q(H?2S/d€%) (over all model-based approaches) (Theorem 3.1). This result answers
the question left by Yin et al. [2021a] that the global uniform OPE is generically harder than
the local uniform OPE / offline learning by a factor of S, such a difference will dominate
when the state space is exponentially large.

Generalize to the new offline settings. Critically, our model-based frameworks natu-
rally generalize to the more challenging settings like task-agnostic and reward-free settings.
In particular, we establish the O(H? log(K)/dme?) (Theorem 5.3) and O(H?S/dpe?) (The-
orem 5.4) complexities for offline task-agnostic learning and offline reward-free learning.
Both results are new and optimal.

Singleton-absorbing MDP: a sharp analysis tool for episodic stationary transi-
tion case. On the technical end, our major contribution is the novel design of singleton-
absorbing MDP which handles the data-dependence hurdle encountered in the stationary
MDPs. To decouple the data—dependence between P, , and V, Agarwal et al. [2020] uses
a s-absorbing MDP v (in lieu of V) of each state for the independence. To control the
error propagation between V and V', they use the e-net covering such that the value of V
traverse the evenly-spaced grids in [0, (1 — ) ~!]. However, when applied to finite horizon
case, the complexity increases as there are H different quantities (V, ..., V) and the e-nets
need to cover the H-dimensional space [0, H]*. This result in a exponential-H covering
number and the metric entropy blows up by a factor H, which yields suboptimal result.
In contrast, the singleton-absorbing MDP technique designs a single absorbing MDP that
can also control the error propagation sufficiently well. This sharp analysis tool negates
the conjecture of Cui and Yang [2020] that absorbing MDP is not well suitable for finite
horizon stationary MDP.

Significance: Unifying different offline settings Beyond the study of statistical limit
in uniform OPE, this work solves the sample optimality problems for the local uniform
OPE, offline task-agnostic and offline reward-free problems. If we take a deeper look,
the algorithmic frameworks utilized are all based on the model-based empirical MDP
construction and planning. Therefore, as long as we can analyze such framework sharply



(e.g. via novel absorbing-MDP technique), then it is hopeful that our techniques can be
generalized to tackle more sophisticated settings. On the other hand, things could be more
tricky for online RL since the exploration phases need to be specifically designed for each
settings and there may not be one general algorithmic pattern that dominates. Our findings
reveal the model-based framework is fundamental for offline RL as it subsumes settings like
local uniform OPE, offline task-agnostic and offline reward-free learning into the identical
learning pattern. Considering these tasks were originally proposed in the online regime
under different contexts, such a unified view from the model-based perspective offers a new
angle for understanding offline RL.

2 Problem setup

Episodic stationary reinforcement learning. A finite-horizon Markov Decision Process
(MDP) is denoted by a tuple M = (S, A, P,r,H,d;), where S and A are finite state action
spaces with S := |S|, A := | A|. A stationary (time-invariant) transition kernel has the
form P: S x A xS+ [0,1] with P(s'|s,a) representing the probability transition from
state s, action a to next state s’. Besides, r : S x A +— R is the expected reward function
and given (s,a) which satisfies 0 < r < 1 and assumed known. d; is the initial state
distribution and H is the horizon. At time ¢, a policy @ = (m1,...,my) assigns each
state s € S a probability distribution 7(s) over actions. For a policy 7, a random
trajectory si,a1,71,...,Si, G, TH, SH+1 1S generated as follows: s1 ~ dy,a; ~ 7(+|s¢), e =
(st at), Se41 ~ P(+|s¢,ar), Vt € [H].

For any policy 7 and any h € [H], value function V() € RY and Q-value function
Q7 () € RS*4 are defined as: V' (s) = E<[Xr, relsn = sl, Qf(s,a) = Ex[S (L, relsn,ap =
s,al, Vs,a € S, A. The goal of RL is to find a policy 7* such that +™ := E, [Zflzl rf} is
maximized, which is equivalent to simultaneously maximize V" (s) (or Q7 (s, a)) for all s (or
s,a) [Sutton and Barto, 2018]. Therefore, for a targeted accuracy € > 0 it suffices to find a
policy 7, such that HQ’{ — Yalg !Oo < e. We denote V;",Q} as column vectors and P,
as the row vector. In particular, we denote the average marginal state-action occupancy
d™(s,a) as: d™(s,a) == + fil Pls; = s|s1 ~ dy, m] - m(als).

Offline setting. The offline RL assumes that episodes D = {(si"),ag”,r@,sgﬁl)}t_eﬁ] are
1€n
rolling from some behavior policy p a priori. In particular, we do not assume the knowledge

of u.

Model-based RL. We focus our attention on the model-based methods, which has wit-
nessed numerous successes and is one of the most critical components of theoretical RL
as a whole (as reviewed in Section 1.1). To make the presentation precise, we define the
following:



Figure 1: Related comparisons of sample complexities for offline RL

Result/Method Setting Type Complexity Uniform guarantee?
Le et al. [2019] oo-horizon | FQI variants | O((1 —~)7%8,/¢€?) No
FQI [Chen and Jiang, 2019] oo-horizon | FQI variants | O((1 —~)7%C/e?) No
MSBO/MABO [Xie and Jiang, 2020b] | co-horizon | FQI variants | O((1 — ) 2C,/€?) No
OPEMA [Yin et al., 2021a] H-horizon | Non-splitting O(H?3/d,,€?) V/H /S-local uniform
OPDVR Yin et al. [2021D] H-horizon | Data splitting O(H?/d,,€?) No
Model-based Plug-in (Corollary 4.2) | H-horizon | Non-splitting O(H?/dy,€?) v/ H/S-local uniform
Task-Agnostic (Theorem 5.3) H-horizon | Non-splitting 6(H 2log(K)/dme?) —
Reward-Free (Theorem 5.4) H-horizon | Non-splitting O(H2S/d,,€?) —

* K is the number of tasks for Task-agnostic setting and 3., C' and 1/d,, are data coverage parameters that
measure the state-action dependence and are qualitative similar under their respective assumptions.

Definition 2.1. Model-based RL: Solving RL problems (either learning or evaluation)
through learning / modeling transition dynamic P.

We emphasize that the model-based approaches in general (e.g. Jaksch et al. [2010],
Ayoub et al. [2020], Kidambi et al. [2020]) follow the procedure of modeling the full MDP
M = (S, A, P,r,H,d;) instead of only the transition P. Nevertheless, we (by convention)
assume the mean reward function is known and the initial state distribution d; will not
affect the choice of optimal policy 7*. Thus, Definition 2.1 suffices for our purposes.

2.1 Uniform convergence in offline RL

We study offline RL from the uniform OPE perspective. Concretely, uniform OPE extends
the point-wise (fixed target policy) OPE to a family of policies II. The goal is to construct
estimator A’f such that sup,cp HQ{‘ — QTH < €, which automatically ensures point-wise OPE
for any m € II. More importantly, uniform OPE directly implies offline learning when II
contains optimal policies. As explained in Section 1, let 7* := argmax 171” be the empirical
optimal policy for some OPE estimator v™, then by (1) 7* is a near-optimal policy given
uniform OPE guarantee. We consider the following two policy classes that are of the
interests.

Definition 2.2 (The global (deterministic) policy class.). The global policy class I1, consists
of all the non-stationary (deterministic) policies.

It is well-known [Sutton and Barto, 2018] there exists at least one (deterministic) optimal
policy, therefore I, is sufficiently rich for evaluating algorithms that aim at learning the
optimal policy.

Definition 2.3 (The local policy class). Given empirical MDP M and 17,1” s the value

under M. Let 7* = argmax.. 171“ be the empirical optimal policy, then the local policy class
II; is defined as:

II; := {7‘(: s.t. H‘/}hﬂ — ‘7}?*

< €opt ,Vh € [H]}



where €,pt > 0 is a parameter.

In above M uses P in lieu of P where P(s'|s,a) = ”nia“ if ngq >0and 1/ otherwise.? This

class characterizes policies in the neighborhood of empirical optimal policy. Given ﬁ, it
is efficient to obtain 7* using Value / Policy Iteration, therefore it is more practical to
consider the neighborhood of 7* (instead of 7*) since practitioners can use data D to really
check II; whenever needed. Next we present the regularity assumption required for uniform
convergence OPE problem.

Assumption 2.4 (Exploration requirement). Logging policy u obeys that ming d*(s) > 0,
for any state s that is “accessible”. Moreover, we define the quantity d,, := ming ,{d"(s,a) :
d"(s,a) > 0} (recall d*(s,a) in Section 2) to be the minimal average marginal state-action
probability.

State s is “accessible” means there exists a policy 7 so that d™(s) > 0. If for any policy 7
we always have d”(s) = 0, then state s can never be visited in the given MDP. Note this is
weaker than Yin et al. [2021a] since d*(s) is the average version of d}'(s). Assumption 2.4 is
the minimal assumption needed for the consistency of uniform OPE task and is qualitatively
similar to the concentrability assumption [Munos, 2003]. This assumption can be potentially
relaxed for pure offline learning problems, e.g. Liu et al. [2019], Rashidinejad et al. [2021],
where they only require d*(s)(d"(s,a)) > 0 for any state s (s, a) satisfies d™ (s)(d™ (s,a)) >
0.

3 Statistical Hardness for Model-based Global Uniform OPE

From (1) and Definition 2.2, it is clear the global uniform OPE implies offline RL, therefore
it is natural to wonder whether they just are “the same task” (their sample complexities
have the same minimax rates). If this conjecture is true, then deriving sample efficient
global OPE method is just as important as deriving efficient offline learning algorithm (plus
the additional benefit of evaluating data-dependent algorithms)! Yin et al. [2021a] proves
the O(H?3S/d,,e?) upper bound and Q(H?/d,,e?) lower bound for global uniform OPE, but
it is unclear whether the additional S is essential. We answer the question affirmatively by
providing a tight lower bound result with a concise proof to show no model-based algorithm
can surpass Q(S/d,,€?) information-theoretical limit.

Theorem 3.1 (Minimax lower bound for global uniform OPE). Let d,, be a parameter such
that 0 < dy, < 5. Let the problem class be Mg, := {(1, M) | mingg, q, df' (s¢,at) > dm}.

3Here ns q is the number of pair (s,a) being visited among n episodes. ny ;. is defined similarly.



Then there exists universal constants ¢, C,p > 0 such that: for any n > ¢S/d,, - log(SAp),

2
>C HdS > p,

[e¢) nam,

inf sup By sup Q70— @
Q1,mb Ma,, welly

where @l,mb is the output of any model-based algorithm and 11, is defined in Definition 2.2.

By setting € := STQS, Theorem 3.1 establishes the global uniform convergence lower bound

of Q(H?2S/d,,€?) over model-based methods, which builds the hard statistical threshold
between the global uniform OPE and the local uniform OPE tasks by a factor of S since the
local case has achievable O(1/d,,€?) rate on the dependence for state-actions. This result
also reveals the global uniform convergence bound in Yin et al. [2021a] (O(H?S/d€?)) is
essentially minimax rate-optimal for their non-stationary setting® and complements the
story on the optimality behavior for global uniform OPE. Moreover, from the generative
model view the lower bound degenerates to S/d,e*> ~ O(S?A/€?) which is linear in the
model size S?A. This means in order to achieve global uniform convergence any algorithm
needs to estimate each coordinate of transition kernel P(s'|s,a) accurately. We now provide
the proof sketch and full proof is deferred to Appendix C.

Proof Sketch. We only explain the case where H = 2 in this proof sketch. Our proof relies
on the following novel reduction to /1 density estimation

sup Q7 - @F

welly

11~
> sup = HP(~|87a) — P(~\S,G)H
o0 s,a 2 1

and leverages the Minimax rate for estimating discrete distribution under Iy loss is

O(4/S/nsq) [Han et al., 2015]. Concretely, by Definition 2.1, let P be the learned transition

by any arbitrary model-based method. Since we assume r is known and by convention
741 = 0 for any , then by Bellman equation

QF =y + P™+1Qr ., Vh e [H).

In particular, @7}{“ = Q%41 = 0, and this implies @7}{ = Q% = ry. Now, again by definition
of Bellman equation Q%_; = rg—1+P™ Q% =rg—1+P™ryand QF_, = rg—1+P ™ ry,

4To be rigorous, we ramark that it is rate-optimal since for the non-stationary setting the dependence for
horizon is higher by a factor H.



therefore (recall H = 2 and note ryy € RS4 777 € RS)

wup Qs @ = su (P = pr) |

welly welly
= sup H(ﬁ—P) it ‘ A sup (IS—P)TH
melly > re{0,1}5 00

>Ssl7l(£); Hﬁ('|s,a) — P('|3>G)H1 > O(\/S/Ts,rz);

Lastly, using exponential tail bound to obtain O(y/S/nsq) 2 O(y/S/ndy;) with high
probability. See Appendix C for how to prove the result for the general H. [ |

4 Optimal local uniform OPE via model-based plug-in method

Global uniform OPE is intrinsically harder than the offline learning problem due to the
additional state-space dependence and such a gap will amplify when S is (exponentially)
large. This motivates us to switch to the local uniform convergence regime that enables
optimal learning but also has sub-linear state-action size O(1/d,,) in the policy evaluation.
Yin et al. [2021a] Theorem 3.7 first obtains the O(H?®/d,,€?) local uniform convergence for
IT; (recall Definition 2.3) and also obtains the same rate for the learning task. Unfortunately,
their technique cannot further reduces the dependence of H for stationary transition case. In
this section we show the model-based plug-in approach ensures optimal local uniform OPE
and further implies optimal offline learning with episode complexity O(H?/d,,e?). To this
end, we design the new singleton-absorbing MDP to handle the challenge in the stationary
transition setting, which uses the absorbing MDP with one single H-dimensional reference
point and is our major technical contribution. The singleton-absorbing MDP technique
avoids the exponential H cover used in Cui and Yang [2020] and answers their conjecture
that absorbing MDP is not well suitable for finite horizon stationary MDP.?

4.1 Model-based Offline Plug-in Estimator

Recall ngq =3 1, ZhH:1 l[sg), ag) = s,a| be the total counts that visit (s, a) pair, then
the model-based offline plug-in estimator constructs estimator P as:
H @ @) )y _
Bl a) — St St sty af? ) = (5,

Ns.a

if ngq > 0 and P(s'|s,a) = % if ns o = 0. As a consequence, the estimators Q7,V," are
computed as:
QZ =17r-+ Pﬂ-h+1Q;Lr+1 =7r+ thﬂ+17

5See their Section 7, first bullet point for a discussion.



with the initial distribution c/i\l(s) = ns/n. Under the above setting, we can define the
empirical Bellman optimality equations (as well as the population version for completeness)
as Vs € S,h € [H]:

Vii(s) = max {r(s,a) + P(:|s,a)Vi"1 },

~

Vi¥(s) = max {r(s, a) + P(|s, a)@fﬂ} :
a
Now we can state our local uniform OPE result with this construction.

4.2 Main results for local uniform OPE and offline learning

Recall 7* := argmax_ 171” is the empirical optimal policy and the local policy class II; :=
(7 st Hf/,;r — V| < eom Wh e [H]}.

Theorem 4.1 (optimal local uniform OPE). Let €., < \/H/S and denote v =log(HSA/J).
For any 6 € |0, 1], there exists universal constants ¢, C' such that whenn > cH-log(HSA/d)/dm,
with probability 1 — 9,

H2L H2'5SO'5L
<C +
0 ndy, nd,,

QT — QF

sup
mell;

Theorem 4.1 establishes the O(H? /dme?) complexity bound and directly implies the upper
bound for sup,cpy, ||‘A/17r — V||oo with the same rate. This result improves the local uniform
convergence rate O(H?/d,,€?) in Yin et al. [2021a] (Theorem 3.7) by a factor of H and is
near-minimax optimal (up to the logarithmic factor). Such result is first achieved by our
novel singleton absorbing MDP technique. We explain this technique in detail in the next
section.

On the other hand, characterizing policy class through the distance in value (like II;) is
more flexible than characterizing the distance between policies themselves (e.g. via total
variation). This is because: if two policies are “close”, then their values are also similar;
but the reverse may not be true since two very different policies could possibly generate
similar values. Therefore the consideration of II; is generic and conceptually reflects the
fundamental principle of RL: as long as two policies yield the same value, they are considered
“equally good”, no matter how different they are.’

Most importantly, Theorem 4.1 guarantees near-minimax optimal offline learning:

5We recognize that in the specific settings (e.g. safe policy improvement) some of the policies that yield
high values are not feasible. These considerations are beyond the scope of this paper.
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Corollary 4.2 (optimal offline learning). If €,,r < \/H/S and that sup, ||‘7f — V7 |so <
€opt » When n > O(H - 1/dy,), then with probability 1 — 0, element-wisely,

H2, H2'5SO'5[,

nd,, nd,,

Vl*—vfgc[ ]1+eopt1.

Corollary 4.2 first establishes the minimax rate for offline learning for any policy 7 with
the measurable gap et < /H/S. This extends the standard concept of offline learning
by allowing any empirical planning algorithm (e.g. VI/PI) to find an inexact 7 as an
(O\/H2/nd,, + €opt )-optimal policy (instead of finding exact 7*). The use of inezvact 7
could encourage early stopping (e.g. for VI/PI) therefore saves computational iterations.
Besides, we leverage full data to construct empirical MDP for planning and, on the contrary,
Yin et al. [2021b] uses data-splitting (split data into mini-batches and only apply each
mini-batch at each specific iteration) to enable Variance Reduction technique, which could
cause inefficient data use for the practical purpose. By the following lower bound result
from Yin et al. [2021b], our Corollary 4.2 is near minimax optimal.

Theorem 4.3 (Theorem 4.2. Yin et al. [2021b]). Let My, be the same as Theorem 3.1.
There exists universal constants ci,ca,c,p (with H;S;A > ¢1 and 0 < € < ¢3) such that
when n < cH?/d,,e%,"

inf sup  Pum (HVl* — Vfralg||0o > e) > p.
v, 9 (u,M)EMa,,

For the rest of the section, we explain the proving ideas by introducing the singleton-
absorbing MDP technique and the full proofs of Theorem 4.1, Corollary 4.2 can be found in
Appendix B, D.

4.3 Singleton absorbing MDP for finite horizon MDP

For the ease of illustration, we explain our idea via bounding H@f — Q7" || (instead of
SUP ey, H@f — Q7 ||so) and choose related quantity 7* (instead of 7) and TA/h* (instead of 17}? )
to discuss. Essentially, the key challenge in obtaining the optimal dependence in stationary
setting is the need to decouple the dependence between P — P and 17h* as we aggregate all
data for constructing both P and XA/h* This issue is not encountered in the non-stationary
setting in general due to the flexibility to estimate different transition P, at each time [Yin
et al., 2021a] and P, and Vt ", 1 preserve conditional independence. However, when confined to
stationary case, their complex O(H 3 /dme?) becomes suboptimal. Moreover, the direct use
of s-absorbing MDP in Agarwal et al. [2020] does not yield tight bounds for the finite horizon

"The original Theorem uses v* but we use V;* here. It does not matter since we can manually add a
default state at the beginning of the MDP and obtain the result for our version.
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stationary setting, as it requires s-absorbing MDPs with H-dimensional fine-grid cover to
make sure Vh is close to one of the elements in the cover (which has size ~ H and it is
not optimal Cui and Yang [2020]) We overcome this hurdle by choosing only one delicate
absorbing MDP to approximate Vh which will not incur additional dependence on horizon
H caused by the union bound. We begin with the general definition of absorbing MDP
initialized in Agarwal et al. [2020] and then introduce the singleton absorbing MDP.

Standard s-absorbing MDP in the finite horizon setting. The general s- absorbing
MDP is defined as follows: for a fixed state s and a sequence {u;}{L,, MDP M, w1
identical to M for all states except s, and state s is absorbing in the sense PM Y (s|s, a)

Ut t—1
1 for all a, and the instantaneous reward at time ¢ is (s, a) = u; for all @ € A, t € [H]. For

convenience, we use the shorthand notation V{ g to denote V"), . and similarly for
S, Ut t=1

Q:,r and transition P. Also, V{*S’ e} (Q’E s Ut}) is the optimal value under M, {u )

Before defining singleton absorbing MDP, we first present the following Lemma 4.4 and
Lemma 4.5 which support the our design.

Lemma 4.4. Vi*(s) = Vi 1(s) >0, Vs € S,t € [H].

Lemma 4.5. Fizr a state s. If we choose uy := Vy*(s) — V{1 (s), then we have the following
vector form equation

Similarly, if we choose @ := V*(s) — ‘A/tjl(s), then ‘7}:{5,@;} = ?,:M, Vh € [H].

The proofs are deferred to Appendix B. Note by Lemma 4.4 the assignment of uj (:= ry s,u;})
is well-defined. Lemma 4.5 is crucial since, under the specification of u}, the optimal value
in M, Aur} is identical to the optimal value in original M. Based on these, we can define
the followmg

Definition 4.6 (Singleton-absorbing MDP). For each state s, the singleton-absorbing
MDP is chosen to be M, r,yni , where uj := V(s (5) = Vii1(s) for all t € [H].

Using Definition 4.6, for each (s, a) row the term (133 o — Ps a)f}h can be substituted by
(Ps,q— Ps a)Vh s} where PS o and Vh {s,ur} 2T€ independent by construction and Bernstein
concentratlon apphes Furthermore, by the selection of u}, we can control the error of

HVh Vi, u*}”oo to have rate O(\/>) which forces the term (ﬁs,a - Ps,a)(f/h V;{S t })

to have higher order error. These are the critical building blocks for bounding HQ;{ —

Q Il
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Indeed, by Bellman equations we have the decomposition:
H
= QF = =D T (P P) Vi,
t=h

where Lhi = Hl;f:h_H P7™ is multi-step state-action transition and I'y 1.5 := I. Then for
each (s,a) row

R R R Var&a(f},f{s u*})
SIPsa = Paalli Vi = Vi gy oo + o 2)
S,a

)

['S llow o Var, o (V%)
< VE_v*, ., ‘ _TsarTh )
~ Ns.a h h{sur} oo + Ns.q (*)

where (%) is the place where the traditional technique uses the union bound over their
exponential large e-net and we do not have it! Next, by Lemma 4.5 and Lemma B.2 in
Appendix

||sz( - V}:{s,u;}HOO = ||V}:{5,ﬁ;} - V’:{Sauf}Hoo

SHmtax |y — uy| < 2Hmtax V= V7,

by a crude bound (Lemma J.10), max; |[V;* — V;*| < HZ, /% which makes ,/ﬁlaﬂffg -

Af: {s,u;}Hoo have order 1/ng,. Finally, to reduce the horizon dependence we apply

Zfih L7140/ Varse (V7)) < /(H — h)? for any 7. This (informally) bounds @Zf* -Qr
by

o . H3  Poly(H,S
QT = QF llo 5 |22 4 PoWULS),

s,a Ns.a
Lastly, use ming 4 nsq 2 H - dy, to finish the proof.

Remark 4.7. We emphasize the appropriate selection of Ms,{UI}ﬁl (M\s,{u;}{il) 1s the

key for achieving optimality. It guarantees two things: 1. V;{S ur) approzimates V,* with

sufficient accuracy (has rate \/1/nsq); 2. it avoids the fine-grid design with exponential
Vars, o (V) log(|Us,a/8)
N

unton bound in the dominate term (\/ with |Us 4| to be at least HY Cui

and Yang [2020].)
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5 New settings: offline Task-agnostic and offline Reward-
free learning

From Corollary 4.2, our model-based offline learning algorithm has two steps: 1. constructing
offline empirical MDP M using the offline dataset D = {(sgi), agi),r(sgi), agi)), Sgl)}:gﬁ]v
2. performing any accurate black-box planning algorithm and returning 7*(or 7) as
the final output. However, the only effective data (data that contains stochasticity) is

D = {(sgi),agi))}i%]. This indicates we are essentially using the state-action space
exploration data D’ to solve the task-specific problem with reward r. With this perspective
in mind, it is natural to ask: given only the offline exploration data D', can we efficiently
learn a set of potentially conflicting K tasks (K rewards) simultaneously? Even more, can

we efficiently learn all tasks simultaneously? This brings up the following definitions.

Definition 5.1 (Offline Task-agnostic Learning). Given a offline exploration datatset
D' ={( gl),agl))}zgﬁ] by p with n episodes. Given K tasks with reward {ri}=_, and the
corresponding K MDPs My, = (S, A, P,ri, H,dy). Can we use D' to output #t1,..., Tk such

that P {m,k e [K], | Vi, — Vf;hHOO < e} >1- 67

Definition 5.2 (Offline Reward-free Learning). Given a offline exploration datatset D' =

{(sgi), aﬁ“)}ﬁgg] by p with n episodes. For any reward r and the corresponding MDP M =

(S, A, P,r,H,dy). Can we use D' to output 7t such that P [Vr, |Viar — Vlf,TMHoo < e} >1-—67

Definition 5.1 and Definition 5.2 are the offline counterparts of Zhang et al. [2020b] and Jin
et al. [2020a] in online RL. Those settings are of practical interests in the offline regime
as well since in practice reward functions are often iteratively engineered to encourage
desired behavior via trial and error and using one shot of offline exploration data D’ to
tackle problems with different reward functions (different tasks) could help improve sample
efficiency significantly.

Our singleton absorbing MDP technique adapts to those settings and we have the following
two theorems. The proofs of Theorem 5.3, 5.4 can be found in Appendix E, F.

Theorem 5.3 (optimal offline task-agnostic learning). Given D' = {(sgi), agi))}zgﬁ] by p.

Given K tasks with reward {Tk}szl and the corresponding K MDPs My, = (S, A, P,ri, H,dy).
Denote v = log(HSA/S). Let m; := argmax, V{"), Vk € [K], when n > O(H - [o +

Vi, — Vi <0 [ Hiutlog(K)) | H22S$22utlog()) |y, ¢

log(K)]/dy), then with probability 1—0,
[K].

(@) (i))}tE[H]

Theorem 5.4 (optimal offline reward-free learning). Given D' = {(s;”, q icln] Y
w. For any reward r denote the corresponding MDP M = (S, A, P,r,H,dy). Denote
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v = log(HSA/S). Let m, = argmax, ‘A/l’fM Vr, when n > O(HS - t/dy,), then with
Vi = Vil =0 [EE + 2], wrom

ndm nd

probability 1 — 9,

By a direct translation of both theorems, we have sample complexity of order O(H2 log(K)/dy€?)
and 6(H 28/dm€?). All the parameters have the optimal rates, see the lower bounds in
Zhang et al. [2020b] and Jin et al. [2020a].® The higher order dependence in Theorem 5.4 is
also tight comparing to Theorem 5.3. Such statistically optimal results reveal the model-
based methods generalize well to those seemingly challenging problems in the offline regime.
Changing to these harder problems would not affect the optimal statistical efficiency of the
model-based approach.

6 Further discussion: Extension to linear MDP with anchor
representations

The principle of our Singleton absorbing MDP technique (with model-based construction)
in decoupling the dependence between ﬁs,a and V* is not confined to tabular MDPs and
therefore it is natural to generalize such idea for the episodic stationary transition setting
for other problems. As an example, we further present a sharp result for the setting of finite
horizon linear MDP with anchor points. We narrate by assuming a generative oracle (that
allows sampling from s’ ~ P(:|s,a)) for the ease of exposition.

Definition 6.1 (Linear MDP with anchor points [Yang and Wang, 2019, Cui and Yang,
2020]). Let S be the exponential large space and A be the infinite (or even continuous)
spaces. Assume there is feature map ¢ : S x A — RE (where K < |S|), i.e. ¢(s,a) =
[P1(s,a),...,0K(s,a)]. Transition P admits a linear representation:

P(s|s,a) = Z D1 (s, a)r(s)
ke[K]

where ¥1(+),..., ¥ (:) are unknowns. We further assume there exists a set of anchor
state-action pairs K such that any (s,a) can be represented as a convex combination of the
anchors {(sg,ar)|k € K}:

N} 1 d(s,0) = DA D (sar), DAY =10 > 0,Vk € K, (s,0) € (S, A).
ke ke

Under the definition, denote IV be the number of samples at each anchor pairs. Then we
have the following (see Appendix H for the proof):

Theorem 6.2 (Optimal sample complexity). Under Definition 6.1, let 7™ = argmax, 171“.
Then if N > cH?|S|log(K H/§), we have with probability 16, ||Q5—QT ||so < O(\/H3/N).

8We add a discussion in Appendix G to explain more clearly why our rates are optimal for these problems.
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Comparing to Theorem 4 of Cui and Yang [2020], Theorem 6.2 removes the additional
dependence min{|S|, K, H}. In term of the total sample complexity, Theorem 6.2 gives
O(KH?/e?) while Cui and Yang [2020] has O(K H*/€?) (see their Section 7, first bullet
point). Our result again reveals the model-based method is statistically optimal for the
current setting.

Remark 6.3. The rate O(KH?’/eQ) with anchor point assumption has the linear dependence
on K and for the standard linear bandit [Lattimore and Szepesvdri, 2020] QN d2T) or the
linear (mixture) MDP [Jin et al., 2020b, Zhou et al., 2020] Q(vVd>H?T) the lower bound
dependence on the feature dimension d is quadratic. We believe one reason for this to
happen is that anchor representations assumption is somewhat strong as it abstracts the
whole state action space by only finite points (via conver combination).

7 Conclusion and Future Works

This work studies the uniform convergence problems for offline policy evaluation (OPE) and
provides complete answers for their optimality behaviors. We achieve the optimal sample
complexity for stationary-transition case using a novel adaptation of the absorbing MDP
trick, which is more generally applicable to the new offline task-agnostic and reward-free
settings combining with the model-based approach and we hope it can be applied to a
broader range of future problems. We end the section by two future directions.

On the higher order error term. Our main result (Theorem 4.1) has an additional
VHS dependence in the higher order error term and we cannot further remove it based on
our current technique. Nevertheless, this is already among the best higher order results
to our knowledge. In fact, most state-of-the-art works (e.g. Azar et al. [2017], Dann et al.
[2019], Zhang et al. [2020d]) have additional S dependence in the higher order and Jin
et al. [2018] has only extra /S in the higher order term but it also has additional v/A
(see Table 1 of Zhang et al. [2020d] for a clear reference). How to obtain optimality not
only for the main term but also for the higher order error terms remains elusive for the
community.

Uniform OPE and beyond. The current study of uniform OPE derives results with ex-
pression using parameter dependence and deriving instance-dependent uniform convergence
result will draw a clearer picture on the individual behaviors for each policy. Besides, this
work concentrates on Tabular MDPs and generalizing uniform convergence to more practi-
cal settings like linear MDPs, game environments and multi-agent settings are promising
future directions. Specifically, general complexity measure (mirroring VC-dimensions and
Rademacher complexities for statistical learning problems) that precisely captures local
and global uniform convergence would be of great interest.
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Figure 2: Visualization of singleton absorbing MDP technique

We provide a visualization (Figure 2) for understanding the singleton absorbing MDP
technique at the beginning of Appendix. 2(a), 2(c) demonstrate the infinite horizon
case and 2(b), 2(d) demonstrate the finite horizon case. In particular, it should be a
H-dimensional hypercube [0, H]¥ (that contains 171*, ce ‘A/,f ) instead of only the square
[0, H] x [0, H] (V*, V). This is only for the ease of visualization.

The standard absorbing MDP technique Agarwal et al. [2020], Cui and Yang [2020] leverages
a set of absorbing MDPs to cover the range of value functions (following the standard
covering principle) to make sure V* is close to one of the element (absorbing MDP) in
the set (Figure 2(a),2(b)). The size of the covering set (i.e. the covering number) grows
exponentially in H 2(b) in the finite horizon setting and this is due to the fact that there
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are ‘A/l*, 172*, cee ‘A/I} quantities to cover. This results in the metric entropy (the log of the
covering number) to blow up by a factor of H and incurs suboptimality. On the other hand,
by the nifty chosen singleton absorbing MDP ‘7,;‘ o (Figure 2(c),2(d)), we completely get
rid of the covering issue (covering the H _dimensional space requires exponential in H size),

~
*
u*

maintain the independence and control the error propagation (Hf}* — is sufficiently

small). See Section B for all the technical details.

A Discussion on Related works

Offline reinforcement learning. Information-theoretical considerations for offline RL
are first proposed for infinite horizon discounted setting via Fitted Q-Iteration (FQI) type
function approximation algorithms [Chen and Jiang, 2019, Le et al., 2019, Xie and Jiang,
2020a,b] which can be traced back to [Munos, 2003, Szepesvari and Munos, 2005, Antos et al.,
2008a,b]. Later, Xie and Jiang [2020a] considers the offline RL under only the realizability
assumption and Liu et al. [2020b] considers the offline RL without good exploration. Those
are all challenging problems but with they only provide suboptimal polynomial complexity
in terms of (1 —~)~L.

For the finite horizon case, Yin et al. [2021a] first achieves O(H?/d,€?) complexity under
non-stationary transition but their results cannot be further improved in the stationary
setting. Concurrent to our work, a recently released work Yin et al. [2021b] designs the
offline variance reduction algorithm for achieving the optimal O(H?/d,e?) rate. Their
result is for a specific algorithm that uses data splitting while our results work for any
algorithms that returns a nearly empirically optimal policy via a uniform convergence
guarantee. Our results on the offline task-agnostic and the reward-free settings are entirely
new. Another concurrent work Ren et al. [2021] considers the horizon-free setting but does

not provide uniform convergence guarantee. Even more recently, Rashidinejad et al. [2021]
dr” (s,a)
dk(s,a)

considers the single concentrability coefficient C* := max; , and obtains the sample

complexity O[(1 — ) ~5SC*/€?].

In the linear MDP case, Jin et al. [2020c] studies the pessimism-based algorithms for offline
policy optimization under the weak compliance assumption and Wang et al. [2020b], Zanette
[2020] provide some negative results (exponential lower bound) for offline RL with linear
MDP structure.

Model-based approaches with minimaxity. It is known model-based methods are
minimax-optimal for online RL with regret O(vHSAT) (e.g. Azar et al. [2017], Efroni
et al. [2019]). For linear MDP, In the generative model setting, Agarwal et al. [2020] shows
model-based approach is still minimax optimal O((1 —~) 3SA/e?) by using a s-absorbing
MDP construction and this model-based technique is later reused for other more general
settings (e.g. Markov games [Zhang et al., 2020a] and linear MDPs [Cui and Yang, 2020])
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and also for improving the sample size barrier [Li et al., 2020]. In offline RL, Yu et al. [2020],
Kidambi et al. [2020] use model-based approaches for continuous policy optimization and
Yin et al. [2021a] uses the model-based methods to achieve O(H?/d,e?) complexity.

Task-agnostic and Reward-free problems. The reward-free problem is initiated in the
online RL [Jin et al., 2020a] where the agent needs to efficiently explore an MDP environment
without using any reward information. It requires high probability guarantee for learning
optimal policy for any reward function, which is strictly stronger than the standard learning
task that one only needs to learn to optimal policy for a fixed reward. Later, Kaufmann
et al. [2020], Menard et al. [2020] establish the O(H?S?A/€?) complexity and Zhang et al.
[2020c] further tightens the dependence to O(H252A/€?).9 Recently, Zhang et al. [2020b]
proposes the task-agnostic setting where one needs to use exploration data to simultaneously
learn K tasks and provides a upper bound with complexity O(H®SAlog(K)/€?). For linear
MDP setting, Wang et al. [2020a] achieves the sample complexity O(d®H®/e?) and Liu et al.
[2020a] considers such problem in the online two-player Markov game. However, although
these settings remain critical in the offline regime, no statistical result has been formally
derived so far.

B Proof of optimal local uniform convergence

B.1 Model-based Offline Plug-in Estimator

Recall the model-based estimator uses empirical estimator P for estimating P and the
estimator is calculated accordingly:

AT DT, T DY ST
Qp=r+P" Q1 =1+PVi,

where P(s'|s,a) can be expressed as:

(i) () — (< H n
P(¥s,q) = 2zt it 1 [(S“;’ah’sh) O = 3 164 af) = (5,00
5,0 h=1 i=1

and P(s'|s,a) = 4, if ngq = 0. The initial distribution is also constructed as d”( ) =
ns/n.

First of all, we have by definition the Bellman optimality equation

9We translate [Zhang et al., 2020c] their dimension-free result to O(H?*S%A/e?) under the standard
assumption r € [0, 1].
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VX(s) = max {7"(3, a) + Z P(s']s, a)V;frl(s')} , VseS. (3)

S/

and similarly the empirical version

Vi (s) = max {r(s,a) + Zlg(sﬂs,a)f/til(s’)} , VseS.

S/

The key difficulty in obtaining the optimal dependence in stationary setting is decoupling
the dependence of P — P and V*. This issue is not encountered in the non-stationary setting
due to the possibility to estimate different transition at each time [Yin et al., 2021a], but it
cannot further reduce the sample complexity on H. Moreover, the direct use of s-absorbing
MDP in Agarwal et al. [2020] is not sharp for finite horizon stationary setting, as it requires
s-absorbing MDPs with H-dimensional cover (which has size ~ /!
We design the singleton-absorbing MDP to get rid of the issue.

and it is not optimal).

B.2 General absorbing MDP

The general absorbing MDP is defined as follows: for a fixed state s and a sequence {u;}/L,,
MDP M, {ur}f, is identical to M for all states except s, and state s is absorbing in the

sense Py i

S, ut t=1

for all @ € A. Also, we use the shorthand notation {Z,Ut} for ‘/;TMS (ot and similarly for
Aug L

(s|s,a) =1 for all a, and the instantaneous reward at time ¢ is r4(s,a) = uy

(Q{s,u;) and transition P, ;. Then the following properties hold:

Lemma B.1.
H

V}:{&ut}(s) = ZUt.

t=h

Proof. We prove by backward induction. For h = H, under M s{u}f, state s is absorbing
(and by convention V7, (s} = 0) therefore

VI-*I,{s,ut}(s) = max {TH,{syuz}(‘S’ a) + Z Proay (8']s, G)Vz-*[“,{s,ut}(sl)} = max {TH,{s,ut}(Sv a)} =un

for general h, note >_, Ppsu, (5’8, a)Vy5, (s Ut}(s’) =1- V)" (5.0} (8); therefore using in-
duction property Vi, o Ut}(s) = Zfihﬂ u; we can similarly obtain V" ui}(s) = Zfih Us.
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Lemma B.2. Fiz state s. For two different sequences {u;}L, and {u;}L,, we have

§H-max}ut—u2’.

max HQZ,{S,W} - QZ,{S»%} ‘oo te[H]

Proof. Let ﬂf&w} be the optimal policy in My ,,1. Then (by convention HZ:h g Pre=1)

H i
Z,{s,ut} - QZ,{S,U,;} = QZ,{S,M} - mfxz ( H Pﬂ;fu;}> Ti{sul}

i=h \a=h+1
H i - H i -
* a,{s,us} _ a,{s,us}
<Qh sy — D ( Prouy ) Tidou) = D ( Prouy ' ) (Tz',{s,uz} - n,{s,u;})
i=h \a=h+1 i=h \a=h+1
I ; . i—h
a,{s,ut} ) e oy .1 = _ . —_ .
< ) max < I P ) Clsna)| - |rigsan = agoant]] - 1= (= bt 1) - mac g — ] -1
i=h a=h+1

1

where the first equal sign uses the definition of Q*, the second equal sign uses P ,,}
only depends s but not the specification of w;’s and the last equal sign comes from
T (s} (5, @) = u; for any a € A and 7; g,,3(5,a) = TL{S,u;}(é, a) for any § # s. Lastly by
symmetry we finish the proof. ]

B.3 Singleton-absorbing MDP

The direct of transfer of absorbing technique created in Agarwal et al. [2020] will require
each u; to fill in the range of [0, H] using evenly spaced elements. For finite horizon
MDP there are H layers, therefore the total number of H-tuples (uj,...,us) has order
|Us| = Poly(H)", therefore when apply the union bound, it will incur the additional H
factor. We get rid of this issue by choosing one single point in H-dimensional space [0, H]H.
We first give the following two lemmas.

Lemma B.3. V*(s) =V} {(s) > 0, for all state s € S and all t € [H].

Proof. Let the optimal policy for Vi | be 7/ .4, i.e. Vi = VQ{LH, then artificially
construct a policy 7. such that w71 = 7} LH and 7 is arbitrary, then by the definition
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of optimal value

H
Vi (s) > V™ (s) = E™H Zr(si, a;)|se = 3]
i=t
TH—1
= Erei-1 Z r(si,a;)|st = s| + E™H [r(sy,am)|se = ]
L i=t
- -
= E™i+un Z r(8i,a;) |41 = s| + E™H [r(sp,am)|st = s
Li=t+1 |
- -
> BT Z r(si,ai)|st41 = s| +0=V7,(s),
Li=t+1 |

where the third equal sign uses exactly that P is a STATIONARY transition and definition
Te.H-1 = T q.z- Lhe last inequality uses assumption that reward is always non-negative. ®

Remark B.4. Lemma B.3 leverages P 1is stationary and above may not be true in the
non-stationary setting. This enables us to establish the following lemma, which is the key
for singleton-absorbing MDP.

Lemma B.5. Fiz a state s. If we choose uy := Vy*(s) — V' (s) Vt € [H], then we have
the following vector form equation

Similarly, if we choose U} := Vi*(s) — ‘A/til(s), then ‘7}:{5,&;} = ‘/}}:M, Vh € [H].

Proof. We focus on the first claim. Note by Lemma B.3 the assignment of u; (:= 74 (5 4}) is

well-defined. Next recall V}: ar is the optimal value under true MDP M and V¥ (saur} is the

optimal value under the assimilating MDP M (s} We prove by backward induction.

For h = H, note by convention V= 0, therefore uy; = V7 (s) — Vi, (s) = Vi(s) =0 =
V};(s) and Bellman optimality equation becomes

Vi (8) = max {r(5,a)}, VseS.
a
Under M, ¢,y , for state s by Lemma B.1 we have V} u*}(s) = uj; = V}(s), for other
I’ = bl Yt
states § # s, reward in M, ¢,y = M so we also have Vi u:}(§) =V} (8) for all § # s.

Now for general h, for state s by Lemma B.1

H H
V}:{s,u;}(s) = ZU: = Z (‘/t*(s) - V:Fl (S)) = Vl;,k(s)7
t=h t=h
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for state § # s, by Bellman optimality equation

Vi iy (8) = max {T{s,ug}@ W)+ Y Py (5 an:H,{s,u:}“')}

)

= max {r(§, a) + Z P(s']3, a)V,fH,{s’u:}(s')}

S/

= max {r(g, a)+ Y P53, a)v,;+1(s')} = V*(3),

s

where the second equal sign uses when 5§ # s, M s{ur}i is identical to M and the third
equal sign uses induction assumption that element-wisely vV st} = Vi, 1. Similar result
can be derived for @* version and this completes the proof.

The singleton MDP we used is exactly M, ¢,n (or J/\Zs,{uf}ﬁl)‘

B.4 Proof for local uniform convergence

Recall the local policy class

II; = {7r : st HXA/{ -V

geopt,Vhe[H]}.

For ease of exposition, we denote N := ming,ns4. Note N itself is a random variable,
therefore for the rest of proof we first conditional on N. Later we shall remove the conditional
on N (see Section B.7).
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For any 7 € II;, by (empirical) Bellman equation we have element-wisely:

Qf— Qf =+ PPiQfyy — i — PPQE,
= (P = PPt ) Qs + PP (@ — Q)

= (ﬁ - P) Vi) + P (@ﬁ-ﬁ-l - Qgﬂ)

H
e :ZF;errl:t (P_P> Vit

t=h
<> T (P PY ]+ ot | (P ) (7 - 722
t=h

() (%)

where I'y ., = szh 41 P™ is multi-step state-action transition and ['y4q. := 1.

B.5 Analyzing (x*)
Term (%*) can be readily bounded using the following lemma.

Lemma B.6. Fiz N > 0, we have with probability 1 — 6, for allt =1,...H — 1

H

7 p ORY DR H2Slog(SA/d)
ZrhﬂLl:t‘(P_P)(Vhﬂ—Vh+1)‘ SCGOpt-\/ ~ 1
t=h

where C absorb the higher order term and absolute constants.

Proof. First, by vector induced matrix norm!'? we have
o | (P = PYVE = VR < Hesup [T (1P - PYOT - VDI
o0

< H-sup ||(P = P)OF: ~ Va0

~

— H-sup (P = P)(ls,a) (V) — V)|

t,s,a
< H-sup |[(P = P)(ls,a)| -||VFy - V|1
t,s,a 1 oo

"“For A a matrix and = a vector we have ||Az||_ < ||A] [|=|l.,
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where the second inequality uses multi-step transition I'f, ;. , is row-stochastic. Note

given N, therefore by Lemma J.9 and a union bound we have with probability 1 — 4,
~ 1 Al
sup | (P~ P)(Js,0)| < o/ HEEA),)

s,a

(where C absorb the higher order term and absolute constants) and using definition of II;

This indicates

we have sup; H‘A/f* — XZ% < €opt -
Slog(SA/d)

1
N )’

(P=P)(Is,0)||, - |07 = V|| -1 < Cleont

sup
t,s,a

where 1 € R® is all-one vector. Then multiple by H to get the stated result.

B.6 Analyzing (%)

Concentration on <ﬁ — P) IA/h* A1 Since P aggregates all data from different step so that

P and 17; are on longer independent, Bernstein inequality cannot be directly applied. We
use the singleton-absorbing MDP M (upyi, to handle the case (recall uy := V;*(s) — Vi (s)
Vt € [H]). Again, let us fix a state s and a € A be any action. Also, we use P, to denote
row vector to avoid long expression. Then we have:

(Poa = Poa) Vir = (Pra = Poa) (Vi = Vi sy + Vi)
= (135,0, - Ps,a) (Vh* - 17,;{57@}) + (135 o — P, a) Vi (o}
< ﬁs,a P, ) ‘7;:—‘7;:{87@} W\/Varsa h{su})—kwl;%l/d)
<[P = Pra] |7 = Trroas |+ Og](vzl/a ( VeroaT) 4 Norsa T o Vh*)> 2}113%1/5)
<o Pl [~ Tt (i[5 ) 20
_ (\ 5. _p, 210%4/5 ) 19 - | \/W\/i 2H10g 2H log(1/5)

"Here we use V;* instead of V;* since we later have Vir (sur}- We avoid the same ¢ twice in the expression

to prevent confusion.
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where the first inequality uses Bernstein inequality (Lemma J.3), the second inequal-
Ps,a - Ps,a

ity uses y/Var(-) is norm (norm triangle inequality). Now we treat ‘ . and

separately.

’ [ee]

A* A*
HVh — Vigsuny

For Ps,a - Ps,a Ps,a - Ps,a

union bound we obtain w.p., 1 —

) and by a

- Indeed, by Lemma J.9 again ‘ X < O( Slog(5/9)

~

Pro—Pia Slog(SA/S)

SOy (5)

sup N

s,a

where C absorbs the higher order term and constants.

S 5
For th —

,:‘{S wrt|| - Note if we set uy = ‘7;*(3) - At*H(s), then by Lemma B.5

o0

N
Vi = Vigs.ary

Next since ‘7}:{87@}(5) = max, @27{87@}(5, a) V5 € S, by generic inequality |max f —

max g| < max |f—g, we have |V]:{57ﬁ;}(§)_v}:{s,u;}(§)| < maxg |Q27{571};}(§7 a)—QR{S’u:}(é, a)l,
taking maxz on both sides, we obtain exactly

{ % % A* Ax
HVh,{s@: ~Vigsupt|| S HQh,{s,a;} ~ Qh (s,

o0
then by Lemma B.2,
th* = Vi) Lo = HQZ,{s,a;} = Qh fsut) Lo < Hmax|i; — ug, (6)

Recall R R
ay —uy = Vi (s) = Via(s) = (Vi"(s) = Vifa(s)) -

Now we denote

A, 1= max | — uf] = max |V (s) = Vi (s) = (V7 (5) = V()

)

then A itself is a scalar and a random variable.
To sum up, by (4), (5) and (6) and a union bound we have
Lemma B.7. Fiz N > 0. With probability 1 — 0, element-wisely, for all h € [H],

Slog(HSA/S)

2log(AHSA/S) oo, 2H log(HSA/5)
N

S C N Varp(V,:) 3N 1

‘(13—13)‘7,; -HmaxAs-l—i-\/
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Now plug Lemma B.7 back into (x) and combine Lemma B.6, we receive:

r-ar

N N

Slog(HSA/S 2log(4HSA/S = 2H log(HSA/S
<Zrh+u( ‘M.ngms.lﬂ/og(/) Varp(Un 1) 4 2H 1085419

H2Slog(SA/d) 1
N

3N

H
~ 2log(4HSA/S =~ Slog(HSA/ 2H?log(HSA/6S
éZFZH:t\/ il o) \/ Varp(Viy,) + CH? Slog(HSAD) n, 1+ oB(H5A/9)

N N s
t=h
H2S1log(SA/6
+Ceopt~\/ ;g\f( /)1
Next note

Varp (V) o= \/varp () - Warp (V- 7+ 77)
<y Vare (77) +Varr (%7 = 7)< vare (%) + |7 - 77
<\/\?+eom 1< \/m \/Val“p Vi = Vi) + eop -1
g\/\WJrHVh V|| + cont -1§\/\m+HQh Q7|+ o 1

Plug (7) back to above we obtain VYh € [H],

1 HSAJ/)) 7 24 7
< RS S (o (02 408 o 1)

Slog(HSA/S) 2H2log(HSA/S) \/ H2S1og(SA/5)
#.m‘?xAs-l—F AN 1+ Cegpt - N

H
< \/2102;(4]\]}[&4/5) ZFZH:t Varp (Vﬁl) + \/21()5—’;(4;[5’14/(5 Z H@tﬁﬂ - Qtt_lHoo
i t=h

F-ar

+ CH?

Slog(HSA/d) ax Al 14

H2
+C N e 3N

N
(8)
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Apply Lemma J.5 and the coarse uniform bound (Lemma J.10) we obtain the following
lemma:

Lemma B.8. Given N >0 and €,y < /H/S. With probability 1 — 6, for all h € [H],

SR CoH3log(4HSA/S 21og(AHSA/S) < || ~= - Slog(HSA/S
HQZ—QZ g\/ 0 gz(v /)+\/ g(N /)Z‘Q?+1—Q?+1H L COHA g(N /9)
Proof. Since
A, 1= max i — uf] = max |V (s) = Vi (s) = (V7 (5) = Vi (9))|
< 2 max |V (s) - Vi'(s)|
= 2-mtax max IA/t’r(s) —maXVt”(s)‘ ©)
. log(HSA
<2. max HVtﬂ_VtWH <C-H? M
melly,te[H] 0o N

where the last inequality uses Lemma J.10. Then apply union bound w.p. 1 — /2, we

obtain max, Ay < C - H?y/ w. Note (8) holds with probability 1 — 6/2, therefore
plug above into (8) we obtain w.p. 1 —,

H H
<\ 2SN S e (V) + 200 S o7 |
t=h t=h

log(HSA/S H2S1 Al
o SlogHS /)-1+0160pt-\/ Slog(SA/9)

- ar

N N
CoH?3log(4HSA/S) \/210g(4HSA/5) LT - .. Slog(HSA/S)
S e A I e

where the last inequality uses Lemma J.5 and €op < 4/H/S and renames ¢’ = C' + C4.

Take ||-||, then obtain the result. |

Lemma B.9. Given N > 0. Define C" := 2 - max(y/Cp,C") where C' is the universal
constant in Lemma B.8. When N > 8H?log(4HSA/S), then with probability 1—4, Vh € [H],

o H3log(4HSA/)) H*Slog(HSA/S)
m ™ 1" 1
HQh @l =¢ \/ N +C N ' (10)
~ . H3log(4HSA/S) H*Slog(HSA/S)
T ™ /" 1
HQh @l =¢ \/ N +C N '
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Proof. We prove by backward induction. For h = H, by Lemma B.8

- CoH3log(4HSA/S 2log(4HSA/S) || A= - Slog(HSA/S
HQWH_%OOS\/ o g](v /)+\/ g(N /)H%H_%“Hoﬁdm g(N /5)
3
_ \/C’OH log(4HSA/0) o v ppaSlog(HSA/)
N N
<o \/H3 log(4HSA/) Lo a5 log(HSA/0)
— N N )
for general h, by condition we have H4/ w < 1/2, therefore by Lemma B.8
SR CoH3log(AHSAJS)  [2log(AHSA/S) < || A= - ,Slog(HSA/S)
07 - a7 < [ RIAHIA o | LB S, - |+ cran SALEAD

1S5 log(HSA/S)
N

CoH3log(4HSA/S 2log(4HSA/S ~n ~
< PRI p S ot ot v m

3
- \/COH 1og](V4HSA/5) o H4SIOg(§IVSA/6)

1 ( o \/H3 log(4HSA/5) C,,H4Slog(HSA/5)>
2

N N

<o \/H3 log(4HSA/5) N C,,H4510g(HSA/6)
- N N

The proof of the second claim is even easier since m* is no longer a random policy and
it is really just a non-uniform point-wise OPE. There are multiple ways to prove it and
we leave it as an exercise to avoid redundancy: 1. Follow the same proving pipeline as
HQE — Qg . used; 2. Mimic the procedure of point-wise OPE result in Lemma 3.4. in Yin

et al. [2021a). n

Remark B.10. Note the higher order term has dependence H*S, which is somewhat
unsatisfactory. We use the recursion-back trick to further reduce it to H3->S%.

Lemma B.11. Given N > 0. There exists universal constants Cy,Cy such that when
N > CyH?log(HSA/S), then with probability 1 — &, Vh € [H],

3 3
<o \/H log(HSA/5) o1 VHSlog(HSA/)

|7 e £ BHSAS) gy
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and

~ x H3log(HSA/S H3\/HSlog(HSA/S
(el <c2\/ sUISAR) | CBHIA/0),
Proof. Note .
Vi(s) = Vi(s) == ViT () = Vi" (s)
= V7 (s) = VI () + Vi () = Vi () (12)
<V ()= V7 (s) < ] (s >—vﬁ*<s>
and similarly V;*(s) — Vi*(s ’Vt — V" (s)|, therefore by Lemma B.9 (and use ||V —

Viflloo < ||C§,§r — QF||c0), with probability 1 — 4,

-V

H3log(HSA H*Slog(HSA
< 0y [TBESATD | o H'S g5/

ASSZ-SngW—W N 2 N ’

T T

where the second inequality uses (12). This replaces the crude bound of O(y/HS log(HSA/5)/N)
for maxg A, (recall (9)) by O(\/H?log(HSA/5)/N).

Plug this back to (8) and repeat the similar analysis we end up with (11). The second
result is similarly proved.

B.7 Proof of Theorem 4.1
Proof of Theorem 4.1. Note ngq =y i, Zil l[sgi) = s, agi) = a|, which implies

H
Elns q] E g =s,a\" = q] :n-g di'(s,a
i=1 t=1 t=1

Or equivalently, n, follows Binomial(n, Ztli 1d¥(s,a)). Then apply the first result of
Lemma J.1 by taking § = 1/2, we have when n > 1/d,, - log(HSA/§)'?, then with
probability 1 — 9,

H
1
nsa_§ z_: (s,a), VseS,ac A

2The exact sufficient condition for applying Lemma J.1is n > 1/ 3/ di(s,a) - log(HSA/$) for all s, a.
However, since Zil di(s,a) > Hdp > dm, our condition n > 1/d, - log(HSA/d) used here is a much
stronger version thus Lemma J.1 apply.
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This further implies w.p. 1 — 8, ngq > 3n - Zil d'(s,a) = in- H -d"(s,a) > inH - dp,
and further ensures

1
N :=minng, > §nH ~dp,.
S

)

Finally, apply above to Lemma B.11, we can get over with the condition on /N and obtain
the stated result. [

C Proof of minimax lower bound for model-based global
uniform OPE

Proof of Theorem 3.1. In particular, we first focus on the case where H = 2 and extend
the result of H = 2 to the general H > 3 at the end.

First of all, by Definition 2.1 let P be the learned transition by certain model-based method.
Since we assume rp, is known and by convention Q7 ; = 0 for any 7, then by Bellman
equation

QF =y + P™1Qr ., Vh e [H].
In particular, Q\WH+1 = Q}F{H = 0, and this implies
Qy =ry+ P Q. =ry; QF =ru+ PTHAQY, =rg +0=ry
Now, again by definition of Bellman equation

Qy_1=rg—1+P™MQ =rg_1+ P™ry
Qy_1=rg—1+P™Q =rg_1+ P™ry

Therefore

o @5~ Q| = s [ (P =) |
melly oo welly o0

= sup H(ﬁ— P) rﬂHHH = sup sup
[o.¢]

(13(.|S,a) _ P(-|s,a)> r

melly nelly s,a
=sup sup ‘(]3('|s,a) — P(‘|s,a)) it
$,a 7r€Hg

where P™H ¢ RSAXSA e RSA P e RS4AXS and rift € RS5. Note A > 2, so we can
choose an instance of 7y as (there are at least two actions since A > 2)

(ru(s,a1),ru(s,a2),...) == (1,0,...) Vs e S.

Above implies: if 7g(s) = a1, then 77 (s) = 1; if mg(s) = ag, then rj/(s) =0; ...
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Hence, if II, is the global deterministic policy class, then 77} can traverse all the S-
dimensional vectors with either 0 or 1 in each coordinate, which is exactly

{ri €RS iy €T0,} D {0,1}°.
Now let us first consider fixed s, a. Then with this choice of r, above implies

(ﬁ(-|s, a) — P(|s, a)) . r‘

sup |(P([s,a) = P(ls,a)) 3| = sup

melly re{0,1}5
= sup (ﬁ(s-]s,a) - P(s-]s,a))
ref{0,1}5 anzl ' Z

Let I :={i € [S] : s.t. P(si|s,a) — P(si|s,a) > 0} be the set of indices where P(si|s,a) —
P(si|s,a) are positive and I_ := {i € [S] : s.t. P(si|s,a) — P(si|s,a) < 0} be the set of
indices where P(s;|s,a) — P(s;|s,a) are negative, then we further have

sup

Z (ﬁ(si\s, a) — P(s4|s, a))'

ir;=1

re{0,1}5
> max{ Z [P(si]s,a) — P(si|s,a)]|,
iel+

:max{ > |Pesils.a) = Plsils,a)| Y |Plsils,a) = Psils, a)| }

iel+ 1€l—

> [P(sils,a) = P(sils, a)]

1€l—

|

On the other hand, we have

3 ‘ﬁ(sﬂs,a) - P(si|s,a)‘ +3 ‘ﬁ(si\s, a) — P(sqs, a)‘ - Hﬁ(-|57 a) — P(-|s, a)Hl

iel+ i€l—

since P(s|s,a) — P(s|s,a) = 0 contributes nothing to the ; norm. Combine all the steps
together, we obtain

~ 11~
sup | QF- — Qf|| = s |Plls, @) = P(1s,a H > s \/ (13)
welly ee} s,a 2 nsa

holds with constant probability p. Here ng, = ZhH:1 Yo 1[.95:) = s, ag) = q] is the number
of data pieces visited (s,a) in n episodes. Now we explain how to obtain ® and @. In

particular, we first explain @.
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Explain @. Recall we consider the case H = 2. Then
2
E[nsa =E ZZ sh =5 ah :a]—nZE[ (1)—3 ag) a]}:nZd’}f(s,a)
h=1 i=1

i.e. Nsq is a Binomial random variable with parameter n and Yi_, dj(s,a). Then by
Lemma J.1, choose § = 3, apply the second result, we obtain when n > (1/2d,,)-log(SA/8)'?,
with probability 1 — §

2
3 "
Nsa < i E_ di/(s,a), Vs,a

Next, similar to the lower bound proof (Theorem G.2.) of Yin et al. [2021a], we can choose
pand M (near uniform but not exact uniform) such that d}(s,a) < C'-d,,, which further
implies ngq < C-n-dy, Vs, a. Summarize above we end up with the following Lemma:

Lemma C.1. Suppose n > (1/2d,,) - log(SA/J), then

sup]P’[“ >C- 1/ Vsa]>1—(5
Ns.a

Explain @. To make the explanation rigorous, we first fix a pair (s,a) and conditional on
Nsq. Then by a direct translation of Lemma J.7, we have

~ 1 eS
P(. > -
P I1PCls.a) ~ PUls. )l > g 5

inf  sup
P P(:|s,a)eMg

—0()|nse = 35

nsa> S] > D,

where o(-) is some exponentially small term in S, n. Now we consider everything under the
condition n > 55 - S/d,, log(SA/§). Next again take 6 = 1/2, then by the first result of
Lemma J.1, with probability 1 — 6,

2
1 e
m
Ng,q > on E_l dy(s,a) >n-dp > —SQSlog(SA/(S).

“By Lemma J.1,the inequality holds as long as n > 1/3>_, di*(s,a)log(SA/d), here n > (1/2dm) -
log(SA/d) is a stronger sufficient condition.
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where the last inequality uses the condition n > 55 - S/d,, log(SA/d). Therefore this implies

' ~ 1 [ eS
inf  sup 1PCls,a) = PCls,a)lly 2 g4 /5 — = 0(')]
P('|57Q)GMS ns7a‘
. = eS
—int s (2 [IPCsa) - P(ls 0l > o) ee > S| P [ni> 5]
P P(|s,a)eMs 8 32 32
~ 1 [ eS e
IPCIs.a) =~ POl > g5 = o(|nna < 535] -P [0 < 58] )
> in B |IP(1s.0) - PCs.)ll > £ /5 — 0 () > 58| B [ne > 5]
in: sup ‘|s,a) — P(:|s,a)|l1 > = —o0()|ngaq > =S| P lnge > —
B peimmerts P8\ 20, w3 0= 3
>p - (1 - 6)7
To sum up, we have the following lemma:
Lemma C.2. Let n > 555/d,, -1og(SA/6), then there exists a 0 < p <1,
' ~ 1 | eS
inf sup P ||P(ls,a) - P(|s,a)lls > = —o()| = p (1-0).
P(|s,a)eMsg 8\ 2ns,4
Now we finish the proof for the case where H = 2. First note by (13),
~ 1~
sup | @1~ Q| _ = sup 5 | PCls.a) = PCls.a)
ﬂ"EHg o S,a 1
with probability 1, therefore by (13), Lemma C.1, Lemma C.2 we have
. ~r - S
inf sup PP | sup HQHA—QHAH >C-y|— | >p(1—0)—06
P PeMg |mell, o0 ndpm,
when n > c-S/dy, log(SA/d) for some ¢ > 5. Above holds for any 0.
It is easy to check 3 ST + < 1, therefore, in particular we set 6 = 2 T +p, direct calculation
shows
p1—6)-5=1,

which completes the proof for H = 2.
Extend to the general H > 3.
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Step 1. Similar to the decomposition in section B.4, we also have:
H
Qf —QF = ZP?Jrl:h(P - P)Viiy
h=t

Step 2. Now choosing rewards recursively from back (with ||rf||cc = ¢ sufficiently small)
such that 1 > rp, > (||rp41lleec + -+ + ||7H||0) element-wisely Vh, and max,q7rp(s,a) =
3ming, rp(s,a). We denote rp ey 1= maxsqrp(s,a) and 7p min = ming o rp(s,a). This
choice guarantees:

Thomin ©= WD 7p(8, @) > [P rp g 4 4 Py ||

since P™ is row-stochastic.

Step 3. Next note V;" = rj,+P™ 1y 4. .+ PThtiHry soset (1, (s,a1),7h (s,a2) ,...) =
(maxg q rp (s, a), ming o rp(s,a), . . .), then choose m, similar to the H = 2 case and use Step
1 and Step 2 we have

~ 1 -
|(Ps,a - Ps,a)V]Zr| Z§||Ps,a - Ps,a”l : (Thmmac — Thymin — (Pﬂh+1rh+1 + ..+ Pwh+1:H7"H))

1 - 1 -
ZiHPs,a - Ps,a”l *Th,min > §’|Ps,a - Ps,a”l - C

where the reasoning of the first inequality is similar to the case of H = 2. Next use r Tl
is row-stochastic then from Step 1 and take the sum we have

1

10T = QFllo = e

Hmin || Py 4 — Psgl|1.
s,a

for such choice of rewards and .

Step 4. However, in the above construction ¢ actually depends on H due to the design
1>7ry > (|I7hetlloo + - + |7 ]|loo)- To get a universal constant ¢ we could use the bound

QT — Q7|00 = r%mm-g ming 4 || Ps o — Ps,o||1 instead, where TH i 10 Step 2 is universally
lower bounded. Then we apply ||Ps.a — Psall1 = Q(y/S/ndy) to obtain the lower bound
Q(\/H?2S/nd,,).

|
Remark C.3. We point out while our lower bound of Q(H?S/dme?) for uniform OPE
appears to be qualitatively similar to the lower bound of Q(H?S?A/€%) derived for the online

reward-free RL setting [Jin et al., 2020a], our result is not implied by theirs and cannot be
proven by directly adapting their construction. Those two results are in principle different
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since: the result in [Jin et al., 2020a] is learning-oriented where they define the problem class
on O(S) states and forcing Q(SA/€?) episodes in each state and end up with O(S%2A/e?)
complexity; our result is evaluation-oriented where we need reduce the uniform evaluation
problem to estimating probability distribution in f1-error. The global uniform OPE and the
reward-free setting are also different tasks (one cannot imply the other): the former deals
with uniform convergence over all policies but with a fired reward while the latter aims at
learning simultaneously over all rewards.

D Proof for optimal offline learning (Corollary 4.2)

Proof. This is a corollary of Theorem 4.1. Indeed, by taking @ = 7*, we first have

H2, H25505,
<C +
oo nd,, nd,,

Similar to the second result in Lemma B.11, we also have

/\%\* T
|77 - vi

<|of - of
o0

2 2.5 Q0.5
<c HL+H SY0,

0 ndy, ndy,

o T
|7 - v

<|@r - er
[ee]

Next, recall the definition of 7 € II; that
’ ‘71%* - ‘71%” < €opt »
(o.9]
and Theorem 4.1 again that

H2, H?%*5S595,
nd, + ndy,

LR

_<l|ler-er

<C
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Therefore

Vfr* _ ‘/1% — ‘/'lﬂ* _ Vl%* + VI%* _ ‘/'1?1:

< max V=Vl +VE =T
T T* o]

= max [ vz ||+ (7 ) + (W W) + (W - 1)
[ H2L H2.5SO.5L_ P N

< ™ T . 1

=3C ndm, * ndm, + Hvl Vi 0
i H?, HQ'BSO'SL-

<3C - 1.

- ndm, + ndy, + Copt

This completes the proof.

E Proof for optimal offline Task-agnostic learning (Theo-
rem 5.3)

Proof. Recall the definition of offline task-agnostic setting, where K tasks corresponds to
K MDPs My = (S, A, P,ry, H,d;) with different mean reward functions r;’s. Since the
incremental number of rewards do not incur randomness, therefore by Corollary 4.2, choose
T, = 7, and apply a union bound we obtain with probability 1 — 4,

\/ H2log HSAK/&) | H*550 log(HSAK/9)

sup ||[V{ —V%’Z <0
ke[K] Wi, 1’MkHOO ndy,

ndy,

o \/H2 1+ log(K)) | H*5S"3(u +log(K)

which completes the proof.

Remark E.1. We stress that Section 8 of Zhang et al. [2020b] claims the definition
of task-agnostic RL setting embraces one challenge that 7",(;) ’s are the observed random

43



realizations and the need to accurately estimate mean rewards ri’s causes the additional
log(K) dependence. However, for offline case, this is not essential since, by straightforward

(4)

calculation, estimating rki s accurately only requires O(log(K)/dpe?) samples, which is of

lower order comparing to O(H?log(K)/dye?) learning bound. Therefore, in Definition 5.1
we do not incorporate the random version statement for reward 7.

E.1 Offline Learning in the Constrained MDPs (CMDP)

Recently, there is a line of studies in the Constrained Markov Decision Processes (CMDP)
(e.g. Ding et al. [2021]), where the MDP M = (S, A, P, H,d;). When the reward is set to
be 7, it defines the objective function V" and there is another utility function g that defines
the constraint. To be concrete, the objective formualted as:

imize V" bject to V" > b 14
madmize Vi (z1) subject to VT (21) > (14)

where b € (0, H] is some constraint threshold. In addition, the formulation needs a Slater

condition that: there exists v > 0 and 7 € A(A|S, H) such that V[T, (z1) > b+ 1.

Let 7* be the optimal solution that is compatible with the programming (14) (note this is
different from the optimal policy that maximizes V" only), then by feasibility it satisfies
V> b

Now let * be the solution of the empirical program:

aximize V. subject to V™ >} 15
e U () subject t0 T (1) 2 )

then we can show 7* is a near-optimal solution for (14) via the local uniform convergence

guarantee (Theorem 4.1).

Indeed, define a surrogate program:

maximize V7, (1) subject to V™ (1) > b 16
maximize 71 (21) subj o (71) > (16)

and let 7* be the solution for (16). Then apparently 7* satisfies V;fl* (z1) > b. Moreover,
we have

T T* _ym* T r* * r* T*
Voo =V =Vih =V + Vi =V + VS =V
T r* r* T*
< rl = Vil +0+ r,l T VYl

<2sup |V — V|
s
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On the other hand, by local uniform convergence guarantee, [V, — Ag7fl| < O(v/H?/nd,,)
for all 7 in the \/H/S-neighborhood of 7* (w.r.t g). This implies

VI -V < 2sup |7 — V| + O(VH?/nd,y)

and the violation of the constraint is bounded by O(y/H?/nd,,). This means any approach
that solves (15) is near-optimal for the original constrained MDP task given the uniform
convergence guarantee.

F Proof for optimal offline Reward-free learning (Theorem 5.4)

Similar to before, recall ng, = ZhH:1 Yoy 1[555) =s, agf) = a]. We first prove two lemmas
which essentially provide a version of “Maximal Bernstein inequality”. We first fix a pair
(s,a) and then conditional on ngq.

Lemma F.1. We deﬁne €1 = \/HLSQ. Let Q = {[ilel,igel,.. . ,isél]T’il,iQ,. .. ,is S Z} N

[0, H]® be the S-dimensional grid. Next define 11 = log[(vV H352)% /§]. Then with probability
1-9,

Yw € g.

~ ’ < 2Var, o (w)u N 2H 11

Ns.a 3ns,a

This is by the direct application of Bernstein inequality with a union bound, where the

cardinality of G is
H\? s
<> = (Viss)

€1

Lemma F.2. Let the S-dimensional grid be G = {[ie1,iz€1,...,ige1] " |i1,i2,...,i5 €
Zy N[0, H)® and define 11 = log[(vV H3S2)% /5]. It holds with probability 1 — 4§,

2Varsa 2HL1 S
P, <y /40y v e [0, H)®.
(Poa = Ng aHS 3nsq’ 0, ]

Proof. Let z := Projg(v). Then by design of G we have

L
HS?

|z —v]| < e =
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Therefore we obtain Vv € [0, H]®,
(Poa = Poa)v| < [(Poa = Poa)(v = 2)| + | (Poa = Poa)?|

( ~ B, +|(Poa — ﬁs,a)z‘
IE

<o [ S ol + 2Varsa( )1 n 2H 1,
Ng.q Ms.q
S 2 Hz 2Vars o(V)1 2HL1
<ec |z —
Ng.q 3n57a

e =l

S 2V 2H
<05 o g 4 [P0 B
N, 3MNs.q
< 2VarS o(V)u1 2HL1
- N, aH S 3n5,a '
where the third inequality uses Lemma F.1 and Lemma J.9. [

Then recall N := ming 4 ns 4, by Lemma F.2 and a union bound we obtain with probability
1 — 4, element-wisely,

2 S(l
’(P P <c (w/ Var ” 2H”>-1, Voelo,HS — (17)

where 19 = Slog(HSA/J).

Remark F.3. Equation 17 is a form of mazrimal Bernstein inequality as it keeps validity
for all v € [0, H)®. The price for this stronger result is the extra S factor (coming from 3)
in the dominate term.

Now, for any reward r, by (empirical) Bellman equation we have element-wisely:
QL —Qh =ra+ PTonQihy — i — PnQp,
— (PFies = PRt ) Qs + PP (QF - Q7))
= (13 - P) ‘75;1 + Pt (@ZL - QZL)

= —ZFHH(P—P)VJE
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where I'} f1 = szh 41 P is multi-step state-action transition and I'p 1. := 1.

Concentration on (]3 = P) ‘A/h* . Now by (17), we have the following:

(ﬁs,a - Ps,a) ‘7];

= \/ZVars,i\(fV,f* NL;S 2L2 H‘Af{r K oo+2i5\;2 (18)
<. \/WJrz N-LQf[SJFZHleog]\(zHSA/é) |

where the third inequality uses Lemma J.10™. Then above implies

MNote the use of Lemma J.10 also works for any rewards since the only high probability result they used
is for ||P — P||;. Therefore conditional on the concentration for ||P — P||;, the argument follows for any
arbitrary reward as well.
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fanatl %
Qn —@h

H *
o 2Varg (V™" )i 19 2H2Slog(HSA/S)
< ! 1—‘71— - ST saN\"h /7= 2
=¢ Zt_h Pt \/ N NS T N

i —
LI 2Vars o (V7)o \/Hlog(HSA/d) 2H3S log(HSA/S)

< / Y . ) h

= Zthrh“”f \/ N 2 N N

3 3
o \/2H Slog];\(fHSA/é) s \/Hlog(JI{ISA/é) L Slo%\([HSA/é)

<C//

\/H3510g(HSA/5) H3Slog(HSA/S)
N + N

ndpm, ndm, ’

H?Slog(HSA H2Slog(HSA
SO\/ Slog(HSA/) , H?Slog(HSA/9)

where the third inequality uses Lemma J.5 and the last one uses N > %ndm with high

probability. Similar result holds for @7,{* — QZ*. Combing those results we have reward-free
bound (for any reward simultaneously)

)

H?2Slog(HSA/d) N H2Slog(HSA/S)
ndm, nd,
which finishes the proof of Theorem 5.4.

Remark F.4. Note above result is tight in both the dominate term AND the higher order
term. Therefore this result cannot be further improved even in the higher order term.

G Discussion of Section 5

In this section we explain why Theorem 5.3 and Theorem 5.4 are optimal in the offline
RL.

We begin with the offline task-agnostic setting. For the exquisite readers who check the proof
of Theorem 5 of Zhang et al. [2020b], the proving procedure of their lower bound follows
the standard reduction to best-arm identification in multi-armed bandit problems. More
specifically, to incorporate the dependence of log(K), they rely on the Theorem 10 of Zhang
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et al. [2020b] (which is originated from Mannor and Tsitsiklis [2004]) to show in order to
be (e, d)-correct for a problem with A arms and with K tasks, it need at least Q(EA2 log(%))
samples. Such a result updates the Lemma G.1. in Yin et al. [2021b] by the extra factor
log(K) for the bandit problem with K tasks. With no modification, the rest of the proof in
Section E of Yin et al. [2021b] follows though and one can end up with the lower bound
Q(H?1og(K)/dme®) over the problem class Mg, := {(, M) | ming s, q, di' (s¢,at) > dim}
The case for the offline reward-free setting is also similar. Indeed, the Q(SA/€?) trajectories
in Lemma 4.2 in Jin et al. [2020a] could be replaced by ©(1/d,,e?) by choosing some hard
near-uniform behavior policy instances (see Section E.2 in Yin et al. [2021b]) and the
rest follows since by forcing S such instances (Section 4.2 of Jin et al. [2020a]) to obtain
Q(S/dme?) and create a chain of Q(H) rewards for Q(H?S/d,,€?).

H Proof of the linear MDP with anchor representations
(Section 6)

Recall that we assume a generative oracle here. Sometimes we abuse the notation K for
either anchor point set or the anchor point indices set. The meaning should be clear in each
context.

H.1 Model-based Plug-in Estimator for Anchor Representations

Step 1: For each (sg,ar) where index k € IC, collect N samples from P(:|sk,ax); com-
pute
count(s,a, s")
N )
Step 2: Compute the linear combination coefficients A, * satisfies ¢ (s, a) = > cic Ay sk, ar);

Pic(s'|sg, ar) =

Step 3: Estimate transition distribution

P(s|s,a) = Z A Pic(s| sk, ar).
ke

We need to check such ﬁ(s’ |s,a) is a valid distribution. This is due to:

S = Y P a) = 3 3PS o )

kek kek s s’ kek
=37 3T N b (s ax) () = (s, ), () = 3 P(sl]s.a) = 1
s’ kek s/ s
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and

Z s'|s,a) ZZ/\S aP;C s | skjak = ZZ)\Z’aﬁK (s' | sk,ak)

s’ s’ kek kex s’

Z)\sa

kel

Step 4: construct empirical model M= (S, A, ﬁ, r, H) and output 7* = argmax_ 171”.

Similarly, Bellman (optimality) equations hold!®

V*(s) = max {r(s, a) + / Vi (s)dP(s']s, a)} , VseS.

V7 (s) = max {r(s, a) + / f@il(s’)dﬁ(s'\s, a)} , VseS.

s

H.2 General absorbing MDP

The definition of the general absorbing MDP remains the same: i.e. for a fixed state s and
a sequence {ut}fl 1, MDP M, {u is identical to M for all states except s, and state s is

absorbing in the sense Py Cnf (s |s a) = 1 for all a, and the instantaneous reward at time
tis ry(s,a) = u for all @ € A. Also7 we use the shorthand notation V(T , for VT

s,{ut}le
and similarly for Qy,,,} and transition P ,,;. Then the following properties mirroring the

Lemma B.1 and Lemma B.2 with nearly identical proof but for the integral version (which
we skip):

Lemma H.1.

Vit (8) = Z uy.

t=h

Lemma H.2. Fizr state s. For two different sequences {u;}IL, and {u}}L,, we have

‘ <H- max}ut—ut‘

max HQh,{s,ut} ~ @h, s} te[H]

15We use the integral only to denote S could be exponentially large.
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H.3 Singleton-absorbing MDP

The well-definedness of singleton-absorbing MDP for linear MDP with anchor points depends
on the following two lemmas whose proofs are still nearly identical to Lemma B.3 and
Lemma B.5 which we skip.

Lemma H.3. V;*(s) — Vi ((s) >0, for all state s € S and all t € [H].

Lemma H.4. Fiz a state s. If we choose uf := V(s) — VX (s) Vt € [H], then we have
the following vector form equation

Similarly, if we choose U} := Vi*(s) — ‘A/til(s), then Vh*{s ary = ‘/}}:M, Vh € [H].
The singleton MDP we used is exactly M, ¢, «yn (or M\s,{W}ﬁl)'

H.4 Proof for the optimal sample complexity

For 7*, by (empirical) Bellman equation we have element-wisely:
@ﬁ* — Qﬁ* =7, + ﬁ%}*wrl @ﬁ-l — T — P%}*LH Qi;l
= (ﬁﬁﬁﬂ — P%}*L-H) @Zf&-l + P%\E+1 (@i;l — QE;I)
= (P - P) Vi + P (QZ+1 - QZH)

H H
== Thi (P — P) Vi <Y Thi \ (P - P) Vi
t=h t=h

(*)
where Fg;u = szh 11 P is multi-step state-action transition and I'p 1. 1= I.
H.5 Analyzing (%)

Concentration on (]3 — P) YA/};* . Since P aggregates all data from different step so that

P and 17,2* are on longer independent. We use the singleton-absorbing MDP M (i, to
handle the case (recall uj := Vi*(s) — V/{,(s) Vt € [H]). Here, we fix the state action
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(s,a) € K. Then we have:
(Pra = Pra) Vi = (Asa - Paa) (?h* Vi oy + Vi sy

= (P = Poa) (Vi = Vigouy) + (Poa = Poa) W oy

. SO 21log(4/6) 2H log(1/9)
* *

<) Poa = P, [V = Tiroas |+ VoV Ve T ) +

~ ~, 5 log(4/6) / 2H log(1/6
< Ps,a - Ps,a 1 Vh - Vf:{s,u:f} o + g]E] / < Vars a \/Vars a h Asui} Vg)) ?5\5/)

. -, 2log(4/5) /7 2 2H log(1/6)
< P57a - PS,G 1 Vh - Vh,{s,u?} . + N Vars a Vh H h{suy + 3N

~ 2log(4/6 [21og 4/6 / = 2Hlog 2H log(1/6)

= <‘Ps,a_Ps,a 1+ N) th Vh{su;} Vh

)

where the first inequality uses Bernstein inequality (Lemma J.3) (note here P,V =
[, V(s")dP(s'|s,a) since S could be continuous space, but this does not affect the

availability of Bernstein inequality!), the second 1nequahty uses 4/ Var(+) is norm (norm
Ps7a - Ps ,a

Cand [V = Vi

triangle inequality). Now we treat ‘ separately.
oo

For ﬁs,a — P, X Recall here (s,a) € K. By Lemma J.9 we obtain w.p. 1 — ¢
5 |S|log(1/0)
Ps a Ps a S . 2
‘ ’ i ¢ N (20)

where C absorbs the higher order term and constants.

For H‘A/h* —Vr . Note if we set uy = ‘A/t*(s) — XA/t*H(s)7 then by Lemma H.4
o

N
Vi = Vigs.ary

Next since XA/h* (s a:}(é) = max, @2 (s ﬁZ}(E’ a) V5 € S, by generic inequality |max f —

max g| < max|f—g|, we have |V;:{S7ﬂ;}(§)_vzz{s,u;}(§)| < max, |Q27{37ﬁ;}(§7 a)—Q;*L’{&u:}(i a)l,

taking maxz on both sides, we obtain exactly

<@

HVfﬁ{s,a;} —Visut)
then by Lemma H.2,

TOx _ Tx
H Vh - Vh,{s,uz}

- . o
Lo E HQh,{s,a;} ~ Qb {5} Lo < Hmax |af —ug], (21)
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Recall R N
ay —uy = Vi (s) = Viia(s) = (Vi"(s) = Vita(s)) -

Now we denote

Ay i= max | — uf] = max [ () = Dy (s) = (V7' (5) = Vi ()|

then A itself is a scalar and a random variable.
To sum up, by (19), (5) and (21) and a union bound over all (s,a) € K we have

Lemma H.5. Fiz N > 0. With probability 1 — ¢, element-wisely, for all h € [H] and all
(Sk, ak) c ]C,

<o IS8R

2 log 4HK/5 2H10g HK/(S)
————— %4/ Va IPp,, ak

Now we extend Lemma H.5 to any arbitrary (s,a) by proving the following lemma:

HmaXA

‘(ﬁslmak - Sk ak) Vh

Lemma H.6 (recover lemma). For any function V' and any state action (s,a), we have

DA Vare,, (V) < Vare,, (vV

kel

Proof of Lemma H.6. Since A\;* are probability distributions, by Jensen’s inequality twice

Z )\Zﬂ /VarPSk»ak (V) < \/Z )‘Z’avarpswk (V)

kel kel
= Z Ay*Varp, , (V) = Z Ay (Pspar V2 — (PopaV)?2)
kel kel

Z /\}?a ) Psk@kVQ - (Z AR aPSk:akV)

kek kek

:\/PwV? (PyaV)? \/Varps |

s,a
where we use P = Y 1o A Psjan- ]
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Therefore for all (s,a), using Lemma H.5 and Lemma H.6 we obtain w.p. 1 — 4,

‘(Ps,a_Ps,a)Vh Z)\sa ( Sk,Ak Skak>Vh

<CZ/\5“\/SIOg HK/é) HmaxASk—i—Z)\sa\/mog AHE/O) arp, . (V)

kel kel
Z)\SG'QHlOg HK/6

kel

_c /Slog(HK/cS) HmaXASk-i-Z)\SG /2 1log( 4HK/(5 m

ke
;. 2Hog(HK/5) 2H log(HK/é)

/Slog HK/5 HmaxAsk /2log 4HK/5 /VarPsa 2H10g HK/(S)

Now plug above back into (%), we receive:

ant %
\Qz -7

[Slog(HK/§ /2log( 4HK 5) " 2H10g (HK /6
<Zrh+1t (C (N/).Hné%XASk ' 2Rop /%) V Vi V;f+1 iR 1)
[21log 4HK/6 /Slog HK/(S 2H?log(HK/$)
<Zl“h+1t \/Varp 1) )+ CH? maXA -1+ SN -1

Similar to before, we get

V(G = Vi (7)< i (v7) | -

o4



Plug (22) back to above we obtain Vh € [H],

A 2log 4HK/5
‘Qh -Q \\—~ Zrh—l—lt( Varp (Vi) + HQt+1 Qt+1‘ )
2
L OR? Slog(HK/6) maXA 2H log(HK/(S)
N

[21log(4HK/§) ﬂ* /21og( 4HK J) -

< (N /%) Zrhﬂt Varp V;t-s—l / Z HQt+1 Qi1 ‘Oo
S 1og(HK/5) 2H%log(HK/))
2 ——e .
+CH N n;z:x A, aN 1
(23)

Apply Lemma J.5 and the (anchor version using recover lemma H.6) coarse uniform bound
(Lemma J.10) we obtain the following lemma:

Lemma H.7. With probability 1 — 6, for all h € [H],

H3log(4HK/6 2loc(4HK (5 ~ loe(HK /S
OOS\/OO og( /)+\/ og(4HK/9) ZHQtH Q?+1HOO+C/H4S og(HK/9)

A7* . T*
HQh @h N N N

Proof. Since

Ay = maux i — | = max |V (s1) = Vi (sk) = (V7 (s) = Vi (sn) |
< 2 max “Z*(Sk) - Vt*(sk)‘
= 2-max \mgx V7 (sk) — max Vf(Sk)( @)
STog(HK/)

<2. HIA/”—V’T

o welly te[H]

<C-H?
o

where the last inequality uses (the anchor version) of Lemma J.10.'6 Then apply union
bound w.p. 1 — §/2, we obtain max,, Ag, < C - H?y/ w. Note (23) holds with

probability 1 — §/2, therefore plug above into (23) and uses Lemma J.5 and take || - ||o0 We
obtain w.p. 1 — §, the result holds. [

Lemma H.8. Given N > 0. Define C” := 2 - max(\/Cy, C") where C’' is the universal
constant in Lemma H.7. When N > 8H?|S|log(4HK/S), then with probability 1 — §,

6Here the anchor version means for any (s,a) we can apply ||Ps.a — Psall1 = || Dok )\Z’“(ﬁsya — Pso)l]i <
2 A N Poa = Pl
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Vh € [H],

PP H3log(4HK/$) H*Slog(HK/6)
T ™ < 7z i )
S st />+C Ston(r1) =
P— x H3log(4HK /) H*Slog(HK/d
T ™ < //\/ 1 .
HQh @,=c N +C N
Proof. The proof is the same as Lemma B.9. [ |

Remark H.9. Note the higher order term has dependence H*S. Use the same self-bounding
trick, we can reduce it to H3>509.

Lemma H.10. Given N > 0. There exists universal constants C1,Cy such that when
N > C1H?|S|1log(HK /), then with probability 1 — &, Yh € [H],

P e H3log(HK /6 H3*VHSlog(HK/§
@ - @i < cw/ REIRD)  , B(HE/O) (26)
0o N N
and
P . H3log(HK /b H3VHSlog(HK /6
o - SCQ\/ g(HK/9) | . H'VHSlog(HEK/))
) N N
Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma B.11. [ |
H.6 Proof of Theorem 6.2
Proof. By the direct computing of the suboptimality,
QI -QT =Qi —QT +0T —QF +QF — Q7 <|Qf - Q7 | +1Q7 - Q7',
then by Lemma H.10 we can finish the proof. |

H.7 Take-away in the linear MDP with anchor setting.

Under the setting S could be exponential large, A could be infinite (or even continuous
space), with anchor representations (K < |S|), our Theorem 6.2 has order O(y/H?/N)
when N is sufficiently large. This translate to N = O(H?/¢?) and the total sample used
is KN = O(KH?3/e?). This improves the total complexity O(KH*/e?) in Cui and Yang
[2020] and is optimal.
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I The computational efficiency for the model-based offline
plug-in estimators

For completeness, we discuss the computational and storage aspect of our model-based
method. Its computational cost is O(H 4 /d,€?) for computing P the same as its sample
complexity in steps (H steps is an episode), and running value iteration causes O(HS?A)
time (here we assume the bit complexity L(P,r, H) = 1, see Agarwal et al. [2019] Section 1.3).
The total computational complexity is O(H*/d,,e2) + O(HS2A). The memory cost is
O(HS?A).

J Assisting lemmas

Lemma J.1 (Multiplicative Chernoff bound Chernoff et al. [1952]). Let X be a Binomial
random variable with parameter p,n. For any 1 > 0 > 0, we have that

92pn 62pn

PX<(1—-0pn]j<e 2. and PX>(1+60)pn<e 3

Lemma J.2 (Hoeffding’s Inequality Sridharan [2002]). Let x1, ..., z,, be independent bounded
random variables such that E[z;] = 0 and |z;| < & with probability 1. Then for any € > 0

we have
271262
< Z%Z€> <e Tia§,
=1

Lemma J.3 (Bernstein’s Inequality). Let x1, ..., x, be independent bounded random vari-
ables such that E[z;] = 0 and |z;| < & with probability 1. Let o® = L 3™ | Var[z;], then with
probability 1 — § we have

n 2
izxz < 202 - log(1/9) L X 2¢ 0(1/6)
n— n 3n

Lemma J.4 (Freedman’s inequality Tropp et al. [2011]). Let X be the martingale associated
with a filter F (i.e. X; = E[X|F;]) satisfying | X; — Xi—1] < M for i =1,...,n. Denote
W =3, Var(X;|Fi—1) then we have

€2

P(|X —E[X]| > e, W < 0?) < 2e 20Z+Me/3)

Or in other words, with probability 1 — 9,
| X —E[X]| < \/802-10g(1/5)+7-log(l/é), Or W >o=.
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Lemma J.5 (Sum of expectation of conditional variance of value; Lemma F.3 of Yin et al.
[2021a]).

Var,

H

Zr,gl) \ 321) = sh,al(zl) = ah]

=tZH: ( [Var[ Vv, <8§+1) | 50 )7a§1)] sh) = sna, = ah}

+B, [ Var [E [V + v, (s80) s af] 1s] 15D = snaf? = )

By apply above, one can show

Z Lhia '\ Va]fP t+1 -1

Remark J.6. The infinite horizon discounted setting counterpart result is (I—yP™) Loy~ <
(1=~

J.1 Minimax rate of discrete distributions under /; loss.

This Section provides the minimax rate for

‘ P—P Hl for any model-based algorithms and
is based on Han et al. [2015]. Let P be S dimensional distribution.

Lemma J.7 (Minimax lower bound for

P - PHl). Let n be the number of data-points
sampled from P. If n > 555, then there exists a constant p > 0, such that

~ 1 [eS
inf sup P HP — PH1 > 3 &« —o(e™") —0(6_5)] > p,

P PeMg 2n

where Mg denotes the set of distributions with support size S and the infimum is taken
over ALL estimators.

Remark J.8. Note the P in above carries over all estimators but not just empirical
estimator. This provides the minimax result.

Proof. The proof comes from Theorem 2 of Han et al. [2015], where we pick ( = 1. Note
they establish the minimax result for Ep||P — P||;. However, by a simple contradiction we
can get the above. Indeed, suppose

eS

inf P
inf sup on

: |P- 7], <
P PeMg

0(6_”)—0(6_5)] =1,

o8



then this implies inf 5 sup pe a4 Ep||P— P|; < % \/é o(e™™) — o(e™¥) which contradicts
Theorem 2 of Han et al. [2015]. |

Lemma J.9 (Upper bound for Hﬁ — PHl). Let n be the number of data-points sampled
from P. Then with probability 1 — §

ng_ PH s < Slog(5/5) Slog(S/5)>
<

n n

for any P € Mg. Here P is the empirical (MLE) estimator.

Proof. First fix a state s. Let X; = 1[s; = s], then X; ~ Bern(ps(1 — ps)) and X, =
>oiy X ~ Binomial(n,p;). By Bernstein inequality,

& _ Ps < \/2]75(1 _ps) log(l/é)
n n

0g(1/9)

Apply a union bound we obtain w.p. 1 — 9

< \/2193(1 — ps)log(5/0) | %log(s/é) Vs e S

n

X
= _p,
n

which implies

fo-rl, -5 -
<z\/2ps — Ds log(S/é) - 0g(S/6)

seS

\/72 \/2521)3 1 —ps log(S/5) + — log(S/é)

SES

\f \/252 865p5< —ngfps> 1og(5/5)+%1og(5/5)

:\/ —1)1og(5/5) 38 0g(S/8).

n

where the last inequality uses the concavity of \/x(1 — z).

Finally, we can absorb the higher order term using the mild condition n > ¢-Slog(S/J). =
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J.2 A crude uniform convergence bound

Here we provide a crude bound for sup,cy, HV{’ - VI

, which is the finite horizon

counterpart of Section 2.2 of Jiang [2018] and is a form of simulation lemma.

Lemma J.10 (Crude bound by Simulation Lemma). Fiz N > 0 to be number of samples
for each coordinates. Recall 11, is the global policy class. Then w.p. 1 — 9,

<C. 1 /Slog(SA/S)
0o N ’
<O [ Slog(SA/S)
o = N ’

Qi = Qf =i+ P™1QR == P 1Qf
— (ﬁ”h+l _ Pﬂ'h+1> @ZH + PTht1 (QZH _ QZ—H)
= (P=P) T + P (Qr - QR

H
"':ZFZ+1:t (P_P)V;fj-l
t=h

sup } H@Z - Qp

melly,he[H

which further implies

sup HVFZF -
welly,he[H)

Proof.

~

| (P P) 7

IN

M= I

< 1 - max ‘(ﬁ_P)HSﬂ)H Hf}g‘_l‘ 1
i—h s,a 1 0o
o) 1 A
< H? - max ‘(P—P)(-|s,a)H1-1§C.H2 SOgEVS/d)l

with probability 1 — d, where the last inequality is by Lemma J.9. By symmetry and taking

the |||, we obtain w.p. 1 — 0
<C. I /Slog(]iA/(S)‘

The above holds for Vr € Il since Lemma J.9 acts on Hﬁ — PH1 and is irrelevant to 7. m

sup } H@Z - Qp

w€elly,he[H
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