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Abstract

In offline RL, we have no opportunity to explore so we must make assumptions
that the data is sufficient to guide picking a good policy, and we want to make these
assumptions as harmless as possible. In this work, we propose value-based algorithms
for offline RL with PAC guarantees under just partial coverage, specifically, coverage
of just a single comparator policy, and realizability of the soft (entropy-regularized) Q-
function of the single policy and a related function defined as a saddle point of certain
minimax optimization problem. This offers refined and generally more lax conditions
for offline RL. We further show an analogous result for vanilla Q-functions under a
soft margin condition. To attain these guarantees, we leverage novel minimax learning
algorithms and analyses to accurately estimate either soft or vanilla Q-functions with
strong L2-convergence guarantees. Our algorithms’ loss functions arise from casting
the estimation problems as nonlinear convex optimization problems and Lagrangify-
ing. Surprisingly we handle partial coverage even without explicitly enforcing pes-
simism.
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1 Introduction

In offline Reinforcement Learning (RL), we must learn exclusively from offline data and
are unable to actively interact with the environment (Levine et al., 2020). Offline RL has
garnered considerable interest in a range of applications where experimentation may be
prohibitively costly or risky.
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Table 1: Summary of partial-coverage-type guarantees with model-free general function
approximation. Here, w* := d« ,,/ P, Where d+ ,, is the occupancy distribution under the
optimal policy 7* starting from iy and P, is the distribution over the offline data. A function
wy 1s aregularized marginal density ratio that satisfies w; = w*. Functions ¢*, ¢, , g are the
optimal QQ*-function, the soft Q-function, and the Q-function under a policy 7, respectively.
Functions v}, [% are Lagrange multipliers of specific minimax optimization problems. The
operator B™ is a Bellman operator under a policy 7. Function classes W, Q, L, ) consist
of functions that map states (and actions) to real numbers. Note the guarantees provided
by Jiang and Huang (2020); Xie et al. (2021) are more general than the below in that the
output policy can compete with any policy in the policy class II. For simplicity, we set
the comparator policy to be the optimal policy 7* in this table. Note that other studies
(Ozdaglar et al., 2023; Rashidinejad et al., 2022; Zhu et al., 2023) proposing model-free
general function approximation under partial coverage rely on the completeness-type as-
sumption as in (Xie et al., 2021) or realizability for any 7 as in Jiang and Huang (2020).

Primary Assumptions

Jiang and Huang (2020) w*eW, g, € QVrell

Xie et al. (2021) ¢ € Q, BTQ C QVrell
Zhan et al. (2022) wy, €W, v, eV
MSQP e, lrel

Chen and Jiang (2022)  Hard margin, w* € W, ¢* € Q

MQP Soft margin, ¢* € Q, I* € L

Offline RL is generally based on two types of assumptions: sufficient coverage in the of-
fline data and sufficient function approximation. For instance, classical Fitted-Q-iteration
(Antos et al., 2008; Chen and Jiang, 2019) requires (a) full coverage in the offline data,
MAX (s q) Ao (5, a)/ Pr,(s,a) < oo for any policy m where Py, (s, a) is the offline data’s
distribution on the states and actions and d ,, (s, ) is the state-action occupancy distribu-
tion under a policy 7 and initial-state distribution 1o (s); (b) realizability of the QQ*-function
in a hypothesis class; and (c) Bellman completeness, i.e., the Bellman operator applied to
any function in the hypothesis class remains in the class. Full coverage (a) and Bellman
completeness (c) can be particularly stringent because offline data is often insufficiently
exploratory and Bellman completeness significantly restricts transition dynamics.

To overcome these challenges, we here propose algorithms with guarantees under re-



alizability of single functions and refined partial coverage of single policies, and without
Bellman completeness. We tackle this by introducing two novel value-based algorithms.
The first algorithm, MSQP (mimimax soft-Q-learning with penalization), comprises of
two steps: learning soft Q-functions (a.k.a., entropy-regularized Q-functions, as defined
in Fox et al., 2015; Schulman et al., 2017) from offline data, and using the softmax policies
of the learned soft Q-functions. The second algorithm, MQP (mimimax Q-learning with
penalization), consists of two steps: learning standard Q-functions from offline data and
employing the greedy policy of the learned Q function on the offline data.

Using the above-mentioned two algorithms, we attain PAC guarantees under partial
coverage and realizability, yet without Bellman completeness. In particular, in MSQP using
soft Q-functions, we ensure strong performance under the realizability of ¢, [% and the
(density-ratio-based) partial coverage max s q) drx i (S, @)/ Py(s, a) < co. Here g is a soft
Q-function, [ is a function that possesses a certain dual relation to ¢}, 7 is the soft-max
optimal policy, and « is the temperature parameter for the entropy-regularization. Notably,
Max(s,q) Ars 4o (5, @)/ Py(s, a) < oo is significantly less stringent than the uniform coverage
in that the coverage is only imposed against a policy 7. In MQP using Q-functions, we
similarly ensure strong performance under a soft margin, the realizability of ¢*, [*, and
the partial coverage maxs q) dr+ 4, (5, a)/Py(s,a) < 0o. Here ¢* is the vanilla Q-function
and [* is a function that possesses a certain dual relation to ¢*, and 7* is the usual optimal
policy. Note the soft margin is introduced to allow realizability on standard Q-functions
rather than soft Q-functions. However, the conditions max s o) drs .0 (5, @)/ Py(s,a) < 00
OF MaX(s,q) A+ 1o (5, @)/ Py(s,a) < oo may still be strong as these marginal density ratios
may not exist in large-scale MDPs. For example, this condition is easily violated when the
initial distribution g is not covered by P, (i.e., maxg pio(s)/Py(s) = oo where Py(s) =
> . Po(s, a)). Therefore, as an additional innovation, in our algorithms we can further relax
these density-ratio-based partial coverage conditions. Specifically, we can demonstrate
results under a refined partial coverage, which is adaptive to Q-function classes, even when
the initial distribution i is not covered by P.!

The primary challenge lies in the design of loss functions for effectively learning soft
Q-functions and vanilla Q-functions from offline data without Bellman completness. To
tackle this, we devise new minimax loss functions with certain regularization terms to
achieve favorable L?-convergence rates on the offline data (i.e., in terms of E(s,a)~P, {Ga —
q}?(s,a)] given an estimator ). This result serves as the key building block for obtain-
ing refined partial coverage under realizability and is of independent interest in its own
right. Existing results are often constrained to specific models, such as linear models
(Shi et al., 2022a), or they require Bellman completeness (Antos et al., 2008; Chen and Qi,
2022; Chen and Jiang, 2019). In contrast, our guarantee is applicable to any function ap-
proximation method, without the need for Bellman completeness. To the best of our knowl-

'Note j19 and P, could be generally different even in the contextual bandit setting. This important setting
is often considered in the literature on external validity/transportability in causal inference, as results of
randomized clinical trials cannot be directly transported because covariate distributions in offline data and
target data are different (Cole and Stuart, 2010; Pearl and Bareinboim, 2014; Dahabreh et al., 2019).



edge, this is the first guarantee of its kind.

Our work exhibits marked improvements over two closely related studies (Zhan et al.,
2022; Chen and Jiang, 2022). Similar to our work, they propose algorithms that operate
under the realizability of specific functions and partial coverage, yet without Bellman com-
pleteness. Zhan et al. (2022) ensures a PAC guarantee under (a’) partial coverage in the
offline data max(, q) dzx . (5, @)/ Py(s,a) < oo where 7 is a specific near-optimal policy
under the regularization, which differs from the soft optimal policy, and (b’) realizability of
dix o/ Py and the regularized value function. However, unlike MSQP, it is unclear how to
refine the abovementioned coverage, i.e., the guarantee could be vacuous when the initial
distribution is not covered by offline data. A similar guarantee, but without regulariza-
tion, is obtained under the additional hard margin (a.k.a., gap) condition in Chen and Jiang
(2022). Our soft margin is a strict relaxation of the hard margin, which is important because,
unlike the soft margin, the hard margin generally does not hold in continuous state spaces
and involves very large constants in discrete state spaces. Lastly, although Chen and Jiang
(2022); Zhan et al. (2022) use completely different algorithms and attain guarantees for
regularized value-functions and non-regularized value functions, respectively, our guaran-
tee can afford guarantees for regularized and non-regularized value-functions in a unified
manner since MQP can be seen as a limit of MSQP when « goes to 0.

Our contributions are summarized below and in Table 1.

1. We establish that the optimal policy can be learned under partial coverage and realiz-
ability of the optimal soft Q-function and its dual. Notably, we abstain from the use
of possibly stronger conditions in offline RL, such as full coverage, Bellman com-
pleteness, and uniform realizability over the policy class (such as ¢, € Q for any
7 as in Jiang and Huang, 2020). In particular, while a similar guarantee is provided
in Zhan et al. (2022), our partial coverage guarantee has an advantage in that we are
able to potentially accommodate scenarios where the initial distribution is not cov-
ered by P,. This is feasible because our algorithm is value-based in nature, which
allows us to leverage the structure of the Q-function classes and refine the coverage
condition.

2. We demonstrate that the optimal policy can be learned under partial coverage, realiz-
ability of the Q-function and its dual, and a soft margin. While a similar guarantee
is obtained in Chen and Jiang (2022), our guarantee has the advantage that the soft
margin is significantly less stringent than the hard margin required therein.

1.1 Related Works

We summarize related works as follows. Further related works is discussed in Section A.

Offline RL under partial coverage. There is a growing number of results under partial
coverage following the principle of pessimism in offline RL (Yu et al., 2020; Kidambi et al.,
2020). In comparison to works that focus on tabular (Rashidinejad et al., 2021; Li et al.,
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2022; Shi et al., 2022b; Yin and Wang, 2021) or linear models (Jin et al., 2020; Chang et al.,
2021; Zhang et al., 2022; Nguyen-Tang et al., 2022; Bai et al., 2022), our emphasis is on

general function approximation (Jiang and Huang, 2020; Uehara and Sun, 2021; Xie et al.,

2021; Zhan et al., 2022; Zhu et al., 2023; Rashidinejad et al., 2022; Zanette and Wainwright,
2022; Ozdaglar et al., 2023). Among them, we specifically focus on model-free methods.
The representative work is summarized in Table 1.

Soft (entropy-regularized) Q-functions. Soft Q-functions are utilized in various con-
texts in RL (Geist et al., 2019; Neu et al., 2017). They have been shown to improve per-
formance in online RL settings, as demonstrated in Soft Q-Learning (Fox et al., 2015;
Schulman et al., 2017) and Soft Actor Critic (Haarnoja et al., 2018). In the field of imita-
tion learning, they play a crucial role in Maximum Entropy IRL (Ziebart et al., 2008, 2010).
Furthermore, within the realm of offline RL, these soft Q-functions are utilized to make the
learned policy and behavior policy sufficiently similar (Wu et al., 2019; Fakoor et al., 2021).
However, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, none of these proposals in the context of
offline RL have provided sample complexity results under partial coverage.

Lagrangian view of offline RL. In the realm of offline policy evaluation (OPE), Nachum and Dai
(2020); Yang et al. (2020); Huang and Jiang (2022) have formulated the problem as a con-
strained linear optimization problem. Notably, within the context of policy optimization,

Zhan et al. (2022) have proposed estimators for regularized density ratios with L2-convergence
guarantees, which is a crucial step in obtaining a near-optimal policy. Our work is similarly
motivated, but with a key distinction: our target functions are the soft Q-function and
Q-function, rather than the regularized density ratio, which presents additional analytical
challenges due to the nonlinear constraint.

2 Preliminaries

We consider an infinite-horizon discounted MDP M = (S, A, P, , 7, j10) where S is the
state space, A is the finite action space, v € [0, 1) is the discount factor, reward r is
a random variable following P,(- | s,a) on [Rumin, Rmax] (Rmin > 0), 1o is the initial
distribution. A policy 7 : S — A(.A) is a map from the state to the distribution over actions.
We denote the discounted state-action occupancy distribution under a policy 7 starting
from an initial distribution y by dr (s, a). With slight abuse of notation, we denote
drpo(8) = D, dr (s, a). We define the value under 7 as J(m) == E-[> 2 77 (¢, ar)]
where the expectation is taken under 7. We denote the optimal policy arg max_J(7) by
m*, and its Q-function E . [, v'7(ss, ar) | so = s, a9 = a] by ¢*(s, a).

In offline RL, using offline data D = {(s;, a;, 7, s,) : i = 1,...,n}, we search for the
policy 7* that maximizes the policy value. We suppose each (s;, a;, 75, ;) is sampled i.i.d.
from s; ~ Py, a; ~ m(- | 8),r; ~ P.(- | s;,a;), 8, ~ P(- | s;,a;). We denote the sample
average of f by E,,[f(s,a,r,s')] = 231" | f(s,ai, 74, 8,), and the expectation of f with
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respect to the offline data distribution by E[f (s, a,r, s")] (without any scripts). The policy
m, used to collect data is typically referred to as a behavior policy. With slight abuse of
notation, we denote P,(s,a) = By(s)m(a | s).
Notation. We denote the support of P,(-) by (S x A), and the L>-norm on (S x A),
by || - [lcwp- The L*-norm on (S x A) is denoted by || - ||oo. We define w,(s,a) =
dr o (8,0)/ Po(s, a) (if it exists). We define sofmax(h) = % and |||z = E(s 0y, [R2 (s, a)]/?
for h : § x A — R. We denote universal constants by ¢; ,ac2, .... We use the convention
a/0 = oo whena # 0and 0/0 = 0.

3 Algorithms

In this section, we present two algorithms. The first algorithm aims to estimate the soft
optimal policy by first estimating a soft Q-function. The second algorithm estimates the
optimal policy after estimating the Q-function.

3.1 Minimax Soft-Q-learning with Penalization

Our ultimate aim is to mimic the optimal policy 7*. As a first step, we begin by finding
a policy that maximizes the following regularized objective: arg max, J,(mw) where for
a > 0 we define

Ja(ﬂ) = (1 - 7)_1E(S,a)~dw,uo,TNPT(-\S,CL) [T - alOg{W(a | 5)/7Tb(a | 5)}l

KL penalty (between 7 and 7p,)

This objective function is used in a variety of contexts in RL as mentioned in Section 1.1.
The optimal policy that maximizes J,, (7) with respect to 7 is

. = softmax(q;/a + logm,), (1)

where g% : S x A — R is the soft Q-function uniquely characterized by the soft Bellman
equation:

V(s,a); By op(isa) [V 0m (@3)(s)) + 17— q5(s,a) | 5,a] =0,

where Qq r, 1 [SXA = R] = [S — R]has Q, ~,(¢)(s) = alog )" {exp(q(s, a’)/a)my(a’ |
s)}. As opposed to the standard objective function with « = 0, the KL penalty term serves
as a regularization term that renders 7 sufficiently proximate to m,. As « approaches oo,
the optimal policy 7 approaches 7. On the other hand, when o« = 0, 75 is 7*. Thus, in
order to compete with 7*, it is necessary to keep « sufficiently small. We elaborate on this
selection procedure in Section 5.

The natural method for offline RL using this formulation involves learning ¢ from the
offline data and plugging it into (1). The question that remains is how to accurately learn
qx from the offline data. We consider the following optimization problem:

arg min,c o/ 0.5 s a)~p, [4%(s, a)] (2)



Algorithm 1 MSQP (Minimax Soft-Q-learning with Penalization)
1: Require: Parameter o € R™, Models Q, £ C [S x A — R*].
2: Estimate ¢}, as follows:

o € argminmaxE,[2(s,0)/2 + (190m (0)() + 7 — a(s.0)}(s,a). )
cQ €L

3: Estimate the soft optimal policy: 7, = softmax(q,/c + log ).

where Q' consists of all functions ¢ : S x A — R satisfying
By p(ls,a) [V 0,m, (0)(8) +7 —q(s,a) | s,a] =0 ¥(s,a) € (S x A)s. 3)

Here, because of the constraint (3), the solution is ¢*. Furthermore, we use ¢°(s,a) in (2)
because this choice relaxes the equality in (3) to an inequality < 0 as we will demonstrate in
Section B. Consequently, the entire optimization problem outlined in (2) and (3) transforms
into a convex optimization problem.

Then, using the method of Lagrange multipliers, (2) is transformed into

min, max; Lo (q,1), La(q,1) :=E[g*(s,a)/2 + {YQam, () (s") + 1 —q(s,a) H(s, a)]@)

Being motivated by the above formulation, our MSQP algorithm, specified in Algorithm 1,
approximates this formulation by replacing expectations with sample averages and restrict-
ing optimization to function classes with bounded complexity.

Remark 1 (Computation). Although minimax optimization is generally difficult to solve,
it is computationally feasible when we choose RKHS or linear function classes for L. In
this case, we can solve the inner maximization problem analytically in closed form, as the
objective function is linear in l. As a result, the minimax optimization problem reduces to
empirical risk minimization.

3.2 Minimax ()*-learning with Penalization

Next, we examine a policy learning algorithm utilizing (Q*-functions. To learn Q*, our
objective function is derived from the constrained optimization problem:

argmin . 5. 0.5E( o)~ p, [4%(s,a)] (6)
where Q*' consists of all functions ¢ : S x A — R satisfying
V(s,a) € (8§ x A)y; Eyop(is,0)[y Maxgeaq(s',a’) + 1 —q(s,a) | s,a] = 0.
Next, again using the method of Lagrange multipliers, (6) is transformed into

ming max; Lo(q, 1), Lo(q,1) := Elg*(s, a) /2 + {ymaxy q(s',d') + 7 — ¢(s, a) }(s,a)].
(7)



Algorithm 2 MQP (Minimax ()*-learning with Penalization)
1: Require: Models Q, £ C [S x A — R7].
2: Estimate ¢* as follows:

Go € arg min max i, [¢%(s,a)/2 + {ymaxq(s',a’) + 71— q(s,a)}(s,a)]. (8)
qeQ S a’

3: Estimate the optimal policy: 7o(a | s) = arg max,.., 4|s)>0 do(s; @)-

Note Ly is the limit of L, as a — 0.

Our MQP algorithm, specified in Algorithm 2, similarly approximates this formulation
by replacing expectations with sample averages and restricting optimization to function
classes with bounded complexity. Our final policy is greedy with respect to the learned Q-
function but restricting to the support of the offline data in order to avoid exploiting regions
not covered by the offline data.

Remark 2 (Prominent differences). There exist several other minimax estimators for (Q*
including BRM (Antos et al., 2008) and MABO (Xie and Jiang, 2020). Although these en-
sure convergence guarantees in terms of Bellman residual errors, they do not ensure the
guarantee in terms of L?-errors, which is our focus.

Our minimax objective function differs significantly from that of the aforementioned
approaches, and its unique design plays a pivotal role in enabling L?-rates.

4 L’-convergence Rates for Soft ()-functions and Q*-functions

To analyze our Q-estimators we first establish conditions that ensure g, = arg min o maxez Lq (q,1)

on the support (S x A),. Building on this, we prove L?-convergence rates for g, and go.
These L?-convergence guarantees are subsequently translated into performance guarantees
of the policies we output in Section 5.

4.1 Identification of Soft Q-functions

Consider an L*-space H where the inner product is define as (hy, ho) = E(s o)wp, [h1 (s, a)ho(s, a)).

Then we define two operators and a key function:?
P;( cH > f —> ES’NP(s,a),a’ng [f(S/, a’) | (S, CL) = ] c H,
(P} H > [ [P(]s,a)mi(-| ) f(s,a)d(s,a) € H,
{(I—W{Pﬁ}T)1(Pb(sva)q2(sﬁa)) (S x Ay

Pb(s7a) <S7 a

) €
0 (s,a) # (S x A)y.

I%(s,a) =

2We use the notation - | because P Tis interpreted as the adjoint operator in the non-weighted L?-space.



* *
a?la

These satisfy a key adjoint property, which we leverage to show (¢
of La(q,1).

) is a saddle point

Lemma 1. Vq € H, we have (I, (I — vPX)q)n = (q¢5, @) -

Our first assumption ensures that [} exists.
Assumption 1. Suppose ||d« p,/P||cc < 00. Note the infinity norm || - ||« is over S x A.
Proposition 1. Under Assumption 1, we have ||I%|| o < oc.

Proposition 1 is immediate noting that (/—y{ P} ") (P,(1)g5(+)) = Yoreo V' ({ P2} ) (Pogl)
and recalling the discounted occupancy measure under 7 with initial distribution i is writ-
tenas dry o = (L=7)(I={P3}") " (o). Hence, [/l < (1 =) Runaxldzz . /Pylloo-

Note that ”dﬂ&,pb / Py|| crucially differs with the standard density-ratio-based concen-
trability coefficient ||dxs .,/ Pp||oo in offline RL. Unlike ||+ p,/ P/  » the value of ||drx ./ Pb| oo
can be infinite when the initial distribution p is not covered by offline data P, as the prac-
tical motivating example is explained in the footnote in Section 1 and Example 2.

Our next assumption ensures ¢ > 0, which also guarantees that [}, > 0.

Assumption 2. Suppose alog ||7% /|| c0 < Rumin-

Assumption 2 can be satisfied by rescaling reward (i.e., rescaling R,,,) as long as
|7 /7 || 1 finite. Hence, it is very mild. Putting Lemma 1 together with our assumptions
we have the following.

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then, (q%, %) is a saddle point of L.(q,1)

o) o

overq € H,l € H,i.e., Lo(q,1%) > Lo(qs, %) > Lo(qk, 1) Vg € H, VI € H.

Recall that a point (g, 1) is a saddle point if and only if the strong duality holds, and
q € argmin g, sup;cy La(q, 1), [ € arg max;cq, inf e La(g, 1) using the general charac-
terization (Bertsekas, 2009). Hence, Lemma 2 ensures g, € arg min <, maxjey Lq (q,1).

Next, we consider the constrained optimization problem when we use function classes
Q C H,L C H. Aslong as the saddle point is included in (Q, £), we can prove that ¢ is
a unique minimaxer.

Lemma 3. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, ¢, € Q, and l}, € L. Then, we have that
q; = argmin . o sup;e» La(q, 1) on the support (S x A)y.

This establishes that realizability (¢} € Q, l% € L) is sufficient to identify ¢} on the
offline data distribution. At a high level, ¢} € argmin .o sup,., La(q,1) is established
through the invariance of saddle points, i.e., saddle points over original sets remain saddle
points over restricted sets. Its uniqueness is verified by the strong convexity in g of L, (q,[)
induced by E(s o), [¢*(s, a)].



4.2 L?-convergence Rate for Soft Q-estimators

Based on the population-level results in Section 4.1, we give a finite-sample error analysis
of g

Assumption 3 (Realizability of soft Q-function). Suppose ¢, € Q and ||q||oc < BgoVq €
Q.

Assumption 4 (Realizability of Lagrange multiplier). Suppose l’, € Land ||l|| < Be VI €
L.

It is natural to set Bg = (1 — 7) ' Ripax and Bz = (1 — 7)™ Riax||drx p,/ Py || 0» but
letting these be arbitrary offers further flexibility to our results.

Theorem 1 (L2-convergence of soft Q-estimators). Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4
hold. Then, with probability 1 — 0, the L*-error ||Go, — q*||2 is upper-bounded by

¢ (BY + BoBe{a + n(|AD}) " (In(|Q||£|/8) /n)"/*.

Our result is significant as it relies on realizability-type conditions rather than Bellman
closedness. Since the majority of existing works focus on non-regularized Q-functions, we
postpone the comparison to these existing works to the next section. Note when Q and
L are infinite, we can easily replace |Q|, |£| with their L*>°-covering numbers following
Uehara et al. (2021). Details are given in the appendix.

4.3 L?-convergence Rate for Q*-functions
Next, we give analogous finite-sample error analysis of ¢, leveraging the same reasoning.
Assumption 5 (Realizability of QQ*-functions). Suppose ¢* € Q and ||q||.c < BoVq € Q.

Next, we define the Lagrange multiplier:

wﬂﬁﬂafH/PuawﬂcwﬂaWM@@eH
= {(I— AP} ) (¢"Poy)} /P

While [* involves the density ratio, this is always well-defined as long as ||d.« p, /Pyl <
oo. Then, it can be similarly established that (¢*,[*) is a saddle point of Ly(q,1) over
q € H,l € 'H as we show in Lemma 2. We lastly require its realizability.

Assumption 6 (Realizability of Lagrange multiplier). Suppose |d« p,/Ps|lcc < 00 and
I* € L. Further suppose ||l|| < BVl € L.

Theorem 2 (L?-convergence of Q-estimators). Suppose Assumptions 5 and 6 hold. Then,
with probability 1 — b, the L*-error ||Go — q*||2 is upper-bounded by

¢ (BS + BeBo)'* (In(|Q||£1/8) /n) /™.
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To the best of our knowledge, this is the first guarantee on L? errors for learning ¢* using
general function approximation without relying on Bellman completeness. This is highly
nontrivial, and we have carefully crafted our algorithm to obtain this guarantee. Existing
results are often specific to particular models, such as linear models (Shi et al., 2022a), or
they require Bellman completeness (Chen and Jiang, 2019; Chen and Qi, 2022), or they are
limited to offline policy evaluation scenarios (Huang and Jiang, 2022) (i.e., cases involving
linear Bellman operators, but nonlinear Bellman operators). Actually, it seems that even
under the assumption of Bellman completeness, obtaining an L2 guarantee without strong
coverage assumptions remains unclear. A detailed comparison among these different ap-
proaches is presented in Section A.

5 Finite Sample Guarantee of MSQP

In this section, we present our primary sample complexity guarantee for our MSQP algo-
rithm under the assumptions of realizability of ¢ and [’ and partial coverage. We first
show the learned policy 7, can compete with 7. Finally we show 7, can compete with 7*
by selecting o properly.

We first introduce the flattened behavior policy 7, which is uniform on the support
of m,. We use it as a technical device to define a model-free concentrability coefficient
following Xie et al. (2021).

Definition 1 (Model-free concentrability coefficient). Define

ESNd * a~7r§(a\s)[||Q<S7 a’) - q;(“s? CL)H%]

Tas MO

Coa., =sup
o e Eaenllla(s,a) —gi(s a)lf3]
0 (- | s) =0

is the flattened behavior
1/{ae A|m(a]|s) >0} m(-]s)>0

where T (- | s) = {

policy.

Clearly, Cg 4 _, v is smaller than density-ratio-based concentrability coefficient, in other
CQ’d . < max

words,
g o ()75 (a | )
Tak0 T (5.a) Pb(s)wb(a | S)

Here, we always have |75 /m|| < oo even if m,(a | s) is O for some (s, a). In the special
case where my(a | s) = 1/C" for any (s,a), we have Cgq , < C'|ldrs 1o/ B/l The
coefficient C’Q,dﬂw0 is is a refined concentrability coefficient, which adapts to a function
class Q. For example, in linear MDPs, it reduces to a relative condition number as follows.
Similar properties are obtained in related works (Xie et al., 2021; Uehara and Sun, 2021).

Example 1 (Linear MDPs). A linear MDP is one such that, for a known feature vector
¢ : S x A — RY the true density satisfies P(s' | s,a) = (u*(s"), ¢(s,a)) for some
p* : S — R? and the reward function satisfies Er | s,a] = (0,, ¢(s, a)) for some 0, € R<.
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In linear MDPs, ¢, is clearly linear in ¢(s,a). Hence, the natural function class is
Q= {(0,0(s,a)) | ||0]]| < B} fora certain B € R*. Then, we have

xTESNd x 0 a~s(als) [¢(8,&)¢(S a)T]x

T MO

Coa. =sup :
Qo x#0 xTE(s,a)NPb [¢(5> a)¢(87 a)T]x

We are now prepared to present our main result, which states that given the realizability
of the soft Q-function ¢} and Lagrange multiplier [, it is possible to compete with 7 under
the coverage condition Cg 4 , by <09, s P,/ Pplloc < 00.

Theorem 3 (7, can compete with 7). Fix o > 0. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4 hold.
With probability 1 — 6, the regret J(1%) — J(7,) is upper-bounded by

1
n~1/"Poly (|A|,BQ,BE,CQd o (‘Q”E‘) | Rm)
RV ] 5 1 — ’y

The proof mainly consists of two steps: (1) obtaining L?-errors of §, as previously
demonstrated in Theorem 1, (2) translating this error into the error of 7,. In the second
step, the Lipshitz continuity of the softmax function plays a crucial role. If there is no
regularization (o« = 0) and the greedy policy of ¢ is utilized, the second step does not
proceed (without any further additional assumptions).

Our ultimate goal is to compete with 7*. Theorem 3 serves as the primary foundation
for this goal. The remaining task is to analyze the approximation error J(7*) — J(7%).
Fortunately, this term can be controlled through o and the density ratio between 7* and 7.
Then, by properly controlling o, we can obtain the following sample complexity result.

Theorem 4 (PAC guarantee of 7). Fix any € > 0. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4
hold for oo = ¢/n*/® and ||y /|00 < Co, Cga, g < 00. Then, if n is at least

e *Poly(|A[, Bo, Bz, Co,, .. n(1QI[L]/6), (1 =), In(Co), Rinax),
with probability at least 1 — §, we can ensure J(1*) — J(7,) < €.

In summary, the realiazability of ¢*, [’, per-step coverage ||7]/ms||cc < 00 and partial
coverage Cogq,, < 00, |dxx b,/ Pslloc < o0 are sufficient to compete with 7*. This is
a novel and attractive result. Firstly, if we solely use the naive FQI or Bellman residual
minimization, existing PAC results require the global coverage ||dx .,/ P/l < oo for any
possible policy m (Munos and Szepesvari, 2008; Antos et al., 2008). Our result only re-
quires coverage under a single policy 7 (near-optimal policy). Secondly, we only require
the realizability of two functions, and we do not necessitate realizability-type conditions for
all policies in the policy class or Bellman completeness, unlike existing works with partial
coverage (Xie et al., 2021; Jiang and Huang, 2020).

The most similar result is Zhan et al. (2022). However, our guarantee possesses a cer-
tain advantage over their guarantee as follows. They demonstrate the realizability of certain
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functions W, v, and partial coverage ||dz, .,/ || < oo are sufficient conditions in offline
RL, where @}, = dz, .,/ Fs (T, is a certain regularized optimal policy, but fundamentally
distinct from 7)) and v}, is a near-optimal regularized value function parameterized by o.
Here, we have wj = w*,vj = v*. Our guarantee has a similar flavor in the sense that
it roughly illustrates realizability and partial coverage are sufficient conditions. However,
the meanings of realizability and partial coverage are significantly different. In particular,
by employing our algorithm, we can ensure PAC guarantees under the boundedness of the
refined concentrability coefficient Cgq , < oo (and \|dxx. b,/ Ps||oc through B.). As are-
sult, the L>°-norm of the density-ratio-based concentrability coefficient ||dxs .0/ Fp|loc can
even be infinite. More specifically, we can permit situations where max; jo(s)/By(s) = 0o
as we will see the practical example soon. Conversely, Zhan et al. (2022) excludes this

possibility since the algorithm explicitly estimates the density ratio w,.

Example 2 (Contextual bandit under external validity). We consider the contextual bandit
setting where we want to optimize J(7) = By amn(s),rp,(s,0) 7] Using offline data s ~
Py,a ~ my(s),r ~ P(s,a). This is the simplest RL setting with v = 0. Here, note i, could
be different from P,. This case often happens in practice as discussed in the literature on
causal inference related to external validity (Pearl and Bareinboim, 2014; Dahabreh et al.,
2019; Uehara et al., 2020), which refers to the shift between the target population and the
offline data. Here, our PAC guarantee does not require that jio(s) is covered by Py(s) in
terms of the density ratio as long as the relative condition number is upper-bounded when
we use linear models. On the other hand, Zhan et al. (2022) excludes this possibility.

Despite the aforementioned advantage of our approach, unfortunately, our sample com-
plexity of O(1/¢®) is slower compared to that of O(1/€%) in Zhan et al. (2022). In the
following, we demonstrate that MQP, which is a special version of MSQP when o — 0,
can achieve a faster rate of O(1/¢?).

6 Finite Sample Guarantee of MQP

In this section, building upon the convergence result of ¢y, we demonstrate the finite sample
guarantee of our MQP algorithm under partial coverage. We first introduce the soft margin.

Assumption 7 (Soft margin). Forany a’ € A, there exists ty € R™, 8 € (0, 00| such that
Py, (0 < |g°(s,7*(s)) = ¢*(s, )| < t) < (t/t0)”
foranyt > 0. Here, we use the convention x> = 0if0 < x < 1 and x> = o if v > 1.

In the extreme case, if there exists a gap in ¢* (also known as a hard margin) so that
the best action is always better than the second-best by some lower bounded amount, then
the soft margin is satisfied with 5 = oo. Thus, the soft margin is more general than the
gap condition used in Simchowitz and Jamieson (2019); Wu et al. (2022). Crucially, a gap
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generally does not exist in continuous state spaces unless Q-functions are discontinuous or
one action is always option, or a gap involves a large ¢, constant in discrete state spaces
with bad dependence on the number of states. In contrast, a soft margin with some 8 > 0
generally holds (see, e.g., lemma 4 in Hu et al., 2021). The soft margin is widely used
in the literature on classification, decision making, and RL (Audibert and Tsybakov, 2007;
Perchet and Rigollet, 2013; Luedtke and Chambaz, 2020; Hu et al., 2021, 2022).

Theorem 5 (PAC guarantee of ). Suppose Assumptions 5, 6, and 7 hold and |7 | 7y || oo <
Cy. Fix any € > 0. Then, if n is at least

4428 _
{‘A;‘} 7 Poly <t0 17 |A|7 BQ> B, CQ,dﬁ*yuoaln <‘Q!£|) ) (1 - 7)_1, IH(C()), Rmax)

with probability at least 1 — §, we can ensure J(7*) — J(7o) < €

The proof mainly consists of two steps: (1) obtaining L?-errors of ¢, as demonstrated in
Theorem 2, (2) translating this error into the error of 7. In the second step, the soft margin
plays a crucial role.

These theorems indicate that the realizability of the ()-function ¢* and Lagrange mul-
tiplier [*, and the soft margin are sufficient for the PAC guarantee under partial cover-
age CQ@W*’HO < 00, ||dep, /Bl < o0 . Our algorithm is agnostic to § and oper-
ates under any value of 3. In particular, when there is a gap (6 = oo), we can achieve
sample complexity of O(1/€?) 3. In comparison to Theorem 3, although we addition-
ally use the soft margin, the realizability in Theorem 5 is more appealing since it is im-
posed on the standard Q-function ¢*. The closest guarantee to our work can be found in
Chen and Jiang (2022), which demonstrates that the existence of the gap in ¢*, the realiz-
ability of ¢*, w*(:= dy+ ,,/ Pr,), and partial coverage | w*||» < oo are sufficient conditions.
A similar comparison is made in Ozdaglar et al. (2023). In comparison to their work, we
use the soft margin, which is significantly less stringent.

7 Conclusions

We propose two value-based algorithms, MSQP and MQP, that operate under realizabil-
ity of certain functions and partial coverage (i.e., single-policy-coverage). Notably, our
guarantee does not require Bellman completeness and uniform-type realizability over the
policy class. While guarantees with similar flavors are obtained in Zhan et al. (2022);
Chen and Jiang (2022), MSQP can potentially relax the density-ratio-based partial cov-
erage regarding the initial distribution as opposed to Zhan et al. (2022), and MQP can
operate under the soft-margin, which is less stringent than the hard margin imposed in
Chen and Jiang (2022). Moreover, both algorithms work on Q-functions, which are more
commonly used in practice.

3Similar to the findings in Wang et al. (2022), in general offline RL, we may potentially achieve a result
of O(1/¢). We leave room for further enhancements in future research.
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A More Related Works

We elaborate on the challenge and novelty of our guarantees in comparison to previous
related works.

Existing L?-guarantees for offline RL (Shi et al., 2022a). Shi et al. (2022a) derived the
L? convergence rate for learning the optimal Q*-function. However, their result is restricted
to linear models. While linear models allow for converting Bellman residual errors into L?-
errors under mild assumptions regarding the non-singularity of the covariance matrix, this
guarantee can be achieved through various methods such as modified BRM (Antos et al.,
2008). However, it remains unclear how to extend this guarantee to general function ap-
proximation settings.

Existing L2-guarantees for off-policy evaluation (Huang and Jiang, 2022; Zhan et al.,
2022). According to Huang and Jiang (2022), L?-rates were obtained in the context of
offline policy evaluation, while Zhan et al. (2022) obtained the L>-rate for the (regularized)
optimal marginal density ratio function. While our approach builds upon these works, it is
still considered novel due to the nonlinear constraints we consider, which provide an addi-
tional challenge in the analysis. In contrast, the constraints considered by Huang and Jiang
(2022); Zhan et al. (2022) were linear.

In order to grasp the difficulty at a high level, suppose that the state space is tabular .
Recall our estimator is motivated by the constrained optimization problem (3). Although
the left-hand side of (3) is convex in ¢, the constraint induced by the equality is generally
not convex. As a result, this problem is not a convex optimization problem. Therefore, it
is not straightforward whether the saddle point exists when we consider the minimax form.
This differs from previous works (Huang and Jiang, 2022; Zhan et al., 2022), where the
constraint from the linear equality remains convex.

The key insight for addressing this issue is the realization that the equality constraint (=)
in (3) can be relaxed to an inequality constraint (<) in (3). This relaxation is surprisingly
valid in our problem. As a result, the resulting optimization problem is convex, and a saddle
point exists. For further discussion, see Section B.

“Note our theory still proceeds in the non-tabular case.
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Bellman residual minimization (Antos et al., 2008; Chen and Jiang, 2019; Chen and Qi,
2022). Chen and Jiang (2022) derived convergence rates for Q-functions in terms of Bell-
man residual errors: E; o).p, [(B*¢ — ¢)*(s, a)] where B* is a Bellman operator. While the
convergence of the L?-error implies that of the Bellman residual error since we have

E(eayor, (B0 = 0)*(5,0)] < (1+ Y Egeaper, [(7/m)* (s, a))la = ¢°l5,

the reverse direction does not generally hold. Although Chen and Qi (2022) demonstrated
the reverse direction by postulating several potentially stringent conditions > of offline data
regarding OPE, it does not generally hold in the absence of these assumptions. Furthermore,
we consider the more challenging setting, offline policy optimization where the Bellman
operator is nonlinear. Thus, it is imperative to utilize our specialized objective function to
ensure a stronger guarantee in terms of L?-errors.

B Intuition of Why Saddle Points Exist

In this section, in the tabular setting, we explain how the original optimization problem is
reduced to a convex optimization problem in detail. Note proofs in our theorems do not
directly use the facts in this Section B. Hence, they hold even in the non-tabular setting.

B.1 (@Q*-functions
We consider the optimization problem:

argmin 0.5E(s q)~p, (4% (s, a)]
qeQ*’

where Q* is a space that consists of ¢ € ([S x A] — R) that satisfies

V(s,a) € (8 x A)y; Eyop(fs.a)[y max q(s',d")+r —q(s,a) | s,a] = 0.
a'e

The solution (on the offline data) is clearly ¢;. However, this optimization problem is not a
convex optimization problem. Hence, the associated minimax optimization might not have
a saddle point.

Here, we want to claim the following:

45 (s,a) = argmin 0.5E, o) p, [q2(s,a)](V(s,a) € (S xA)y) 9)

q€Q*’
where Q* is a space that consists of ¢ € ([S x A] — R) that satisfies

V(s,a) € (S x A Egopisa)y max q(s',d")+r—q(s,a)|s,a] <O0.

This is a convex optimization problem. Hence, we can expect the associated minimax
optimization would have a saddle point. In fact, this is proved as follows.

>These conditions would implicitly impose restriction of the coverage of the offline data.
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Lemma 4. The equation (9) holds.

Proof. Suppose ¢(s,a; c) is a minimum L?-norm solution that satisfies
V(s,a) € (S x A)p; Egop(is,aly max q(s',d")+r—q(s,a) | s,a] = —c(s,a)

and ¢(s,a) > 0.
Suppose c(s,a) # 0 on some (s,a) € (S x A),. Then, we obtain

V(s,a) € (S x Ay q(s,a;¢) = Eneo)[re + c(s¢,a¢) | (50, a0) = (5, a)]

where 7*(c¢) is the optimal policy when the reward is 7 (s, a) + ¢(s, a). This is derived by a
contraction mapping theorem on the L*>°-space on (S x A),. Here, recall

V(s,a) € (S x A)p; q¢*(s,a) = q(s,a;0) >0
Furthermore, V(s,a) € (S x A)y; q(s,a;0) < q(s, a; ¢) clearly holds, and, especially, the
strict inequality holds on some point in (S x .A),. This is because if ¢(s, a;0) = ¢(s, a; ¢),
we get the contradiction:
V(s,a) € (8§ x A)p;0=Eyp(isa)y max q(s',d")+r —q(s,a) | s,a] = c(s,a).
However, in this situation, we have
E(sa)~p, [q2(5> a; 0)] < E(s.a)~p, [QQ(S, a;c)].

Thus, it contradicts ¢*(s, a; ¢) takes a least L2-norm. Therefore, it is concldued c(s,a) = 0
for any (s,a) € (S x A),. Thus, using the contraction mapping theorem, this implies the
least L?-norm solution is unique and ¢*(s, a) on (s,a) € (S x A),.

U

B.2 Soft ()-functions

We consider the optimization problem:

arg min 0.5E, o)p, [¢%(s,a)] (10)

qeQ’
where Q' is a space that consists of ¢ € ([S x A] — R) that satisfies
V(s,a) € (8 x Ay Egnrsmalog Y {exple(s’ ') /a)m(a’ | ')} + 7 —q(s,a) | 5,a] <0.
' an

Lemma 5. Suppose alog |7 /Tp||coc < Rumin. Then, the solution to (10) is .
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Proof. Suppose q,(s, a; ¢) is a minimum L2-norm solution that satisfies

¥(5,) € (8 x Api Eurp(jo 10 1og(Y expla(s', ) fa)m(a’ | ) + 7 — (s, a) | s,a] = —c(s,a)

al

and c(s,a) > 0.
Suppose ¢(s,a) # 0 on some (s,a) € (S x A),. Then, we obtain

V(S, CL) € (S X A)b? QOc(Sv a; C) = Ewg(c) [rt + C(3t> at) | (507 aO) = (57 a)]

where 7% (¢) is the optimal policy when the reward is 7(s, a) + ¢(s, a). This is derived by a
contraction mapping theorem on the L*°-space on (S x A), ®.Here, recall

V(s,a) € (8 x A)p; qi(s,a) = qa(s,a;0) >0

The proof is performed as in the first step of the proof of Lemma 2. We use the assumption
in this step.

Furthermore, V(s, a) € (S x A)p; qa(s, a;0) < ga(s, a; ¢) clearly holds, and, especially,
the strict inequality holds on some point in (S x .A),. This is because if ¢,(s,a;0) =
Ja(s, a; c), we get the contradiction:

V(s,a) € (S x A)p; 0 =Eyop(lsalra log(z exp(q(s’,a’)/a)m(a" | 8') + 1 —q(s,a) | s,a] = c(s, a).

a

However, in this situation, we have

E(s.a)~p, (628, 05 0)] < E(sa)p, (g2 (s, a5 )]

Thus, it contradicts ¢ (s, a; c) takes a least L?-norm. Therefore, it is concluded ¢(s, a) = 0
for any (s,a) € (S x A),. Thus, using the contraction mapping theorem, this implies the
least L2-norm solution is unique and ¢*(s,a) on (s,a) € (S x A)p.

U

C Proofin Section 4.1

C.1 Proof of Lemma 1

We define an L2-space H' with no weight on the support of (S x A),. In other words, we
define

(a1, o) = / a1(s, @) (s, Q) 1(By(s,a) > 0)d(s, a).

®Recall the soft Bellman operator is a contraction mapping in L>-space.
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Then, we have

(o, (I =Py @)y = (Bly, (I — v P2) @) w
(I —H{PI) NP, (I —vP) )
— AP = AP )Rl @)

(1
Boqy, O = (4 Q1

Here, letting P (s',ad’' | s,a) = P(s' | s,a)m*(a’ | s') we use

{
{
{
=

(91, PLgo)w

= /gl(s,a)g2(s’,a’)Pof(s’,a’ | s,a)[(Py(s,a) > 0)du(s,a, s’ a’) (Definition)

= /gl(s,a)gg(s',a/)Pg(s',a' | s,a)I(Py(s,a) > 0)I[(Py(s',a") > 0)du(s,a, s’ a)
(Recall we assume ||7* /7, || < 00.)

= <{Pa*}T91, 92>H’

Note (g1, P*g2)n = ({P*} " g1, g2)% does not generally hold.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 2

It is obvious that
Vi€ H; Lo(qy, 1) = La(q}, 1).
Hence, we show
Vg € H; La(q,13) = La(qq, 1)
To achieve this goal, we show
0.5E s 0, (4 = 42)(5,0)°] < La(a,13) = Lal(q3, 12)- (12)

Using Lemma 1, a function [} satisfies a key adjoint property:

E(s,a,s’)NPb,a’ng(s’) [12(87 a){f}/q(slv a/) - Q(Sa CL)}] = _E(s,a,s’)NPb,a’Nﬂg(s’) [QZ(& Q)Q(Sa CL)]
(13)

for any q € H.
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First Step: Show [’ (s,a) > 0 and ¢%(s,a) > 0 for any (s,a) € S x A. Recall
G4 (s,a) = Bs[ro + Y _{7'ri — ay'logmh(ar | s0) /m(ar | s0)} | 50 = 5,00 = a
t=1

where the inside of the expectation is taken under a policy 7. Hence,
Ga(s,a) = ¥(1 =) (Ruin — alog(||m/mllo0))- (14)
Therefore, using Assumption 2, we have
qa(s,a) 20
for any (s,a) € S x A. Finally, from the definition of /%, we obtain
IX(s,a) >0
for any (s,a) € S x A.

Second Step: Show 0.5E; o)p,[(¢ — ¢})(s,a)%] < La(q, 1) — La(g}, %) for any ¢ € H.
Then, for any ¢ € ‘H, we have

La(Qu lz) - LO{(Q;H lz)
= O.5E(s7a)wpb [q2(3, a) - QS(S, a)2]+

+ E(S%S')pr [ZE(S’ a){va log Z{eXp(Q(S,> a,)/a)ﬂ-b(a/ | sl)} - Q(s> a)}]

— Esasn la(s,a){yalog Y {exp(q;(s', ') /a)m(a’ | ')} — ¢ (5,)}]

a/

Z O-5E(s,a)~Pb [q2(87 CL) - qu(s7 a)2]+
2w XP(a(s’, d) Ja)m(a” | '){q(s', a') — g5 (s’ a')}
>0 exP(gi(s', ) Ja)m(a’ | §')

+ Es,a,50)~P, [52(37 a)y
(Convexity)
+ E(saop [0 (s, a)a(s, a) + (s, a)qs (s, a)]
= 0.5E (s a)op, [¢° (5, @) — ¢ (s, a)%)+
+ Esa,5)~Parmms () e (5, ) {7als’, a) — q(s, a) = vq5(s, d') + q3(s, a) }].
In the convexity part, what we use is

af Al
flx) = fly) > Z o, (i —wi), flo)= alog(z exp(z;/a)).

and
V(s,a) € (8 x A)p; I%(s,a) >0
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Finally, by using an adjoint propety of [’ in (13),

La(Qa l;) - La(q;n l;)
> 0.5E gy [62(5. @) — G5(5, 0)%) = Eqyayen g (s, @) {a(s,0) — g3 (s, )}
= 0.5Es.0)~p, [{a(s, @) — ¢’ (s, a)}?].

Then, (12) is concluded.

C.3 Proof of Lemma 3

We denote the solution of arg min, . o sup;c» La(q,1) by §. Let

~

I(q) = argmax Lo (¢, 1), 1=1(g).
lel

Then, we have

La(qu 12) - La( 27 12)
- :La(qza l;) + La(qza l(qz)z_La(qgn l(qz)) + La((ja l) _La(Cja l) + La(da lzz

-~

v~ '

(a) (©) (d)
<0.

In (a), we use the property of the saddle point in Lemma 2. In (c) and (e), we use the
definition of estimators. Hence,

0 5E(370)pr [{Q(Sv a) - qu(‘sv a>}2]

0.
La(q,13) — La(q}, 1) (Recall (12))
0.

IAIA TN

This concludes the statement.

C.4 Proof of Theorem 1

In this proof, the expectation is taken with respect to the offline data. We define

La(g,w) = En[0.5¢°(s, @) + (s, a){r + avlog(} _ exp(a(s',a')/a)m(a’ | s')) = q(s, a)}],

CLI

I(q) = argmax K, [0.5¢%(s, a) + (s, a){r + ay log(z exp(q(s’,a')/a)m(a’ | §')) —q(s,a)}],

lel
a

I = 1(Ga).
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We use the following decomposition:

A

La(Gas 12) = =La(ah, 1) + L(4h, 1(a2)) —La(az, 1(a2)) + Lalas, U(a2))
(@ )
Ll HG) + Lalior )~ Ll D)+ Ealiar 1) ~FalGurl2) + Laldar ).
(©) (@ (©)

Here, terms (a) is than 0 using the saddle point property in Lemma 2. Term (c) and (d) are
less than 0 using the construction of estimators. Besides, using Hoeffding’s inequality, with
probability 1 — 9, terms (b) and (e) are less than

¢ (B + BoBe + 7Be{a + aln(lA))) w

Hereafter, we condition on this event. Here, we use

10.5¢%(s, a) + (s, a){r + ay log(z exp(q(s’,a’)/a)my(d’ | ') —q(s,a)}]

al

< Jal(s, a)y1og(>" expla(s'.a') fa)m(a | )|+ [0.5¢% (s, a) + I(s, a){r — (s a)}
S O5B2Q + Bﬁ{RmaX + BQ} + 715’5@ IIlaE/lX(BQ/Oé + Wb(a/ | 3’)) + ’}/BE 1n(|A|)
(Use Lemma 7 and I(s, a) > 0 for any (s, a).)
S B2Q + BEBQ + ng{a + Olel(|./4|)}
Therefore,
0‘5E(57G)pr [{(ja(5> a) - C];(Sy a)}Z]
< L(I%, Go) — L(I,, 43,) (Recall (12))
1 L]/o
< C(BZQ—I—BEBQ+B£7{a+aln(|A|)}) M
In the first inequality, we use (12).
C.5 Proof of Theorem 2

In this proof, the expectation is taken w.r.t. the offline data. We define

Lo(q,1) = E[0.5¢°(s, a) + I(s, a){r + ymax(q(s', a') — q(s,a)}],

Lo(q,1) = E4[0.5¢°(s, @) + (s, a){r + ymaxq(s',a') — q(s,0)}],

i(q)=a rg max R, 0. 5q°(s, a) + (s, a){r + maxq(s', a’) - q(s, a)}],
I =1(Go).
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Partl: Show [*(s,a) > 0 for any (s,a) € S x A. First, since Ry, > 0, we have
q*(s,a) > 0. Then, recalling the definition:

= {(I = H{P* ") (a" Pr,)}/ Prys
we obtain [*(s,a) > 0 for any (s,a) € S x A.

Part 2: Showing 0.5E, .)-p,[(¢ — ¢*)(s,a)?] < Lo(q,1*) — Lo(g*,1*). Note I*(s,a)
satisfies

E(s,a,s’)NPb,a’Nﬂ*(s’) [l*(S, a){fYQ(Slv a,> - Q(Sa CL)}] = _E(s,a,s’)wa,a’Nw*(s’) [q*(sv a)q(s, a)]
(15)

for any ¢(s,a) € Q.
Then, for any ¢ € Q, we have

Lo(q, ") = Lo(q", I")
= 0.5E(5,0)~5, [0 (5, @) — ¢*(5,0)?] + Es a,5~m, [ (s, @) {7 max q(s',d") —q(s,a)}]
— Es0,5)~p, 1" (5,a) {7 max (s, d)—q*(s,a)}]

> 0.50E (s.0)op, [¢7 (5. @) = 47 (5,0)] + Esa,0~m, [ (5, @) {7a(s', 7(s)) — 74" (', 7*(s)) }]
(Convexity)

+ E(sva)NPb [_l*(sv a)q(sv a) ) a)q*(s, a)]
= O‘5E(57‘1)pr [q2(8a CL) —q a) ]+

+1*(s
*(S 2
+ E(s,a,s’)NPb,a’Nﬂ*(s’) [l*(S, a){WI(S/a a/) - Q(Su CL) - fyq*(sl7 CL/) + q*(S, a)}]

In the convexity part, what we use is
mencl £(2)} — mas{ ()} > £ (Fargmas, 00y) — max{ £ (v:))
and

V(s,a) € (S x A)y; l*(s,a) > 0.
Finally, by using the adjoint property (15),

LO(Q> l*) - LO(q*> l*)
> 0.5E(sa)~my[0°(5,0) — ¢ (5,0)°] = Esapen [ (s, a){a(s, a) — ¢*(s,a)}]
= 0.5E (505, [{a(s, @) — ¢*(5,a)}7].
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Part 3: Showing the final bound. We use the following decomposition:

A~ ~ A~

Lo(do, ") = =L(q", 1) + Lo(¢", [(a")) =Lo(q", 1(¢")) + Lo(q", [(¢"))

. J/
-~ -~

(a) (b)
—Lo(q*, 1(q*)) + Lo(do, Z)J—fzo(ﬁoa 1) + Lo(do, l*)A—f/o(ﬁo’ ) + Lo(do, l*z-

(©) (d) (e)

Here, (a) is equal to 0 since ¢* satisfies the Bellman equation. Besides, using Hoeffd-
ing’s inequality, with probability 1 — ¢, terms (b) and (e) are less than

C (Bé + BEBQ) w

Terms (c) and (d) are greater than 0 using the construction of estimators. This implies

0.5E(s,a)~p, [{d0(s, @) — ¢* (s, a)}?] < Lo(Go, 1) — Lo(q*, 1%) (Second step.)

< ¢ (B + BeBo) | UAELD)

D Proofin Section 5

D.1 Proof of Theorem 3
Using Theorem 1, with probability 1 — 9, the following holds

E(s,a)~p, [{da(s, a) — ¢4 (s, a)}z] < Error, (16)
Error = (B3 + BoBe + Bevy{a + aln(|A])}) w

Hereafter, we condition on this event. Then, letting 7, (a | s) = softmax(d,/a + logm,),
we have

J(w5) = J(fa) < (1 =) RmaxBona, [ Ima(a ] s) = Fala | 8)]

(Performance difference lemma in Lemma 6)

1/2
< (1= RuaxBana,, | VAl (Z{Wé(a | s) — Tala | S)}2>

(CS inequality)
1/2

=(1- 7)_1RmaxE8~dﬂ3 \/W Z {mila]s) = 7ala]s)}?

a:mp(als)>0
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From the second line to the third line, we use a relation that 7}, 7,, and 7, have the same
support.

Now, we want to connect this bound with L?-error of Q-functions. This is possible since
the softmax function with Lipschitz constant 1/« is Lipschitz continuous with constant 1/«
in Gao and Pavel (2017, Proposition 4). Hence, the right hand side is upper-bounded by

1/2
(1= VA aRuwBoa,, [ Y {dals,0) = di(s,0)}?
a:mp(als)>0
From Jensen’s inequality, this is further upper-bounded by
1/2

(1= " VIA/0RmBama,, | D {dals,a) = gils,a)}?

a:mp(als)>0
Then, using the definition of 7y, this is upper-bounded by
_ . N 1/2
(1—-9) 1|A|/QRmaXESNdW§ sa~md(-]s) [{Qa(sa a) — qy(s, a)}Z}
Finally, by combining this result with (16), we get the final guarantee.

D.2  Proof of Theorem 4
We have

J(m) = Jo(T) = Rumax(1 — ) 'Esua, amns)[logm(a | s)/m(a| s)] >0  (17)
for any 7. Then,

J(m) = J(mo) = J(77) = Jo(n") + Jo(n") = Jo(7) + Ja(m) — J(77)

«

' '

(a) (b
< J(m*) — Ja(n).

Note the term (a) is less than 0 since 7, is the optimal softmax policy and the term (b) is
less than 0 using (17). Furthermore,

J(m*) = Jo(7*) = (1 = 7) " aRmaxEsmd. . amrs(s) log 7 (a | 8)/m(a | s)]
< (1 =) aRpax log C.
Therefore, by combining with Theorem 3, we have
LAICS . {Bo +7Bc{Boa + In(lA)}}/*{In(|Ql|£]/8)}/*

J(’]T*) - J(ﬁa) S CRmaX (1 — ’}/)Oﬂll/4

Rmaxa log CO
C—————————.
1 -~
The sample complexity is easily obtained from this result.
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E Proof in Section 6

From Section D, with probability 1 — ¢, the following holds

E(s.a~p,[{d(s, a) — ¢*(s,a)}?] < Error, (18)

Error = (B + vB:Bg) w

Hereafter, we condition on this event. Then, letting

7(a|s)= argmax {(s,a),
acA:my(als)>0

we have

(1= 7)*Roaxd{ T (%) = J(7)}
< Egua . [I(m*(s) # 7(s))] (Performance difference lemma in Lemma 6)

< Fond. > 1G(s,d) = d(s,7(s) = 0&q*(s,a') — ¢* (s, 7(s)) < 0)
a’:a’ ~mp(als)>0
Hence, we have

Esua_. Z I(G(s,a’) — 4(s, 7 (s)) > 0& ¢*(s,a’) — q*(s,7*(s)) < 0)

a’:a' ~my(als)>0

SBouan | Y, 10>¢'(s,a) = q"(s,7%(s)) = =) | +

a’:a’ ~mp(als)>0

+ Eova,. Y Hils.d) = d(s,m(s)) — ¢ (s,d) +¢*(s,7*(s)) 2 1)

a’:a’ ~my(als)>0

In the first term, we can use a margin assumption:

Esv,. Y. H0>q(s,d) —q'(s,m(s) = —t) | < el Al(t/t)".

a’:a' ~my(als)>0
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In the second term, we can use

Esnd, . Y. PIG(s,a) = d(s, 7 (s) = g7 (s, @) + (5,7 () = 1)

a’:a' ~my(als)>0

< Esea,. Yo ldls,d) = d(s,m(s) = ¢ (s.a) + g (5,77 (s))

a’:a’ ~mp(als)>0

< 2Esna,. Yo lils,a) = a* (s, )5+ la(s, 7 () — " (s,77(s))

a’:a' ~my(als)>0

< 2/ AEsna,e ammp o) [|d(s,0") = 0 (5, @) ] + 2/ A[Esnd, ann 9 [1d(5, @) — ¢*(5, @) ).

Therefore,
(1 —7)* Rt {J () — J(7)}
< eo{|A|(t/t0)? + t {2 AlE e, amms(o[ld(s, @') — ¢*(s,a') ]
+ 2| A|Esua. amn(s)[|d(s, @) — q*(s,a) [P }}
< es{|Alty ™ B s amrgo s, @) = (s, ) )P/
+ B amme()[|G(5, @) — ¢*(s, ) 2]/}

Hence,

(1 =) B (%) = T (@)} < Al ™" (Couy ,, Co (B +7BeBo) {In(|QI[L/6) n}'?

00

)6/(2+B)

This concludes the statement by some algebra.

F Auxiliary Lemmas

We prove two auxiliary lemmas used in the proof.

Lemma 6 (Performance Difference Lemma ).

’

J(r) = J(1') = (1 =) " Esea, [ (- | 8) = 7'(- | 5), Q" (5,))]
< (1= 97 RuaxBod, [[7(- | 8) = 7'(- | 8)]a]-
Lemma 7 (LogSumExp Inequality).

|A|
max{zy, -+, 24} <log(D exp(x;)) < max{zy, -+, xq} + In(|Al).

i=1
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