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Abstract

We study the efficient off-policy evaluation of natural stochastic policies, which are defined in
terms of deviations from the behavior policy. This is a departure from the literature on off-policy
evaluation where most work consider the evaluation of explicitly specified policies. Crucially,
offline reinforcement learning with natural stochastic policies can help alleviate issues of weak
overlap, lead to policies that build upon current practice, and improve policies’ implementability
in practice. Compared with the classic case of a pre-specified evaluation policy, when evaluating
natural stochastic policies, the efficiency bound, which measures the best-achievable estimation
error, is inflated since the evaluation policy itself is unknown. In this paper we derive the
efficiency bounds of two major types of natural stochastic policies: tilting policies and modified
treatment policies. We then propose efficient nonparametric estimators that attain the efficiency
bounds under very lax conditions. These also enjoy a (partial) double robustness property.
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1 Introduction

In many emerging application domains for reinforcement learning (RL), exploration is highly limited
and simulation unreliable, such as in healthcare (Kosorok and Moodiel 2015; |Gottesman et all 2019).
In these domains, we must use offline RL, where we evaluate and learn new sequential decision
policies from existing observational data (Murphy} 2003; [Robins|, 2004} [Zhang et al., 2013; [Bibaut|
let al) |2019; [Kallus and Uehara, [2019b; Nachum et all 2019). A key task in offline RL is that of
off-policy evaluation (OPE), in which we evaluate a new policy from data logged by another behavior
policy. In many applications such as mobile health, the horizon is often long and possibly infinite
(Boruvka et al., 2018} |[Luckett et al., 2018} |Liao et al. [2020; |Shi et all |[2020). In such settings, the
naive sequential importance sampling estimator suffers from the curse of horizon
in the sense that its mean squared error (MSE) grows exponentially in the horizon. Recent work
in OPE (Kallus and Ueharal 2020} 2019a)) has shown how efficiently leveraging problem structure,
such as Markovianness and time-homogeneity, can significantly improve OPE and address issues such
as the curse of horizon.

In most of the literature on OPE, including the above, the policy to be evaluated is pre-specified,
that is, it is a given and known function from states to a distribution over actions. In a departure from
this, in this paper we consider the evaluation of natural stochastic policies, which may depend on the
natural value of the action, that is, the treatment that is observed in the data without intervention
(Munoz and Van Der Laan| 2012; [Shpitser and Pearl, |2012; Haneuse and Rotnitzky, 2013} [Young
let al 2014} 2019; Richardson and Robins, [2013; Diaz and van der Laan, [2018). Specifically, we
consider policies defined as deviations from the behavior policy that generated the observed data.

There are two primary advantages to natural stochastic policies. A first advantage is imple-
mentability. Subjects are often unable or reluctant to undertake an assigned treatment if the deviation
from the treatment they would have naturally undertaken is large. For example, consider intervening
on leisure-time physical activity to reduce mortality among the elderly (as in |Diaz and van der Laan|
. An evaluation policy assigning a + J minutes of weekly activity to an individual whose current
physical activity level is a (i.e., the natural value) would be a realistic intervention for small to
moderate . On the other hand, evaluation policies assigning any arbitrary level of physical activity
level ignoring the current level of physical activity is unrealistic and rarely implementable. Another
example is intervening on air pollution levels to improve the health of children (as in
van Der Laan| 2013). A possible evaluation policy is enforcing the pollution levels below a certain
cutoff point if the observed pollution level (i.e., the natural value) exceeds the threshold. A second
advantage is that we can relax or more easily satisfy the positivity assumption, which requires some
overlap between the evaluation and behavior policies and is fundamentally necessary for OPE. Often,
we cannot know a priori whether the positivity assumption is satisfied for a given intervention in an
observational study or how good is the overlap. We can, however, easily consider policies that only
deviate slightly from the behavior policy, ensuring a good overlap and reliable evaluation by design.

In this paper, we derive efficiency bounds and develop efficient estimators for two major types of
natural stochastic policies: tilting policies and modified treatment policies. The efficiency bounds
quantify the statistical limits to evaluation by showing what is the best-achievable MSE asymptotically.
We study how much the efficiency bounds inflate in comparison with the case of a pre-specified
evaluation policy (see Table . Our central message is that the order of the efficiency bound is
surprisingly the same as in the case of a pre-specified policy. Importantly, this implies the curse of the
horizon is avoidable since the horizon dependence is polynomial, while good overlap can be achieved
by design. We then develop efficient estimation methods achieving these efficiency bounds under lax
conditions. We also demonstrate how methods that are efficient for pre-specified policies
land Ueharal, [2020a), 2019a)) break. Unlike the pre-specified case, the estimator has an interesting
partial double robustness property, which is a different from the usual double robustness (Robins
let all |1999} |Jiang and Li 2016} Kallus and Ueharal |2020al), due to a special bias structure.




Table 1: Comparison of efficiency bounds for OPE under different types of policies in a TMDP.

Form of 7§ (az | s¢) Inflation of the bound Order of
e compared with (a) the bound
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The article is organized as follows. Section [2] sets up the problem and definitions and discusses
related literature. Section [3|establishes the efficiency bounds for OPE of natural stochastic policies in
time-varying Markov decision processes (TMDPs). Section [4] develops efficient estimators. Section
provides the efficiency bound and efficient estimators when we remove the Markovian assumption.
Section [f] provides the efficiency bound and efficient estimators when we additionally impose time
invariance on the decision process. Section [7] studies the performance of our approach empirically.
Section [§] provides concluding remarks on our findings.

2 Setup and Background

We setup the problem and notation and summarize the literature on OPE and natural stochastic
policies.

2.1 Problem Setup and Definitions

Consider an H-long time-varying Markov decision process (TMDP), with states s; € 8, actions
a; € 9y, rewards r; € R, initial state distribution p;(s1), transition distributions ps11(Se41 | St, at),

and reward distributions p;(ry | sy, a;), for t = 1,...,H. A policy (mi(ar | s¢))i<m induces a
distribution over trajectories § = (81, 1,71, -, 87, A, TH, SH+1):
H
p(T) = p1(s1) Hﬂ't(at | s)pe(re | se, an)pe1(siqr | se,a0). (1)
t=1

Given an evaluation policy 7°, which we consider as unknown in this paper, we are interested in its
value, J = E, . [Zil rt} , where the expectation is taken with respect to (w.r.t.) the density induced

by the evaluation policy, pre. In the off-policy setting, our data consists of trajectory observations
from some fixed policy, 7, known as the behavior policy:

gO g™ p, TO = (8D AP R L gD 40 Ry, (Off-policy data)

In observational studies, as we consider herein, 7° is unknown, and the observed action AJ@ is

considered the natural value of the action in the sense that it is the one naturally observed in the
absence of our intervention. Our goal is to estimate J from the observed data {97(")}?:1

We define the following variables. Let ¢, = E, . [ZkHzt re | s, at} v =E, . [EkHzt ¢ | st} be the

g- and v-functions for 7¢. Further, let the instantaneous, cumulative, marginal state, and marginal

state-action density ratios be, respectively, n; = %, e = TThey by we = %7% = nuwy,

1 Although we do not explicitly use a counterfactual notation this is the same as the counterfactual value of following
7¢ instead of 7P if we had used potential outcomes and assumed the usual sequential ignorability and consistency
assumptions (Ertefaie and Strawdermanl |2018} |Luckett et al., [2018)).



where p,(s¢) is a marginal density at s; under p,. We assume throughout the paper that 0 < r; <
Rmaxa Mt S C, Wt S C,, Vit S H.

Given trajectory data, T, ..., T () we define the empirical expectation as P, f = % S F(T ).
Unless otherwise noted, all expectations, variances, and probabilities are w.r.t. p,,. Define the Lo
norm by || f|l2 = {E[f*(T)]}/>.

2.2 Natural Stochastic Policies

In OPE, 7¢ is often pre-specified. Our focus is instead the case where 7° depends on the natural value
of the treatment in an observational study. Importantly, in this setting, both 7¢ and 7 are unknown.
Natural stochastic policies are widely studied in the non-sequential (bandit) setting where H = 1
(Munoz and Van Der Laan, |2012; Haneuse and Rotnitzkyl, [2013). However, it has not been extensively
studied in the longitudinal (RL) setting but for a few exceptions. [Kennedy| (2019) considers OPE
with binary actions under a tilting policy in an NMDP (non-Markov decision process). In comparison,
we allow actions to be arbitrary and focus on the Markovian setting that is central to RL. [Young
et al| (2014) considers OPE under a modified treatment policy in an NMDP using a parametric
approach. In comparison, our methods are nonparametric and globally efficient, and we focus on the
Markovian setting common in RL.

In this paper, we consider two types of natural stochastic policies: modified treatment policies
and tilting polices. These constructions are inspired by previous work focusing on the bandit and
NMDP settings (Diaz and Hejazi, 2020; Munoz and Van Der Laan| 2012; Haneuse and Rotnitzky),
2013).

Definition 1 (Tilting policy). A tilting policy is specified by u; : df; — R and defined as

T (ar | s¢) = u(a)my (as | St)//ut(dt)ﬂ'}f(dt | s¢)day. (2)

Tilting policies tilt the behavior policy slightly toward actions with higher values of u;. For
example, for binary action, letting u;(1) = §, u¢(0) = 1 yields
Sl (1| s¢)
1+ (6 — )P (1] s¢)

1”?(0 | 5¢)

mi(ar [ 5) =1(a; = 1) T D)ab(0 [ s)

+I(a; = 0) (3)

5-
1+ (6
as considered by Kennedy| (2019) in the binary-action NMDP setting. For § = 1 we get 7¢ = 7; as §
shrinks, we tilt toward action 0; and, as § grows, we tilt toward action 1. The parameter § directly
controls the amount of overlap; specifically 7¢(ay | s¢)/7P(as | s¢) < max(d,6~!). For the general
case in Definition [1} we have that 7§ (a; | s¢)/7P(ar | s¢) < maxg, ug(a;)/ ming, u¢ () so that the
variation in u; can directly control the overlap. Tilting policies ensure that 7$(- | s;) is absolutely
continuous w.r.t. 7P(- | ;) so that the density ratio always exists. In contrast, if 7¢ is pre-specified
and 7P is unknown, we cannot always ensure that the density ratio exists, let alone is bounded.

Definition 2 (Modified treatment policy). A modified treatment policy is specified by the maps
7t 8¢ X sy — d; and assigns the action 7¢(s, a¢) in state s; when the natural action value is a;.

Notice that the modified treatment policy is the same value J as the evaluation policy defined by
letting 7¢(- | s¢) be the distribution of a; = (s, a;) under a; ~ 7P (- | s;). For the purpose of OPE,
we can therefore equivalently define the modified treatment policy as this transformation of 7. For
example, if for each s;, 7¢(s;, ) has a differentiable inverse 7;(s¢, -), then 7¢(ay | s¢) = w2 (Fe(s¢, ar) |
$¢)7{(st,at), where ' denotes a differentiation w.r.t a;. The simplest example of a modified treatment
policy is 7¢(s¢,a¢) = as + bs(s;) for some function by (s;), for which 7 (as|s:) = 7P (ar — be(s¢) | s¢)-
The function b:(s¢) quantifies the deviation from the natural value. Keeping b:(s;) small ensures
implementability.



2.3 Off-Policy Evaluation

Step-wise importance sampling (IS; [Precup et al.l |2000) and direct estimation of g-functions (DM;
Munos and Szepesvari, 2008} [Ernst et al., 2005|) are two common approaches for OPE. However, the
former is known to suffer from the high variance and the latter from model misspecification. To
alleviate this, the doubly robust estimate combines the two (Murphy et al., [2001; |Jiang and Li, |2016;
Thomas and Brunskill, [2016). However, the asymptotic MSE of these can still grow exponentially in
the horizon. Kallus and Uehara (2020al) show that the efficiency bound in the TMDP case is actually
polynomial in H, 6(CC'R2, H?/n), and give an estimator achieving it by combining marginalized
IS (Xie et all 2019)) and g-modeling using cross-fold estimation. When we additionally assume time
invariance on TMDPs, [Kallus and Uehara) (2019a)) show an orders-smaller efficiency bound and
develop an efficient estimator leveraging time invariance.

All of the above methods focus on the case where ¢ is given explicitly. If the behavior policy
is known, then natural stochastic policies can also be regarded as given explicitly and these still
apply. When 7P is unknown, as in observational studies, we can still operationalize these methods
for evaluating natural stochastic policies by first estimating 7° from the data, plugging this into 7° |
and then treating 7° as specified by this estimate. However, this will fail to be efficient, as we discuss
in Section ] In fact, the efficiency bounds for evaluating natural stochastic policies are different
than the pre-specified case.

3 Efficiency Bounds

In this section we calculate the efficiency bounds for evaluating natural stochastic policies in RL. We
first briefly explain what the efficiency bound is (see [van Der Laan and Robins| 2003| for more detail).

A fundamental question is what is the smallest-possible error we can hope to achieve in estimating
J. In parametric models, the Cramér-Rao bound lower bounds the asymptotic MSE of all (regular)
estimators. Our model, however, is nonparametric as it consists of all TMDP distributions, i.e., any
choice for p(ry | s¢,ar), pes1(ses1 | s¢,ae), and m(aq | s¢) in Eq. (I). Semiparametric theory gives
an answer to this question by extending the notion of a Cramér-Rao lower bound to nonparametric
models. We first informally state the key property of the efficient influence function (EIF) from
semiparametric theory in our setting, i.e., the estimand is J and the model is all TMDP distributions
denoted by Mrnpp-

Theorem 1 (Informal description of Theorem 25.20 of |van der Vaart| (1998))). The EIF ¢(J) is the
gradient of J regarding Mrmpp that has the smallest Ly norm, and it satisfies that, for any estimator
J of J that is reqular w.r.t. Mrvpp, AMSE[J] > var[$(T )], where AMSE[J] is the second moment
of the limiting distribution of \/n(J — J).

A regular estimator is any whose limiting distribution is insensitive to perturbations of order
6(1/+/n) to the data-generating process p,» that remain in Mrypp (i.e., keep it a TMDP distribution).
That is, a regular estimator is one that “works” for all problem instances in the model, and in this
sense the result crucially depends on the model being considered. Here, var[¢(F)] is called the
efficiency bound as it is a lower bound on the asymptotic MSE of all regular estimators, which is a
very general class. This class is so general that in fact this also implies local minimax bound for all
estimators (see [van der Vaart], 1998, Theorem 25.21).

3.1 Tilting Policies
In the next result we calculate the EIF and efficiency bound for OPE of tiling policies.



Theorem 2. Let 7 be as in Definition[ll Then the EIF and efficiency bound of J w.r.t. the model
Mrvpp are, respectively,

—J + Z (e (re = ve) + peawr), Yo =Y Elvaruy(ry + vigr) | 5],
t=0

where pg = 1,v9 = ro = 0. Moreover, Y1, is upper bounded by CC'R% _H?.

max

Note that the function wu; that specifies the tilting policy is implicit in the variables pg,v; above,
which depend on 7f. While the efficiency bound is larger than in the case of a pre-specified evaluation
policy (Kallus and Uehara, 2020a), the overall order, CC'R2,, H?, is the same. This implies we can
circumvent the curse of horizon by using and efficient estimator.

Remark 1 (Comparison to pre-specified evaluation policy). In a pre-specified evaluation policy case,
Kallus and Ueharal (2020a)) show that the EIF and efficiency bound are, respectively,

H

H
*J+Z we(re — qe) + pe—1ve), Z]Eutvar Tt 4 Vg1 | Sty ael]. (4)
t=1 t=0

Specifically, if we let 7° be as in Definition [ I and assume that 7° is known then this is the efficiency
bound. Compared with this quantity, Ty is larger by Zt 1 E[var{u:qs | s¢]].

Remark 2 (Non-Markovian Decision Processes). [Kennedy| (2019) provides the EIF for the binary-
action tilting policy Eq. under an NMDP. In comparison, our Theorem [2| handles the Markovian
case relevant to RL as well as a general action space. In particular, as we will see in Section [5]
OPE under the NMDP model necessarily suffers from the curse of horizon and therefore cannot
handle long horizons. An NMDP model can actually be embedded in a TMDP model (but not vice
versa) by including the whole state-action history up to time ¢ in the state variable s;. Using this
transformation, Theorem [2| recovers the result of [Kennedy| (2019) as a special case. For further
discussion of |[Kennedy| (2019)), refer to Section

Remark 3 (Bandit case). When H = 1, the EIF is n1(r1 — v1(s1)) 4+ v1(s1)-

3.2 Modified Treatment Policies

We next handle the case of modified treatment policies. Again, we will see that we can potentially
circumvent the curse of horizon with an efficient estimator.

Theorem 3. Let 7 be as in Definition[d Then the EIF and efficiency bound of J w.r.t. the model
Mrvpp are, respectively,

H H
T+ plre — ) + po1ql, Tnor = Y Elpdvarlre + g4y | s, ad] (5)
t=1 t=0

where qf (s¢,a) = qi(st, Te(8t,a¢)). Moreover, Tyo1 is upper bounded by CC'R2,, H?.

IIlaX
Remark 4 (Comparison to pre-specified evaluation policy). Compared with the efficiency bound for

a pre-specified evaluation policy, Tao1 is larger by Ef]: o Elpgvar(gl, | si41]]-

Remark 5 (Bandit case). When H = 1, the EIF is n;(r1 — q1(s1,01)) + ¢{(s1,a1). This matches
the results in |Diaz and van Der Laan (2013) Diaz and van der Laan| (2018]).



Algorithm 1 Efficient Off-Policy Evaluation for Natural Stochastic Policies
Take a K-fold random partition of {1,...,n} =I; U--- U Ik such that the size of each fold, |Ij|,
is within 1 of n/K; set Uy = {TD :i € I}, Lp ={TW :i ¢ I}
for ke {l,--- ,K} do
Using only &), as data, construct nuisance estimators w( ) Ab’(k) @,ﬁ’” fort < H
Set ’/Te( )(CLt | St) = ut(at)Ab( )(CLt | St f’ll,t at)’ﬂ't’( )(CLt | st)dat
m( ><st,at = wp® <at | 50)/70 " (ar | s0), = [ (s1,a0)
Set J;, = |I I > e, ") (T), where

7(k) (CLt | st)dat

H
SW(T) =" ™ (5" (s, a0) (re — 01 (50)) + 0 (s1-1)it oy (s1-1,ai-1)0{ (s1)  (6)

end for R R
Return Jrp = %22{21 | 15|

4 Efficient and (Partially) Doubly Robust Estimation

We next propose efficient estimators for evaluating natural stochastic policies based on the obtained
EIFs. Since both EIFs have second-order bias w.r.t. nuisances,we can obtain efficient estimators by
estimating nuisances under nonparametric rate conditions and plugging these into the EIFs with a
sample-splitting cross-fitting technique (Zheng and van Der Laan, [2011; |(Chernozhukov et al.| [2018)).

4.1 Tilting Policies

We propose an estimator Jrny for tilting polices in Algorithm This is a meta-algorithm given
estimation procedures for the nuisances wy, Wf ,q¢, which we discuss how to estimate in Section
We next prove Jrn is efficient under nonparametric rate conditions on nuisance estimators, which
crucially can be slower than ®p(n_1/ 2) and do not require metric entropy conditions.

Theorem 4 (Efficiency). Suppose Vk < K,Vj < H, ||w; p!* )(sj) —wj(sj)ll2 < o, [|7; .k )(aj | sj) —
wa; | s7)ll2 < a2, 188 (s5,a5) — q5(s7,07)ll2 < B, wh@r@ ay = 6,(n71*4), ay = o, (n~14), B =
Op(n=14), a1 = 0p(n"1/2). Then, Vn(Jrm — J) % N (0, Tn).

The result essentially follows by showing that |Jpr — J — P [6(T)]] < cqas + o1+ a8 + o2 +
0p(n~1/2), where ¢(7) is the EIF. Under the above rate assumptions, the right-hand side is o, (n~/2)
and the result is immediately concluded from CLT. Notice that if we knew the behavior policy so
that as = 0, this becomes simply a1 5 + op(n’l/z) and we recover the doubly robust structure of
the pre-specified case (Kallus and Ueharal 2020a)): the estimator is consistent if either w; or ¢ is
consistently estimated. In our setting, because of the term a2, the consistent estimation of 7 is
always required to estimate J consistently. So, we have a partial double robustness in the sense that
the estimator is consistent as long as 7° and either w or ¢ are consistently estimated.

Theorem 5 (Partial double robustness). Suppose Yk < K,Vj < H, for some w}q}, ||zb§k) (sj) —

~(k Ab k
wi(s)lz = 0p(1), 13 (s5,a5) — ! (s5,a))ll2 = 0p(1), and |77 (ay]s;) — 7h(ayls;)ll2 = 0,(1). As

long as either q; =gq; or wl

o p
j = wj, we have Jr11 — J.

Remark 6 (Comparison to Kallus and Ueharaj, 2020a). Since we have to estimate 7° (and hence
7m¢) consistently anyway for our estimator to work, a careful reader might wonder whether we might



as well plug in the estimated 7° into estimators that are efficient for the pre-specified case such as
Kallus and Ueharal (2020a)). Specifically, we could replace Eq. (@ in Algorithm |1| with

H
sM(T) = S (s0)0" (se,ae)(re — 8 (51, a0)) + D (se-1)7 (se-1, ar-1)81 (s0),
t=1

which corresponds to plugging our estimated nuisances into the EIF derived in Kallus and Uehara,
(2020al). However, this can fail to achieve a y/n-convergence rate, let alone efficiency. Specifically,
in Theorem 4| we used the fact that Eq. @ has a second-order bias structure w.r.t. wy, 70, g to
ensure the y/n-consistency and efficiency. In contrast, the above does not have this structure. It only
has such a structure when f)t(k) is the integral of (j,gk) with respect to the true 7§, which [Kallus and
Uehara (2020a)) use to achieve efficiency, but that is not the case here.

Remark 7 (Estimation of v-functions). Although (jgk) does not explicitly appear in Eq. (@), we do
need to estimate (jgk) first and then compute ﬁ,gk) based on it as in Algorithm [1f instead of directly
estimating v;. The reason is that we cannot generally say that Eq. @ has a second-order bias
structure w.r.t. wy, 7P, v;. Therefore, the efficiency result would not be guaranteed. To achieve the
efficiency, it is crucial to use the specific construction of f),gk) in Algorithm |1, which ensures a certain
compatibility between the nuisance estimators, as they all use the same estimated behavior policy.

4.2 Modified Treatment Policies

We similarly define the estimator ij for the case of modified treatment policies by taking

Algorithm |1] and (a) replacing ﬁf’(k) (at | s¢) by frf’(k)(at | s¢) = frf’(k) (Te(se,ar) | se)7T{(s¢, ar) and (b)

replacing Eq. @ by

D (5™ (50, a0) (re — 48 (51, ar)) + D (50-1)0%), (s1-1, ar—1)@™ (se, 7 (1, ar)).

M=

$(F) =

t=1

We then have the following efficiency and (full) double robustness results.

Theorem 6 (Efficiency). Suppose Vk < K,Vj < H, ||1I)J(~k)(sj) —w;i(s)ll2 < aa, ||ﬁ'§’(k)(aj|5j) —
7 W asls5) o < a2, 1657 (55, 05) = a5(s5,a5)ll2 < B where (a1 +a2)8 = 0, (n~1/2), max{an, as, B} =
0p(1). Then, /n(Jyo1 — J) = N (0, Trio1).

Theorem 7 (Double robustness). Assume Vk < K,Vj < H, for some 7T§T, ;,w;, ij(k)(sj) —

N b (K
wi(si)ll2 = 0p(1), 78 (asls;) — 72 (ajls5)ll2 = 0p(1), 14" (55, a5) — ql(s7,a5)ll2 = 0p(1). Then as
long as either qj— =gq; or W?T = W?,w; = wj, we have Jyvon L5 .

These theorems arise from the bias structure |Jyio1 — J — Py [¢(T)]| < (1 + a2)8 + 0, (n~1/2).
The conditions on nuisance estimates in these theorems are weaker than the ones for tilting policies.
Comparing Theorems [f] and [6] the condition in Theorem [f] is satisfied even if some of a1, as, B are
slower than op(nfl/ 4). Comparing Theorems [5| and [7} the condition in Theorem @ is satisfied even
if the behavior policy model is misspecified. The intuitive reason is that for a modified treatment
policy, J can be specified in a form not depending on 7°, while this is not true for tilting policies.

4.3 Nuisance Estimation

Our estimators for both types of stochastic policies require that we estimate 7P, w, ¢; at some slow
rate. Here we discuss some standard ways to estimate these nuisance functions. We focus on the
case of tilting policies for brevity.



First of all, estimating 7P amounts to fitting a probabilistic classification model in the case of
finitely many actions and to conditional density estimation in the case of continuous actions. Once we
fit 7P, we also immediately have an estimate of 7¢. We can then use standard methods for estimating
w; and ¢ that assume 7§ is given by plugging in our estimate for it as follows. Generally speaking, if
the estimate for ¢; or w; would have had some convergence rate r, if 7y were given exactly, then this
rate does not deteriorate as long as the plugged-in estimate for 7y also has rate r,. For all of our
nuisance estimators, we do not require any metric entropy conditions.

Estimation of g-functions In the tabular case, a model-based approach is the most common
way to estimate g-functions from off-policy data. In the non-tabular case, we have to rely on some
function approximation. The key equation to derive these methods is the Bellman equation:

qe(st,at) = E[re + qeg1(se41,7°) | ¢, ag).

where g (s¢,m) = [ qi(s¢, a¢)m(az | s¢)das. One of the most common ways to operationalize this is
using fitted g-iteration (Antos et al.,2008; Le et al.,|2019; Duan and Wang}, |2020} expressed here using
an estimated evaluation policy, 7¢): set g1 = 0, and for t = H,...,1 estimate §; by regressing
7+ 4 Gry1(Se41, 7€) onto s, a; using any given regression method. Note that the regressions can also be
replaced with Z-estimation (Ueno et al., 2011} [Luckett et al., [2018) based on the moment equations:

Elgi(se, ae) (1 + grg1(se41,7) — qe(se,a¢))] = 0, Vi, t < H.

When we let ¢; and g4 be the class of linear functions, this leads to the LSTD method (Lagoudakis
and Parr, [2004)).

Estimation of Marginal Density Ratios In the tabular case, a model-based approach (Yin and
‘Wangj, |2020]) would be a competitive way to estimate marginal density ratios:

t—1
. 1 . .
Wy(sy) = —— /pt(stlst—l,at—l) 1T (=i (anlsk)pr(selse—1,ax-1)) d(ha, ),
pﬂ'}’(st) k=0
where p¢, pro are each empirical frequency (histogram) estimators, and hq,_, = (s1,601, "+ ,a¢—1).

When the behavior policy is known, [Xie et al.| (2019) also proposed a similar method to estimate wy.
In the non-tabular case, we have to rely on some function approximation methods. In this case, we
can use the equation w; = E[A\;_; | s¢]. Thus, for example, w; is estimated by regressing A\;_1 onto s;.
Alternatively, we can use the recurrence w; = E[n;—qw;—1 | st] and recursively construct regression
estimates similarly to fitted g-iteration but going forward in time rather than backward.

5 Application to Non-Markov Decision Processes

So far, we have so focused on the TMDP setting where the trajectory distribution p, is given by
Eq. . For the sake of completeness and comparison, we next also consider the non-Markov decision
process (NMDP) model. Our results for TMDP may in fact be applied directly by recognoizing that
an NMDP can be embedded in a TMDP by including the whole history in the state variable. (The
opposite cannot be done and the results for TMDP are novel.) We use this to derive the efficiency
bound for the NMDP case and compare to Kennedy| (2019); Diaz et al.| (2020).

Relaxing the Markov assumption of the TMDP model, yields the NMDP model #Mxnpp, where
the trajectory distribution p, () is

H

pi(s) [ meae | ds)pe(re | da)pea (s | dn,),
t=1



where jq, is (s1,a1,71, ,at), 1s, 1S (S1,01,71, -, S¢) and g, is (S1,a1,71, "+ ,T¢).

Notice that in the embedding of an NMDP as a TMDP, the marginal density ratio y; in the
TMDP is exactly the cumulative importance ratio s in the original NMDP. We therefore have the
following for tilting policies as a corollary of Theorem

Theorem 8. Let 7° be as in Definition[1 Then the EIF and the efficiency of J bound w.r.t. the
model Mxvpp are, respectively,

H
ZAt{Tt —vi(ds)} + Ae10e(ds,)s Y BN 1 (Fo o varin (Fa ) { Re + vip1 (For )} | Fsol)-
t=0

t=1

When actions are binary (s, = {0,1}) and r; = --- = rg_1 = 0 so rewards only occur at the end
(rgr), this coincides with Theorem 2 of [Kennedy| (2019).

The main issue with the NMDP model is that OPE estimators that are regular w.r.t. the NMDP
model necessarily suffer from the curse of horizon, in the sense that their MSE is exponentially
growing in horizon.

Theorem 9. Suppose exp(E, .[log(n¢)]) > Cuin and exp(E[log(var[n:(ja,){r: + ve+1(dsin)} |
is.))]) > V2. . Then, the efficiency bound in Theoremlg is lower bounded by CZ-1v2.

min° min min-*

Notice E, . [log(n:)] is exactly the Kullback-Leibler divergence between 7°(- | ;) and 7°(- | s;)
averaged over pge(st).

We can similarly extend Theorem [3| (modified treatment policies) to the NMDP case as follows,
and again see that it suffers from the curse of horizon.

Theorem 10. Let 7° be as in Definition[d Then the EIF and efficiency bound of J w.r.t. the model
Mxnpp are, respectively,

H H
D oA = ailda)} + Ae10e(dos (dan))s D ENVArre + gopr (Fsens o1 (dars)) | e
t=1 t=0
Again, when r; = --- = ry_1 = 0 so rewards only occur at the end (rg), this coincides with

Theorem 2 of |Diaz et al.| (2020). Again, this still suffers from the curse of horizon.

Theorem 11. Suppose exp(E, . [log(n;)]) > Cmin and exp(E[log(var[r; + qt+1(lst+1,Tt+1(iat+l)) |
Ja.)]) = V2. . Then, the efficiency bound in Theorem is lower bounded by CH._ V2

min min ' min*

6 Extension to Infinite-Horizon Time-Homogeneous Markov
Decision Processes

We next extend the results to time-homogeneous MDPs (MDPs) where transitions, rewards, and
policies do not depend on t, i.e., p;(r|s,a) = p(r|s,a), p:(s'|s,a) = p(s'|s,a), 7P = 7", 7, = 7. Here,
the estimand we consider is an average discounted reward, J(v) = (1 — ) limr_, oo Ere [Zthl ¥ 1]

when the initial state distribution is p.(gl) (s). In this section, We derive the EIF and efficiency bound of
J(7) w.r.t. the MDP model. Then, we discuss the relationship to the efficiency bound and estimators
for pre-specified evaluation policies.

Although we can still apply methods for TMDP in the MDP case, if we correctly leverage the
time-homogeneity of MDP we should do much better in that the rate of MSE should be 6(1/NH),
not ©(1/N), when we observe N trajectories of length H. Per Liu et al.| (2018),

J(PY) = ESpr(s),awﬂb(a\s),rwp(r\s,a) [’f‘ pg,)fy)) (S)ﬂ—e(a | S)/(pb(s)ﬂ-b(a | 8))]7 (7)
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where pp(s) is any distributio and p§°;’) is the y-discounted average visitation distribution associated

with the MDP, 7°, and the initial state distribution pt* )( ).

When 7° is pre specified, Kallus and Uehara] (2019al) derived the efficiency bound of J(v) under
a nonparametric model and proposed an efficient estimator. Here, we present corresponding results
for the efficient evaluation of natural stochastic policies in time-homogeneous infinite-horizon RL.
We consider the observed data to be n i.i.d. draws from the stationary behavior distribution: for

i=1,...,nf]
(s(i),a(i),r(i),s’(i),a’(i)) ~pp(s,a,r, 8, d") = py(s)m°(a | 8)p(s']s, a)p(r|s, a)x(a’ | §').

We consider a fully nonparametric model Mlypp in that we make no restrictions on the above
distributions. In this section, we define q(s,a) = E,_ [>;2 7" 'rils1 = s,a1 = al, ¢"(s,a) =

Q(SvT(Sva))> U(S) = IE71'e(a|s) [q(s,a)|s], w ( ) pg?’j)( )/pb(5)> and ,u*(s,a) = W*(S)U(S»a)-

6.1 Tilting Policies
We consider first the case of tilting policies.

Theorem 12. Let 7° be as in Definition . Then the EIF and efficiency bound of J(7v) w.r.t. Mypp
are, respectively,

p(s,a)(r +yv(s") —v(s)),  Yriz = Elvar[u” (s, a)(r +70(s")) | s]].

We can construct an efficient estimator by following a similar but slightly different cross-fitting
strategy as before. With additional data s(j) ~ pgl)(s), j=1,...,m where m = Q(n) (or, if pél) is
known), and given nuisance estimators &% (k) ,q®) *(®)we propose the estimator Jr for J(v) by

taking Algorithm |1 I and replacing Jj, with

R 1 o m R - i i . (3 N i

G = YO0 i 3 @O0 0 a0 5B ) o), ()
j=1 k 1€y,

#® (| s) = u(a) (a]s // #®) (@ | s)da,

A®) (s,a) = #®)(a | 5)/70F) (a | 5), 9F)(s) = /q(k)(s,a)fre’(’“) (a | s)da. (9)

To estimate 7, we can follow Section To estimate w*, g, we can solve the following conditional
moment equations (cf. [Liu et al., 2018; Kallus and Ueharal, [2019a)) either by instantiating with some
set test functions and solving the empirical moments or using a method such as Bennett et al.[(2019):

0=(1=NE, ,olf(s1] +E(sa,smp 1w () (s, a) f(57) = f(5))] Vf(s), (10)
0 =E(s,0,n,5)~p, [9(5,0) (r +70(s) — q(s,0))] Yg(s,a). (11)

Given any nuisance estimators that satisfy certain weak rate assumptions (and no other assump-
tions), we prove Jrye is efficient and partially doubly robust.

2In practice, it is often take as the stationary distribution associated with the MDP and the behavior policy 7P.
Our theory holds not only for this case but also for any py(s).

3Considering the data to instead be N = n/H observations of H-long trajectories can be also handled if we impose
some additional mixing assumptions following |[Kallus and Ueharaf (2019a)), which ensures the dependent trajectories
look approximately like independent observations. This only changes the analysis. The estimator itself is unchanged.

4The observation of the ensuing action a’(¥) is actually only needed for the case of modified treatment policies.
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Theorem 13 (Efficiency). Suppose Vk < K, ||@*®) (s) — w*(s)]|2 < oq,H b(a|s) — w(als)|]2 <
02,[1§M(s,a) = q(s,a)lla < B, where ar = O,(n~1*), 00 = 0p(n~V), B = O,(n" V%), 0 =
0p(n™1/2). Then, /i(Jriz — J) % N (0, Tr1a).

Theorem 14 (Partial Double Robustness). Assume Vk < K, for some w*t(s), ¢f(s,a), ||o*®)(s) —
w ()2 = 0,(1). [#(als) - 7(als)]l2 = 0,(1). 4 (s.0) — 4 (s.a)l2 = 0,(1). Then, as long as
w*t(s) = w*(s) or qt(s,a) = q(s,a), Jrr2 = J.

The result again essentially follows by showing that \an —J =Pulo(s,a,r,8)]| < arag + a1 8+
aaf+a2+0,(n"1/2), where ¢(s,a,r,s') is the EIF. Under the above rate assumptions, the right-hand

side is op(n_l/ 2) and the result is immediately concluded from CLT. Partially doubly robustness
similarly holds as in Section [

6.2 Modified Treatment Policies

We next consider the case of modified treatment policies.

Theorem 15. Let ° be as in Definition . Then the EIF and efficiency bound of J(v) w.r.t. Myvpp
are, respectively,

w(s,a)(r +vq¢"(s',a’") —q(s,a)), Tmoz = E[u*?(s,a)var[r +vq¢" (s',a’) | s,a]].

We can construct an efficient estimator as follows. With additional data (s\9),a(?)) ~ pgl)(s)ﬂ'b(a |
s), j =1,...,m where m = Q(n), and given nuisance estimators @**), #%*) §*) we propose the
estimator JMOZ by taking Algorithm [1 I and replacing Ji, with

Jp = |Ik| S @ 0 (5)®) (s, aD) (1D 4 4g®)7 (5D ¢ D) = ) (50 D))
i€l

(j(’“)T(s(j),a(j)), ﬁe,(k)(at | 5¢) = b(k)( (s¢,a0) | s0)7 /(St,at)7
j=1

(1-7)
m

and 7%, ) are as in Eq. @ To estimate w* we can use Eq. and to estimate g we can use:
0 =E(s,a,r,s",a)~py [9(5, @) (1 = q(s,0) + 747 (5", d))] Vg(s, a). (12)

We next prove j]\/[og is efficient and doubly robust.

|2 < a, [|7%") (a]s) — 7°(als)]> <

Theorem 16 (Efficiency). Assume Vk < K, ||w**)(s) — w*(s)|
U4 max{ay, az, B} = o,(1). Then,

az, [|¢®) (s,a) — q(s,a)|a < B, where (a1 + a2)B = (
Vi(Jaioz — J) % N (0, Taos).-

Theorem 17 (Double Robustness). Assume Vk < K, for some w*, 7% ¢F, [|i0*®) (s) — w*(s)|o =
0p(1) 178 (a]s) — w8 (als)lls = 0p(1), 0¥ (5,a) — 41 (5, a)lls = 0p(1). Then, as long as w* =
w*, w0 =7P orqt =g, jMOg 5.

6.3 Comparison with Kallus and Ueharal (2019a); Tang et al.| (2020)

We next compare our results with some related work for the case of pre-specified policies.
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Comparison with [Kallus and Ueharal (2019a) When the evaluation policy is pre-specified,
Kallus and Uehara| (2019a)) proposed an estimator that is similar but uses §**) in place of the last o(*)
in Eq. . Then, under similar rate conditions to Theorem they prove it achieves the asymptotic
MSE

Ypr = E[u*?(s, a)var[r + yo(s') | s,d]],

which is the efficiency bound when the evaluation policy is pre-specified so the estimator is efficient.
Notice that Tpg is smaller than Y12 by E[w*?(s)var[n(s,a)(r +~vyv(s')) | s]]. Asin Remark@, naively
plugging in an estimated 7 into the EIF for the pre-specified case can fail to be efficient or even
\/n-consistent.

Comparison with Tang et al.| (2020) In the case of a pre-specified evaluation policy and known
behavior policy, Tang et al. (2020) propose an estimator with a form similar to Eq. without
sample splitting and where ¢ is directly estimated (rather than computed as a function of other
nuisance estimates). The similarity to Eq. appears to be coincidental and superficial. In the case
of pre-specified evaluation policy, even if we used oracle values for all nuisances, the estimator of
Tang et al.| (2020) is inefficient since its variance would be equal to Y12, which is larger than Tpg.
Tang et al.| (2020) do not study the asymptotic properties of their estimator, but we can show that
using cross-fitting of nuisance esimates, the asymptotic MSE of the estimator is also equal to Yo
(see Appendix . Again, this is inefficient in the case of a pre-specified evaluation policy. And, in

the case of a natural stochastic policy, ¥ must be computed in a fashion compatible with ¢ and 7™ in
order to ensure the second-order bias structure and hence efficiency.

7 Empirical Study

In this section we examine the performance of different OPE estimators in a time-invariant infinite-
horizon setting. We use the Taxi environment, which is a commonly used tabular environment for
OPE, which has § = {1,...,2000}, s = {1,...,6} (Dietterich, |2000; we also refer the reader to |Liu
et al} 2018, Section 5 for more details), and we consider separate experiments for the case of tilting
and modified treatment policies. We consider observing of a single (N = 1) trajectory of varying
length H ({1,2.5,5,10} x 10%). For each H we run 60 replications of the experiment. We compare
the stationary marginal IS estimator Juis (Liu et al., [2018]), the direct method jDM, and one of
our proposed estimators jTlg, jMog, depending on whether we are considering tilting or modified
treatment policies. We do not compare to step-wise IS (Precup et al., |2000) and DR (Jiang and Li,
2016) as these estimators do not converge when given single-trajectory data (as shown in [Kallus and
Ueharal, 2019a;, Section 7). Behavior and evaluation policies are set as follows. We run 150 iterations of
g-learning to learn a near-optimal policy for the MDP and define this to be 7. We consider evaluating
either a tilting policy with u(a) = [a/2] or a modified treatment policy with 7(s,a) = (s + a) mod 6.
We set v = 0.98. We estimate 7 as #%(a | s) = S0 I[a® =a,s®) =s] /30 I[s(?) = 5]
and w*- and g¢-functions by solving Egs. to using {I[s = 4] : ¢« = 1,...,2000} and
{I[s=4,a=34]:i=1,...,2000,5 = 1,...,6} as test functions, respectively. We use these nuisance
estimates to construct all estimators. To validate double robustness, we also add Gaussian noise
N (3.0, 1.0) to either the ¢g- or w*-function estimates to simulate misspecification. In Figs. [1] to @, we
report the MSE of each estimator over the 60 replications with 95% confidence intervals .

We find the performance of jTIQ or of jMOQ is consistently good, with or without of model specifi-
cation due to double robustness. While MIS and DM fail when their respective model is misspecified,
they do well when well-specified. Since either parametric misspecification or nonparametric rates for
w* and ¢ is unavoidable in practice for large or continuous state-action spaces, ij and jMog are
seen to be superior to Jpm and Jys.
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8 Conclusions

We considered the evaluation of natural stochastic policies in RL, both in finite and infinite horizons.
We derived the efficiency bounds and proposed estimators that achieved them under lax conditions
on nuisance estimators that permit flexible machine learning methods. An important next question
is learning natural stochastic policies. This can perhaps be done using an off-policy policy gradient
approach by extending |[Kallus and Ueharal (2020b]) to natural stochastic policies, where we take

gradients in u or 7 that specify how and where we deviate from 7.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A Proofs

Throughout this paper, in an MDP, we define
c(s) = 1//u(a)7rb(a|s)da.
Then, 7¢(a|s) = u(a)w"(a|s)c(s). Similarly, in a TMDP, we define

ci(sy) = 1//u(at)7rb(at|st)dat.
Then, 7§ (a¢|s¢) = us(as)mP (as|se)ce(s¢). In addition, note that #¢(a|s) and 7§ (as|s;) are expressed as
it“(als) = u(a)7’(als)é(s), 77 (alse) = ular)w®(arls:)é(se).

A.1 Warm-up

As a warm-up, we prove the results for the bandit case and NMDP case. In a bandit setting, we
drop an index t.

Proof of Remark[3 The entire regular parametric sumbodel is
{pa(s)po(a | s)pe(rls, a)},

where it matches with a true pdf at 8§ = 0. The score functions of the nonparametric model is
decomposed as

g(F) = logpe(s) +logpe(a | s) +logpe(rls,a) = gs + gajs + grjs,a-

We calculate the gradient of the target functional J(7®) w.r.t. the nonparametric model. Since

J(n®) = / rpo(r | a,5)n°(a | 57°)po(s)d(a s,7),
we have

VJ(r) =E [“e(“‘ LS) (R~ (S, A)yg(#) + v(S)g(9) + R

Vore(A | S;’/Tb):|
(A S)

m(A]S)

Especially, the third term is

. [Rvme(A | S; wb)]

(A]5)

) :{E[RIS, Al Z((?; —-E {Ri(ﬁ)) \ S} Z(?))}QAS]
oo
— 5 [SALE) 5 - wpets)].
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Then, we have

vire) =& [{ SO (R = u() +9) b ()|

Since the gradient is unique for the current case, this concludes that the following is the EIF:

m¢(als)

7 (als) {r —v(s)} +v(s).

O

Proof of Remark[5 The proof is also mentioned in Munoz and Van Der Laan| (2012)). We add the
proof here since this would improve the reader’s understanding in the RL case. The entire regular
parametric sumbodel is

{pe(s)pe(a | s)pe(rls,a)}

where it matches with the true pdf at § = 0. The score functions of the nonparametric model is
decomposed as

g(F) =logpy(s) +logpg(a | s) +logpe(r|s,a)
= 9gs +9ga|s T 9gRr|s,A-

We calculate the gradient of the target functional J(7¢) w.r.t. the nonparametric model. Since
7@%) = [ rpatr | (5,00, 5)7° @ | )po(s)d(a5.1)
= [a(r | 0,97 ((5,) | 7 (s hpo(s)d(a5,7),

we have

(7 7
Vo (x°) = E H ( (57;;4(14 f;) 5 A) (R _ 45, A)} + B[R | 8,7(S, A)]} g(})} .

Since the gradient is unique for the current case, this concludes that the following is the EIF:

L~ g0} + (s (s,

A.2 Proofs for Section [3]
Proof of Theorem[3

Calculation of derivatives under a nonpametric TMDP The entire regular parametric
submodel is

{po(s1)po(ai|s1)pe(ri|s1, ai)pe(si|si, ar)pe(ai|si)pe(rilsi,ar) -+ po(rulsm, an)}-
The score function of the parametric submodel is

H

9(drs) =Y _ Velogpo(sk | sk-1,ax-1) + Vologps(ax | s&) + Velog pe(ry | sk, ax)
k=1
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H H H
= E :gsk‘sk—laAk—l + E :gAklsk + E :ng\Sk,Ak'
k=1 k=1 k=1

We have

H H t
VoEre[Y 1] = Vo / > {H Po(sklar—1,sk—1)prg (ak|sk; 0)po(rela, Sk)} dp(dry)
t=1 t=1

H
Z Ere 7"0|31] Ere [TC])gsl] + Ere [(Tc —Ere [TC|567 ac])ch\Sc,Ac]
- H H
+ Ere (Eﬂ‘f[ Z Tt|sc+1] - Ewe[ Z Tt|5wa0]> QSU+1|SC7AC]
c=t+1 c=t+1

+E

H
/~Lc chac ( e Zrt|5cvac _Ewe[zrt|sc]> gAcSC‘| }
c=t

Except for the third term, the calculation is the same as Theorem 2 (Kallus and Uehara, [20204).
The third term has been calculated as the proof of Theorem |8 Then, VgE . [Zf{:l r4] is equal to

Z{Eﬂ'b Tc‘sl —Ere [TC])Q] + Eﬂ'b [Nc(sca ac)(rc - E[?"C‘SC, ac])g]

H
+Erv | pe(se, ac)( Z relsepa] —E[ Y rtlsc,ac])g]
t=c+1 t=c+1
H H
+ Eﬂ'b ,LLC(SC7 ac) (E‘n" [Z ’I"t|Sc, ac] - Eﬂ'p‘ [Z Tt80]> g] }
c=t c=t
H H H
_J + Z {/ffc(sc; ac) {TC - IE:WE [Z rt|sc]} + chl(scflaacfl) ZE‘ITC [Tt|sc]}] g(er)]
c=1 t=c t=c

In the end, we can conclude that the following is a derivative:
—J + Z/Jc{rc - Sc)} + fe— lvc( c) (13)

Projection onto the tangent space Then, based on the argument in Appendix B (Kallus and
Uehara, [2020b)), we need to project it onto the tangent space spanned by the nonparametric model
deduced by an MDP. Writing the gradient Eq. as ¢, the projection of ¢ onto the tangent space
is calculated as follows:

H
> E[6|R;, S, A;] — E[@|S;, Aj] + E[|A;, S;] — E[6]S;] + E[6]S;, Aj -1, 85-1] — E[¢|4; 1, ;1]
j=1

= {Zug R; [ S5, A5])}

ZNC{R Se) + ver1(Se1)} | Az, Si] — Zﬂc{R Se) + Vet1(Set1)} | S5]
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Zﬂc{R Se) + vey1(Ser1)} | S Zﬂc{R Se) + vey1(Seq1) | ijlﬂAjfl]
+ hj- 1vj(5j) — Elpj—1v;(8;) | Sj-1, Aj-1]
= {Z i (R — E[R; | S5, AjD)} + widE[R; | S5, Aj] — v;(S5) + E[vj41(S41)155, 451}

+ Mjflvj(sj) — Elpj—1v5(8;) | Sj-1, Aj-1]
H
= —J +v1(51) JFZ#J Sj, A; ){R (S )+Uj+1(Sj+1)} = 9.

7j=1

This concludes that ¢ is actually the EIF.

Efficiency bound From the law of the total variance, the efficiency bound is

H

var Z NC{RC - UC(SC)} + chlvc(sc)
c=1

H

E[Var[E[Z pef Re + vey1(Seq1) — ve(Se) Hsooi 11 Fs.]]

c=1

M= 1=

H
Efvar(ue{ Ry + veg1(Ser1)} | Fs,]] = > Elwf (Se)var(m(Sr, A){Re + vr41(Ser1)} | Sell.
t=0

~+
Il
(=}

Order of the efficiency bounds We use importance sampling as follows,

H

ZEﬂ.b wt var b[/\t{Tt + v St+1 } | St Z]E Eﬂ.b )\ {rt + Ut(5t+1) - Ut(St)} | St”
t=0
H H
< CC"Y Bre[Bre [{re 4 ve(s041) — v:(50)}? | se]] = CC"> B [{re + vi(s041) — ve(54)}7]
t=0 t=0
H H
= CC/EWF‘[{Z re + Ut(8t+1) — ’Ut(St)} CC Eﬂ-e Z ’I"t < CC/(RdeH)
t=0 t=1

Remark 8. Noting
Elvar[f(Z)|X]] = var[E[f(Z)| X, Y]|X] + E[var[f(Z)| X, Y]| X].

for random variables XY, Z, the difference of this efficiency bound and the efficiency bound of the
pre-specified evaluation policies is

H

> Elw?(Sy)var(n(Si, Ar)ai(Se, Ar) | Sill-

t=0

Proof of Theorem[3
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EIF and efficiency bound under a TMDP The entire regular parametric submodel is

{po(s1)po(ai|si)pe(rilsi, ar)pe(sils1, a1)pe(ailsi)pe(rilsi,ar) - po(rulsm,am)},
where it matches with the true pdf at # = 0. The score function of the parametric submodel is

H

9(irs) = > Vologpa(sk | sk-1,ax—1) + Valogps(ar | se-1) + Vologps(re | s ax)
=1

H H H
= E :gsklsk—hAk—l + E :gAk‘Sk—l + E :ngISk;Ak'
k=1 k=1 k=1

The target functional is

H t
/ dor { 11 poCsklr(an—1,s6-1), sk—1)m (ax|sk; O)po (rel7(ak, si), Sk)} dpldry)

=1 k=1
H ¢

= /Zn {Hp9(5k|ak—1aSk—l)ﬂ'z(ak|5k§a)pQ(Tk|aka5k)} dp(dry),
=1 =1

where 7§ (ay | sx) is 7L(7(s,a) | 8)7(s,a), 7x(, s) is the inverse function of (-, s). Here, we use a
change of variables: T(ax_1,85-1) = ur—1, and write u; as ay. We have

H H t
VoEre[} m] = VQ/ZTt {HPG(Sle(Sk—uak—l),8k—1)7fzi(ak|5k;9)p9(rk|ak,8k)} dp(gry)

k=1

H
= Z{Eﬂe [(Eﬂe [7"6‘51] —Ere [TC])QSJ + Ere [(TC —Ere [Tc|5m acDQRC\SC,AC]

c=1
H H
+E; (Eﬂe[ Z Te|Ser1] — Ere Z Tt|sc,ac]> QSCHISC,AC]
c=t+1 c=t+1
t—1 H H
+ E’ﬂ'b H Nk (Eﬂ'“[z rt|sca7—(sc;ac)] - Eﬂ'e [Z ’rtsc]> gAJS;| .
k=1 c=t c=t

Except for the third line, the proof is almost the same as that of Kallus and Uehara) (2020a, Theorem
2). The third line is proved by

H H t
Z/Zn {Hp(3k|ak175k1)pﬂ;(ak|3k)p(7"k|akask)}p(36|7'(ac—175c—1)75c—1)
c=1 t=1

k#c
X V" (aclse; 0)p(relr(ac, sc), se)du(gry )

H H ¢
= Z/Zn {Hp(5k|ak—1, Sk—1)Pn¢ (ak|sk)p(rk|ak,sk)}p(sc|7—(ac1,sc1)73C1)
c=1 t=c

k#c
X 7Tb(ac|sc)p(7“c|7'(ac, 5¢),8¢)gac)s.di(rr)

t—1 H
= Ewb H nk]Eﬂ'e [Z Tt|5677_(8¢v ac)]gAc|Sc:|
k=1 c=t
t—1 H H
=52 [T (B o) - (3l o
k=1 c=t c=t
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Then,

H
VoEre [Z T = Z{Ewb [(Ere[relsi] — Exc[re])g] + Eqpv [1e(se, ac)(re — Elre[se, acl)g]

=1 =

~+

H H
+Erv | ptc([Ene] Z rt]c1] — B Z rilsc, acl)g
t=c+1 t=c+1
H H
+Emv | pe—1 <Eﬂ'“ D) rilses (sesae)] = Ere [ rtlsc]> 9] }-
c=t c=t

Here, note that we define B [[Tf_; 7k | $t,as] = pz. Then, VoE . [Zil r4] is equal to

H H H
= ]E —J + Z {/ffc {Tc - ]Eﬂ'g [Z Tt|5caac]} + ,U/cfl ZEﬂ'e [Ttsc]}‘| g(ZrH)‘|
c= M =c . =c
+E | pte—1 (Eﬂ—e [Z Tt|Se, T(S¢, ac)] — Eqe [Z rt|sc]> g}
o c=t u c=t .
=E||-J+ Z {Mo {rc —E,, [Z r|Se, Sc]} + fe—1 ZE% [rt]se, T(ac, Sc)]} g(frH)] )
c=1 t=c t=c

Then, as in the proof of Theorem [2] via the projection onto the tangent space, the EIF becomes
H
—J(7°) + Zuc{rc = qe(8e,ae)} + tre—19c(8e, T(ae, 8c))-
c=1

In addition, as in the proof of Theorem [2] the efficiency bound is

H
ZE[Ui(SCa AC)Var[Rc + qet1(Se, T(Ac, Se)) | SC7A0”~

c=0
Order of the efficiency bound First, we observe

V&I‘[Rc + Q(:+1(Sc+1; T(Ac+17 Sc+1)) | Sc = S¢, Ac = ac] = Valje [Tc + qc+1(5c+1a ac+1) ‘ Sc, ac]

This is proved by
var[Re + ge+1(Se+1, T(Act1, Set1)) | Se = se, Ac = ac]

= /{Tc + Ger1(Ser1, T(Qer1, Ser1)) = Ge(Se, ae) o p(re | Sy ae)p(Sett | Ser )T (aer1 | Ser1)d(Te, Sett, Gerr)
= [ aens (e uen)) = aelsesa)plre | sesac)plsern | sevae)x

ﬂ—b(%(u&Fh SC+1) | sc+1)%/(uc+1, sc+1)d(rc, Sc+1, uc+1)

/{Tc + Ger1 (Set1,Uer1)) — Ge(Se, ac) Fop(re | Se,ac)p(sest | Sey ac)m (et | Se1)d(Te, Seri, Ues1)

= varge [Tc + qc+1(56+1» ac+1)) ‘ Sc, ac]'
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Then, we have

H

Z E[IU%(SH Ac)Var[Rc + (Ic+1(5<:7 T<Ac+17 Sc+1)) ‘ Sc, Ac“
c=0
H
é CC/ Z Eﬂ‘e [V&I‘ﬂ.b [TC + QC+1(50+17 T(ac+17 sc+1)) ‘ Se, ac]]
c=0
H
=Cc’ Z Ere [varﬂe [rc + qc+l(ac+1> ac—H)) | Se, GCH
c=0
H
= CO/ Z Eﬂ'e [{T(: + QC+1(5(5+17 ac+1) - Q(:(Sm ac)}Q]
c=0
H H
= CC'Ere [{Z Te + Get1(Set1s Ger1) — e(Se, ac)} = CC'Er[{ Z Te)
c= O c=1
< CC'R2,, H

From the first line to the second line, we use p. < CC’. From the second line to the third line, we
use Eq. (14). From the fourth line to the fifth line, we use a fact that the cross-term is equal to 0. [

Remark 9. Noting
Elvar[f(Z)|X]] = var[E[f(Z)| X, Y]|X] + E[var[f(Z)|X, Y]| X],

for random variables X, Y, Z, the difference regarding the efficiency bound between the above and
that of the pre-specified evaluation policy is

H

ZE[M?(SnAt)Var[Rt + @1 (St41, T(St41, Ae41)) | Stq1, Re, St Adl]
=1

E[u? (Se, Ar)var(ger1(Ses1, 7(Se41, Aer1)) | Ses]]-

an

Proof of Theorem . For simplicitly, we consider the case K = 2. First, we prove
P, (¢, 7 )| 1] = Poy, [p(w, 7", q) | 1]

= Gy, [p(@™, 7#*M ¢ — g(w,7*, q)] (15)
+ E[p(w! %fr*’“ ,q")|%1] — E[p(w, 7°, q)| 1] (16)
= op(n_1/2).

From now on, we drop an index (1) for simplicity. In addition, we use a notation of c;(s;), ¢(s¢).

Partl: Eq. (16) is 0,(1/y/n)  First, we consider controlling the following term:

H
E[Z Wi (Se)Ne(Se, Ae){Re — Ge(Se, Ar)} + Wi—1(Sp—1)Me—1(St—1, As—1)0:(Se)|%1] —

t=1
By some algebra, we have

H
E[Y i ()i (Se, A){Re — Ge(Se, Ap)} + the—1(Se—1)e—1(Se-1, Ar—1)6:(S)|1] —

t=1
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= B[ @e(St)e(Se, A){Re — G:(Si, Ar)}

H
+ Ere[Ge(se)[Ae]| 1] — J + E[Z We—1(St-1)M—1(Se—1, Ae—1){0¢(St) — Ere[Ge(se, Ar)| Ae] 1]

= E[é{@t(&)ﬁt(&, Ap) = wi(Se)ne(Se, Ad) He (Sts Ar) — qi (S, Ar) } ] (17)
+ E[g{wt—l(&—l)ﬁt—l(&—u A1) = wi(Se—1)ne-1(Se—1, A1) H=0:(5e) + v:(Se) } 1]

+ E[i 1 (St, A){ =G (Sts At) + qe(Sts Ar)} + pe—1(Se—1, Ae1){0:(S1) — 01(Si) }] (18)
+ E[i{ﬂt(&, Ap) = pe(Sts A)HBe — 4 (St Ar) + 01 (Se41) ] (19)

H
+E[Y @1 (Se-1) -1 (Se-1, Ap-1) /{ﬁf(aﬁst) — i (e Se) }Ge(ar, Se)day |2y ).
t=1

Here, the terms from Eq. to Eq. are the same as the decomposition in the same as Theorem
2 (Kallus and Ueharay, [2020a). Since Eq. and Eq. are equal to 0, the above is equal to

E[> {d:(Se) (S, Ar) — we(Se)ne (Se, Ae)Hae (St Ar) — qo(St, Ar) Y]

+ E[Z{wt—l(st—1)ﬁt—1(5t—1, Ai—1) — wi(Se—1)ne—1(Se—1, Ae—1) H{—0:(St) + v (Se) } L]

t=1

+ E[Z{@t—l(st—l)ﬁt—l(st—l, At—l) - wt—l(St—l)Tit—l(St—l, At—l)} /{ﬁf(aﬂst) - ﬂ'te(at|st)}dt(aty St)datlgfl}

t=1

+ E[Z wi—1(St—1)Me—1(St—1, A¢—1) /{ﬁf(aﬂst) — 7; (ae|St) }ge(at, Se)da %]

t=1 .
— 1B+ s+ (r +an)as + B[S wn(Sy) [ {7 @dlS:) - mi(ar]S)}as(ar, S darf],
t=1

Here, we use |9y — vi]|2 < Cl|gr — qi]l2 < 8- Next, we also use a fact ||¢,(S;) — ¢:(Sy)||3 = o3 since

. . 2
l[6:(S) — ce(Se)l3 = /{U(at)ﬂf(adst) —mp(aelse)ular) } pav (se)dp(ay, s¢)
< Hﬁ?(At‘St) - Wf(Atlst)”g'
Therefore, noting what we want to control

H

E[Z wt(St)ﬁt(Sta At){Rt - {)t(St)} + wt—l(st—l)’f]t—l(st—h At—l)@t(st”gl] - Ja
t=1

the following holds:

H
B[ i (St)ie(Se, A){Re — ()} + thr—1(Se—1)ih—1(Si—1, Ae1)0e(Sy)| L] — J

t=1
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H
=E [Zwt (S)1e(Se, A){=01(St) + Ge (S, Ar)} + wi(Sh) /{Wt (a¢]Sy) — (at|5t)}(1t(ata5t)dat|$1]

=1
+ a1+ asf + aan + az-

Then, the main term in the above is further expanded as follows.

+E| Zwt (St) /{7rt (ae|St) — 7 (ae|Se) b (ar, St)das| 2]

t=1

E [Zwt (S)Ne(Se, A){—0:(Se) + Ge(Se, Ae) L

t=1

=E [Z we (Se) e (Se)ur(Ae){—Ce(St) /ut(at)fit(am Su)#¢ (] Se)dar + G:(St, At)}|5£1}

H

Zwt St /ut at {Ct(St)Tl't (at|St) — Ct(St)Tl't (at‘st)}%(at,st)daﬂgl]

=E [Zwt St) /Ct (Se)ue(ge)mt (ge Se){— Ct(St)/Ut(at)ét(anSt)ﬁf(adst)dat + Ge(gt, St) }dge| %

Zwt Sz /Ut at){Ct(St)ﬂ't (at|St) - Ct(St)ﬂ't at‘St)}Qt(ahSt)datHgﬂ

Noting we have 1/¢,(S¢) = [ui(gi)my b(g¢1S¢)dgy, the following holds:

Zwt St /{Ct St) - Ct(St)}Ut(gt)Wt (gt|St)Qt(gtaSt dgt‘gl]

Zwt SiH{—¢; (St)/ct(st) + ¢:(Sy }/Ut (ay) 7y (at|5t)%(at75t)dat\31]

t=1

Zwt St) /{Ct Se) = ce(Se) Yur(ge) {77 (9¢1Se) — 77 (el Se) Yr (ge, Se)dge|La]+

H
Z'U)t St { Ct (St)/Ct(St) +Ct(St) +Ct(St) 7Ct St }/ut Q¢ 7Tt (at|St)qt(at,St)dat|S£1]

t=1

Zwt (St) /{Ct (Se) = ce(Se)yue(ge) {7 (9el St) — 77 (9¢Se) e (g, Se)dge| 1]+

t=1

]E[Z wi(S){—6:(Se) + 2 (Se)}?/er(St) /Ut(at)ﬁf(aHSt)@t(at, Sy)das | ]

t=1
S ImP (Al Se) — 72(AdlS) 12 £ a3

This concludes that Eq. is a1 8 + a2 + ajas + a3. Under the assumption for the convergence
rates, this is equal to o,(n~'/2).

Part 2:Eq. (15)) is o,(1/y/n) Following Kallus and Uehara| (2020), this is proved if the following
is proved:

E[{g(w™),7°M §1) — ¢(w, 7°, q)}*|%1] = 0,(1).

This is proved as in the Part 1 using the same decomposition.
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Final part

Pay, [p(0™), 77D G| L1] + Bay, [p(0), 77, §P))|L,)
=Py, [¢(w, 7", q)] + 0,(n"/3).

Then, CLT concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem[5 As we have ever seen,
Jrr — Pulp(w!, 78, ¢")] = a1 8 + asB + a1as + a3 + o, (n~1/?).

Under the assumption, the above is equal to 0,(1). In addition, the mean of P, [¢(w', 7, ¢")] is J.
Therefore, the statement holds from the law of large numbers.

O
Proof of Theorem[f For simplicity, we consider the case K = 2. First, we prove
Pay, [p(™, 7D, V) |%1] — Py, [p(w, 7", q)[1]
= Gay, [p(@™, 70, §W) — g(w, 7", q)] (20)
+H*3[¢(11)(1),f7b(1 §")|21] — E[p(w, 7", q)|%1] (21)

= Op(n_1/2)-

Partl: Eq. (21)) is o,(n"'/?)

Eq. = E[p(@®, #*W ¢ |2,] — E[p(w, °, q)|%1]

H
=B[Y_{in(Si, Ar) — (S, A)H=G6(Sh, Ar) + ¢ (Si, A}
H
E[Y {fie-1(Se-1, Arm1) = o1 (Si—1, A1) = (St T(St, Ar)) + 4e(St, (S, Ar)) } 1]

H
E[Z e (St A){ =Gt (Se, Ae) + qi( Sty Ae) b + pu—1(Se—1, Ae—1){q(St, 7(St, Ar)) — qe(Se, T(Se, At)) 1]

t=1

H
E[> {fu(Se, Ar) = p(Se, AV H R — a1(Si, Ar) + @1 (S, 7(Siprs Argn))| 1]
= E[Z{ﬂt(su Ap) — pe(Se, A) H—a(Se, Ar) + qe(St, Ae) H L]
=1
Z{Mt 1(St—1, Ar—1) — pe—1(Se—1, Ae—1) H{—Ge (St, 7(St, Ar)) + qe(Ss, T(St, Ar)) 4]

H
Z | o (Se, Ae) — e (S, Ae)|l2l — G (St, Ar) + ¢ (St, Ar)ll2
t

Hﬂ (St 17At 1) Mt71(5t71,14t71)||2\|—(ft(St,T(Stht))+Qt(5t,T(St7At))H2

= (01 + a2)B = 0,(n~1/?).
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Here, we use

k—1

Elpk (Sk, Ak) f (Sk, Ak)] HTIt (St, Ae) f(Sk, Ax)) = E[(T ] me(St, A))mk(Sk, Ark) f (Sk, Ar)]

t=1
= E[(J] (S, A0)) (St 7 (Ar Sk))] = Elpr—1(Sk—1, Ak—1).f (Sk T (Ar, Si))],
and
14(S, (S, A)) — (S, 7(S, A))||3 = / {d(s,7(s,a)) — q(s,7(s,a)) }*°(al s)p(s)d(s, a)

- / {d(s,a) — q(s,@)}27(als)p(s)d(5, 0)

Part 2:Eq. (20) is op(n’l/ %) Following |[Kallus and Uehara| (2020a)), this is proved if the following
is proved:

E[{op(w™, 7MW ¢y — ¢(w, 7%, q)}?|2L1] = 0,(1).

This is proved as in the Part 1 using the same decomposition.

Final part

P, [(0), 720, §0)[] 4 Eayy [ (20, 72, 42))[ 2]
= Pafp(w, 7, 0)] + 0p(n/2).

Then, CLT concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem[7 From the proof of Theorem [6] we have
Jrin = Bufp(w’, 7, M) + (a1 + 2) B+ 0p(n™/?).

From the law of large numbers, noting the expectation of P, [¢(w', 7T, ¢")] is J under the assumption,
the statement is concluded.
O]

A.3 Proofs for Section [B
Proof of Theorem[§

Calculation of derivatives under the nonparemtric NMDP. The entire regular parametric
submodel corresponding an NMDP is

{po(s1)po(ails1)pe(r1]ia, )po(s2]dr )Po(az|is,)Po(r2ldas) -~ Po(TH|daw)}s

where it matches with the true pdf at # = 0. The score function of the model is decomposed as

9(Uru) ZVIOgPQ(Skllrk . +ZV10gpe(akusk +ZV10gpe(m\;ak)
= = k=1

28



H H H
= D 95uliny + D Jauls, T D IR,
k=1 k=1 k=1

Then, we have

H
ngﬂ—e lz Tt
t=1

This is proved by
H
D>
t=1

Ere {Ewe rc|31) Ere (TC)}981] +Eze [{Tc —Ere (Rc|jac)}grc\fac]

= { J + Z)\ {TC - st)} + /\c 1Uc(st)}g(er)]

H

H
/Zrt {H Sk|<l7k 1 7T (akisk;a)pe(rk|iak)}d:u((iTH)‘|

VoE e =Vy

an

H H
+Eqe (Eﬁe S S| —Eae | Y nmCD gsc+1gT61
t=c+1 t=c+1

ENAER[) 7o | Fa] = Ene[D_re | Fs]}gas. )}

Note that except for the third term, the proof is the same as Theorem 2. The third term is calculated
by

Z/Z{m 11 pe(Skirk_l)ﬂe(aklisk;9)pe(rkliak)} x

k=1,k#m

- {gAmusm | 900, 7" @ i )atan)| i)

H
Ere[ Z'f“tgA Fom = O TiBaelgan ., | dsm]]

Mu:

m=1 t=m
H H H
= Ere[Bre[> 7| danl9amise,, —Ene[Y 7t | dom Enelga, a0, | donl]
m=1 t=m t=m
H H
- ]E[)\c{]ETre [Z Tt | jdc] - ]Eﬂ'e [Z Tt | jsc]}gAcusc]'
t=c t=c

Then, VyE [Zil Tt:| is equal to
H
Z{Eﬂe [{Ere(rels1) — Ere(re) }g(Frp)] + Enc[{re — Exe (relFa.) }9(Fru )]
- H H
(Eﬂ'e Z thsc+1‘| - ]Ewe [ Z rt|5ac‘|> g(er)‘|}
t=c+1 t=c+1
EAAE[ ZH | Fa.] — ZH | Fs. 1 a(Fr)]}

H H
=E < -J+ Z {/\crc — e Z]Ewe (re|Fae) + et ZEﬂrc (Tt|jsc)}1 g(j'r'H)) +

t=c t=c

+ Eﬂ'e
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H H H
E[Z{Ac ZEﬂ'e (Tt|}ac) - AC]Eﬂ—e [Z Tt | ch]}g(er)]

E[{-J+ Z)\ {re —ve(Fs.)} + Aem19e(Fs.) 19 (Frr )]

This concludes that the following is a derivative:

_J+Z)‘ {re = ve(ds. )} + Ac—1ve(ds. ) (22)
This concludes that ¢ is actually the EIF since the derivativee is unique.
Calculation of the efficiency bound From the law of total variance, the efficiency bound is

var Z)\ {Re —ve(Fs.)} + Ae—1ve(Fs.)

H

Evar[E[Y A Re + ver1(Fsen) = velFs. )} Fsip )1 I5.]

c=1

M= 1=

H
Efvar\{ Ry + ver1(Fs,0)} | Is ]l = Y BN var[Re + v (Fs,,) | I -
t=0

~+
i
(=]

Proof of Theorem[9

> B, [Moyvar {me{re + vie1(Ge )} | g ]

Er, [M—vvar {n{re +vir1(ds,)} | ds, }]

v

exp Ere [log(Ar—yvar {n(re + vir1(ds,in) | ds, })]

Y

exp(Eqge [log(Ar—1)] + Exe [log(var { (ne{rs + viy1(ds, )} | 35, })])

M= I1M= I1M= I[]=

Y

exp((t — 1)log Cin + log V2, ) > V2, CH—1

mln) min " min °

&
Il
o

Proof of Theorem[I0, Almost the same as the proof of Theorem [3] O
Proof of Theorem [11}

H

Z EP‘?V&T[” + qt+1 (ist+1 y Tt+1 (iat+1 )) | iat]]
t=0
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M= 1= 1= 1

Ere[Aevar[ry + qe1(ds, 0> Te41(Jargy ) | da.]

IV

exp Ere [log(Aevar[re + gr1(dse 1o Te+1(darsr) | dae])]

vV

eXp(Eﬂ—e [log(At)] + Eﬂ'e [log(var[rt + qt+1(15t+1 ) Tt+1(iat+1 )) | iat])])

Y

xp((t) log Conin + log V2,.) > V2 CH

min*

-
Il
o

A.4 Proofs for Section

Proof of Theorem[IZ In this section, we define c¢p(y) = Zthl ~*=1. Here, the entire regular para-
metric submodel is

{po(a | s)po(rla, s)pe(s’|s, a)pe(r|s,a)},
where it matches with the true pdf at # = 0.The score function of the model Mlypp is decomposed as
9(0) =logpy(s) +logpe(als) +logpe(s's,a) +logpy(rls,a) = gs + gajs + gris,.a + gs/|s,a-
Here, the corresponding tangent space is
T X Ty X I3 X Ty,
{f(s);E[f] = 0,var[f] < oo} , T = {f(s,a); E[f (s, a)|s] = 0, var[f(s,a)|s] < oo},
{f(s,a,s');E[f(s,a,s")|s,a] =0,var[f(s,a,s')|s,a] < oo},
{f(s,a,7);E[f(s,a,7)|s,a] = 0,var[f(s,a,r)|s,a] < co}.

88N
I

We calculate the gradient of the target functional J(7¢) w.r.t. the model Mypp. Since

J(x%) = / rp) ()7 (a | $)p(r | 5,a)d(s, a,7)

H t
= lim Z/ t= Ttpg Tt|3t,at {H We(ak|5k§9)p6(5k+1|skaak)}p(gl)(sl)d(hst+1)
t=1 k=1

T—o0

= lim
T— 00

\\Mm

what we need is derlvmg the gradient ¢ satisfying
VJ(7®) = Ep,[d(s,a,r, s )g(s,a,r, ).
This is done as follows: VJ(7¢) =

t

H
A CT(V);/V " Vpg(re|se, ar) H (ar|sk; 0) p9(8k+1|8k7ak)}pél)(sl)d(imd

T— o0

H
+ Jim CT(V)ZI/W ~repo(relse, at)
t=

t

H 7 (ak|sk; )p0(5k+1|3kaak)}pgl)(sl)d(ist+1)'

H t
+ lim cT(’y)Z/’y “ripe (relse, ar) {H?r (ak|sk; 0 Vp9(5k+1|sk7ak)}pgl)(sl)d(ist+1)
t=1



First term This is equal to

H
lim [ c7(y) ZEwe V' rigrs,a(relse, an)] = ) [rgRrs,a(r]s,a)]
t=1

T—o00

= Epgy {r —Elr|s,al}grs a(rls,a)] = ]Epﬁ) [{r— Epgc;y [rls, al}g(s,a,r,s")].

Second term This is equal to

H H
Th_{r;ov/cT(’y)Zvc D By T rigsns,a(S04 150 a)] =E ) [v(s")g5715,a(5]5, a)]
c=1 t=c+1

=7E o [0(5")g5715,4 (5[5, 0)] = VB o0 [{v(") = B () [v(5')]5, a]} 9571 5,4 (5] 5, @)]
=E o [{v(s) = E o [v(s)]s,al}g(s, a7, 5')].
e,y e,y

Third term This is equal to

H H
li ¢ Eqe[yi—ct —Ere
ngo Z;V t;ﬂ 7 Tt{gA\S(at|5t) 7T [9A|S(at|3t)|5t]}]

=E o [{als,a) = v(s)}gs/1s.a(s'5,0)] = E =) [{a(s,0) = v(s)}g(s, a7, 8)].
In summary,
VJ(n¢) = Epgﬁ) {{7‘ - Epgf’? [r]s,a] + '7”(5/) - 'VE[U(S/”S? al +q(s,a) — U(S)} g9(s,a,r, S/)}

=E o [{r +70(s") —v(s)}g(s,a,7,5)]
=Ep, [ (s, a){r + yv(s') — v(s)}g(s, a,7,8)].
Thus, the following function:
w(s,a){r +~yv(s") —v(s)}.
is a gradient. Besides, since it belongs to a tangent space, this is the EIF. The efficiency bound is

Elw*(S)var[n(S, A){R +~v(S")}|S]].

O
Proof of Theorem[13 For simplicity, we consider the case K = 2. Here, we have
a [p(0" W, 7, §) 2] — Pay, [p(w", 7", q)|21]
= Ga [p(@ M, 7D, 1) = g(w”, 7", q)] (23)
+E[p(@ ™, 70, W) [1] — E[g(w”, 7", q)|21] (24)

= o,(n1/2).

Then, the proof is 1mmed1ately concluded from CLT. For the rest of the proof, we prove Eq. . is
op(n *1/ 2). The part Eq. is 0,(n~1/2) is similarly proved from the same decomposition.
We have

E[@"(S)n(S, A{R = 4(S, A) + y0(SVB] + E o [6(5)] — J
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= E[{w"(5)(S, A) — w*(S)n(S, AYH R — q(S, A) + v (5')}]

+E[w"(s)n(S, A){a(S, 4) = 4(S, A)} + w(s){v0(F) = v ()} + (1 = V)E ) [0(s1) — v(s1)]
+ E[{w"(5)0(S, A) — w* (S)n(S, A)}Hq(S, A) = 4(S, A) + 7(5") — v (S)}]

< E[w™ (S)n(S, A){=4(S, 4) +70(S)}] + (1 = E o [6(s1)]

Pe

w
1145, 4) — a(S, A) (S, A) — (S, A)]l
[0 (S)n(S, AY{~4(S, A) +79(S")}] + (L= 1)E o [i(s1)] + @11z + o1 + 2 + a3,

Then, noting what we want to control is E[w*(S)7(5, A){R — 9(5) +v(5)}] + E o) [0(5)], we have

E["(S)(S, A{R = 0(S) +70(S)}] + E o [0(5)] — J
= E[w*(S)n(S, A){—d(S, A) +79(S)H + (1 = ME o [6(5)]
E[d* (S)7i(S, A){d(S, A) = 8(S)}] + a1z + a1 + asf + a3
= E[w*(S)n(S, AN{=4(S, A) + ()} + E[w ()7 (S, A){q(S, A) — 9(S)}]
+ E[—yw* (S)n(S, A)o(S") + w* (S)0(S)] + crag + a1 S + azff + a3

= E[w" (5)7(S, A){q(S, A) — 0(S)}] + E[w*(5)n(S, A){—4¢(S, A) + 0(S) H+
aras + a1+ azB + a3

The last term is equal to o3 as follows:
Efu (S)i(S. A){d(S, A) — 0(5)}] + Elw” ($)n(S, A/{—d(S. 4) + ()]
— E[u" (S)(S)u(A)r (AIS){~0(8) + (S, Y] + Blw’(S) [{7(alS) - *(alS)}d(e. S)da]
=5 [w(®) [ dSu@mGl)-S) [u@ita.s)FalS)da + i(o.5)}g
FEW(S) [ u(@{e(S)alS) - o(8)r(@l$))ala, S)dd
S>/{és ) — e($)}ulg)n" (gls)a(g. S)dgl+

E[w*(S){—¢*(S }/ #(alS)d(a, S)da)
= Blu(8) [ {2(S) — () hulg){x"(ols) — 7(61S) (g, )i+

Blu” ($){~(S)/c(8) + &(5) + (5) ~ ()} [ u(@*(a]$)i(a, S)da]
— Ew(S) [{e(5) - () bulgH{m(9]S) - 3*(61S)}alg. S)dgl+

B[ ($){-0(8) +e(8))/cl8) [ u(@*(a]$)i(a. S)dd
< I7(A1S) - 7 (AIS)]} = o
In summary,
Elp(i*™, 70, ¢) L] — Blg(w*, 7, q)|%1] = aras + a1 8 + azff + as.

Under the assumption regarding convergence rates, this is equal to op(nfl/ 2.
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Proof of Theorem[I]} This is immediately concluded from
Elp(w*®, 70 §1) 2] — E[p(w*T, 7T, ¢1)|%1] = a1 + a1 8 + a8 + a3,
which is obtained in the proof of Theorem [I3] O
Proof of Theorem[I5 This is similarly proved as in Theorem [I2] by some calculation. O
Proof of Theorem[16 Here, we have
Pay, [p(a* M), 70, )| 1] — Py, [p(w”, 7", )|

= Gay, [p(* D, 71 1)) — p(w*, 7°, )] (25)
+Efp(w* ™, 70 §W)|L1] — E[p(w*, 7°, q)|%] (26)
:Op(“_1/2)-

Then, the proof is immediately concluded from CLT. It remains to bound Eq. is 0,(n"'/2). The
part that Eq. is op(nfl/ 2) is similarly proved from the same decomposition. We have

E[i* (S)(S, A){R — 4(S. 4) +7d(S, (4, SN} + (1 = 7)E, g [is1)] — 7

= E[{w"(5)n(S, A) — w* (S)n(S, AYHR — q(S, A) +~va(", 7(A", §'))}] (27)
Elw*(S)n(S, A){q(S, A) — (S, A)} + w*(5){4(S, 7(S, A)) —vq(S, 7(S5, A))}]

(L= E g [0(51) — v(s1)] (28)

+ E[{w"(9)7(S, A) — w*(S)n(S, A)Ha(S, 4) — 4(S, A) +~4(S",7(A", ")) — va(S', 7(A", 5))}]

S @7 (9)A(S, A) — w (S)n(S, A)ll211G(S, A) — q(S, A)|l2 = (a1 + a2)B.
Here, we use Eq. and Eq. are 0. O
Proof of Theorem[I7 This is immediately concluded from the proof of Theorem [16]as in Corollary
16 (Kallus and Ueharal, [2020a)). O
Proof of Theorem[18 Immediately, concluded from Theorem O

Proof of Theorem[I9 Here, we have
]P)Wl [¢(w*(1)7 ’[}(l)ﬂgl] - ]P)Wl [¢(W*7 U)‘gl]

- Gclh [¢(1ﬁ*(1), @(1)) - ¢(w*7 U)] (29)
+ Efp(w* ™, 91W)|L1] — E[p(w*, v)|%1] (30)
= o,(n"1/?).

Then, the proof is 1mmed1ately concluded from CLT. For the rest of the proof, we prove Eq. . is
0p(n~1/2). The part Eq. is 0,(n~1/2) is similarly proved from the same decomposition. We have

E[" (S)n(S, A{R = 0(S) +7(S")}] + (1 = E,w[6(s1)] — J
=E[{a"(S)n(S, A) = w(S)n(S, AYHR — v(S) + yv(S)}] (31)
+E[w(S)n(S, A){v(S) — 9(9)} + w* (S){7(S) —yw(S)}H + (1 =E o [0(s1) —v(s1)]  (32)
+E{a (S)n(S, A) — w*(S)n(S, A) Hu(S) — 8(5) +79(S") — yv(S)}]
< [[@* (S)n(S, A) — w*(S)n(S, A)l|2[|8(S) = v(S) ]2 = a1 = o, (n~/?).
Here, we use the following fact:
E[n(S, A){R — v(S) +yv(5)} = E[E[(S, A){R + y0(S) }IS] = v(S)] =0,
and we derived that Eq. and Eq. are 0.
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Remark 10. In the finite horizon case, we also have a double robustness and efficiency. The
argument is as follows. Here, we have

a, [0 M), 5[] — Py, [p(w, v) |1]

= Gay, [p(0™, 1)) — ¢(w, v)] (33)
+E[p(@™,5M)|21] — E[p(w, v)|21] (34)
zop(n_1/2).

We prove Eq. is 0,(n"1/2). The fact Eq. is 0,(n~1/2) is similarly proved as follows. Then,
the final statement is concluded from CLT. The proof is as follows:

H

ZUAJ (S)n(Se, A){Re — 04(Se)} + Wi—1(Sp—1)n(Sp—1, Ar—1)0¢(S)]
Z{wt St) — wi(Se) e (Se, Ae){—0¢(St) + ve(Se)}

E[Z{'L@t_l(st_l) — w1 (Se—1) Ime—1(Se—1, Ar—1){—0:(St) + v¢(S¢)}]

H
E[Z we (Se){—06(St) + ve(Se) } + wi—1(Se—1){0:(Se) — ve(Se)}]

t=1

Z{wt (Se) — wi(St)}me(Se, A {Re — ve(St) + ve41(Se41)}]

H
S Z [[0¢(Se) — ve(Se)ll2/lwe(Se) — we(Se)|l2 = B

B Properties of the estimator of Tang et al. (2020)

In this section we consider a sample-splitting version of the estimator of [Tang et al.| (2020) in
the case of a pre-specified evaluation policy and establish its (inefficient) asymptotic behavior and
double robustness. Given nuisance estimators (%) (s), @*(*)(s), the estimator we consider is given by
replacing Eq. @ in Algorithm |1| with

Jp = kl Z B (S50 ADYRW +7U(k)(5())_@(k)(g(i))}]

i€ly
(=B, [0 (s0)]

Here, we assume the behavior policy is known. We denote this estimator as Jy2. We can similarly
consider an analogous estimator, Jy1, for the finite horizon case, where, given nuisance estimators

@t(k)(s), w§’“)(s), we use

H
Z (k) S(z Z (z) S( 0 4 ){ng + ﬁt(i) (St(fr)l) _ @,gk)(s,fl))}

i€l t=1

k
|1k|
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Importantly, these estimators allow direct estimation of the value functions. In this sense, they are dif-
ferent from Jry1, Jyr2, where the construction of #(s) is restricted to é(s) J u(a)®(als)d(s, a)da, é(s) =
1/ [u(a)7t(als)da.

The estimator Jys is doubly robust if the behavior policy is known in the sense that it is consistent
as long as the either model of w*(s) and v(s) is correct.

Theorem 18 (Double Robustness). Suppose Yk < K, for some w*T vt ||0*®)(s) — w*i(s)|2 =
0,(1), |6 (5) — vi(s)|l2 = 0,(1). Then, as long as w*t = w* or vt = v, Jys B J.

In addition, the asymptotic MSE can be calculated under nonparametric rate conditions if the
behavior policy is known.

Theorem 19 (Asymptotic Results). Suppose Vk < K, [|w**) () —w*(s)||2 = aq, |0 (s) —v(s) |2 =
B, where a1 8 = o,(n~2),a1 = 0,(1), 8 = 0,(1). Then, v/n(Jyva — J) 4 N(0, Yrr2).

Again note that this asymptotic MSE is larger than the efficiency bound in the pre-specified
evaluation policy case (Kallus and Ueharay, [2019a)).
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