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Corruption-Robust Algorithms with Uncertainty Weighting for Nonlinear
Contextual Bandits and Markov Decision Processes

Chenlu Ye! Wei Xiong! Quanquan Gu

Abstract

Despite the significant interest and progress in re-
inforcement learning (RL) problems with adver-
sarial corruption, current works are either con-
fined to the linear setting or lead to an unde-
sired O(v/T() regret bound, where T is the
number of rounds and ( is the total amount of
corruption. In this paper, we consider contex-
tual bandits with general function approxima-
tion and propose a computationally efficient al-
gorithm to achieve a regret of O(v/T + (). The
proposed algorithm relies on the recently devel-
oped uncertainty-weighted least-squares regres-
sion from linear contextual bandits (He et al.,
2022) and a new weighted estimator of uncer-
tainty for the general function class. In contrast
to the existing analysis for the sum of uncertainty
that is heavily based on the linear structure, we
develop a novel technique to control the sum of
weighted uncertainty, thus establishing the final
regret bound. We then generalize our algorithm
to the episodic MDP and first achieve an addi-
tive dependence on the corruption level ¢ in the
scenario of general function approximation. No-
tably, our algorithms achieve regret bounds that
either nearly match the lower bound or improve
the performance of existing methods for all the
corruption levels in both known and unknown (
cases.

1. Introduction

This paper studies contextual bandits (Langford & Zhang,
2007) and episodic Markov decision processes (MDPs)
(Sutton & Barto, 2018) under adversarial corruption and
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with general function approximation. Distinct from stan-
dard contextual bandits or MDPs, we assume that the re-
ward functions and transition kernels are subject to ad-
versarial attacks before they are revealed to the agent
at each round. This corruption concept admits model
misspecification as a special case, and is complemen-
tary to the non-corruption model. It has broad appli-
cations such as autonomous vehicles misled by adver-
sarially hacked navigation systems or contaminated traf-
fic signs (Eykholt et al., 2018); recommendation systems
tricked by adversarial comments to produce incorrect rank-
ings (Deshpande & Montanari, 2012). Meanwhile, general
function approximation has gained considerable attention
since practical algorithms usually approximate true value
functions or policies by a general function class F (e.g.,
neural networks) to handle the numerous states in modern
large-scale reinforcement learning.

The goodness of an algorithm for learning a contex-
tual bandit or an MDP is often measured by the no-
tion of regret, which is defined as the cumulative sub-
optimality compared with the best policy. In the stan-
dard setting without corruption, statistically and compu-
tationally efficient algorithms have been developed for
contextual bandits (Foster & Rakhlin, 2020; Zhang, 2022)
and MDPs (Wang et al., 2020; Kong et al., 2021) under
nonlinear function approximation. However, the perfor-
mance of these algorithms can severely degrade when
the underlying models are corrupted by an adversary
(Lykouris et al., 2018). Therefore, designing algorithms
that are robust to adversarial corruption has attracted
tremendous attention (Bogunovic et al., 2021; Zhao et al.,
2021; Lee et al., 2021; Ding et al., 2022; Wei et al., 2022;
He et al., 2022). In the linear contextual bandit setting with
T rounds, we denote the cumulative amount of corruption
by ¢ := Zthl (- In this setting, Zhao et al. (2021) and
Ding et al. (2022) proposed a variant of the OFUL algo-
rithm (Abbasi- Yadkori et al., 2011) which achieved a regret

of O (\/T +C \/T), where other dependencies are omit-

ted for simplicity. This multiplicative dependence on the
corruption level ¢ to T" was undesirable as the dependence
on T degrades whenever ( = w(1). Wei et al. (2022) de-
veloped the COBE+VOFUL algorithm based on the model
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selection framework', which achieves an ) \/T +C ) re-

gret but with a sub-optimal dependence on the feature di-
mension. Moreover, COBE+VOFUL was known to be
computationally inefficient. The gap to the minimax lower
bound was later closed by He et al. (2022), where a novel
uncertainty-weighted regression technique was designed to
encourage estimators’ reliance on the samples with low un-
certainties. Nevertheless, similar results have not been es-
tablished for contextual bandits with nonlinear function ap-
proximation.

We tackle the nonlinear contextual bandit with corruption
by designing an efficient algorithm with desired additive
dependence on the corruption level {. Building on recent
advances in linear contextual bandits (He et al., 2022), we
adapt the uncertainty-weighted regression to general func-
tion approximation. However, two challenges arise from
this extension: (i) how to design sample-dependent weights
with general function approximation? (ii) how to control
the uncertainty level in the presence of weighting? To ad-
dress the first challenge, we design an uncertainty estima-
tor that compares the error on a newly arrived data point
with the training error on the historical dataset. For the lat-
ter, we develop a novel analysis technique to control the
sum of weighted uncertainty when the problem has a low
eluder dimension (Russo & Van Roy, 2013). When special-
ized to the linear setting, the proposed algorithm enjoys a
regret bound matching the nearly optimal result in He et al.
(2022).

We extend our algorithm to the MDP setting under gen-
eral function approximation by combining the uncertainty-
weighted regression with the F-target Least-Squares Value
Iteration (F-LSVI) (Wang et al., 2020). We assume that
the adversary could attack both the rewards and transition
kernels, where the amount of corruption is measured by
the change of the Bellman operator (formally defined in
Section 2.2). In addition to the challenges arising in the
bandit case, we also encounter stability issues of the explo-
ration bonus in the analysis of backward iterations, mean-
ing that the statistical complexity (i.e., the covering num-
ber) of the bonus class could be extremely high. When
the function class could be embedded into a (possibly
infinite-dimensional) Hilbert space, we show that the no-
tion of an effective dimension could directly control the
covering number. Moreover, for the problems with a low
eluder dimension, we adopt the sub-sampling technique
(Wang et al., 2020; Kong et al., 2021) to select a core set for
the uncertainty estimation. The use of weighted regression
also brings distinct challenges to the procedure. To the best

'The adversary in Wei et al. (2022) corrupts the environment
before the agent makes decisions and they define a maximization
over the decision set as (. The details are discussed in Remark
2.2.

of our knowledge, the only existing result for MDPs with
general function approximation is Wei et al. (2022), whose
corruption formulation is most consistent with ours. How-
ever, their algorithm utilizes fundamentally different ideas
and suffers from a multiplicative dependence on the corrup-
tion level (. We defer a detailed comparison to Section 1.1.
To summarize, our contributions are threefold.

» For contextual bandits under adversarial corruption
and with general function approximation, we pro-
pose an algorithm based on optimism and uncertainty-
weighted regression, which is computationally effi-
cient when the weighted regression problem can be
efficiently solved. We characterize the uncertainty of
each data point by its diversity from history samples.
Moreover, we demonstrate that the total level of uncer-
tainty in the weighted version can be controlled by the
eluder dimension (Russo & Van Roy, 2013).

* When extending to MDPs with general function ap-
proximation, we apply the uncertainty-weighting tech-
nique to the F-LSVI (Wang et al., 2020) and develop
an algorithm, which adds a bonus for every step and
establishes optimism in the backward iteration. This
algorithm is computationally efficient as long as the
weighted regression problem is solvable (Wang et al.,
2020). To address the stability issue of the bonus
class, for a Hilbert space, we show that its covering
number is bounded by its effective dimension; for
general space, we adapt the sub-sampling technique
(Wang et al., 2020; Kong et al., 2021) but with new
analysis techniques to handle the sample-dependent
weights.

* In terms of regret bounds, for contextual bandits, our
algorithm enjoys a regret bound of @(\/ Tdimln N +
¢ dim), where T is the number of rounds, dim is the
eluder dimension of the function space, N is the cover-
ing number, and ( is the cumulative corruption. This
result nearly matches the bound for linear models in
known and unknown ( cases. For MDPs, the proposed
algorithm guarantees an O(v/TH dimIn N + ¢ dim)
regret, where H is the episode length, dim is the sum
of the eluder dimension for H function spaces. This
is the first result that has an additive dependence on (
to T" for MDPs with general function approximation.

1.1. Related Work

We have discussed most of the related works throughout the
introduction, thus deferring a review of additional works
to Appendix A. In this section, we will focus on compar-
ing our work with that of Wei et al. (2022), who studied
MDPs with general function approximation. We highlight
similarities and differences between their work and ours as
follows.
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In terms of corruption models, both Wei et al. (2022) and
this work consider corruptions on the Bellman operator.
However, the adversary considered in this paper is slightly
stronger than that of Wei et al. (2022), so our results apply
to their setting but not vice versa. See Remark 2.2 for de-
tails. In terms of algorithmic ideas, we consider general
function approximation under the least-squares value iter-
ation (LSVI) framework, where optimism is achieved by
adding exploration bonuses at every observed state-action
pair. We then employ a generalized uncertainty-weighted
regression to improve the robustness of the proposed algo-
rithm. The proposed algorithm is known to be computation-
ally efficient as long as we can solve the (weighted) regres-
sion problems efficiently (Wang et al., 2020; Kong et al.,
2021). On the contrary, Wei et al. (2022) consider prob-
lems with a low Bellman eluder dimension and propose
COBE + GOLF, which only establishes optimism at the
initial state and the optimistic planning step of GOLF
(Jin et al., 2021) is known to be computationally intractable
in general. Finally, in terms of the regret bounds, Wei et al.
(2022) achieve a regret bound of O(V/T + ("), where ¢"
quantifies the square norm of corruption before the obser-
vation of actions (refer to Remark 2.2 for details). Their
bound reduces to (" = O(y/T¢) in the worst case, since
they assume the boundness of corruption at each round
¢ = O(1). They state that the boundness is without loss
of generality since they can reduce the problem to bounded
corruption case by projecting the abnormal rewards back to
their range. In comparison, our algorithm achieves a regret
bound of O(v/T 4 ¢) when the corruption level ¢ is known.
This additive dependence of ( is desirable. When the cor-
ruption level is unknown, we refer readers to Section 4.3
for details. However, we remark that instances covered by
the Bellman eluder dimension are broader than the eluder
dimension. In this sense, our frameworks do not supersede
the results of Wei et al. (2022).

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we formally state the problems considered
in the rest of this paper. Before continuing, we first define
some notations to facilitate our discussions.

Notations. Given space X and A, for any function f :
X x A — R, we define f(z) = max,e4 f(z,a). We also
denote the function space X x A — [0,1] by ZI®!. We
use the convention that [n] = {1,2,--- ,n}. Sometimes
we will use the shorthand notations z = (z,a), a Ab =
min(a,b), and a V b = max(a, b).

2.1. Nonlinear Contextual Bandits with Corruption

In a contextual bandit problem with 7" rounds, the agent ob-
serves a context vy € X at each round ¢t € [T] and takes
action a; € A. After the decision, the environment gener-

ates a reward r¢(x¢,at) = fu(we,ar) + €z, ar), where
€:(2+, az) is a mean-zero noise. Finally, the agent receives
the reward r;, and the next step begins. To model the adver-
sarial corruption, assume that we have access to a known
function class F : X x A — R but f, ¢ F due to cor-
ruption. Specifically, we introduce the following notion of
cumulative corruption for contextual bandits.

Definition 2.1 (Cumulative Corruption for Bandits). The
cumulative corruption is of level ( if there exists f, € F
such that for any data sequence { (¢, a;) }se (7], we have:?

T
ZQ <<, Gt = |fu(xe, a) — folwe, ag)l.
t=1

This corruption model is consistent with that in He et al.
(2022) and Bogunovic et al. (2021) when specialized to lin-
ear function approximation. However, our definition fur-
ther allows for general nonlinear function approximation.
Remark 2.2. The adversary in our formulation is slightly
stronger than in some prior works such as Lykouris et al.
(2018); Zhao et al. (2021); Wei et al. (2022), where the
amount of corruption at round ¢ is determined before the de-
cisiona; € A: ( = 23:1 maxqe 4 (¢ (2, a). Hence, Zis
larger than ( in Definition 2.1, which is chosen after the ob-
servation of action a;. In addition to the corruption f , these
prior works consider another notion of cumulative corrup-
tion level: (" = (T Y1, maxae 4 (2(z4,a)) /2. We will
also compare the proposed algorithms with the existing re-
sults under this setting in Section 4.

We make the following standard assumptions in the litera-
ture of contextual bandit (Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011).

Assumption 2.3. Suppose the following conditions hold
for contextual bandits:

1. Forall (f,z,a) € F x X x A, we have |f(z,a)] < 1;

2. Ateachroundt,letS; 1 = {xs, as, €5} s¢t—1) denote
the history. The noise variable ¢; is conditional n-sub-
Gaussian, i.e., for all A € R, In E[e*t|z4, ar, S;_1] <
A2n? /2.

The learning objective in contextual bandit is to minimize
T
the regret: Reg(T) = Yry [f. (w1) — fulzr, ar)].

2.2. Nonlinear MDPs with Corruption

We consider an episodic MDP, represented by a tuple
M(X, A H,P, r), where X and A are the spaces of states
and actions, H is episode length, P = {P"},c(z) is a
collection of probability measures, and r = {r"},c(m

We may also use the definition re(ze,at) = folxe,ae) + G+
e with 35, [l < C.
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is the reward function. In each episode, an initial state
2! is drawn from an unknown but fixed distribution. At
each step h € [H], the agent observes a state " €
X, takes an action o € A, receives a reward r"
and transitions to the next state "1 with probability

Ph(rh, x"+1 2" a"). We assume that the reward is non-

negative and 31, 7" (2", a™) < 1 almost surely.

Policy and value functions. A deterministic policy 7 is a
set of functions {n" : X — A},c(z). Given any policy 7,
we define its Q-value and V-value functions starting from
step h as follows:

H
’ ’ ’
QZ(.CC,CL): E Eﬁ[rh (Ih,ah)|17h:$,ah:a]’
h'=h

(H
H
Vh(z) = Z Eﬂ[rh/ (:vh/,ah/) |zl = ]
h'=h

It is well known from Sutton & Barto (2018) that there ex-
ists an optimal policy 7* such that for all (z,a) € X x A,
the optimal functions V*(z) := V. (z) = sup, V(z)
and Q"(7,a) = Q".(x,a) = sup, Q"(x,a) satisfy the
following Bellman optimality equation:

Q(w,0) = Epn i [r" + max QU7 (@ dl) | 2,0]. )

Function approximation. We approximate the Q value
function by a class of functions F = F; X - - - X Fg where
Fpn € %W for all h € [H]. We use the convention that
fr4+1 = 0 since no reward is collected at step H + 1. Then,
we define the Bellman operator 7" on space F:

(T" ) (2", ") o= Byn g [P + ' (241 |2", "]
and the corresponding Bellman residual:

gh(f’ :vh,ah) — fh(:vh,ah) _ (Thchrl)(.I'h,ah). (3)

We now generalize the concept of corruption to the MDP
setting. Since most of the existing approaches for MDPs
rely on the condition that Q" satisfies the Bellman opti-
mality equation, we measure the amount of corruption in
terms of the change of the Bellman operator, which can oc-
cur through attacks on the rewards and probability kernels.
Formally, the cumulative corruption for MDPs is defined as
follows.

Definition 2.4 (Cumulative corruption). The cumulative
corruption is ( if there exists a complete and compressed
operator 7, : ZI%U — FP satisfying that |(Tg —
T09)(2,0)| < |lg — ¢l for any g,g' € T and
(z,a) € X x A, and for all h € [H] and any sequence
{al, al}reir) € X x A, we have ?

T
sup [(T"g = Tg)(a} af)l < ¢y DG < ¢
t=1

g€eTlo.1]

3Since our adversary can corrupt the data after observing the

One can view ’E)h as the Bellman operator for the uncor-
rupted MDP and 7" for the corrupted MDP. When H = 1,
the corruption on the Bellman operator 7" affects only the
rewards, thus reducing the problem to that of a corrupted
contextual bandit. This corruption on the Bellman opera-
tor has also been considered in Wei et al. (2022), and it is
a significant extension from the misspecified linear MDP
in Jin et al. (2020b). First, instead of assuming that the cor-
ruptions in the reward function and transition kernel are uni-
formly bounded for all rounds, we allow for non-uniform
corruption and only require a bound on the cumulative cor-
ruption. Furthermore, when specialized to linear function
approximation, our corruption on the Bellman operator sub-
sumes the model in Jin et al. (2020b). Finally, we con-
sider general (nonlinear) function approximation, which is
a strict generalization of the linear scenario.

We also make the following boundedness assumption for
the function class.

Assumption 2.5. For any (h, f,x,a) € [H] x F x X X A,
we have f"(z,a) € [0,1].

Suppose that we play the episodic MDP for 1" episodes and
generate a sequence of policy {7 }+c|7). The learning ob-
jective is to minimize the cumulative regret: Reg(T) =

S [Viiah) — VA @]

2.3. Eluder Dimension and Covering Number

To measure the complexity of a general function class
F, Russo & Van Roy (2013) introduced the notion of the
eluder dimension. We start with the definition of e-
dependence.

Definition 2.6 (e-dependence). A point z is e-dependent
on a set Z with respect to F if any f,¢g € F such that

VEsez(F(z) = 9(z0))? < esatisfies | () —g(2)| < e.

Intuitively, the e-dependence means that if any two func-
tions in a given set are relatively consistent on the histor-
ical dataset Z, their predictions on z will also be similar.
Accordingly, we say that variable z is e-independent of Z
with respect to F if 2 is not e-dependent on Z.

Definition 2.7 (Eluder Dimension). For ¢ > 0 and a
function class F defined on X, the e-eluder dimension
dimpg(F,¢) is the length of the longest sequence of ele-
ments in X such that for some € > ¢, each element is
¢’-independent of its predecessors.

When F is a set of generalized linear functions, its
eluder dimension is linearly dependent on the dimension

actions, if we suppose that there is no corruption when computing
the regret, the corruption level is the I' norm over a sequence
{zf',af'}1epr) chosen by the algorithm instead of any arbitrary
sequence.



Corruption-Robust Algorithms with Uncertainty Weighting for Nonlinear Contextual Bandits and MDPs

of the feature map (Russo & Van Roy, 2013). Lietal.
(2021) demonstrate that the eluder dimension fam-
ily is strictly larger than the generalized linear class.
Osband & Van Roy (2014) prove that the quadratic func-
tion class {¢(z,a) " Ag(z,a) : A € R4*} has an eluder
dimension of O (d?In(1/e)).

For infinite function classes, we require the notion of e-
cover and covering number. We refer readers to stan-
dard textbooks (e.g., Wainwright (2019); Zhang (2023)) for
more details.

Definition 2.8 (e-cover and covering number). Given a
function class F, for each ¢ > 0, an e-cover of F with
respect to ||-|| ., denoted by C(F,¢), satisfies that for any
f e F, wecanfind f' € C(F,e)suchthat || f — f'||  <e
The e-covering number, denoted as N (e, F), is the smallest
cardinality of such C(F,¢).

3. Algorithms

In this section, we discuss the limitations of existing meth-
ods and the technical challenges of extending corruption-
robust algorithms to general function approximation, thus
motivating our approaches. For notation simplicity, we use
the shorthand notation z = (z,a) and Z] := {z5}!_;.

3.1. Bandits with General Function approximation

For nonlinear contextual bandit, the most prominent ap-

proach is based on the principle of “Optimism in the Face

of Uncertainty” (OFU). In this approach, the core step in

each round ¢t € [T is to construct an appropriate confi-

dence set F; so that the approximator f; lies in JF; with

high probability. The standard approach is to solve the fol-
lowing least-squares regression problem:

t—1

ft = argmin
f€Fi—1 ¢4

(f(zs) —75)°, )

and construct set 7 = {f € F_1 : Zi;ll [f(zs) —
fe(z)2 < B2} where 52 = O(InN) is set to be
the log-covering number (as stated in Proposition 2 of
(Russo & Van Roy, 2013)) such that f, € F; with high
probability. However, due to the adversarial corruption,
the collected samples are now from f,. ¢ F. To ensure
that f, € F; in this case, the confidence radius needs to
be enlarged. Specifically, we determine (3; by examining
Z’;: (fs(2s) — fi(2s))2, which suffers from an additional
cross-term 22;11 |/5(25) — fi(2s5)|Cs. To control this term,
one has to set 37 = O(¢ + In N), leading to a final regret
bound of O(¢V/T). For further understanding, we refer
readers to the intuitive explanation for the linear contextual
bandit in Appendix B of Wei et al. (2022). The multiplica-
tive relationship between ¢ and /T is disastrous, and the
regret bound becomes vacuous when ¢ = Q(v/T).

Algorithm 1 CR-Eluder-UCB

1: Input: A > 0, T, F and Fo = F.

2: for Staget =1,...,7T do

. Observe x; € X; )

Find the weighted least-squares solution f; as in (5);
Find 8; > 0 and construct the confidence set F; as in (6);
Take the most optimistic function f; = argmax ;¢ z, f(2t)
and choose a; = argmax ¢ 4 fi(x¢, a);
7:  Receive r; and set weight o? asin (8)
8: end for

AR AN

To overcome this issue, we adapt the uncertainty-weighting
strategy from He et al. (2022), which considers the linear
function class in terms of a feature ¢ : X x A — R? and
employs the weighted ridge regression:

t—1
N oT s) — Ts 2
0; < argmin (6 ¢(z,) —1s)

0€Ft-1 max(1, éH(b(ZS)HAfl)’

where Ay = AT + Zi;ll #(25)p(z5) " and o > 0 is a tun-
ing parameter. The weights in this equation are a truncated
version of the bonus ||¢(zs)|| art» which can be viewed as
the uncertainty of the sample. This means that the estima-
tion of ft will rely more on samples with low uncertainty.
The close correlation between weights and bonuses stems
from the following considerations: when making decisions,
the exploration bonus encourages uncertainty; when mak-
ing estimations, the weights are used to punish uncertainty.

As a natural extension, we replace (4) with its weighted
version:

t—1 2
f; = argmin Z 7(]"(,25) —7s)
fej:t—l s=1 (jg

; (&)

and we accordingly set the confidence set as

t—1 2
]:t _ {f c ]:tfl : Z (f(zs) - ft(zs)) < Btz} (6)

g

s=1 s

We then compute the most optimistic value function f;
from the confidence set F; and follow it greedily. The al-
gorithm is called corruption-robust eluder UCB algorithm
(CR-Eluder-UCB), whose pseudo-code is given in Algo-
rithm 1. While the algorithmic framework shares a similar
spirit with the weighted ridge regression, the extension is
not straightforward because the bonus and weight choices
in He et al. (2022) and their theoretical analysis (which will
be discussed later) heavily rely on the linear structure. To
handle the general function approximation, we first define
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the following (weighted) uncertainty estimator:*

[f(z) = fe(z0)| /o 7

A+ Zz;i [f(zs) — ft(z5)|2/or§

@)
where Z{ = {(zs,as)}sey, and we omit the superscript
since bandits only have one step. Intuitively, it measures
the degree to which the prediction error on (2, at) ex-
ceeds the historical error evaluated on Z! ™, thus serving as
an uncertainty estimation of z; given the historical dataset
Z{fl. Accordingly, with o > 0 as a tuning parameter, we
adopt the following weights:

D07 (Z1) = 1A sup
feFt \/

of =1V sup |f(zt)_ft(zt)|/0( __
FEF: \/)\—1—22;11 (f(2s) = fi(2s))" [o2

where a V b := max(a,b). When the problem has a
low eluder dimension, regular regression, i.e., o5 = 1,
has a nonlinear analog to the elliptical potential lemma
(Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011) for linear problems.

T

sup » D}, #(Z1) = O(dimp(F, N)). )
z{ =

However, when a sequence of weights o5 > 1is introduced,
the situation becomes quite different. In linear settings,
introducing the weights is straightforward. For any ball
[10]l2 < R with radius R > 0, the weighted version 6/0
also lies in the original ball of parameters. This result heav-
ily relies on the linear structure where the function class is
closed under scaling. In contrast, for weighted regression
with general nonlinear function approximation, we need to
explicitly control the weights in order to control the uncer-
tainty level, which requires new analysis techniques. The
generalized result of (8) is Lemma 5.1, which also handles
the case of o5 > 1. This result is essential for the theoreti-
cal analysis of nonlinear function approximation.

3.2. MDPs with General Function Approximation

In this subsection, we extend Algorithm 1 to MDPs with
general function approximation and adversarial corruption.
We adopt the F-LSVI algorithm, which constructs the Q-
value function estimations f;* backward from h = H to
h = 1, with the initialization ftH 1 = 0. Specifically, sup-
pose that we have constructed fth+1 and proceed to con-
struct f*. We reduce the problem to the bandit scenario
by defining auxiliary variables 3" = 7/ 4 frH(zh+h)
for s < t — 1. Then, we solve the following weighted
least-squares problem to approximate the Bellman optimal-

*We remark that Gentile et al. (2022) considers a similar quan-
tity but without weighting.

ity equation (2):

— (f"(zh, al) = yh)?

fth = argmin (10)
fh 6]:th—1 s=1 (0-?)2
We create the confidence set F!' = {f" ¢ FP,

At T (ME) = fRED)?0l)? < (8E)7) such
that 7, f*1 € F} with a high probability. Then, we
choose the most optimistic estimation by adding a bonus
function to the least-square solution. Specifically, for any
2€X XA,

) =1 (f1(2) + BID(2)), (11)

where we also clip the estimation to the valid range. It
remains to determine the bonus function bf, which serves
as an uncertainty estimator. A natural candidate is

. f"(z) = fl(2)]
sup - ’
Tt AN+ D) - F DR/ o)

However, one may not directly use such a bonus. Com-
pared with the bandit setting, since t"“ is computed
by the least-squares problem in later steps, it depends on
{z" al}'_} because the later state is influenced by the pre-
vious decisions. Therefore, concentration inequality can-
not be applied directly due to the measurability issue. The
standard approach to address the issue is to establish a uni-
form concentration over an e-covering of the function space

thH, which depends on F"*! and the space of bonus
b?“. The bonus (12) is “unstable” in the sense that the
statistical complexity (covering number) of the bonus space
could be extremely high because it is obtained from an opti-
mization problem involving Z{ whose size can be as large

as T in the worst case.

12)

Algorithm 2 CR-LSVI-UCB

1: Input: A >0, T, {F"}, {B"(\)} and F} = F"

2: for Episodet = 1,...,7 do

Receive the initial state z;

Let f7T' =0

for Steph =H,...,1do
Find the weighted least-squares solution fth as in (10);
Set f/'(z", a™) as in (11) with B* > 0, and bonus func-
tion b?(~7 -)asin (12).

8:  end for

9:  Let m be the greedy policy of f; for each step h € [H];

10:  Play policy 7; and observe trajectory {(z¥, al, 7} ,;

11:  Set weight o] as in (14) for all h € [H];

12: end for

AR A

To facilitate our analysis, we assume that we have access to
abonus class B1()\) that has a mild covering number and
can approximate (12). While we may encounter an approxi-
mation error, we assume that the equality holds for simplic-
ity because it suffices to illustrate the idea that we want to
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design a corruption-robust algorithm for MDPs with gen-
eral function approximation. We will provide examples in
Appendix E where the approximation error is usually neg-
ligible under suitable conditions. In summary, we assume

that for any sequence of data Z! ™' = {(a" al,7h)}i2],

we can find a b € B"()\) that equals (12). With this bonus
space, we are ready to present Corruption-Robust LSVI-
UCB (CR-LSVI-UCB) in Algorithm 2. We define the con-

fidence interval quantity for MDPs D), . zn(Z}) as?’

" (=) = fi (=) ot _
A TR = G2/ (oh)?

Note that the D), . 71 (Z},) and the bonus bl mainly differ
in a factor of weight in the iteration ¢. Therefore, they are
almost identical for the regular regression. However, as
we employ weighted regression in the algorithm, they are
not identical. Specifically, b?(z) is the bonus used for the
agent to ensure optimism, while D} (z) is the ratio between
the weighted prediction error and weighted in-sample error,
which is used in the theoretical analysis to bound the regret
(see Eqn. (15) for details).

1A sup
fherh \/

13)

Similarly, with « as the tuning parameter, the sample-
dependent weights are chosen to be

(=) = fl G|/

Mt SIE (R (e — FE ()2 (oh)?
(14)

(08)> =1V sup
fherh \/

4. Main Results

In this section, we establish the main theoretical results.

4.1. Bandits with General Function Approximation

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that Assumption 2.3 holds. For
any cumulative corruption ( > 0 and 6 € (0,1), we
take the covering parameter v = 1/(TC), the eluder pa-
rameter \ = In(N (v, F)), the weighting parameter o =

VIn(N (~y, F))/¢ and the confidence radius
B = cs(al + VIn(N (v, F)/d) + /),

where co = \/n?1n(2/68) and cg > 0 is an absolute con-
stant. Then, with probability at least 1 — 6, the cumulative

regret with T' rounds is bounded by

@<\/T dimg (]—', \/;) In(N (7, F)) + ¢ dimg (f, \/;))

Interpretation. This theorem asserts that for contex-
tual bandits under adversarial corruption and with gen-

SWe note that a similar treatment of nonlinear LSVI-UCB ap-
peared in Zhang (2023) but without weighting.

eral function approximation, Algorithm 1 achieves an ad-
ditive dependence on the cumulative corruption { as de-
sired. To interpret the result, we consider linear contex-
tual bandits with corruption, where dimpg(F,\/T) = d
and In(N (v, F)) = O(d). This implies a regret bound
of O(dv/T + d¢), matching that of He et al. (2022). Ac-
cording to the lower bound in He et al. (2022) and two ex-
isting lower bound results (Lattimore & Szepesvari, 2020;
Bogunovic et al., 2021), our regret is minimax optimal up
to logarithmic factors. Particularly when ¢ = O(v/T)) and
dimp(F,\/T) = O(In(N(v,F)), the first term domi-
nates and matches the regret bound in the uncorrupted set-
ting. Moreover, our regret is sublinear when ¢ = o(T).

4.2. MDPs with General Function Approximation

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that Assumption 2.5 holds. For
any cumulative corruption ( > 0 and 6 € (0,1), we
take the covering parameter v = 1/(T5C), the eluder pa-
rameter A\ = In(Np(v)), the weighting parameter o =

/In N7 (7)/¢ and the confidence radius 3 = B(5) =

cg(a¢ + /In(HNp(v)/0)), where
Nr(y) = m’?xN(%,fh) w(%,fh“) -N(%,Bh“()\)),

and we remark that the coverings are all with respect to the
|| - Then, with probability at least 1 — 6, the cumulative
regret with T' rounds is bounded by

@<\/TH1H(NT(7))dimE (J—', %) + ¢ dimg (J—', \/;))

15)

Interpretation. This theorem guarantees that for corrupted
models in MDPs with general function approximation, Al-
gorithm 2 achieves an additive dependence on (. In particu-
lar, for linear MDPs, we can obtain that In Np(v) = O(d?)
and

dimp (7, \/;) = }édimE (7", %) — O(Hd).

It follows from Theorem 4.2 that Reg(T") = O (VT H2d +
CH d), where the first term matches the bound of LSVI-
UCB in the non-corrupted setting (Jin et al., 2020b). We
compare our result with regret for misspecified linear
MDPs in Jin et al. (2020b), which is a special case of
our corrupted setting. By taking { = T(¢’, where ('
is the uniform bound for misspecification, our algorithm
achieves a regret bound of O (VT H?d? 4 ¢'dHT), which
is consistent with that in Jin et al. (2020b). We note that
our corruption-independent term suffers from a v/d am-
plification due to the uniform concentration used for han-
dling temporal dependency, which also happens for other
LSVI-based works (Jin et al., 2020b; Wang et al., 2020;
Kong et al., 2021).
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4.3. Unknown Corruption Level

This section discusses the solution for unknown cumulative
corruption ¢ by following He et al. (2022). We estimate
¢ by a tuning parameter ¢ and replace C in the threshold
parameter o by ¢ for the bandit and MDP models. The
bound for MDPs is shown in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3. Set B = cg/In(HN7(7)/6) and o =
VIn N1(v)/C, and keep other conditions the same as The-
orem4.2. If 0 < { < (, with probability at least 1 — 0, we

have the same bound in (15) except that we replace ¢ with
C. If ¢ > ¢, we have Reg(T') = O(T).

The detailed proof is provided in Appendix F, and we can
have similar results for bandits.

Comparison under a weak adversary. We compare our
result with the COBE framework (Wei et al., 2022) under
the weak adversary scenario introduced in Remark 2.2. The
key property of COBE is that under a weak adversary, it can
convert any algorithm Alg with a known corruption level ¢
to a new COBE+Alg that achieves the same regret bound
in the unknown ( case.

For general function approximation, COBE + GOLF
achieves a regret bound of O(\/T + (T), which degen-
erates to O(,/TC) in the worst case. Thus, by choos-
ing ¢ = O(V/T), our regret bound outperforms theirs
for all { = O(\/T) Moreover, in this case, our regret
bound is order-optimal due to the lower bound for the un-
corrupted linear MDP. When specialized to linear setting,
their proposed COBE + VARLIin attains a regret bound of
O(Hd**VT + Hd*(), which is better than ours when
¢ > /T in terms of the order of T but is also of a worse
dependence on the feature dimension d.

Particularly, we can take the base algorithm Alg in COBE
as Algorithm 2. By combining Theorem 3 of Wei et al.
(2022) and Theorem 4.2, we achieve a regret bound of
O(VTH dimIn N + ¢ dim) in the unknown ¢ case where
N denotes the covering number and dim denotes the sum
of eluder dimension. This bound reduces to O (d'-* HV/T +
dH C) in the linear setting, which is better than that of
COBE + VARLin. Nevertheless, this bound only applies
to the weak adversary. While our results also apply to the
strong adversary as mentioned in Remark 2.2.

5. Proof Sketch

This section provides an overview of the proof to highlight
the technical challenges and novelties. We focus on MDPs
and defer the details of contextual bandits to Appendix B
because the main ideas are similar. The proof strategy of
Theorem 4.2 follows three steps.

Step I: Regret under optimism. If for all (¢,h) €

[T] x [H], the Bellman backup 7;" f belongs to the
confidence set FJ*, we can show that 3, V}(z}) <
S>7_, fA(«}) + HC. This optimism allows the regret to
be upper bounded as

T
Reg(T) < Y [f! (xf) = Vi, (x})] + H¢

&
Il
=

H
ZEﬂtgh(ftvI?aa?) + HC?

1 h=1

[
M=

o
Il

where the equality is from Lemma G.1 and the subscript
denotes the distribution induced by executing m;. This is
the main technical reason why we consider the optimism-
based algorithm . The details are shown in Appendix C.1.

Step II: Sharper confidence radius for optimism. To
ensure that the optimism in step I is achieved with a
high probability, we determine the confidence radius by
bounding the in-sample gap between 7;}1 th+1 and fth, ie.,
S (= (TP @k, al))?/(ok)?. This can be
done by standard martingale concentration inequalities and
a union bound. The key observation here is that with our
uncertainty-based weight design, the cross-term can be con-
trolled as follows:

i (i, o) = (R0 _ e g,
s—1 (Us ) s<t

In Lemma C.3, we demonstrate that the optimism is
achieved with (80)?2 = O(In NA()\)). In addition to the
covering number, the regular regression also requires an
Q(¢) confidence radius as discussed in Section 3.1. This
sharper bound for the estimation error illustrates the power
of weighted regression and is the key to our improvement.
The detailed proof is presented in Appendix C.2.

Step III: Bound the sum of bonus. If optimism is
achieved, we can further upper bound the regret by

_ il T 1/2
Reg(T) < O < [THB Z sup Z Diyo.h’]:th (Zi)]
h=1 Zh t=1

(16)

H T
+CZ (1 + squZD?\,UhV;;; (Ziti)))

h=1 Zj, t=1

It remains to handle the sum of weighted uncertainty esti-
mators Di,oh, Fth,(Z}i). As previously discussed at the end
of Section 3.1, unlike the linear setting where the weighted
function still lies in the original function class, the gen-
eral function class is not closed under scaling. Therefore,
we must specifically deal with the weights in our analy-
sis. To solve this problem for uncertainty-based weights,
we use a novel weight-level control technique. The key in-
sight is that we can divide the samples into different classes
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based on their uncertainty levels. For samples in each class,
through a refined analysis, we can demonstrate that their
weights are roughly the same order, thus effectively cancel-
ing each other out. This is summarized in the following
lemma.

Lemma 5.1. For a function space G and any given se-
quence ZT = {(z4,a;)} C X x A. Under Algorithm 1
and 2, taking Dy .g(Z") in (7), the weight {o¢}sepm) in
8), @ = vIn N /¢ and \ = In N, we obtain

T
sup » (Dao.q,(Z1))
zf =1

< (V8co + 3) dimp (g, \/;) log (%) InT,

where cq is an absolute constant such that \+-? < coIn N,
and we denote log,(-) by log(-) and N(v,G) by N.

The detailed proofs of (16) and Lemma 5.1 are provided in
Appendix C.3 and D respectively.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we study contextual bandits and MDPs in
the presence of adversarial corruption and with general
function approximation. We propose a CR-Eluder-UCB
for contextual bandits and a CR-LSVI-UCB for episodic
MDPs, respectively. The proposed algorithms are com-
putationally efficient when the weighted regression prob-
lems can be efficiently solved (Wang etal., 2020) and
are based on the uncertainty-weighted least-squares regres-
sion (Heetal., 2022). Accordingly, we design a new
uncertainty-weighted estimator for general function classes
and develop novel techniques to control the sum of the
weighted uncertainty level. This leads to regret bounds
that depend additively on the corruption level. Specifi-
cally, for the contextual bandit problem, the CR-Eluder-
UCB algorithm achieves regret bounds that nearly match
the lower bound when specialized to the linear setting for
both known and unknown corruption levels. Moreover, for
nonlinear MDPs with general function approximation, CR-
LSVI-UCB is the first algorithm that establishes an additive
dependence on (.

We hope this work provides valuable insights into the broad
applicability of the weighted least-squares regression tech-
nique in achieving improved robustness in the general func-
tion approximation setting. For future research, it would
be interesting to explore the potential of combining uncer-
tainty weighting with variance weighting to enhance fur-
ther the regret bound for nonlinear MDPs.
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A. Additional Related Work

Corruption-robust bandits. Lykouris et al. (2018) first studied the multi-armed bandit problem with corruption where
the reward was corrupted by (; at round ¢ and the corruption level was defined as { = Z;[:l (¢ Lykouris et al. (2018)
proposed an algorithm whose regret bound was of @(\/TC ). Gupta et al. (2019) established a lower bound, showing that
linear dependence on ¢ was near-optimal. Therefore, the main goal was to design a corruption-robust algorithm with
a regret bound of Reg(T) = o(T) + O(¢). In particular, when ¢ was non-dominating, we expected the first term to
approach the non-corruption counterpart. Beyond the multi-armed bandit, Li et al. (2019) and Bogunovic et al. (2021)
considered the stochastic bandit with linear function approximation. However, their algorithms heavily relied on arm-
elimination techniques, thus confined to the stochastic and finite-arm scenarios. Bogunovic et al. (2021) and Lee et al.
(2021) studied the corruption-robust linear contextual bandit with additional assumptions, including a diversity assumption
on the context and a linearity assumption on the corruption. Zhao et al. (2021) and Ding et al. (2022) proposed a variant of
OFUL (Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011) but the regret bounds were sub-optimal. Foster et al. (2020) considered an algorithm
based on online regression oracle but the result was also sub-optimal. More recently, Wei et al. (2022) developed a general
framework to handle unknown corruption case based on model selection. The COBE + OFUL algorithm of Wei et al.

(2022) achieved a regret of o (\/T +¢ T) where (" is a different notion of corruption level. However, in the worse

case, we had (" = O(y/T(), which was still a multiplicative dependence on . Wei et al. (2022) also proposed a COBE
+ VOFUL, which enjoyed an additive dependence of the corruption level ¢ but with a sub-optimal dependence on the
feature dimension. Also, COBE + VOFUL was known to be computationally inefficient. The suboptimality was fully
addressed in He et al. (2022) for linear contextual bandits, which showed that a computationally-efficient algorithm could
achieve the minimax lower bound in linear contextual bandits. The idea was to adaptively use the history samples in
parameter estimation by assigning sample-dependent weights in the regression subroutine. However, whether we can

design a computationally-efficient algorithm to achieve a regret of o (\/T + ¢ ) remains open for nonlinear contextual
bandits.

Corruption-robust MDPs. Most existing works studied the adversarial reward setting where an adversary corrupted the
reward function at each round, but the transition kernel remained fixed. See, e.g., Neu et al. (2010); Rosenberg & Mansour
(2019; 2020); Jin et al. (2020a); Luo et al. (2021); Chen & Luo (2021) and reference therein. Notably, Jin et al. (2020a)
and Jin & Luo (2020) developed algorithms that achieved near-minimax optimal regret bound in the adversarial reward
case while preserving refined instance-dependent bounds in the static case. Therefore, the adversarial reward setting was
relatively well understood. When the transition kernel could also be corrupted, Wu et al. (2021) designed an algorithm
for the tabular MDP whose regret scales optimally with respect to the corruption level (. Wei et al. (2022) considered
corrupted MDPs with general function approximation under a weak adversary, that determined the corruption at one round
before the agent made the decision. The corruption in Wei et al. (2022) was also imposed on the Bellman operator, so was
consistent with ours. They proposed COBE + GOLF based on model selection and GOLF (Jin et al., 2021), which achieved
a regret bound of @(\/T + ¢"), in the unknown corruption level case under the weak adversary. However, we remark that
instances covered by the Bellman eluder dimension are broader than eluder dimension. In this sense, our frameworks do
not supersede the results of Wei et al. (2022).

B. Proof for Contextual Bandits

This section presents the proof of Theorem 4.1.

B.1. Step I: Regret under Optimism
Lemma B.1. Assume that f;, € F, for all t € [T). Then, we have

T
Reg(T) < 2C+ Y (filws, ar) = folwe, ar)) -
t=1

Proof. According to Algorithm 1, for all ¢ € [T, since f, € F, we have for a} = argmax, ¢ 4 fo(71, a),
folae,al) < fe(ae,af) < felwe, ar), 17

12
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where the first inequality is due to the optimism of f, and the second inequality uses a; = argmax,¢ 4 f¢(z+, a). Therefore,
the regret is bounded as follows:

T
Reg(T) = Z (Igleaj( fulxe,a) — ful(ae, at)>
t;l
<D (ol af) = folwe, ar) +2G)
t=1 )
Z ol $t7at fb(xtuat))
T
<20+ Z (fe(ze,a) — fo(xe,ae)),

t=1

where the first inequality uses Definition 2.1 and argmax, 4 f« (¢, a) is denoted by af, the second inequality is due to

a? = argmax,¢ 4 fp(1, a), and the last inequality is deduced from (17). O

B.2. Step II: Sharper confidence Radius for Optimism
Lemma B.2. We have fi, € F, for all t € [T with probability at least 1 — & by taking A\ < 32 and

B = & <n\/1nN(%f)/5+ ol + T+ \/’Y\/t(h(t,@) ,

where C1(t, () = 2(¢% + 2tn? + 3n*1n(2/0)), and &z > 0 is an absolute constant.

Proof. By invoking Lemma G.4 with ¢’ = 0, we obtain that with probability at least 1 — 4, for all ¢ € [T]:

t—1

D (filzs) = fo(25))? fo? <100° (2N (v, F) /) +5Z|ft zs) = fo(25)Cs /0]
s=1
+ 107y (vt + \/tC1 (¢ (18)

where C1 (¢, ) = 2(¢? 4 2tn? + 3n* In(2/6)).

According to the definition of o, in (8), we have forall s <t — 1,

|fe(25) = fo(zs)l/o2
< |fulzs) = Fs(z))l/02 + 1 folzs) = folzs))l /o7

<a /\+Z Filz) = fo(z:))? /o2 + A+Z Polz) = fo(z))? /o7
<200/ A+ 2, (19)

13
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where the last inequality is due to ft € Fi—1 C Fs. Substituting (19) back into (18), we have

t—1 1/2
(Z(ft(ZS) - fb(Zs))Q/f)f)

s=1

1/2
< (10772 (2N (v, F)/3) + 10al sup /A + 52 4+ 10v% + 10v+/tCy (¢, g))
s<t
< /102N (v, F)/d) + \/10aCsup VA4 B2+ V10t + 1/ 107/tCi(t, Q)
s<t

< ny/10In(2N (v, F)/8) + 100 + sup /A + B2/4 + /10t 4 1/ 1071/tC1 (8, C)
s<t
<5,

where the second inequality applies ||«||2 < ||z||1 for any vector z, the third inequality applies v/2a - b/2 < a + b/4, and
the last inequality holds since A < 32 and the upper bound of all 3 is /3.

O

B.3. Step I1I: Bound the Sum of Bonus

We define event E(T') = {f, € Fi, V¢ € [T]}. Lemma (B.2) shows that P(E(T)) > 1 — §. Therefore, by invoking
Lemma B.1, we have with probability at least 1 — §,

T
Reg(T) <2+ Y (fi(z) = fo(20))

t=1

T
<20+ min(2,|fi(z) — fo(z0)])

t=1

oY (2 1£:(0) = fu=0l) + S nin (2 15(20) = Futz))

t=1 t=1

It follows that for any f € F,

S i (21£G0) = Fue)l) = 32 min (2,170 = filz)l) + 3 min (2,]£(0) = fi=0]) . 0)

top=1 top>1

P1 p2

14
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Now, we bound these two terms as follows. For term p;, we obtain
=Y min (211(0) = fulz0)])
tiop=1

< Z min 2,\/5[3. |f(ze) — fe(ze)|/ o :
tiop=1 \/)\ + Z:;} (f(ZZ) — ft(zz)) /0—12

<28 Y min |1, |f(2t) = fi(ze)|/ o :
ot I (56— i) e
T
< 2BZD)\,J.,}-t (lef)
t=1
T
< 28| Tsup » (Dao7(Z}))?, @1
zf v

where we obtain the first inequality since A < 32 and

t—1
. 2
N30 (F) = i) fo? <287, @)
i=1
and the second inequality holds because 5 > 1. Then, the term p- is bounded as follows:

P2 = Z min (2, |f(ze) — ft(zt”)

tior>1

; t—1

) fe) - fledl L e S (5 - ) fo?
@\ e (e ) e VS

I
N
E.
=

- ). £ (z¢) — fe(20)l/ o . V20,8
tiop>1 \/)\_Fzz_i (f(ZS)—ft(Zs)) Jo?

AN
(]
£
=

2
B Y Y PP 18 ST
v FEF A+ SN () — ilz)?/ o

T

<28/a) (Dror(2D))
t=1 .

<28/asup» (Dxro.r7(Z1))7 (23)
z{ =1

where the first inequality invokes (22), the second inequality is deduced since for o; > 1,

1 | f (zt) —ft(zt)|/0t

0y = — sup

I P s (160 - ) et

15
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and the third inequality applies the definition of D) , 7,(Z}) in (7). Let dim, denote supzr Zthl(DA-,a, 7. (Z1))? for
simplicity. Hence, by substituting the results in (21) and (23) back into (20) with f = f; and f3, we have with probability
atleast 1 — 4,

Reg(T) < 2¢ + 48+/T dim, + 453/a dim,
< depal/T dim, + 4eg/T dimg In(N (v, F) /) + 4cg/coT dim,
+ 4¢ dim, +4 dim, /In(N (v, F)/8) /o + 4y/co dimy, /o
o) (\/Tdim,, In N (7, F) + gdim,,) ,

where the last equality is obtained by setting « = /In N (v, F) /(.

Ultimately, invoking Lemma 5.1 results in the desired bound.
C. Proof for the MDP Case
This section contains the proof of Theorem 4.2.

C.1. Step I: Regret under Optimism
Lemma C.1. Assuming that T f{* € Fl (where F}" is defined in Section 3.2) for all (t,h) € [T] x [H], we have

T H
Reg(T) < HC + ZZEﬁtgh(ftaxilva?)'

t=1 h=1

Proof. We use the notation f; = {f'}]' and f]'(z) = max,ec 4 f}(z,a) for any 2 € X. Since T}" f/™' € F} for all
(t,h) € [T] x [H], we can invoke Lemma C.2 to obtain that

Reg(T) = Y [V (z}) = Vi ()]

T H
< H(+ ZZEﬂtc‘?h(ft,I?,a?),

where the first inequality uses (24), the second inequality is obtained by Lemma G.1. O

Lemma C.2. Assume that for all (t,h) € [T] x [H], we have T} fi*' € Fl. Then, the f}' satisfies the following
inequalities:

T T
> Vi) <> ) + H, 24)
t=1 t=1
\f @ ar) — (T @l a)| < 28000 (), alr) + ¢ (25)

Proof. From T, i1 € F}', we have
£ h+1 2 1/2
1 (ko) = (T (ko) \
> R

s=1
Combining the inequality above and the definition of b}(-) in (12), we obtain
[F @, a) = (B 1)@ )| < Bl et "),

16
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Hence, by taking g/ = f}"* for all (t,h) € [T] x [H] in Definition 2.4, we have |(T" f** — T, f/1) (a, al)| < ¢
It follows that

—Ct < ft (xt 7%) (Th h+1)( ) <286 bh( ?) + Cthv (26)

which validate (25). Then, we will demonstrate (24) by induction. When h = H + 1, we know that Q7+ = ftH 1.
Assume that at step i + 1, we have

T

T
ZQZ+1(«I?+1,Q?+1 Z h+1 h+l7ail+1) + (H — h)C.

t=1

Then, at step h, we obtain that

[M]=

T
Z thtvat ft(‘rt’a’t))g

t=1

(T"Q¥N)(at af) — (T"fI* ) (et af) + ')

~
Il

1

[M]=

E (VI ™) = [T @] +¢
1
H—h+1),

—~~ o+

where the first inequality uses (26), the second inequality invokes the definition of Bellman operator and cumulative cor-
ruption, and the last inequality is due to the induction hypothesis at step h + 1.

Then, it follows that

T T
SVAal) = Y@l ah)

t=1
T
<D M)+ (H = h)G,
t=1
where the last inequality is because of the greedy step for the optimistic function f; in Algorithm 2. O

C.2. Step II: Confidence Radius for Optimism

In this step, we derive the confidence radius for £ in CR-LSVI-UCB (Algorithm 2).

Lemma C.3. In Algorithm 2 under Assumption 2.5, for all (t,h) € [T] x [H], we have T," /1 € F} with probability at
least 1 — 0, where we set for each t > 0 that Bf“ =0andfromh=Htoh =1,

(BM)?2 >12X 4 12In(2H N} (v )/5)+12agsup5 . +12(5supﬁh+1 2T

+60sup By /TC(t,(),

where N2:(v) = N (v, F") - N (v, FA*Y) - N(vy, B (X)) and C1(t,¢) = 2(¢? + 2t + 31n(2/4)).

Proof. We make the statement that with probability at least 1 — d, we have for all (¢, h) € [T] x [H] and any 7 > ¢,

1/2

ot (FGalalt) = (Tt o))

h
CAE +A < B¢, 27)

17
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which will be proved by induction. Firstly, the statement holds for ¢ = 1.
Then, for ¢ > 1, suppose that (27) holds for all s < ¢ — 1, which means that for all (s, h) € [t — 1] x [H] and any T > s,

2 1/2
> (£l al) = (T p ) et al)) .
A <pe
Y2 = Ps
i=1 (Ul )
Now, for round ¢, fix h € [H] and T > t. Define F!'** asa v | - [|o cover of 7", and Bl asan~ | - ||o cover of

Bhtl (A). Then, we construct Fitt = Fhtl g gh 1Bt asa (14 B2y || - [loo cover of {fh+1(.)}. Thus, given fh+1,
let f1+1 € FI 1 so that || fA*! — fi+Y o < €= (1+ BiH)y. Define gl = 7l + f2+1(241) and
) t—1
fit = argmin Y (f"(al,al) - yl)°.
frerl =

Then, we find that

-1 1/2 -1 1/2
<Z(ft( 57 s) ys)) <Z(ft( s’ s) ys)) +\/E€

- t—1 15/21 t—1 1/2
(Z(ft ( Ls) s) ys) ) +\/Z€§ (Z(ft ( Ls) s) ys) ) +2\/Z€7 (28)
s=1 s=1

where the first and third inequality is obtained by applying || f/+! — fi+1|| < €, and the second inequality uses the fact

that f* is the ERM solution of the least squares problem. Therefore, we replace f, by E[§"|2h, ah] = (T" fh+1)(2h, ah)

and f, by Th f+1in Lemma G.4 so that from the corruption in Definition 2.4 for corruption,
(fo = f) (@l al)| < (T = TH ) (at, al)l < ¢

Then, since fth is the approximate ERM in (28), we can invoke Lemma G.4 with the f, and fp, € = 2€,7 = 1 and (s = ¢ h,
Then, by taking a union bound over f**! ¢ }'4”1 and h € [H], we can verify that with probability at least 1 — §, the
following inequality holds for all ¢ € [T):

ti(ff (el al) - Ecﬁ)fﬂl)(acs,az)f

s=1

< 10In(2H N} (v)/9) +5Z|ft al al) = (TP ) @l al)) - ¢/ (o)
+10(y+28) - (( ( v+ 28)t + \/IC1 (t ) (29)

where C (t,¢) = 2(¢? + 2t + 31n(2/6)). Further, for all s < t — 1, the weights’ definition in (14) indicates that

|ft( Ls, s) (Thfh+1)( Ls) s)|/( )
< |ff el al) - (7?; @l ad)l/(00)? +

<|ft( Ls, s)_ (57 s)|/( ) +|(777 chrl)(xs?a}sl) (s’ s)|/( )
<208 +7,

where the last inequality is due to f* € FI* | C F! and the induction hypothesis that 7, f**+1 e F! for 7 > s. Then,
combining the inequality above and (29), we deduce that

1 (fhGat ) — (T et )

(02)?

S

M

s=1
< 10In(2HNE () /8) + 10al sup B 4 5y + 10(7y + 2€) - (v + 28)t + /tC1(t,()). (30)
s<t

18
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Therefore, it follows that with probability at least 1 — 4,

(FGatal) — (T £ et )
> CaE A

s=1

1/2
t

(oGt a) — (T )

1 (07)?

+Vite+ VA

<

S

< (10111(2HN§3(7)/5) + 10a¢ sup B + 5y¢ + 10(26" 1 + 3)24%T
s<t
+10(2604 + 37/ T O, <)) Y (B )T+ VA

< (12/\ + 12In(2H N} (~)/8) + 12a¢ sup B, + 12(5sup B4 H14)2T
s<t s
1/2
+60 sup By /TC (¢, C)) < B,

where the first inequality uses the triangle inequality, the second inequality applies (30), and the second last inequality uses
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Therefore, we validate the statement in (27). For all (¢, h) € [T] x [H], by taking 7 = ¢ in
(27), we finally complete the proof. o

Then, we demonstrate the following lemma with techniques similar to Lemma B.2.

C.3. Step III: Bound the Sum of Bonuses
Ultimately, we bound the cumulative regret for MDPs with corruption in Theorem 4.2 as follows.

Recall the definition of event F(T') in Lemma C.1: for all (¢, h) € [T] x [H], f} satisfies the following inequalities:

Hay) <th (x;) + HC,

_”M’ﬂ

f?aat) (Thfh+1)(‘rtaat)’ < 2ﬁt bt (‘Ttaat)'i_gt

Since taking 8 = 3 for all (t,h) € [T] x [H] satisfies Lemma C.3, event E(T') holds with probability at least 1 — §.
Therefore, assuming F(7") happens, we obtain by applying Lemma C.1 that

T H
Reg(T) < HC+ Y Y Er&"(fi 27, af)

t=1 h=1
<2H(+2 Z E,, min(1, Mol (2, al))
(thyiat=
p1
+2 Y B, omin(1, 8700 (2}, a})), 31
(t,h):oP>1

where the second inequality applies (25) and (f* — T f/71)(z?, al") < 2. Then, we bound the two terms above respec-
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tively. For the first term, we deduce that

p1 < Z Er, Inax(l,ﬂt) min(1, b ('rt 7a?))

(t,h):oh=1
T H
S Z max Bt Z min(lu (b?(l’?, a?))2)
t=1 h=1 (t,h):o

<VTH(1+p) ZsupZDthh )%

h=1 Zi t=1

where the first inequality is due to the fact that min(ajaz, b1b2) < max(aq,b;) - min(asg, be), the second inequality is
obtained by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the last inequality utilizes the definition of Dy ,n zn (Z}) in (13) and
the selection of confidence radius: 8* = 3.

Then, for o} > 1, according to the definition of o in (14), we have (0])> = 1/a - b!(2}, al). Thus, we can bound the

second term as

p2< Y Ermin(l,80(0f)? - ) (et ap)/(07)?)

(t,h):oh>1
< Y Eqmin(L, B /a- (0] (2f,a}))?/(of)%)
(t,h):oh>1
T
<Ba-Yy Y Exmin(l, (0] (af,af)?/(of)%)

IN

A

2

M= 1
M= [

Eﬂ't (D)\.,a'h',]:th (Z;z))z
1t

<B/a- ZSUPZ D>\o'h Fh Zh)) )

hthtl

1

>
Tl

where the Dy ;1 z» (Z}) is formulated in Definition 13. Combining these results, we get

Reg(T) <2HC+ VTH(1 + ) ZSUPZ Dy on 7 ( (Z}))?+ B/a- Zsupz Dy on Fh (Z8))?

h=1 Z =1 h=1 Z =1

H T
=0 (H + ZSUPZ (D, on FP Zh))2> ¢+ | THIn(Nz (7)) ZSUP Z(DA,U}‘,}—{L(Z;‘L))Q

h=1 Z =1 h=1 Z} =1

+a( THZsupZ Dy on 71 (Z1))? + v/ In(N7 (y Zsupz Dy on 71 (ZIN%) /a

h=1 2, =1 h=1 Z =1

=O | | THIn(Np(y ZsupZD)\gh]_-th —|—<ZsupZD>\0h}-hZh)) ,

*htl *htl

where the first inequality is deduced by taking the bounds of terms p; and p» back into (31), the first equality uses the
choice of 8 = O(a¢ + /In(H In(N7(v))/d)), and the last equation is obtained by setting o = /In(Nr (7)) /(.

Then, it suffices to replace weighted eluder dimension sup,r Zzzl(DA)ah7sz (Z!))? with the eluder dimension

dimg (F, €) in Definition 2.7. Because F is factorized as HhH,l F we get

dimpg(F,e€) ZdlmE ,e .
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By invoking Lemma 5.1 for each function space 7", we obtain

T

sup » (Dy v 51 (Z1))* < (VBeo + 3) dimp(F", \/T) log(T/\) InT,
Zy =1

which indicates that
H T
> sup Y (Dy o 51 (Z1))? < (VBeg + 3) dimp(F, A/T) log(T/\) InT.
h=1 Zi, t=1

Therefore, it follows that

Reg(T) = O (\/TH In(N7(7)) dimp (F, A\/T) + ¢ (H + dimp (F, )\/T))) .

D. Relationship between Confidence and Eluder Dimension

For simplicity, given a data sequence Z = {z;};¢[77, a positive weight sequence {0 };<[7] and functions f, f" defined on
a space containing Z, we denote the first ¢ elements in Z by Z; = {24} ¢[s and define the quadratic error and its weighted
version as follows:

1/2
If=fllz= (Z (f(zi) = f’(zz-))2> ,

2, EZ
1/2
) (f(zi) = f'(20))?
If =7l ,a=< —) .
z Z;Z =

The following lemma reveals the relationship between the sum of eluder-like confidence quantity and the eluder dimension.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Let Z = {z}E, C X x A.

Step I: Matched levels. To begin with, we divide the sequence Z into log(7T/\) 4 1 disjoint sets. For each z; € Z, Let
f € F; be the function that maximizes

(f(2e) — ftEZt))z/Utz
A= FilZ, .

where we define Z; 1 = {2}sepr—1) and L(2) = (f(2) — f+(2))? for such f. Since L(z) € [0, 1], we decompose Z into
log(T'/X) + 1 disjoint subsequences:

3

Z -z
where we define for . = 0,...,log(T/\) — 1,
Z'={zn € Z|L(z) € (277,27},

and
28T/ — (2 € Z|L(%) € [0,\/T]}.
Correspondingly, we can also divide R into log(7'/\) + 2 disjoint subsets:

R-l‘ — UlOg(T/)‘)RL

1=—1 )

where we define R = [2¢/2In N,20tD/2In N) for ¢ = 0,...,log(T/\) — 1, R©(T/X) = [\/T/XIn N, 4+00), and
R~ =10,In N). Since ¢ € RT, there exists an 19 € {—1,0,...,log(T/\)} such that ¢ € R'.

Step II: Control weights in each level. Now, for any z, € Z'98(T/X)we have

(f(z0) = fu(z0))?/ 0} < L(z) _ 1

= >~ S T
rer A+\f = FlZ,_ . A T
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which implies that

Z (Dxo.7(Z1))* < 1. (32)

24 € Zlos(T/X)

Moreover, for 0 < ¢ < log(T/A) — 1, we need to control the upper and lower bound of weights {o; : z; € Z*}. For
convenience, define for ¢t € [T,
1 —
Yy = — sup [ (z0) = fr(z)]

Q feF, \/)\ +f - ft||2zt,1.,a

Besides, we observe that

(f(ze) = Ji(z))? [0} |f(ze) = Fu(z0)]

argmax AT = argmax = ,
fer A= lE . e v lf- R,

so we can take the f as the solution of the two terms above for ;. Hence, we have | f(z;) — fi(z)| = \/L(z1).

Now, consider two situations for .. When ¢ > o, we have ¢ < 2(0t1)/21n N < 2/21n N. For any 2, € Z*, we know that
L(z;) < 27*. Hence, it follows that
—u/2 —/2
RSN S
VA~ vVInN VInN
where the second inequality is deduced by taking o« = v/In N/¢ and A = In N. Therefore, since 07 = max(1,1);), we
obtain oy = 1 forall z; € Z*.
When ¢ < 19, we have ¢ > 2¢0/2In N > 2/2In N, and 27+~ ! < L(z;) < 27*forall z; € Z*. Then, we can verify that
¢ 2-/2 ¢

VIn N . vVIin N T 22In N’
¢ 92— (t4+1)/2 ¢

VIoN Vel N V222N’

where the inequality of the second row applies

1
Py < —
«

Py <

Yy >

A|If=fill%, o SA+BF<colnN,

where ¢y > 1 is an absolute constant. Then, since ¢/(2*/2In N) > 1, we know that ¢/(v/2¢02"/?In N) < max(1,1);) <
¢/(2/?1n N). Therefore, we get for all z, € Z*,

o7 € [¢/(vVZe2/? I N), ¢/ (2/2 In ).

Step III: Bound the sum. Now, we bound ).  z.(Dxo #(Z{))* for « € [0,log(T/\) — 1]. For each ¢ =
0,...,log(T/A\) — 1, we decompose Z* into N* + 1 disjoint subsets: Z* = U;V:Lle;-, where we define N* =
12|/ dimpg (F,2(-~1/2). With a slight abuse of notation, let Z* = {z;};c( 2., Where the elements are arranged in
the same order as the original set Z. Initially, let Z5 = {} forall j € [N* + 1]. Then, from i = 1 to |Z*|, we find the small-

estj € [N*] such that z; is 2(=+=1)/2_independent of Z; withrespect to . If such a j does not exist, set j = N*+ 1. Then,
we denote the choice of j for each z; by j(z;). According to the design of the procedure, it is obvious that for all z; € Z*,
z;is 27~ 1)/2-dependent on each of Z{ ;,..., Z¢_ ) | . where Z} ; = Z{ N {z1,...,zim1} fork =1,...,j(z;) — 1.

For any z; € Z* indexed by ¢ in Z, by taking the function f that maximizes

(f(Zt) - ftEZt))Q/UtQ
A= Fl%, .
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we have (f(z;) — fi(2))? > 271 Additionally, because z; is 2(~*~1)/2_dependent on each of Zhiy 21 W

getforeachk =1,...,j(z)—1,

9

I1f = fil 2zk >27 7
It follows that
(f(z0) = fu(z0))?/ 0} < 27" /o}
AN =Pz e A+ - RIS
When ¢ > 1y, we have o; = 1 for all z; € Z*. Thus, it follows that
(f(21) = ful(z1))? [of _ 27" 2

A[f = ftHzt e )\+(]‘(Zz')—1)2ﬂ71 Cj(z) = T A2

Summing over all z; € Z*, we obtain

2
Z(D’\Ule <ZZ 1+)\2L+1+ Z N

2 E€EZ" Jj= lzIGZ‘ Zi€ZN .y,

N*
2125 2|25,
1Z]] |2kl

<y = =
=

dimp(F,2(=+=1/2)
|24
< 4dimg(F, 200 D/2) In N*, (33)

< 2dimp(F, 20007 D/2) In N* + 2|24 -

where the third inequality is deduced since by the definition of eluder dimension, we have |Z}| < dimpg(F, 2(=t=1/2) for
all j € [N'].

When ¢ < 19, we have 02 € [(/(v/2¢02/?In N),(/(2/?In N)] for all z, € Z*. Therefore, their weights are roughly of
the same order. Then, we can verify that

(f(z) = ft(zt))2/‘7t2 < (f(zt) — ft(Zt))z/Utz
AN = Fdz o T A = filIEnzeo
- 27/2¢02/?In N/¢
T A+ ((z) = 1271 2¢/2In NJ/C
V8e
= j(zi) = 14 A2¢/241¢/In N
< 8co
T J(z) — 14 A2+

where the last inequality uses ¢ > 2*/2In N. Summing over all z; € Z*, we have

V8co 2
Z(D)‘Ule <ZZJ_1+)\2L+1+ ﬁ
ZtEZL =12z EZ‘ ZiEZNL+1
< (V8co 4 2) dimp(F,2-1/2) In N*. (34)
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Eventually, combining (32), (33) and (34), we obtain

T
Y (Dror(2D)
t=1

log(T/)
Z Z (D0 7(Z1))?
=0 z €2t
o log(T/A)~1
<Y (VBep+2) dimp(F, 20"V N+ Y 4dimp(F, 20/ I N 41
=0 t=to+1

< (v/8¢cq + 3) dimp(F, /A/T)log(T/\) InT,

where the last inequality uses the monotonicity of the eluder dimension. Note that if o = —1, let the sum from 0 to —1 be
0. Ultimately, we accomplish the proof due to the arbitrariness of Z{ . o
E. Stable Bonus Funtion Space

In this section, we discuss how to stabilize the bonus function space to address the issue of covering numbers as stated in
Section 3.2. We first consider a case where F is an RKHS so that the covering number can be directly controlled. Then,
we adopt the sensitivity subsampling technique from Wang et al. (2020) for the general cases.

E.1. RKHS

In this section, we consider that for each h € [H], the function class " is embedded into some reproducing kernel Hilbert
space (RKHS) H":

" = {(w(f), 6()) : 2 = R},

where we use z to denote state-action pair (z,a). We assume that H" has a representation {¢; (2)}32; in 2-norm. For any
€ > 0, define the e-scale sensitive dimension as follows:

(e) = min { IS sup 3 (0=
JéES

Then, we can write the bonus function as

|<w(f) —w(f),6(2))]

(z) = sup ,

seR N (i) — w(F)TAulf) - w(f))

where A; = ZZ; #(25)p(zs) T /(o)2. Then, the log-covering number of the bonus space B"()) is bounded as follows.

Lemma E.1. Suppose that |w|| < 1, ||¢(z,a)|| < 1forall (x,a) € X X A, ||Allop < pforallt € [T) and X > 1. Let
N (v, B"(\)) be the infinity y-covering number of B"(\). Then, we have

In N (v,B"(\)) = O ((d((v*/46p)*))?) -

Proof. For any two functions by, by € Bh()\) with parameters wq,ws and Ay, As. Since sup,, is a contraction map, we
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have
_ “u [(w — w1, ¢(2))] _ [(w — w2, ¢(2))]
Hbl b2||°° Szx”wﬁ)ﬁl \/)‘+(w_wl)TAl(w_w1) \/)\—l—(w—wg)TAg(w—wg)
- s { [w — w1, ) ) [(w — ws, 9
lpl<tiiwli<t | [ VA+ (W —w)TA (w—w1) A+ (w—w) Ay(w—w)
[(w — w2, §) [(w — wa, §)|

\/)\'i‘ (w — ’U)1)TA1(’U} — wl) a \/)\'i‘ (w — wg)TAg(w — ’wg)
< sup [(wi — w2, )]

lloll<t

b= )l [N ) sl ) = A ) A= )
I#1<L,]|wl<1

< Jwy —wsl| + 2 Hsﬂp ’(w —wy) T Ag(w — wy) — (w—wy) " Ay (w — wl)‘
w||[ <1

(a)
Then, we can bound (a) by

||Sl|Tp ‘(w —wy) T Ag(w — wy) — (w—wy) " Ay (w — wl)’
wl|<1

< Ilstﬁp ‘(w —wy) (Ag — Ay)(w — wo) + (w1 — w) " Ay (wy — wy)
wl|<1

+(w — wl)TAl(wl — ’wg) + (w1 - ’wg)TAl (w - wl)‘

< A2 = Adllop + pllwr — wal|* + 4pllwy — wel|,

where the last inequality is obtained due to ||Al|op < p. Taking this result back, we get

b1 = b2floc < [Jwr — wal| + 2\/||A2 = Miffop + pllwr — w2? 4+ 4pllwr — wal|. (35)

Let C,, be the v2/23p cover of {w € H" : ||w| < 1} and Cy be the 42/23 cover of {A € G : ||Allop < p}, where G is
defined in Lemma E.2. By invoking Lemma E.2 and E.3, we have

In |Cy| < d((7?/46p)*) In(1 + 92p/~%)
In[Ca| < (d((v*/46p)*))? In(1 + 92p+/d((7%/46p)?)/~*).

From (35), for any b; € B"(\) with w(f) and A = Zi;ll D(25)P(25) T/ (012, let d(z5) = p(25) /0", so A can be written
as A = Zi;ll d(25)P(25) " with ||| < 1, which indicates that A € G. Hence, there always exist a by parameterized by
w € Cyy and A € Cy such that ||b; — b2||s < 7. Therefore, we finally obtain

In N (v, B"(N)) < In(|Cy| - [Cal)
< d((v?/46p)*) In(1 4 92p/7*) + (d((v*/46p)*))* In(1 + 92p\/d((v?/46p)?) /7°).

Lemma E.2 (Covering number of Covariance Matrix). Consider the space

G= {Z $(z5)p(z5) " o e H" ||l <1,n € N} :
s=1

For any € > 0, let N(vy, G, R) denote the y-covering number of the ball Bg(R) = {A € G : |Allop < R} with respect to
the operator norm. Then, its log-covering number with respect to operator norm is bounded by

N(v,G,R) < (d((v/2R)*))* In(1 + 4R+/d((7/2R)?) /).
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Proof. First of all, we consider the log-covering number of a RKHS ball. For any € > 0, let N (v, H", R) denote the
log-y-covering number of the ball By (R) = {¢ € H" : ||¢|| < R} with respect to the norm || - ||3; on the Hilbert space.
We claim that its log-covering number is bounded by

No(v, H", R) < d((v/2R)*) In(1 + 4R/7).

Recall that {¢;}52, are representations of H". There exists an index set S with the smallest cardinality such that

)2 < T2 =
3222(%) <(zp) =1
Jgs
Hence, we get |S| = d(v/). Then, any ¢ € H" can be written as ¢ = Zj’;l aj¢je;j, where e; is the infinite-dimensional
vector with only index j equaling 1, we define ITs : H" — H" as the projection map onto the subspace spanned by
{pjej}ies:
Is(¢) = Z ajpje;.

JES

For any ¢ € By (R), notice that |a| < R, so we have

lp—Ts(@)] <[> a2¢2 < R[> ¢2 < Ry =7/2.
J¢S

i¢s

Then, Let C(y/2,d(y'), R) be the v/2-cover of {a € R¥) : |la|| < R} with respect to the Euclidean norm. Thus, there
exists & € C(7/2,d(7'), R) such that 3~ s(evj — &;)* < (v/2)*. It follows that for any z € Z,

Ms(0) — Y aze;oi| = ||D_(a; — a)eso;

JES JjES

Therefore, the following result is obtained:

¢— Y apie;| < llo—Ts(d) + ||Ts(¢) — > a;05e;| <7,

JeES JES
which indicates that
Ny(v,H",R) < |C(v/2,d(+),R)| < In ((1 + 4R/7)d”')) =d(y")In(1+4R/7),

where the second inequality uses Lemma 5.2 in Vershynin (2010).
Further, let C(7/2, d*(7'), R) be the v/2-cover of {A € R¥)*d(Y) . || A||,, < R} with respect to the Frobenius norm.
For a covariance matrix A € G, there exists a matrix A € C(v/2,d?(v’), R) with || Ao, < ¢ such that

[A = Allop < [[A = Allr <7,

where the second inequality is obtained from the claim in the vector case. For any matrix A € RI)*A) with operator
norm bounded by R, its Frobenius norm is bounded by R+/d(+’). Therefore, we can bound the log-covering number for
the matrix space as

N(7,6. R) < () In(1 + 4R\/A(7) /7).
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Lemma E.3 (Covering Number of Hilbert Inner Product). For any e > 0, let Ny, (v, H", R) be the log-~-covering number
of the Ball {w € H" : ||w|| < R}. Then, supposing that ||¢|| < 1, we have

Nu(v, 1", R) < d((7/2R)*) In(1 + 4R/7)

Proof. Consider the representations {¢;}32; of H and the core index set S such that sup, ¢ z Zj¢8(¢j)2 < (g5)* =7

For any f € F", we can write it as f(z) = > i wjdi(z). Define Ils : H" — H" as the projection map onto the
subspace spanned by {¢;e; }jes:
)= Z w; ;.

jES

For any f € Byn(R) := {f € H" : || f||» < R}, we have ||w|| < R, which implies that

If = Ts(f)|lan = Zwm < > w? sup/ (6;(2))% < R/ =~/2.
Jj¢s Jj¢s i¢s

Now, use C(v/2,d(v’), R) to denote the y/2-cover of {w € R : |lw|| < R} with respect to the Euclidean norm. There
exists W € C(7/2,d(v'), R) such that 3 s (w; — w;)? < (7/2)2. Therefore, for any z € Z,

=Y | =D (wy —d)e;

JES JES

Hh Hh
< [t s 0,0
JjES i¢Ss
<7/2.

Therefore, the following result is obtained:

F=Y e <IF—Ts(Hllaen + |Ts(f) =D wies||  <7.

jes g j€S g

Finally, for any parameter w = [w1, w3, . ..] inducing the function f = Z;X;l w;¢;, there exists a vector W = [W;]jes
such that

lw = = | f = ;|| <7
jGS ’Hh’
Then, by invoking Lemma 5.2 in Vershynin (2010), we attain the result:

Ny (v, H", R) < |C(v/2,d(+"), R)| < In(1 + 4R/7)?0) = d(y') In(1 + 4R/7).

E.2. Stabilization with Subsampling

The main idea of the sub-sampling procedure in Wang et al. (2020) is to compute the bonus by a sub-sampled dataset.
This subset enjoys a log-covering number that is upper bounded by the eluder dimension because the number of distinct
elements of the subsampled dataset is much smaller than the original one. Meanwhile, the uncertainty estimations are
roughly preserved using the sub-sampled dataset. To achieve the goal, we measure the importance of the data points in the
dataset and only maintain those critical for the bonus construction (by importance sampling).

However, the extension is not straightforward because the uncertainty-weighted regression brings distinct challenges. Con-
trolling the uncertainty level in the face of weights also plays a central role in our analysis. Before continuing, we addition-
ally assume that the covering number of state-action pairs X' X .4 is bounded, which is also required by Wang et al. (2020);
Kong et al. (2021).
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Assumption E.4. There exists a y-cover C(X x A, ) with bounded size N (X x A, ) such that for any (z,a) € X x A,
there exists (2',a") € X x A satisfying that sup,c » | f(z,a) — f(2',a")| < e.

For simplicity, we denote the space X x A by Z. In the sub-sampling algorithm, a core set is generated according to each
element’s sensitivity, the error on one sample compared to the whole-sample error. We first define

_ 2,2
Sensitivityy , » z(2) = min{ 1, sup (f(2) g(z))Q/ch .
o faer A+IIf —gl%,

This sensitivity resembles the quantity considered in (2.7) except that the former is compared to the whole sample set, and
the latter is compared to the history samples. Thus, we can bound the sum of sensitivities by invoking Lemma 5.1.

Lemma E.5. For a given set of state-action pairs Z} and the corresponding sequence of weights, we have

t
> Sensitivityy , 1 7¢(2) <> Do #(23)” = O(dimp(F, \/T)).

z€Zt s=1

This lemma plays the same role as Lemma 1 in Wang et al. (2020). Let Z denote the core set generated during Algorithm
3 in Wang et al. (2020). We construct the confidence set based on Z:

F={rre A - 1%, <382 +2},

and the bonus function b}'(-) € B"(\):

; | (2) = f1 (=)

bli(z) = su = )
prerr A =11,

where f € F is close to f in the sense that || f — f}'||o < 7. Combining Lemma E.5 and Lemma 2 to 4 in Wang et al.
(2020), we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma E.6. If |Z| < TH, the following results hold:

1. With probability at least 1 — § /(16T H), for all h € [H], we have
bl (=) < V20 (2).
2. If T is sufficiently large,
In [B"(\)| = O (dimg(F",6/(TH)?) - n(N(F",6/(TH)?)/6) - log(N(X x A,5/(TH)))).
Then, by replacing the bonus b () with l;? (z) in Algorithm 2, we can bound the regret in Theorem 4.2 by
Reg(T) = O (@ + Cdimp(F, )\/T)) ,
where
v = In|B"(\)| dimg(F, \/T)
= dimp(F",6/(TH)*)? - In(N(F",6/(TH)?)/6) - log(N (X x A,6/(TH))).

F. Unknown Corruption Level

Proof of Theorem 4.3. We first consider the case when ¢ < (. Since only the predetermined parameters a and 3
are modified by replacing ¢ with ¢ and ¢ is upper bounded by (, it is easy to obtain the regret bound Reg(T) =
O(/THIn(Nz (7)) dimg(F,\/T) + (dimp(F,\/T)) by following the analysis of Theorem 4.2. Additionally,
Lemma 5.1 can also be proved by discussing the value of ¢ in the first step.

Then, for the case when ¢ > Z , we simply take the trivial bound 7'. O
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G. Technical Lemmas

Lemma G.1 (Value-decomposition Lemma (Jiang et al., 2017)). Consider any candidate value function f = { f"(z",a") :
X x A — R}, with fH1(.) = 0. Let ¢ be its greedy policy. We have

H
ﬂﬂ—%@bm{ZWmﬂwhﬂ
h=1

where B . [-|2"] means taking expectation over the trajectory {(=", ahl)}g:h induced by policy 7y starting from the state
zh,

Lemma G.2. Let {e;} be a sequence of zero-mean conditional o-sub-Gaussian random variables: InE[e**|S; ] <
A202 /2, where S;_1 represents the history data. We have for t > 1, with probability at least 1 — §,

> € < 2t0” + 30 In(1/5).
s=1

Proof. By invoking the logarithmic moment generating function estimate in Theorem 2.29 from Zhang (2023), we know
that for A > 0,

(Ao?)?
1—2\o2’

Then, by using iterated expectations due to the tower property of conditional expectation, we get
t t—1
E lexp (/\263) =E {E lexp ()\Zef + ef) }St_l }
i=1 i=1
t—1
=E {exp (/\ Z ef) -E [exp (ef) ‘ St,l} }
i=1
t—1
2 (Ao?)? 2
< exp (/\U + m) -E < exp ()\Zei)

(\to?)? )
1—2\o2"’

InE [exp (A}) | Si—1] < Ao” + (36)

... <exp (/\t02 +

where the first inequality uses (36). Now, we can apply the second inequality of Lemma 2.9 from (Zhang, 2023) with
w=to? a=2tc*, B =202 and e = 20%/ut to obtain

inf {—)\(t02 + 2V utot + 2u02) +InE
A>0

exp (Ai}?)] } < —u. (37)

=1

Thus, it follows that
t
P (Z e? < to? + 2V utot + 2u02>
s=1

E [exp ()\ 25:1 612)}
< inf
= X20 exp (A(to? + 2Vuto* + 2uc?))

= ir;f(’) exp <—)\(t02 + 2Vutot + 2u02) +InE

o (1324)|)

=1
<e™™

)

where the first inequality applies Markov’s Inequality, and the second inequality uses (37) and the monotonicity of the
exponential function.
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Taking u = In(1/6) for § > 0, we obtain that with probability at least 1 — §

Ze? < to? 4+ 2y/tIn(1/8)0t + 21n(1/6)0?

s=1
< 2to? + 30%1In(1/6),
where the second inequality is deduced since 21/t In(1/6)o* < to? + In(1/8)0?. O

Lemma G.3. Consider a sequence of random variables { Z; }+cn adapted to the filtration {S; }1en and a function | € F.
For any A > 0, with probability at least 1 — 6, for allt > 1, we have

t
1 A (Z.) 1
=D f(Z)~ 5D WEle [Saci] < 55

Proof. The proof of this lemma is presented in Lemma 4 of Russo & Van Roy (2013). O

Then, we demonstrate the convergence of training error for both ERM and approximate ERM solutions in the following
lemma.

Lemma G.4. Consider a function space F : Z — R and filtered sequence {z;,¢;} in X x R so that €; is conditional
zero-mean n)-sub-Gaussian noise. For f.(-) : Z — R, suppose that y; = f«(2t) + € and there exists a function f, € F
such that for any t € [T), 22:1 [fe(zs) = folzs)| := 22:1 (s < ¢ If fi is an (approximate) ERM solution for some
e >0:

t 1/2 ¢ 1/2
(Z(ﬁ(@ - ys>2/a§> < min. <Z(f(zs) - ysﬁ/az) + Vi,
s=1 s=1

with probability at least 1 — §, we have for all t € [T):

t

D (filzs) = folz0)?/oF <10 2N (v, F)/6) + 53 [ ful=s) = folzs)[¢s /2
s=1

s=1 =
+10(y + €)((v + €)1t + VECL(E, ),
where C1(t,¢) = 2(¢% + 2tn? + 3n?1In(2/9)).
Proof. For f € F, define

O(f,20) = —a [(f(ze) = y0)? = (folze) = w0)*] /ot
where a = 72 /4. Let F, be an y-cover of F in the sup-norm. Denote the cardinality of 7., by N = N (v, F).

Since ¢, is conditional 7-sub-Gaussian and ¢( f, z;) can be written as

O(f, 2e) = 2a(f (20) = fo(21)) /07 - & — a(f (z0) = fo(2))? /07 + 2a(f (20) = fo(21))Ce /o7,

the ¢(f, z¢) is conditional 2a(f(2;) — fy(2¢))n/o?-sub-Gaussian with mean

= —a(f(z) = fo(20))* )0} +2a(f (z) = fol2))Ce /o7
where a = 172/4. We know that if a variable X is o-sub-Gaussian with mean p conditional on S, the property of
sub-Gaussianity implies that

o2s?

2

lnE[exp(s(X — ) ‘ S} <

By taking s = 1 in the inequality above, we get

a2 Zt) — Zt 2p2 Zt) — Zt 2
lnEyt[expw(f, Zt) _M) |Zt78t—1] < 4 (f( )20.21.]017( )) Ui _ (f( )8772521( )) )
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It follows that

B, (6. 20) 208 1] < FEO I ()~ ) | UG~ )

8n2a} 4n2o? 2n20?
W) = fiz)) - () = fz0)? | (PG = fz0)G
- 8n2o? 4n?o? 2n202
_ (f (20) = fo(20))? + (f (=) = folze)) G
S~ g 2For

where the second inequality uses 0?2 > 1.

Invoking Lemma G.3 with A = 1, we have for all f € 7., and ¢t € [T, with probability at least 1 — §/2,

Z o < =32 Y = e | S (o) = Bl 1o, )

8n202 port 2n202

s= s=1

Additionally, for all ¢ € [T], we have with probability at least 1 — §/2,

Z(fb ZS s Z .fb Zs ,f* Zs) +f*(zs) ys)Q
s=1

<23 ((folen) = L)+ () = )
s=1

t—1 t—1
<2 <Z C+Y e?)
s=1 s=1
< 2(C+2tn* + 3> In(2/6)) := C1(t,¢), (39)
where the first inequality is obtained since Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the second inequality uses | f3(2zs) — f«(2s)| < (s,
and the last inequality comes from Lemma G.2. To simplify notations, we use C1 (¢, ¢) to denote 2(¢%+2tn?+3n2 In(2/9)).
Now, given f, there exists f € F, so that || fy — f|loc < 7. With probability at least 1 — §/2,
t
Z (fb(zs) ys)z} /Ug
s=1
2
t ¢
< Sz = w202+ Vi | = S (alz) — 5)?/0?
s=1 s=1
2
t t
< Z(fb(zs) _ys)2/0£+\/z(7+6/) _Z(fb(zs) _ys)Q/Ug
s=1 s=1
< (v+ )t 420y + VICE ), (40)

where the first inequality uses | f(zs) — fi(2s)| < 7 and triangle inequality for all s, the second inequality is because of the
condition that f; is an approximate ERM solution, and the last inequality utilizes o5 > 1 and (39). Finally, with probability
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atleast 1 — §, we get

' 1/2
<Z(f( s) = folzs))? o 2)

1/2
Zs fb Zs)) / s)

™~

IN

a'%a

S

iy
(i
o

MWH

s=1

1/2
— Fo(2:))Cs /02 + 877 In(2N/6) —8n22¢> I z)

V)
Il
-

|fe(2s) = fo(20)[Cs /02 + 49C + 87> In(2N/6) + 2(y + €)%t

IN

4

Mﬁ

V)
Il
-

iy + i)

1/2
< <10n In(2N/6) + 5 Z |Fe(zs) — fo(25)[Cs /02 4 57C + 8(y + €)%t + 5(y + € )V/tCi (¢, ()) ,

s=1

where the second inequality is deduced from (38), the third inequality is by the definition of o, in (14) and the last inequality
uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. O
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