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Abstract

In this paper, we study distributionally robust offline reinforcement learning (robust offline RL), which
seeks to find an optimal policy purely from an offline dataset that can perform well in perturbed environ-
ments. In specific, we propose a generic algorithm framework called Doubly Pessimistic Model-based Policy
Optimization (P?MPQ), which features a novel combination of a flexible model estimation subroutine and a
doubly pessimistic policy optimization step. Notably, the double pessimism principle is crucial to overcome
the distributional shifts incurred by (i) the mismatch between the behavior policy and the family of target
policies; and (ii) the perturbation of the nominal model. Under certain accuracy conditions on the model
estimation subroutine, we prove that P2MPO is sample-efficient with robust partial coverage data, which only
requires the offline data to have good coverage of the distributions induced by the optimal robust policy
and the perturbed models around the nominal model. Our assumption on data is relatively mild compared
with previous full-coverage-style assumptions which need a uniformly lower bounded data distribution.

Our algorithm and theory can be applied to a vast body of robust Markov decision processes (RMDPs)
in the regime of large state spaces. By tailoring specific model estimation subroutines for concrete examples
of RMDPs, including tabular RMDPs, factored RMDPs, kernel and neural RMDPs, we prove that for all
these examples P>MPQ enjoys a (5(7171/2) convergence rate, where n is the number of trajectories in data. We
highlight that all these RMDP examples, except tabular RMDPs, are first identified and proven tractable
by this work. Furthermore, as an extension to multi-agent decision-making, we continue our study of robust
offline RL in the multi-player robust Markov games (RMGs). By extending the double pessimism principle
identified for single-agent RMDPs, we propose another doubly-pessimistic-type algorithm framework that
can efficiently find the robust Nash equilibria among players using only robust unilateral (partial) coverage
data. To our best knowledge, this work proposes the first general learning principle — double pessimism —
for robust offline RL and shows that it is provably efficient in the context of general function approximation.

Keywords: distributionally robust offline reinforcement learning, double pessimism, robust partial coverage,
function approximation
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1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) (Sutton and Barto, 2018) aims to find an optimal policy that can maximize the
expected cumulative rewards obtained from an unknown environment. Typically, modern deep RL algorithms
learn such a policy in an online trial-and-error fashion, collecting millions to billions of data. However, online
data collection could be costly and risky in many practical applications, such as healthcare (Wang et al., 2018)
and autonomous driving (Pan et al., 2017), prohibiting the use of RL in these critical domains. To tackle this
challenge, offline RL (Levine et al., 2020) (also known as batch RL (Lange et al., 2012)) proposes to learn a
near-optimal policy purely from a dataset collected a priori without further interactions with the environment.

Recent years have witnessed great progresses in offline RL for both practice and theory (Yu et al., 2020;
Kumar et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2021; Uehara and Sun, 2021; Xie et al., 2021a; Cheng et al., 2022). Nevertheless,
these works implicitly require that the offline data are generated by the real-world environment, which may fail
in practice. Taking robotics (Kober et al., 2013; OpenAl et al., 2018) as an example, the experimenter trains
the agents in a simulated physical environment and then deploys them in real-world environments. Since the
experimenter does not have access to the true physical environments, there would be a mismatch between the
simulated environment to generate the offline dataset and the real-world environments to deploy the trained
agents. Such a mismatch is commonly referred to as the sim-to-real gap (Peng et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2020).
Since in RL the optimal policy is sensitive to the model (Mannor et al., 2004; E1 Ghaoui and Nilim, 2005), the
potential sim-to-real gap may lead to the poor performance of RL algorithms.

A promising solution to remedy this issue is robust RL (Iyengar, 2005; El Ghaoui and Nilim, 2005; Morimoto
2005) — learning a robust policy that can perform well in a bad or even adversarial environment. A line of
works on deep robust RL (Pinto et al., 2017a,b; Pattanaik et al., 2017; Mandlekar et al., 2017; Tessler et al.,
2019; Zhang et al., 2020; Kuang et al., 2022) demonstrates the superiority of the trained robust policy in the
real world environments. Furthermore, the recent work of Hu et al. (2022) theoretically proves that the ideal
robust policy does attain near optimality for problems with the sim-to-real gap. However, this work does not
suggest how to learn an optimal robust policy efficiently from a theoretical perspective.

To understand robust RL from theoretical sides, robust Markov decision process (RMDP) (Iyengar, 2005;
El Ghaoui and Nilim, 2005) has been proposed and extensively studied, and many recent works (Zhou et al.,
2021; Yang et al., 2021; Shi and Chi, 2022; Ma et al., 2022) design sample-efficient algorithms for offline RL in
RMDPs. But these works mainly focus on the tabular case, i.e., finite state space, and thus are not capable
of tackling large or even infinite state spaces which usually appear in modern RL applications. Meanwhile, in
the non-robust offline RL setting, a line of works (Jin et al., 2021; Uehara and Sun, 2021; Xie et al., 2021a;
Zanette et al., 2021; Rashidinejad et al., 2021) has shown that “pessimism” is the general learning principle
for designing sample-efficient algorithms that can overcome the key difficulty in offline RL, that is, the dis-
tributional shift problem caused by finite fixed data. In particular, in the context of function approximation,
Xie et al. (2021a) and Uehara and Sun (2021) leverage the pessimism principle and propose generic algorithms
in the model-free and model-based fashion, respectively. Hence, it is natural to ask the following questions:

Q1: What is the general learning principle for robust offline RL?
Q2: Based on this learning principle, can we design a generic algorithm for robust offline RL in the context
of function approximation?

To answer these two questions, we need to handle two intertwined challenges — distributional shifts and large
state space. In general, the distributional shift is caused by the mismatch between the offline data distribution
and the distributions induced by the target policies and the target environments. Here in robust offline RL,
the distributional shifts have two sources: (i) the mismatch between the behavior policy and the target policies
to be learned; (ii) the mismatch between the nominal environment and the perturbed environment. The latter
is a unique challenge that is not presented in non-robust offline RL. Besides, regarding the state space, existing
works mainly focus on the tabular case, and it still remains elusive how to add reasonable structural conditions
to make RMDPs with large state spaces tractable. Despite all these challenges, in this paper, we answer the
aforementioned two questions affirmatively. Our contributions are summarized below.

1.1 Owur Contributions

Our work contributes to the theoretical understanding of robust offline (multi-agent) RL in large state spaces.
More concretely, our contributions are three-fold.
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e General learning principle and algorithmic design. We first study robust offline single-agent RL
within a general framework, which not only includes existing known tractable S x A-rectangular tabular
RMDPs, but also subsumes several newly proposed models: S x A-rectangular factored RMDPs, S x A-
rectangular kernel RMDPs; and S x A-rectangular neural RMDPs. Under this framework, we propose a
generic model-based algorithm, dubbed as Doubly Pessimistic Model-based Policy Optimization (P?MP0),
which consists of a model estimation subroutine and a policy optimization step based on doubly pessimistic
value estimators. The algorithm is based on a double pessimism principle, which requires being pessimism
in the face of model estimation uncertainty and environment uncertainty simultaneously. This plays a key
role in overcoming the distributional shift problem in robust offline RL. Notably, the model estimation
subroutine can be flexibly chosen according to the structural conditions of specific RMDP examples.

e Theoretical guarantees based on a robust partial coverage assumption. From the theoretical
perspective, we characterize the optimality of P2MPQ via the notion of robust partial coverage coefficient
and robust model estimation error. The robust partial coverage assumption only requires that the offline
dataset has good coverage of distributions induced by the optimal robust policy and the perturbed models
around the nominal model. In specific, we prove that the suboptimality of P2MPO is bounded by the robust
model estimation error (Condition 3.2) and the robust partial coverage coefficient (Assumption 3.3). For
concrete examples of RMDPs, by customizing specific model estimation mechanisms and plugging them
into P2MPO, we show that P?MPQ enjoys a O(n‘l/ %) convergence rate with robust partial coverage data,
where n is the number of trajectories in the offline dataset.

e Extension to robust offline multi-agent RL. As a natural extension of single-agent RMDPs, we also
make the first attempt to study offline RL in robust Markov games (RMGs) (Kardes, 2005), wherein the
goal is to learn a robust Nash equilibrium (RNE). For this multi-agent setting, we extend the double pes-
simism principle identified for single-agent RMDPs, based on which we propose the Doubly Pessimistic
Model-based Multi-agent Policy Optimization (P?M?P0) algorithm. Similar to P2MPO for the single-agent
setting, P2M2P0 comprises a model estimation step and a surrogate objective minimization step, where the
latter adopts a generalization of the double pessimism principle. We further demonstrate that the sub-
optimality of P2M?P0 is controlled by the robust unilateral (partial) coverage coefficient (Assumption 5.8)
and the robust model estimation error (Condition 5.10). Here the newly proposed robust unilateral cov-
erage condition can be regarded as the robust counterpart of the unilateral coverage condition for offline
non-robust Markov games (MGs) (Zhong et al., 2022; Cui and Du, 2022b). Finally, as in the single-agent
setting, by specifying the robust model estimation error for concrete RMG examples, we can generally
prove that P?M2P0 converges to a robust Nash equilibrium at a rate of (’)(n_l/ %) with robust unilateral
coverage data, where n is the number of trajectories in the offline dataset.

In summary, our work identifies the first general learning principle, which we call double pessimism, for robust
offline RL. Based on this general principle, we can perform sample-efficient robust offline RL with robust partial
coverage data in the context of general function approximation.

1.2 Related Works

Our work is related to a line of previous theoretical works on robust RL in RMDPs, offline RL with pessimism
principle, and robust Markov games, which we compare respectively in the following. Also, please see Table 1
for a summary of our results and a comparison with mostly related works on robust offline RL.

Robust reinforcement learning in robust Markov decision processes. Robust RL is usually mod-
eled as a robust MDP (RMDP) (Iyengar, 2005; El Ghaoui and Nilim, 2005), and its planning has been well
studied (Iyengar, 2005; El Ghaoui and Nilim, 2005; Xu and Mannor, 2010; Wang and Zou, 2022; Wang et al.,
2022). Recently, robust RL in RMDPs has attracted considerable attention, and a growing body of works
studies this problem in the generative model (Yang et al., 2021; Panaganti and Kalathil, 2022; Si et al., 2023;
Wang et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2023; Clavier et al., 2023), online setting (Wang and Zou, 2021;
Badrinath and Kalathil, 2021; Dong et al., 2022), and offline setting (Zhou et al., 2021; Panaganti et al., 2022;
Shi and Chi, 2022; Ma et al., 2022). Our work focuses on robust offline RL, and we provide a more in-depth
comparison with Zhou et al. (2021); Shi and Chi (2022); Ma et al. (2022) as follows. Under the full coverage



Zhou et al. (2021) | Shi and Chi (2022) | Ma et al. (2022) | This Work
S x A-rectangular tabular RMDP V! v X v
d-rectangular linear RMDP X X v v
S x A-rectangular factored RMDP X X X v
S x A-rectangular kernel RMDP X X X v
S x A-rectangular neural RMDP X X X v
‘ S x A-rectangular general RMG ‘ NA | NA ‘ NA | v |

Table 1: A comparison with the most related works on robust offline RL. v'means that the work can tackle
this model with robust partial coverage data, v'! means that the work requires full coverage data to solve the
model, and X means that the work cannot tackle the model. The light green color denotes the models that are
first proposed or proved tractable in this work.

condition (a uniformly lower bounded data distribution), Zhou et al. (2021) provide the first sample-efficient al-
gorithm for § X A-rectangular tabular RMDPs. After, Shi and Chi (2022) leverage the pessimism principle and
design a sample-efficient offline algorithm that only requires robust partial coverage data for S x A-rectangular
tabular RMDPs. Ma et al. (2022) propose a new d-rectangular RMDP and develop a pessimistic style al-
gorithm that can find a near-optimal robust policy with partial coverage data. In comparison, we provide
a generic algorithm that can not only solve the models in Zhou et al. (2021); Shi and Chi (2022); Ma et al.
(2022), but can also tackle various newly proposed RMDP models such as S x A-rectangular factored RMDP,
S x A-rectangular kernel RMDP, and S x A-rectangular neural RMDP. See Table 1 for a summary. More-
over, we propose a new pessimistic type learning principle “double pessimism” for robust offline RL. Although
Shi et al. (2022) and Ma et al. (2022) adopt the similar algorithmic idea in tabular or linear settings, neither
of them have identified a general learning principle for robust offline RL in the regime of large state spaces.

Non-robust offline RL and pessimism principle. The line of works on offline RL aims to design efficient
learning algorithms that find an optimal policy given an offline dataset collected a priori. Prior works (Munos,
2005; Antos et al., 2008; Chen and Jiang, 2019) typically require a dataset of full coverage, which assumes that
the offline data have good coverage of all state-action pairs. In order to avoid such a strong coverage condition
on data, the pessimism principle — being conservative in policy or value estimation of those state-action pairs
that are not sufficiently covered by data — has been proposed. Based on this principle, a long line of works (see
e.g., Jin et al., 2021; Uehara and Sun, 2021; Xie et al., 2021a,b; Rashidinejad et al., 2021; Zanette et al., 2021;
Yin and Wang, 2021; Xiong et al., 2022; Shi et al., 2022; Li et al., 2022b; Zhan et al., 2022; Lu et al., 2022;
Rashidinejad et al., 2022) propose algorithms that can learn the optimal policy only with partial coverage data.
The partial coverage data only need to cover the state-action pairs visited by the optimal policy. Among these
works, our work is mostly related to Uehara and Sun (2021), which proposes a generic model-based algorithm
for non-robust offline RL. Our algorithm for robust offline RL is also in a model-based fashion, and our study
covers some models such as § x A-rectangular kernel and neural RMDPs whose non-robust counterparts are
not studied by Uehara and Sun (2021). More importantly, our algorithm is based on a newly proposed double
pessimism principle, which is tailored for robust offline RL and is in parallel with the pessimism principle used
in non-robust offline RL. Also, we show that the performance of our proposed algorithm depends on the notion
of robust partial coverage coefficient, which is also different from the notions of partial coverage coefficient in
previous non-robust offline RL works (Jin et al., 2021; Xie et al., 2021a; Uehara and Sun, 2021).

As an extension of offline RL in single-agent MDPs, another line of works (Zhong et al., 2022; Cui and Du,
2022a,b; Xiong et al., 2022; Yan et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2023) studies offline RL in Markov games (MGs)
and demonstrates that the unilateral coverage condition is the necessary and sufficient coverage condition for
sample-efficient non-robust offline RL in MGs. In comparison, our work focuses on robust offline RL in RMGs
and designs a generic algorithm framework that can efficiently learn a robust Nash equilibrium with only robust
unilateral coverage data, which can be regarded as a robust counterpart of unilateral coverage data.

Robust reinforcement learning in robust Markov games. Robust RL has also been previously consid-
ered in a multi-agent setting, and the decision process is modeled as a robust Markov game (RMG) (Kardes,
2005; Kardes et al., 2011), wherein the goal is to learn a robust Nash equilibirum (RNE) among players. The
concept of RNE takes transition (and reward) uncertainty into consideration, thus rendering it more stable in



the face of perturbed environments. Recently, Zhang et al. (2020) study policy gradient and actor-critic style
algorithms for solving the RNE. But the sample complexity and the convergence property of their algorithm are
unknown. Ma et al. (2023) study online RL in RMGs and design a decentralized-style algorithm to learn the
RNE. However, robust offline RL in RMGs and its sample-efficiency still remain open (to our best knowledge),
which is the focus of our work.

1.3 Notations

For any set A, we use 24 to denote the collection of all the subsets of A. We use A to denote the complementary
set of A. For any measurable space X, we use A(X) to denote the collection of all the probability measures over
X. For any integer n, we use [n] to denote the set {1,---,n}. Throughout the paper, we use D(-||-) to denote
a (pseudo-)distance between two probability measures (or densities). In specific, we define the KL-divergence
Dxk1.(pllq) between two probability densities p and g over X as

Diatpla) = | pla)log (7%) .

and we define the TV-distance Dtv (p||¢) between two probability densities p and ¢ over X’ as

Drv(pllq) = / lq(z z)|dz.

Given a function class F equipped with some norm || - || 7, we denote by Njj(e, F,|| - | 7) the e-bracket number
of F, and N(e, F, || - || ) the e-covering number of . We denote P = {P(:|-,-) : § x A — A(S)} as the space
of transition kernels. We use A(A|S, H) to denote the collection {m = {mp }HL | |m4n(-]-) : S — A(A)}.

2 Preliminaries on Robust Markov Decision Processes

In this section, we introduce robust Markov decision processes (RMDPs) and formulate the offline RL problem.
In Section 2.1, we introduce a unified framework for studying RMDPs in the episodic setting. In Section 2.2
we formulate the problem of offline RL in the proposed framework of RMDPs.

2.1 A Unified Framework of Robust Markov Decision Processes

We first introduce a unified framework of episodic RMDPs, denote by a tuple (S, A, H, P*, R, Py, ®). The set
S is the state space with possibly infinite cardinality. The set A is the action space with finite cardinality. The
integer H is the length of each episode. The set P* = {P}}L  is the collection of nominal transition kernels
where P} : SxA — A(S). The set R = { R}/, is the collection of reward functions where Ry, : Sx.A ~ [0, 1].
The space Py C P is a realizable model space which contains the nominal transition kernel P*, i.e., P} € Py
for each step h € [H].

Most importantly and different from standard MDPs, the RMDP is equipped with a mapping ® : Py — 27
that characterizes the robust set of any transition kernel in Py;. Formally, for any transition kernel P € Py,
we call ®(P) the robust set of P. One can interpret the nominal transition kernel P} as the transition of the
training environment, while ®(P;) contains all possible transitions of the test environment.

Remark 2.1. The mapping ® is defined on the realizable model space P, while for generality we allow the
image of ® to be outside of Pm. That is, a P € ®(P) for some P € Py might be in 731[\]/1-

Policy and robust value function. Given an RMDP (S, A, H, P*, R, Py, ®), we consider using a Marko-
vian policy to make decisions. A Markovian policy 7 is defined as m = {7, }/L | with 7, : S — A(A) for each
step h € [H]. For simplicity, we use policy to refer to a Markovian policy in the sequel.

Given any policy 7, we define the robust value function of m with respect to any set of transition kernels
P = {P,}}L_| C Py as the following, for each step h € [H],

Vipa(s) = inf Vir(s; {ﬁh}thl), Vs e S, (2.1)
Y Phe®(P),1<h<H
Qf pal(s,a):= _ inf Qr(s,a; {P 1)), V(s,a) €S x A (2.2)

PLe®(Py),1<h<H



Here V/7 (+; {ﬁh}thl) and Q7 (+ {ﬁh}thl) are the state-value function and the action-value function (Sutton and Barto,
2018) of policy 7 in the standard episodic MDP (S, A, H, {P,}L |, R), defined as

H
> Ri(si, a;)
z;h

ZRi(Siaai)

i=h

Vi (s;{P} ) =E sp=s|, VseS, (2.3)

{P Y,

Qr(s,a; {Ph}hH:I) = E{I;h}le,w

Sp = 8,ap = a} , VY(s,a) e S x A, (2.4)

where the expectation E (B ] is taken with respect to the trajectories induced by the transition kernels
h=1"

{ﬁh}thl and the policy 7. Intuitively, the robust value functions (2.1) and (2.2) of a policy 7 given transition
kernel P are defined as the least expected cumulative reward achieved by 7 when the transition kernel varies
in the robust set of P. This is how an RMDP takes the perturbed models into consideration.

S x A-rectangular robust set and robust Bellman equation. Ideally, we would like to consider robust
value functions that have recursive expressions, just like the Bellman equations satisfied by (2.3) and (2.4) in a
standard episodic MDP (Sutton and Barto, 2018). To achieve this, we impose a generally adopted rectangular
assumption on the robust sets, which is called the S x A-rectangular assumption (Iyengar, 2005).

Assumption 2.2 (S x A-rectangular robust set). We assume that the mapping ® induces S X A-rectangular
robust sets. More specifically, the mapping ® satisfies, for any P € Py,

®(P) = ® P(s,a; P), where P(s,a;P)C A(S).
(s,a)eSx.A

Intuitively, the S X A-rectangular assumption requires that the mapping ®(P) gives decoupled robust sets
for any P(:|s,a) across different (s, a)-pairs. We give specific forms of P(-, -; P) in Section 4.1. Commonly, one
chooses P (s, a; P) as the set of distributions centered at P(-|s,a).

Now thanks to the S x A-rectangular assumption, the robust value functions (2.1) and (2.2) of any policy
7 satisfy a recursive expression, called robust Bellman equations (Iyengar, 2005; Nilim and El Ghaoui, 2005).

Proposition 2.3 (Robust Bellman equation). Under Assumption 2.2, for any P = {P,}}__, where P, € Py
and any ™ = {wh}thl with mp, : S — A(A), the following robust Bellman equations hold,

V}:P,@(S) = EGNW}L(-\S)[QZ,P,‘P(Sv a)]v Vs €S,
Qh.pa(s,a) = Ru(s,a) + _ inf By B, (15,0) Vi1 pa(s)], Y(s,a) e Sx A (2.6)
Ph G(I’(Ph) ) i
Proof of Proposition 2.3. Tyengar (2005) first showed that S x . A-rectangular-style robust sets allow for recursive
expressions of robust value functions. To be self-contained, in Appendix A.1 we provide a detailed proof of the
robust Bellman equation in our framework of RMDPs under Assumption 2.2. O

Equations (2.5) and (2.6) actually says that the infimum over all the transition kernels (recall the definition
of V'p g in (2.1)) can be decomposed into a “one-step” infimum over the transition kernels at step h, i.e.,
inf B, e (I;( P’ and an infimum over the transition kernels at steps larger than h, i.e., V7, p . Such a property
is crucial to the algorithmic design and theoretical analysis for solving RMDPs.

We note that besides the S x A-rectangular assumption, there are other types of rectangular assump-
tions considered by robust RL literatures, including S-rectangular (Wiesemann et al., 2013) and d-rectangular
(Ma et al., 2022) assumptions. The above framework can also represent RMDPs with these kinds of robust
set. We refer to Section 6 for more discussions about solving RMDPs with these two types of robust sets.

2.2 Robust Offline RL in Robust Markov Decision Processes

In this subsection, we define the offline RL protocol in an RMDP (S, A, H, P*, R, Py, ®). The learner is given
the realizable model space Py and the robust mapping ®, but the learner doesn’t know the nominal transition
kernel P*. For simplicity, we assume that the learner knows the reward function R'.

IThis is a reasonable assumption since learning the reward function is easier than learning the transition kernel.



Offline dataset. We assume that the learner is given an offline dataset ID that consists of n i.i.d. trajectories
generated from the standard episodic MDP (S, A, H, P*, R) using some behavior policy 7. For each 7 € [n],
the trajectory has the form of {(s},a},r})}f_,, satisfying that aj ~ 7} (-[s}), 7}, = Ru(s},,a},), and s}, ~
Py (-|sp, af,) for each step h € [H], starting from some s7.

Given transition kernels P = {P,}}_ | and a policy 7, we use dp 5, (+,+) to denote the state-action visitation
distribution at step h when following policy 7w and transition kernel P. With this notation, the distribution of
(s},,a},) can be written as d}i)h or simply dkjp*)h, for each 7 € [n] and h € [H]. We also use d”b*)h(-) to denote
the marginal distribution of states at step h when there is no confusion.

Learning objective. In robust offline RL, the goal is to learn the policy 7* from the offline dataset ID which
maximizes the robust value function V{"p. &, that is,

*

7%= argsup Vi'p. 5(s1), s1€S, (2.7)
mell

where the set Il = {7 = {m,}L, | 7, : S = A(A)} denotes the collection of all Markovian policies. In view of

(2.7), we call 7 the optimal robust policy. Equivalently, we want to learn a policy 7 € IT which minimizes the

suboptimality gap between 7 and 7*. Formally, the suboptimality gap between 7 and 7* is defined as?

SubOptg (7 51) == Vi'ps o (51) — Vi'pe g(51), Vs1 €S. (2.8)

In conclusion, the problem of offline RL in RMDPs is to learn a robust policy from an offline dataset generated
in some training environment (the nominal transition), which we hope can perform well across all the perturbed
test environments (transitions in the robust set of the nominal transition).

3 Offline RL in RMDPs: Generic Algorithm Framework and Uni-
fied Theory

In this section, we propose the Doubly Pessimistic Model-based Policy Optimization (P?MPQ) algorithm frame-
work to solve robust offline RL. Theoretically, we establish a unified suboptimality guarantee for P2MP0. Our
proposed algorithm and theory show that double pessimism is a general principle for designing sample-efficient
algorithms for robust offline RL. We highlight that the proposed algorithm features three key points: i) learning
the optimal robust policy 7* approximately; ii) requiring only a partial coverage property of the offline dataset
D iii) being able to handle infinite state space via powerful function approximators.

We first introduce the algorithm framework P2MPO in Section 3.1. We establish a unified theoretical analysis
for P2MPO in Section 3.2. We apply the generic algorithm and theory to concrete RMDP examples in Section 4.

3.1 Algorithm Framework: P2MPO

The P2MPO algorithm framework (Algorithm 1) consists of a model estimation step and a doubly pessimistic
policy optimization step, which we introduce in the following respectively.

Model estimation step (Line 3). P2?MPO first constructs an estimation of the nominal transition kernels
P ={P; }th1 from the offline dataset D, i.e., estimating the dynamics of the training environment. In specific,

P2MPO implements a sub-algorithm ModelEst(ID, Py) that returns a confidence region P for P*, in the form of
P= {ﬁh}thl, with P, C Py for each step h € [H].

We note that the sub-algorithm ModelEst can be tailored to various concrete RMDP examples. See Section 4
for detailed implementations of ModelEst for different examples of RMDPs.

Ideally, to ensure sample-efficient robust offline RL, we need the confidence region to satisfy: i) the nominal
transition kernel P} is contained in Py, for cach step h € [H]; ii) each transition kernel P}, € P enjoys a small
“robust estimation error” which is derived from the robust Bellman equation (2.5). We later characterize these
two conditions on P in detail in Section 3.2.

2Without loss of generality, we assume that the initial state is fixed to some s1 € S. Our algorithm and theory can be directly
extended to the case when s1 ~ p € A(S).



Algorithm 1 Doubly Pessimistic Model-based Policy Optimization (P>MPO)

Input: model space Py, mapping ®, dataset D, policy class I, algorithm ModelEst.
Model estimation step:

Obtain a confidence region P = ModelEst(ID, Pyp).

Doubly pessimistic policy optimization step:

Set policy 7 as argsup,.c Jpess2 (), Where Jpegs2 () is defined in (3.1).

Output: 7 = {7, }L .

Doubly pessimistic policy optimization step (Line 5). After model estimation step, P?MPO performs
policy optimization to learn the optimal robust policy 7*. In the face of uncertainties, P2MP0O adopts a double
pessimism principle. To explain, this general principle has two sources of pessimism: i) pessimism in the face
of data uncertainty which originates from statistical estimation of the nominal transition kernels; ii) pessimism
in the face of test environment transition uncertainty which comes from the target of finding a robust policy
against the environment perturbation.

We combine these two sources of pessimism in an organic way through a doubly pessimistic value estimator.
In specific, for each policy 7, we define its value estimator Jpeeg2 via an iterative infimum: i) an infimum over
the confidence region constructed in the model estimation step, i.e., P, € 73h; ii) an infimum over the robust
set of Py, i.e., P, € ®(Py,). Putting together, we define the doubly pessimistic value estimator as

Jpess2 () := _inf ~inf Vi (s1; {Pn} ), (3.1)
Pn€Pp,1<h<H P,e®(P,),1<h<H

where V™ is the standard state-value function of policy m defined in (2.3). Then P2MPQ outputs the policy 7
that maximizes the doubly pessimistic value estimator Jpegs2(m) (3.1), i.e.,

T = argsup Jpegs2 (). (3.2)
mwell

By performing pessimism from two sources (in the face of data uncertainty and test environment transition
uncertainty) in a neat and iterative way, the double pessimism value estimator Jpese2 contrasts with all existing
offline RL value estimators. Compared with existing works on standard offline RL in MDPs (Xie et al., 2021a;
Uehara and Sun, 2021) and robust offline RL in RMDPs (Zhou et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2021; Panaganti et al.,
2022), they only contain one source of pessimism in value estimation and algorithm design.

Besides, we note that a recent work of Shi and Chi (2022) also studies robust offline RL in tabular RMDPs
using the principle of pessimism in the face of data uncertainty. Compared with the double pessimism principle,
their algorithm performs pessimism in the face of data uncertainty i) depending on the tabular structure of
the model since a point-wise pessimism penalty term based on state-count is needed and ii) depending on the
specific form of the robust set ®(P). This makes their algorithm and analysis difficult to adapt to the infinite
state space case coped with general types of robust set ®(P) and general function approximations. In contrast,
our double-pessimism-based algorithm is capable of handling general RMDPs. In the coming subsection, we
show that with a proper model estimation subroutine implemented, the P2MP0 algorithm can learn the optimal
robust policy 7* in a statistically efficient manner.

3.2 Unified Theoretical Analysis

In this subsection, we establish a unified theoretical analysis for the P2MPQ algorithm framework (Algorithm 1).
We first specify two conditions that the model estimation step of P2MPO should satisfy in order for sample-
efficient learning. Then we establish an upper bound of the suboptimality (2.8) of the policy obtained by P?MPO
given that these two conditions are satisfied.

3.2.1 Conditions on Model Estimation Subroutine

To achieve sample-efficient robust offline RL, we require the following two conditions on the model estimation
step of P2MP0. The first condition requires the confidence region to contain the nominal transition kernel.

Condition 3.1 (d-accuracy). With probability at least 1 — ¢, it holds that P} € Py for any h € [H].



The second condition requires that each transition kernel in the confidence region has some small “robust
estimation error”. To be specific, we for each transition kernel P, € P and function V : § — [0, H], we define

5,?(8, a; Py, V) = 5 inf Es’f\/ﬁh(-\s,a) [V(S/)] - inf X Es/wﬁh('|s,a) [V(S/)], (33)
h €B(Pr) Pre®(P))
where P} is the nominal transition kernel. Intuitively, & characterizes the difference in distributionally robust
prediction between P and P;. The second condition goes as follows.

Condition 3.2 (-model estimation error). For some function of the sample size n and failure probability &
denoted by Erry (n,8) < +oc, with probability at least 1 — &, it holds that

. 2
E(&G)Nd,\.b [(Eg(s,a;Ph,Vf+l7P7¢)) ] < Errf(n,é), (3.4)

P*.h

for any P = {P,}L, with P, € P for each step h € [H.

A seemingly more natural but stronger version of Condition 3.2 is to ensure (3.4) holds for any function V,
rather than only for VhT’J:L p.o- But for a valid theoretical analysis it turns out that we only need (3.2) to hold

for V,Z:l) p.e- We remark that Condition 3.1 is relatively standard for the transition kernel estimation since it
does not involve robust sets and thus is a normal statistical estimation property. Condition 3.2 turns out to be
more problem-specific since one needs to ensure that the model estimation has an accurate robust prediction.

In Section 4, we give concrete model estimation subroutine implementations for specific RMDP examples
and thus specify Conditions 3.1 and 3.2. We further prove that all the implementations result in an Errf (n,0)
scaling with O(n=1).

3.2.2 Suboptimality Analysis under Robust Partial Coverage

Now we establish a suboptimality upper bound for the P2MPQ algorithm framework, given that Conditions 3.1
and 3.2 hold. To make sample-efficient offline RL possible, it is crucial to make certain coverage assumptions
on the offline dataset (Chen and Jiang, 2019; Jin et al., 2021). Such assumptions generally require the offline
data to cover the trajectories induced by certain policies. Thanks to the double pessimism principle of P2MPQ,
we can prove a suboptimality bound while only making a robust partial coverage assumption on the dataset.

Assumption 3.3 (Robust partial coverage). We assume that the offline dataset satisfies that

C* o d;r?jh(sa a)
Pe.® = Sup sup E .ayar® e Y < 400, (3.5)
1<h<H P={P,}L  ,P,c®(P}) ’ P*,h dp* h(sva)

and we call Cp. g the robust partial coverage coefficient.

To interpret, Assumption 3.3 only requires that the dataset covers the visitation distribution of the op-
timal robust policy 7*, but in a robust fashion since C%. g considers all possible transition kernels in the
robust set ®(P*). The robust consideration in C}. 4 is because in RMDPs the policies are evaluated in a
robust way. To connect to the literature in offline RL in standard MDPs, Assumption 3.3 corresponds to the
partial coverage or single-policy concentrability assumption (Jin et al., 2021; Uehara and Sun, 2021; Xie et al.,
2021a,b; Yin and Wang, 2021; Rashidinejad et al., 2021; Zanette et al., 2021; Xiong et al., 2022; Shi et al.,
2022; Li et al., 2022b; Zhan et al., 2022; Lu et al., 2022; Rashidinejad et al., 2022), which requires the offline
dataset to cover the trajectories of the optimal policy. When the robust set mapping ®(P) = { P}, Assumption
3.3 reduces to the partial coverage assumption for standard MDPs.

This partial-coverage-style assumption is weaker and more practical than the full-coverage-style assumptions
for robust offline RL (Yang et al., 2021; Zhou et al., 2021; Panaganti et al., 2022), for which they require either
a uniformly lower bounded dataset distribution or covering the visitation distribution of any 7 € II.

For & x A-rectangular robust tabular MDPs (Example 4.1), the robust partial coverage coefficient Ch o
is similar to the robust single-policy clipped coefficient C}.,, recently proposed by Shi and Chi (2022) who solve
offline tabular RMDPs under partial-coverage-style assumptions. We highlight that beyond S x A-rectangular
robust tabular MDPs, our robust partial coverage assumption together with the double pessimism algorithm
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can handle general RMDPs (including examples of RMDPs introduced in Section 4.1) under our unified theory.
Besides, in the tabular setting, the robust partial coverage coefficient Cp. 5 can be related to the robust single-
policy clipped coefficient Cf,, via the inequality Cp. 5 < (Cfop)?.

Our main result is the following theorem, which upper bounds the suboptimality of P?MPO.

Theorem 3.4 (Suboptimality of P?2MPO). Under Assumptions 2.2 and 3.3, suppose that Algorithm 1 implements
a sub-algorithm that satisfies Conditions 3.1 and 3.2, then with probability at least 1 — 20,

H
SubOpt(7;s1) < {/Ch. & - Z \/ErrE (n,d).
h=1

Proof of Theorem 3.4. See Appendix B for a detailed proof. O

Theorem 3.4 shows that the suboptimality of P2MPO is characterized by the robust partial coverage coefficient
Cp. g (Assumption 3.3) and the sum of model estimation error Erry (Condition 3.2).

When Errf (n, §) achieves a rate of O(n~1), P2MPO enjoys a O(n~/2)-suboptimality. In Section 4, we give
implementations of the model estimation step of P2MPO for concrete examples of RMDPs in Section 4.1. The
implementations will make Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 satisfied and thus specify the general result Theorem 3.4.

4 Implementations of P2MPO for Examples of RMDPs

In this section, we provide concrete examples for the unified RMDP framework, based on which we specify the
implementation of the ModelEst algorithm in P2MPO (Algorithm 1) for different examples. Upon specifying the
ModelEst algorithm for a concrete RMDP example, we can then specify the general theory (Theorem 3.4) to
this specific case. Examples of RMDPs are introduced in Section 4.1. Implementations and analysis are in the
following subsections.

4.1 Examples of Robust Markov Decision Processes

In this subsection, we give concrete examples for the unified RMDP framework introduced in Section 2.1 via
specifying the realizable model space Py and the robust set mapping ®. Most existing works on RMDPs hinge
on the finiteness assumption on the state space S, which fails to deal with prohibitively large or even infinite
state spaces. In our framework, RMDPs can be studied in the paradigm of infinite state spaces, for which we
use function approximation tools for the realizable model space Py. For the robust set mapping ®, we mainly
consider ®(P) as a distribution ball centered at P as adopted in most existing works.

Example 4.1 (S x A-rectangular robust tabular MDP). When the state space S is a finite set, we call the
corresponding model an S x A-rectangular robust tabular MDP. Recently, there is a line of works on the S x A-
rectangular robust tabular MDP (Zhou et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2021; Panaganti and Kalathil, 2022; Liu et al.,
2022a; Shi and Chi, 2022; Panaganti et al., 2022; Dong et al., 2022; Ho et al., 2022; Neufeld and Sester, 2022;
Wang et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2023; Clavier et al., 2023). For S x A-rectangular robust
tabular MDPs, we choose the realizable model space Py = P which contains all possible transition kernels. We
also choose the robust set mapping ® as

®(P) = ® P(s,a; P), where P,(s,a;P) = {ﬁ() e A(S): D(ﬁ()||P(|s,a)) < p}, (4.1)
(s,a)eSx.A

for some (pseudo-)distance D(:||-) on A(S) and some p € Ry. The (pseudo-)distance D(-||-) can be chosen as
a general ¢-divergence (Yang et al., 2021) or a p-Wasserstein-distance (Neufeld and Sester, 2022).

Remark 4.2. We highlight that our unified framework of RMDPs covers substantially more model than S x A-
rectangular robust tabular MDPs since our state space S can be infinite. The model space Py can be adapted
to function approximation methods to handle the infinite state space. Thus any efficient algorithm developed
for our framework of RMDPs can not be covered by algorithms for S x A-rectangular robust tabular MDPs.
Example 4.3 and j.4 are infinite state space S x A-rectangular robust MDPs with function approximations.
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Example 4.3 (S x A-rectangular robust MDP with kernel function approximations). We consider an infinite
state space S X A-rectangular robust MDP whose realizable model space Py is in a reproduced kernel Hilbert
space (RKHS). Let H be an RKHS associated with a positive definite kernel K : (S x A x 8) x (§ x A x
S) — Ry (See Appendiz D.3.1 for a review of the basics of RKHS). We denote the feature mapping of H by
P:SXAXxS— H. WithH, an S x A-rectangular robust MDP with kernel function approxzimation is defined
as an S x A-rectangular robust MDP with Py given by

Par = {P(/[s,a) = (9(s,0.5), Fla: f € o flln < Buc . (4:2)

for some Bk > 0. In (4.2), we have implicitly identified P(-|-,-) as the density of the corresponding distribution
with respect to a proper base measure on S X A X S. Regarding the robust set mapping ®, we apply the same
choice as (4.1) in Example 4.1.

Example 4.4 (S X A-rectangular robust MDP with neural function approximations). We consider an infinite
state space S X A-rectangular robust MDP whose realizable model space Py is parameterized by an overparam-
eterized neural network. We define a two-layer fully-connected neural network on some X C R4 qas

NN(x; W, a) Zaj o(x"w;), Vxe&X, (4.3)
where m € Ny is the number of hidden units, (W,a) is the parameters given by W = (wy,--- ,w,,) € R¥*™
a=(ay, - ,ay,) €R™, o(-) is the activation function. Now we assume that the state space S C RS for some
ds € N,. Also, we identify actions via one-hot vectors in R4, i.e., we represent a € A by (0,---,0,1,0,---,0)

with 1 in the a-th coordinate. Let X = 8 x A x S with dx = 2ds + |A|. Then an S x A-rectangular robust
MDP with neural function approximation is defined as an S x A-rectangular robust MDP with Py given by

Py = {P(s/|s,a) — NN((s,a,8'); W,a°) : [W — WO, < BN}, (4.4)

for some By > 0 and some fized (W°,a%) which can be interpreted as the initialization. See Appendiz D.4.1 for
more details about neural function approximations and analysis techniques. Regarding the robust set mapping
P, we apply the same choice as (4.1) in Example j.1.

Example 4.5 (S x A-rectangular robust factored MDP). We consider a factored MDP equipped with S x A-
rectangular factored robust set. A standard factored MDP (Kearns and Koller, 1999) is defined as follows. Let
d € Ny and O be a finite set. The state space S is factored as S = O%. For each i € [d), s[i] is the i-coordinate
of s and it is only influenced by s|pa;], where pa;, C [d]. In other words, the transition of a factored MDP can
be factorized as

()5, a) HP,” pa].a).

Here we let the realizable model space Py consist of all the factored transition kernels, i.e.,

d
Pu = {P(s’|s,a) = HPi(s’[iHs[pai],a) : P : S[pa;] x A A(O),Vi € [d]} . (4.5)

=1

For an § x A-rectangular robust factored MDP, we define the robust set mapping ® as, for each transition
kernel P(s'|s,a) = Hle P;(s'[i]|s[pa;], a) € Pum,

®P)= Q) Pracpls,a;P), with
(s,a)eSx.A

PFacp S, a; P {HP GA(O) ( 1()HPZ(|S[paz]aa)) SPZ,V’LE [d]}
for some (pseudo-)distance D(:||-) on A(O) and d positive real numbers {p;}¢_,.
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Remark 4.6. The S x A-rectangular robust factored MDP (Ezample 4.5) can also be considered in an infinite
state space paradigm, but for ease of presentation, we only consider factored MDPs with finite states here.

Remark 4.7. Besides the S x A-rectangular robust set (Assumption 2.2), we refer to Section 6 for discussions
about RMDPs with S-rectangular (Wiesemann et al., 2013) and d-rectangular (Ma et al., 2022) robust sets.

4.2 Model Estimation for General RMDPs with § x A-rectangular Robust Sets

In this subsection, we implement the ModelEst algorithm and specify Theorem 3.4 for general S x A-rectangular
RMDPs with robust sets given by (4.1). The proposed implementation and analysis apply to all of the RMDP
examples in Section 4.1 (Examples 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5). In the next subsection, we further give a customized
implementation for robust factorized MDPs (Example 4.5) which utilizes the factorization property and results
in a refined analysis.

Implementations of the ModelEst algorithm. Using the offline data D, we first construct the mazimum
likelihood estimator (MLE) of the transition kernel P*. Specifically, for each step h € [H], we define

~ 1 <
P, = argmax — log P(s} .1]s},a}). 4.6
rgmax -3 log P(s] 157 07) (1.6)

T=1
After, we construct a confidence region P for the MLE estimator (4.6), which contains all the transition kernels
having a small total variance distance from P. In specific, for each step h € [H]|, we define

) 1 S D, T T T T
By — {p € Pu: S B CIshaaf) — PCIsT, apl < 5}, (4.7)
T=1

where £ > 0 is a tuning parameter controlling the size of ’ﬁh. Finally, we define that ModelEst(D, Py) = P =
{Pn}H_, with Py, given by (4.7).

Analysis for general S x A-rectangular RMDPs with robust sets (4.1). In the following, we consider a
general RMDP with S x A-rectangular robust sets satisfying (4.1). We choose the distance D(:||-) defining the
robust set as KL-divergence and T'V-distance. The following proposition shows that the above implementation
(4.7) of ModelEst in P?MPO satisfies Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 for both KL-divergence and TV-distance.

Proposition 4.8 (Guarantees for model estimation). Under Assumption 2.2 and (4.1), choosing the (pseudo)
distance D(:||-) as KL-divergence or TV-distance, setting the tuning parameter & as

1,00)/0)

)

( C1 log(CoHN(1/n2, Py, || - |

n

for some constants Cy,Cy > 0, then Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied respectively by,
& when D(-||-) is KL-divergence and Assumption D.2 (See Appendiz D.1) holds with parameter )\, Erry (n, 8)

is given by
C! log(CLHN(1/n2, P, || - ||1.00) /6
/Erri L(n,5) HeXPp(H/_/\) \/ 11og(C5 /\/[]( /Z ) A ll,e0)/ )

& when D(-||-) is TV-distance, Exry (n,8) is given by

C1 log(CLHN (1/n? |1,00)/6
VEmTR oy (n,0) = H\/ 1 10g(CoHNY (/2 Paay | - l1.c0)/ )
’ n

Here ¢, C1, C4 > 0 stand for three universal constants.

Proof of Proposition 4.8. See Appendix D.1 for a detailed proof. O
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In Proposition 4.8 for KL-divergence-based robust sets, we make a technical assumption (Assumption D.2
given in Appendix D.1). This assumption is actually a mild regularity condition for analyzing KL-divergence-
based distributional robust optimization problems. Similar assumptions also appear in Ma et al. (2022).

Proposition 4.8 deals with the general realizable model space Py;. For the special case of finite model space,
the corresponding results basically replace bracket number /\/H of model space Py by its cardinality |Py|. Now
plugging the results of Proposition 4.8 in Theorem 3.4, we arrive at the following corollary.

Corollary 4.9 (Suboptimality of P2MP0: S x A-rectangular RMDP). Under the same assumptions and pa-
rameter choice as Theorem 3./ and Proposition 4.8, PPMPO with model estimation step (4.7) satisfies that
& when D(-||-) is KL-divergence and Assumption D.2 holds with parameter X\, then with probability at least
1— 26,

* 2

Cp- @t exp(H/A) \/01 log(CRHNG (1/n%, Pat, |- [1,00)/9)
p

& when D(-||-) is TV-divergence, then with probability at least 1 — 20,

SubOpt(7;s1) <

n

SubOpt(7;51) < /C% H2. \/C{ IOg(CéHM](l/nzvav Il ll1,00)/9)
; = P& :

n

Proof of Corollary 4.9. This is a direct corollary of Theorem 3.4 and Proposition 4.8. O

Analysis for S x A-rectangular robust tabular MDP (Example 4.1). When the state space S is finite
as in Example 4.1, the MLE estimator (4.6) coincides the empirical estimator

Yo Ysp =s,a} =a,s],,, =5}
vyt U{s) =s,a] =a}
which is adopted by Zhou et al. (2021); Yang et al. (2021); Panaganti and Kalathil (2022); Shi and Chi (2022);

Panaganti et al. (2022). Furthermore, in Example 4.1, the realizable model space Pyy = P = {P: S x A —
A(S)}. Since both S and A are finite, we can bound the bracket number of Py as

ﬁh(s/|57 CL) =

(4.8)

Ny(/n?, Pag, || - Il o) < n2STAL (4.9)
Combining (4.9) and Corollary 4.9, we can then conclude that: i) under TV-distance the suboptimality of P2MPO
for § x A-rectangular robust tabular MDP is given by O(H? \/C}*7¢|S|2|A| log(nH/d)/n), and ii) under KL-
divergence the suboptimality of P2MPQ for S x A-rectangular robust tabular MDP is given by O(H? exp(H/)\)/p-
\/C}S*’@|S|2|A| log(nH/d)/n). See Appendix D.2 for a proof of (4.9).

Remark 4.10. We note that for KL-divergence-based robust sets, the dependence on exp(H) is due to the
usage of general function approximations, which also appears in a recent work (Ma et al., 2022) for RMDPs
with linear function approximations. For the special case of robust tabular MDPs with KL-divergence-based
robust sets, existing work (Shi and Chi, 2022) has derived sample complezities without exp(H), but with an
additional dependence on 1/d>. and 1/P*. 3. We remark that our analysis for P>MPQ algorithm can be tailored
to the tabular case and become exp(H )-free using their techniques, with the cost of an additional dependence on
1/db, and 1/Pr;. . But we note that in the infinite state space case, both the dv; -dependence and the 1/ Ppin-
dependence become problematic. So, it serves as an interesting future work to answer whether one can derive
both exp(H)-free and (1/dP;,1/P%, )-free results for (general) function approzimations under KL-divergence.
Analysis for S x A-rectangular robust MDP with kernel function approximations (Example 4.3).
For kernel function approximations, our theoretical results rely on the following regularity assumptions on the
RKHS involved in Example 4.3, which is commonly adopted by the literature on kernel function approximation
(Yang et al., 2020; Cai et al., 2020; Li et al., 2022a). Specifically, the kernel K can be decomposed as K(z,y) =

;;O(f Ajv;(x);(y) for some {)\J};;O‘f CRand {¢); : X — R};;O‘l’ with X = 8 x A x S (See Appendix D.3 for
details). Our assumption on K is summarized in the following.

3 b — mi P * * (o *
Here d2; = mm(s,a,h):d;‘i - (5,0)>0 dp*yh(s,a) and Pr, = miN (s 57 p): Py (s/ 5,77 (5))>0 Pr(s'|s, 7} (s))-
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Assumption 4.11 (Regularity of RKHS). We assume that the kernel K of the RKHS satisfies that:
1. (Boundedness) It holds that |[K(z,y)| <1, |;(z)| <1, and |\;| <1 for any j € N4, z,y € X.
2. (Eigenvalue decay) There exists some v € (0,1/2), C1,Ca > 0 such that |A;| < Cyexp(—Caj?) for any
jeN,.

Under Assumption 4.11, we can then upper bound the bracket number J\/'H for the realizable model space
P defined in (4.2) as (see Appendix D.3.2 for a proof),

log(N(1/n%, Pa, [ - [|1,00)) < Cic - 1/7 - log?(1/7) - log' ™!/ (nV01(8) B, (4.10)

where Cx > 0 is an absolute constant, Vol(S) is the measure of the state space S, and By is defined in Example
4.3. Combining (4.10) and Corollary 4.9, we can conclude that: i) under TV-distance the suboptimality of
P2MPO for S x A-rectangular robust MDP with kernel function approximations is,

SubOpt(7;s1) < O <H2 log(1/7) - \/C'**A)/”y . logIHM(nHVol(S)/é)/n) , (4.11)

and ii) under KL-divergence the suboptimality of P2MPO for S x A-rectangular robust MDP with kernel function
approximations is,

SubOpt(7; s1) < O (H2 exp(H/A)log(1/v)/p - \/C}S*@/W : loglﬂ/'y(nHVol(S)/&)/n) . (4.12)

Analysis for S x A-rectangular robust MDP with neural function approximations (Example 4.4).
For neural function approximation analysis, we use the tool of neural tangent kernel (NTK (Jacot et al., 2018)),
which relates overparameterized neural networks (4.3) to kernel function approximations. To this end, given
the neural network (4.3), we define its NTK Knrk : X x X — R as

Knrk (2,9) == VwNN(z, W, a%) T VwNN(y, W a%), Va,y € X. (4.13)

Assumption 4.12 (Regularity of Neural Tangent Kernel). We assume that the neural tangent kernel Kntk
defined in (4.13) satisfies Assumption 4.11 with constant yx € (0,1/2).

This assumption on the spectral perspective of NTK is justified by Yang and Salman (2019). As we prove in
Appendix D.4.1, when the number of hidden units is large enough, i.e., overparameterized, the neural network
is well approximated by its linear expansion at initialization (Lemma D.5), for which we can apply the tool of
NTK. Under Assumption 4.12, for the number of hidden units m > dxn*By, the bracket number A of Py
defined in (4.4) is bounded by (see Appendix D.4.2 for a proof),

log(N(1/n®, Pat, || - [h,00)) < O - 1/ - log?(1/n) - log 1/ (nV01(S) By), (4.14)

where Cy > 0 denotes an absolute constant, yn € (0,1/2) is specified in Assumption 4.12, and By is defined in
Example 4.4. Combining (4.14) and Corollary 4.9, we can conclude that, in the overparameterized paradigm,
ie, m> d;{n‘lefI: i) under TV-distance the suboptimality of P2MPO for S x A-rectangular robust MDP with
neural function approximations is,

SubOpt(7; s1) < O <H2 log(1/x) - \/C**ﬁq,/’yN logttt/ (nHVol(S)/5)/n> ) (4.15)

and ii) under KL-divergence the suboptimality of P2MPO for S x A-rectangular robust MDP with neural function
approximations is,

SubOpt(7; 51) < O (H2 exp(H/A)log(1/)/p - \/C**,Q/WN log! T/ (nHVol(S)/é)/n) : (4.16)
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4.3 Model Estimation for S x.A-rectangular Robust Factored MDP (Example 4.5)

In this subsection, we propose an customized implementation of the ModelEst algorithm for S x A-rectangular
robust factored MDPs (Example 4.5), resulting in a refined theoretical analysis for this specific RMDP example.
We first construct MLE estimator for each factor Py, of the transition Py = Hle Py ;, that is,

~ 1 & .
P = argmax — Z log P (s, i]|s;[pay], a). (4.17)
P;:S[pa;|x A—A(0) T

Then given {]3;1_,1-}?:1 we construct a confidence region P that is factored across i € [d]. Specifically, we define
Py, for each step h € [H] as

d

ﬁw{P@MM—HB@W$WM%%Xlﬁ—ﬁMHﬂmwmﬁé&WGM} (418)

i=1 i=1
Finally, we set ModelEst(D, Py) = P = {73}th1 with P, given by (4.18).

Proposition 4.13 (Guarantees for model estimation). Suppose the RMDP is the S X A-rectangular robust fac-
tored MDP in Example 4.5 with D(+||-) being KL-divergence or TV-distance. By choosing the tuning parameter
& defined in (4.18) as

_ C1|O]HFPail| A] log(Cond H /6)
n

&

for constants C1,Co > 0 and each i € [d], then Conditions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied respectively by,
& when D(-|-) is KL-divergence and Assumption E.1 (given in Appendiz E.1) holds with parameter \, then
Err (n, 0) is given by

Hexp(H/\ dc! 'Z, Ot +Ipail| Al log(Chnd /&
oeF ) = </x¢124u 4] og(Cld) )

Pmin

where Pmin = minie[d] Pi-
& when D(:||-) is TV-distance, then Erry (n,d) is given by

e— dC! S |o|tHpail| Al log(Chnd /6
EYFEKL(TL,&-) — H . 1 Zl:l | | A' Og( Qn / )
’ n

Here ¢, C1, C5 > 0 stand for three universal constants.

Proof of Proposition 4.15. See Appendix E.1 for a detailed proof. O

Corollary 4.14 (Suboptimality of P2MPO: S x A-rectangular robust factored MDP). Supposing the RMDP is
an S x A-rectangular robust factored MDP, under the same Assumptions and parameter choice in Theorem 3.4
and Proposition J.13, P2MPO with model estimation step given by (4.18) satisfies
& when D(-||) is KL-divergence and Assumption D.2 holds with parameter A\, then with probability at least
1—26,

Cp. oH? exp(H/)) \/dC{ 4 |0 HPal | Al log(Chnd/6)

n

SubOpt(7; s1) <

Pmin

& when D(-||-) is TV-divergence, then with probability at least 1 — 20,

smm@m<(yfﬂ¢MzLMwam&mm
) - P*7(} .

n

Proof of Corollary 4.14. This is a direct corollary of Theorem 3.4 and Proposition 4.13. o
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Compared with the suboptimality bounds for S x.A-rectangular robust MDPs in Section 4.2, the suboptimal-
ity of S x A-rectangular robust factored MDPs with ModelEst given in (4.18) only scales with Z'Z:l |O| 1+ Ipail
instead of scaling with |S| = H?Zl |O| which is of order exp(d). This justifies the statistical benefits of consid-
ering S X A-rectangular robust factored MDPs when the transition kernels of training and testing environments
enjoy factored structures.

5 Multi-Agent Extensions: Offline Reinforcement Learning in Ro-
bust Markov Games

In this section, we extend the theory of offline RL in robust single-agent MDPs to the multi-agent setting, i.e.,
Markov games (MGs). To this end, we first introduce the robust counterpart of standard Markov games, known
as robust Markov games (RMGs), which feature transition robustness. Following the notation in Section 2, we
propose a unified framework of RMGs in Section 5.1. We define the learning objective and offline RL protocol
in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, respectively. In Section 5.4, we extend the “double pessimism” principle identified in
Section 3 for RMDPs to RMGs and design a generic algorithm framework to solve RMGs sample-efficiently.

5.1 A Unified Framework of Robust Markov Games

We propose a unified framework of episodic RMGs of N players, denoted as (S, {A*} Y., H, P*, {R\}N_,, Pu, ®).
The set S is the state space shared by all players, with a possibly infinite cardinality. The set A’ is the finite
action space for player i. The integer H is the length of each episode. The set P* = { P} | is the collection
of nominal transition kernels where Pf : & x A! x -+ x AN — A(S). The set R = {R} }L | is the collection
of reward functions for player i, where each R} : S x A x -+ x AN — [0,1]. Let A= A! x --- x AN, and we
use @ = (at, - ,a") € A to denote the joint action of N players. The space Py C P is a realizable model
space which contains the nominal transition kernel P*, i.e., P} € Py for each step h € [H].

Similar to RMDPs, the robust Markov game features a robust set of the transition kernels, which is induced
by a mapping ® : Py — 2. For any transition kernel P € Py, we call ®(P) the robust set of P. For RMGs,
we also focus on robust sets that are S x A-rectangular, which is the following assumption.

Assumption 5.1 (S x A-rectangular robust set). We assume that the mapping ® induces S X A-rectangular
robust sets. Specifically, the mapping ® satisfies, for any P € Py,

®(P) = ® Py(s,a; P), where P,y(s,a;P)C A(S).
(s,a)eSx.A

Joint policy and robust value function. Given an RMG (S, {A}Y |, H, P*, {R'}Y |, Pu, @), we consider
all players using Markovian policies to play. We denote a Markovian policy of player i by 7 = {wi}thl with
mh : S+ A(A") for each step h € [H]. A product Markovian joint policy of the N players is denoted by = =
(mt, -+, 7N). We use joint policy to refer to a product Markovian joint policy in the sequel. For each player i €
[N], we use ¢ to denote the joint policy of all players except player i, i.e., 7% = (71, ... 7t~ 1 g+l ... 7N,
Given any joint policy 7, we define the robust value function of w and player i € [N] with respect to any

set of transition kernels P = {P,}/L| C Py as the following, for each step h € [H],

Vi e(s) = inf V(s {P L)), Vs e, (5.1)
" P,e®(Py),1<h<H
;j;;;yq,(s,a) = inf z’i(s,a; {ﬁh}thl), V(s,a) € S x A, (5.2)

P,e®(Py),1<h<H

where V;7"(+; {P,},) and Qr'(-, {P,}L ) are the state-value function and state-action value function of
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policy 7 and player i in a standard episodic MG given by (S, { A} |, H, {ﬁh}thl, {R*}N }). More specifically,

H
Virt (i {Pa}ily) = Epayn = Z Rl (snyan) | sn = 31 , VseS, (5.3)
h'=h
. ~ H .
QT (s,a; {Pu}iy) = Epyi  n Z R} (spryan) | sn = s,ap = a] , VY(s,a) e S x A, (5.4)
h'=h

where the expectation E (P} -] is taken with respect to the trajectories induced by the transition kernel
h=1>

{]Bh}thl and the joint policy 7r. Parallel to the robust Bellman equation for single-agent RMDPs, we also have
the following multi-agent robust Bellman equation.

Proposition 5.2 (Multi-agent robust Bellman equation). Under Assumption 5.1, for any transition kernels
P ={P,}L_, C Py and any joint policy m = {mp}L |, the following robust Bellman equations hold,

Viip(5) = Banm,(19)[Qh pa(5,0)], Vs €S. (5.5)
Qnps(sia) =Ry(s,a)+ _inf E, 5 [ViVipa(s)], V(s,a)eSxA (5.6)
PrLe®(Py)

for each player i € [N].

Proof of Proposition 5.2. The proof of this proposition is the same as that of Proposition 2.3, and we omit it
here to avoid repetition. o

5.2 Robust Solution Concept: Robust Nash Equilibrium

In a standard MG, the players in the game seek to achieve the Nash equilibrium policy, which maximizes each
player’s own value function given other players’ policies (Filar and Vrieze, 2012). To take transition robustness
into consideration, in an RMG, the players want to maximize their own robust value functions (Kardes, 2005;
Kardes et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2020; Ma et al., 2023), leading to robust Nash equilibrium. In the sequel, we
give a formal definition of such a solution concept. To this end, we first define the robust best response.

Definition 5.3 (Robust best response). Given transition kernel P = {Pn}neig) € Pum and joint policy m =
(7, %), we say policy © of player i € [N] is a robust best response policy with respect to P and 7= if for
any state s1 € S, it holds that

V(%i,ﬂ'fi) %

Vl"yrﬁi,@(sl): _ sup Lpe | (51)
FiCA(AY|S,H)

Correspondingly, we denote the best response policy as brpe(w™") and denote the robust value functions of the
joint policy ™ = (brpg(w=%), %) as Vhﬁ]’f(;)’i and QS’]Z;M.

The robust best response policy extends the definition of best response policy in standard MGs in the sense
that it requires maximizing the robust value function of player i given other players’ policies, thus taking the
transition robustness into consideration. For a joint policy w = (7!,---,7%), when each player’s policy 7* is

a robust best response policy against %, we call this joint policy a robust Nash equilibrium.

Definition 5.4 (Robust Nash equilibrium (RNE)). Given transition kernel P = {Pp}nren) € Py, we say a
joint policy ™ = {7 }ne[m) a robust Nash equilibrium policy with respect to P if for any state s1 € S and player
i € [N] it holds that

As a special case, when the robust set mapping satisfies ®(P) = { P}, then the RMG reduces to a standard
episodic MG, and the definitions of robust best response and robust Nash equilibrium reduce to best response
and Nash equilibrium in standard episode MGs, respectively.

The following Theorem shows that in an RMG, the robust Nash equilibrium always exists.
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Theorem 5.5 (Existence of robust Nash equilibrium). i) Given an RMG (S,{ A}, H, P, {R*}N |, Py, ®),
under Assumption 5.1, the robust Nash equilibrium policy defined in Definition 5.4 always exists. ii) Consider
a joint policy m = {mp}tL | defined as the following®,

m(1s) = NB({QT ha (s )}, ). (5.7)

for step h = H,--- |1, where NE(-) denotes the Nash equilibrium of normal form games. Then m is a robust
Nash equilibrium policy defined in Definition 5.4.

Proof of Theorem 5.5. See Appendix A.2 for a detailed proof. O

The conclusion i) of Theorem 5.5 is a take-away of the conclusion ii) which gives a concrete construction
of the robust Nash equilibrium. By ii), given an RMG, to find its robust Nash equilibrium, it suffices to call a
standard Nash equilibrium oracle iteratively, where we input the robust value functions to the oracle.

5.3 Robust Offline RL in Robust Markov Games

Now we study offline RL in RMGs which aims to learn the robust Nash equilibrium policy purely from an
offline dataset. Specifically, we assume access to an offline dataset DD, which consists of n i.i.d. trajectories
induced by the standard Markov game (S, {A}Y,, H, P*, {R'}) and some behavior policy «® = {wP}_ . In
specific, for each T € [n], the trajectory {(s],a},r])}HL, satisfies a] ~ wP(-|sp), v} = {Ri(s7,al)}Y,, and
sho1 ~ Pr(-|sh,aj,) for each h € [H]. We denote the distribution of (s, a}) by d’lfi’h (or simply de)D*,h) for
each 7 € [n] and h € [H].

We evaluate the performance of offline algorithms by the following notion of RNFE gap. Suppose the learning
algorithm outputs some policy 7 based on the offline dataset DD, then the suboptimality of & is defined as the
violation of the equilibrium condition in Definition 5.4. See the following definition.

Definition 5.6 (RNE Gap). The suboptimality gap of m is defined by’

RNEGapg (m; s1) = max {Vlﬁz’::r;.)’i(sl) —- V5. ¢(51)} : Vs1 € S. (5.8)
i€ o o

According to Definition 5.6, the suboptimality of a joint policy 7r is the maximum suboptimality gap across
each single player’s policy 7 against its robust best response given of other players. For an RNE policy TrNE, it
satisfies RNEGapg (mrng; s1) = 0. When N = 1, the notion of RNEGapg coincides with that of SubOptg for
single-agent RMDP (2.8). When the robust set mapping satisfies ®(P) = { P}, the condition RNEGapg < €
conincides with the notion of e-approximate NE (Cui and Du, 2022b; Zhang et al., 2023) for standard MGs.
In conclusion, the goal of offline RL in RMGs is to learn from DD a policy 7 which minimizes the RNE gap.

5.4 Generic Algorithm Framework and Unified Theory

In this subsection, we generalize the idea of double pessimism of P2MPO (Algorithm 1) for solving offline RL in
RMDPs to solving offline RL in RMGs. Our result is a new algorithm framework which we call the Doubly
Pessimistic Model-based Multi-agent Policy Optimization (P?M2P0, Algorithm 2). In addition to the principle
of double pessimism for value estimators, another optimistic-then-pessimistic value estimator is introduced to
the new algorithm to achieve the goal of minimizing the RNE gap (5.8). We introduce the algorithm framework
in Section 5.4.1 and we establish its theoretical analysis in Section 5.4.2.

5.4.1 Algrotihm Framework: P2M?PO

We now present our proposed algorithm framework P2M?P0 (Algorithm 2), which consists of a model estimation
step and a surrogate objective minimization step.

4The definition is in a backward fashion. The policy 7, is defined via Q;’;’; & Which only depends on {7 }hH':h+1
5Without loss of generality, we also assume that the initial state is fixed to some s1 € S. Our algorithm and theory can be

directly extended to the case when s1 ~ p € A(S).
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Algorithm 2 Doubly Pessimistic Model-based Multi-agent Policy Optimization (P2M2PO)
Input: model space Py, mapping ®, dataset D, policy class I, algorithm ModelEst.
Model estimation step:

Obtain a confidence region P = ModelEst(ID, Pyp).

Surrogate objective minimization step:

Calculate Ji,_2(7), Jope-pess (), and Jsurrogate () as (5.9), (5.10), and (5.11).

Set policy 7 < argmin,. Jsyrrogate (7).

Output: 7 = {7, }/L,.

Model estimation step (Line 3). The model estimation step follows the same routine as the single- agent
setting. Specifically, P?M?P0 implements a sub-algorithm ModelEst(D Pum) to construct a confidence reg1on P
for the nominal transition kernel P*. The confidence region P is in the form of P = {Ph}h 1, with P, C Py
for each step h € [H]. Similar to the RMDP case, the subroutine ModelEst can be flexibly chosen and should
satlsfy (i) P contains the true model P*; and (ii) any model in P does not incur large “robust model estimation
error”. We quantify these two conditions in Conditions 5.9 and 5.10 in the coming theory section, respectively.

Surrogate objective minimization step (Line 5 to 6). In order to minimize the RNE gap (5.8), our
method is to construct a surrogate objective of the RNE gap and find the policy minimizing it. In specific, for
any player ¢ € [N] and any policy 7, we first define two functions of 7 and i as

bese2 () :=_inf _inf V™ (s { P} ila), (5.9)
Py€Py,1<h<H P,e®(P,),1<h<H
Jop-pess(M) = sup sap - inf VT M s {BL). (5.10)
Ph,€73h,1§h§H TIEA(AYS,H) Proe®(Py),1<h<H
Here J!___. () is the doubly pessimistic estimator for the robust value function Vl’rpﬂ & in the RNE gap (5.8),

which corresponds to the doubly pessimistic estimator (3.1) for RMDPs. Besides, since RNE compares each

)’ , for

player’s policy against its best response, the RNE gap (5.8) involves a robust best response term Vl(
which we define the function JOpt—Pess( 7). It first performs optimism in the face of data uncertainty (supremum
over confidence regions P ) and then performs pessimism in the face of test environment uncertainty (infimum
over robust sets ®(P,)). The reason for being optimism in the face of data uncertainty is that to minimize the
RNE gap (5.8) we actually need to minimize the robust best response value V(T Tr )i (in contrast to maximizing
the robust value function V17,r15i*,<1> when minimizing (5.8), for which we perform pessnnism) Finally, we define

the surrogate objective of the RNE gap (5.8) as the difference between JOpt pess () and Ji o (),

JSurrogate(ﬂ') - rnax {‘]Clpt -Pess (Tr) - ']liess2 (77)} ) (511)

€[N
and then P?M2P0 outputs a policy 7 that minimizes the surrogate objective function in (5.11).

Remark 5.7. The idea of minimizing the surrogate objective function also appears in the works on non-robust
offtine MGs (Cui and Du, 2022a; Zhang et al., 2023), but their algorithms are either restricted in the tabular
case (Cui and Du, 2022a) or in a model-free fashion (Zhang et al., 2023).

5.4.2 Unified Theoretical Analysis

In this subsection, we provide theoretical guarantees for Algorithm 2. Before stating our main theorem, we first
identify a new robust unilateral coverage coefficient for ofline RMGs, and then specify two accurate conditions
for the model estimation sub-algorithm ModelEst, parallel to Section 3.2.1.

As the key role played by coverage conditions in single-agent offline RL, coverage conditions are also
critical for RL in MGs. Parallel to the single-agent RL setting, previous works on multi-agent RL also aim
to perform sample-efficient learning under certain minimal coverage conditions. Recent works (Cui and Du,
2022b; Zhong et al., 2022) have proposed the unilateral coverage assumption for non-robust MGs and show
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that offline RL in non-robust MGs can be solved in a sample-efficient manner under such an assumption. For
RMGs, we propose the following robust unilateral coverage assumption.

Assumption 5.8 (Robust unilateral coverage). Suppose that wrng is a robust Nash equilibrium. We assume
that following robust unilateral coverage coefficient is finite,

2

(Wivﬂgiu;)
RNE _ dp (sn, an)
Cp g = sup ~ sup sup E o amymdr® — 0.
he[H]i€[N] mi€A(AYS,H) P={P,}IL P,e®(P}) ’ P*.n dg: . (sh,an)

where wrNE is one of the robust Nash equilibrium (Definition 5.4).

Assumption 5.8 requires that the dataset distribution has good coverage of trajectories induced by
{71' = (7Ti; (TFRNE)ii) LT € A(Al|S,H),’L S [N]}

and any transition kernel P in the robust set of the nominal transition kernel ®(P*). For degenerate non-robust
MGs, i.e., ®(P) = {P}, the robust unilateral coverage coefficient defined in Assumption 5.8 is consistent with
the unilateral coverage coefficient adopted by a line of previous works on offline non-robust MGs (Zhong et al.,
2022; Cui and Du, 2022a,b; Xiong et al., 2022; Yan et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2023), and thus giving the name
of robust unilateral coverage coefficient.

Conditions on model estimation. Now we specify the two accurate conditions of model estimation. Recall
that P = ModelEst(DD, Py) where P, C Py for all h € [H]. The first condition ensures that confidence region
P contains the nominate model P* with high probability,

Condition 5.9 (d-accuracy). With probability at least 1 — 6, it holds that P} € Py for any h € [H].

Besides Condition 5.9, the desired confidence region P should satisfy that any transition kernel in it incurs

a small “robust estimation error”. To be specific, we define the following robust Bellman error with respect to

some transition P, and value function V : § — [0, H],
EX(s,a; Py, V)= inf R

= s/~ﬁh(-\s,a)[

V(s = _ inf B, 5 (eaV()] (5.12)
PLe®(Py) RIS

ﬁhe(}(P):)

Condition 5.10 (d-model estimation error). For some function of the sample size n and failure probability &
denoted by Brry (n, ) < +oo, with probability at least 1 — &, it holds that

@ (Trl"ﬂ N ).’Z @
1216%1)\(/] E(s,a)rwd"};]i’h’ |:(gh (Sa a; th Vh+1,Pl?‘I;’E )) :| < EI‘I‘h (TL, 5) (513)

for any policy m* € A(AYS, H), transition kernel P = { Py}, with P, € P, for each step h € [H].

To interpret, Condition 3.2 requires that the robust Bellman error (5.12) incurred by any P, € ’ﬁh is upper
bounded by Erry (n,d). As in the case of single-agent RMDPs, the error Err (n,§) generally diminishes at

the rate of (5(71_1), where n is the size of dataset D.
Now we present our main result in the following theorem, which characterizes the RNE gap of Algorithm 2.

Theorem 5.11 (Suboptimality of P2M?P0). Suppose that Assumptions 5.1 and 5.8 hold, if the model estimation
sub-algorithm satisfies Conditions 5.9 and 5.10, it holds with probability 1 — 2§ that

H
RNEGapg (;51) < 24/CENG - Z \/ Erry (n,6).
h=1

Proof of Theorem 5.11. See Appendix C for a detailed proof. o

As we did in Section 4 for RMDPs, we can use similar analysis to specify Theorem 5.11 to specific examples
of RMGs, and can be coped with kernel and neural function approximations. To illustrate, we only present a
specification result for RMGs with finite state spaces. More corollaries can be derived without much difficulty
given the techniques we presented in Section 4.
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Corollary 5.12 (Suboptimality of P2M?P0: S x A-rectangular robust tabular MG). Consider an RMG satis-
fying Assumption 5.1 with a finite state space S. Moreover, its robust set mapping ® satisfy that

®(P)= @ Pls,asP), where Py(s,aP) = {P() € AS): D(P()|P(ls,a) <p},  (5.14)
(s,a)eSx.A

where D(-||) is either KL-divergence or TV-distance. Then by choosing the confidence region P = {ﬁh}thl as

~ 1 n e . 1 n
Pr = {P € Py Y [Palls.af) — P(Isf. af)} < s}, Py = argmax > > _log P(sf. 157, af), (5.15)
— PePm

T=1
with &€ = C1|S|?| Al log(ConH/5)/n, the P2M?PQ algorithm enjoys following results under Assumption 5.8,
& when D(:|-) is KL-divergence and Assumption D.2 holds with parameter A (treating A as the joint action
space of the RMG), then with probability at least 1 — 20,

RNEGapg (7; s1) <

RNE 2
CP*)@ -H exp(H/A) . \/C{|S|2|A| 10g(C§nH/6)
p n
& when D(+||") is TV-divergence, then with probability at least 1 — 24,
! 2 1 'mH
RNEGapg (7; s1) < /C;;*NE,HQ ) \/C1|S| |A|log(Cyn /5)'

n

Here Cy, Csy, C1, C4 > 0 stand for universal constants.

6 Discussions

In this section, we discuss and analysis some other types of RMDPs appearing in existing works that do not
satisfy Assumption 2.2 (S x A-rectangular), including d-rectangular robust linear MDPs (Ma et al., 2022) and
RMDPs with S-rectangular robust sets (Wiesemann et al., 2013), see Section 6.1 and 6.2 respectively.

6.1 d-rectangular robust linear MDPs

Recently Ma et al. (2022) proposed the d-rectangular robust linear MDP to study offline robust RL with linear
structures. We use the following example to show how a d-rectangular robust linear MDP is represented by
our general framework of RMDP.

Example 6.1 (d-rectangular robust linear MDP (Ma et al., 2022)). A d-rectangular robust linear MDP is
equipped with d-rectangular robust sets. Linear MDP is an MDP that enjoys a d-dimensional linear decompo-
sition of its reward function and transition kernel (Jin et al., 2020). We define the model space Py as

Pu = {P(s’|s,a) = ¢(s,a) " p(s) - i) € A(S),Vi € [d]},
where ¢ : S x A R is a known feature mapping satisfying that
d
Z@(s,a) =1, ¢i(s,a) >0, Vield.
i=1

We then assume that Py (s'|s,a) = ¢(s,a) " pui(s') € Pu, and Rp(s,a) = ¢(s,a)’ 6y, for some 6), € R with
1612 < Vd. We define the mapping ® as

d
®(P) = {Z¢>i(87a)ﬁi(8') () € A(S), D(()llpa () < p, Vi € [d]} :

where D(-||-) is some (pseudo-)distance such as KL-divergence or TV-distance. This is called a d-rectangular
robust set and is first considered by Ma et al. (2022). As is argued in Ma et al. (2022), d-rectangular robust
set is mot so conservative as S X A-rectangular robust set in certain cases, which is more natural for linear
MDPs due to the special linear structure.
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While not satisfying Assumption 2.2 (S x A-rectangular robust sets), it can still be proved that RMDP in
Example 6.1 also satisfies the robust Bellman equation in Proposition 2.3 (similar to the proof in Appendix A.1
for S x A-rectangular robust MDPs). Our algorithm P2MPQ (Algorithm 1) can also be applied to offline solve
robust RL with RMDP in Example 6.1, under certain robust partial coverage assumption (see Assumption 6.2).
In the following, we give a specific implementation of the model estimation step for d-rectangular RMDPs in
Example 6.1, and we provide theoretical guarantees for this specification of our algorithm PZMPO.

Model estimation. Suppose we are given a function class V C {v : § — R} which depends on the choice of
distance D(:||-) of the robust set. Then, we define that

P {
UEV

where £ > 0 is a tuning parameter that controls the size of the confidence region, and the vector é\hyv depends
on the specific function v € V, given by

P(ds'|sf,. af)o(s") — d(sF, a7) " 0,

2 S&}, (6.1)

n

~ 1
On = argmin— Y (P(s},af,) 0 — o(shyn)) + & ||0||2 = ( Z @(sh.ap,)v Sh+1)> ; (6.2)

n
OcRd —1

for some tuning parameter o > 0, where Ay, , is the regularized covariance matrix, defined as
1 — «
Apo=— stoan)o(sh,al) T + — - I
h,a nZ(ﬁ(h ) P(sh.ar,) o T

Similar constructions for standard linear MDPs are also considered by Sun et al. (2019); Neu and Pike-Burke
(2020); Uehara and Sun (2021). We will specify the choice of the function class V in the theoretical guarantees
of this implementation.

Suboptimality analysis. In the following, we provide suboptimality bounds for the above implementation
of P2MPO for d-rectangular robust linear MDPs. Regarding the offline dataset, we impose the following robust
partial coverage assumption.

Assumption 6.2 (Robust partial coverage covariance matrix). We assume that for some constant ¢t > 0,
@
Anaz —-Ia+ B, anymar, [(0i(snyan)1i) (0(sn, an)1:) ] (6.3)

for any i € [d], h € [H], and P, € ®(Py).

Theorem 6.3 (Suboptimality of P?MPO: d-rectangular robust linear MDP). Suppose that the RMDP is d-
rectangular robust linear MDP in Example 6.1 with D(-||-) being KL-divergence or TV-distance and that As-
sumption 6.2 holds, choosing the tuning parameter a = 1 in (6.2).

& when D(-||-) is KL-divergence and Assumption F.1 holds with parameter \, then by setting

V= {U(S) = exp {— {glea}qb(s’afw//\h} Hwlls < HVd X € [, H/p]} :

and choosing

¢= C1d?(log(1 + CanH/5) + log(1 + CsndH/(pA?)))

n

for some constants C1,Cy,C3 > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 — 26 that,

SubOpt(7;s1) <

PH? exp(H/)) \/ Ci (10g(1 + CynH/5) + log(1 + ChndH /(X))

ctp
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& when D(-||-) is TV-distance, then by setting

V= {U(S) _ {)\—Hlélj((b(S,G,)T’I.U} Hw”Q < H\/E,)\ c [O,H]}, {: C1d2H210g(02ndH/5),
“ +

n

for some constants Cy,Cy > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 — 26 that,

SubOpt(7; s1) <

d*H? \/ O} log(CyndH /5)

ct n

Here ¢ is defined in Assumption 6.2 and C,C%,C% > 0 are universal constants.

Proof of Theorem 6.3. See Appendix F for a detailed proof. O

6.2 RMDPs with S-rectangular robust sets

Besides § x A-rectangular, there exists another type of generic rectangular assumption on robust sets called
S-rectangular (Wiesemann et al., 2013; Yang and Salman, 2019). See the following assumption.

Assumption 6.4 (S-rectangular robust sets (Wiesemann et al., 2013)). An S-rectangular robust MDP is
equipped with S-rectangular robust sets. The mapping ® is defined as, for VP € Py,

®(P) = QPp(s:P), PplsiP) = {ﬁ(-l-) : A A(S) 2 ) D(P(|a)|P(|s,a)) < pIAI}a

sES acA
for some (pseudo-)distance D(:||-) on A(S) and some real number p € R.

RMDP with S-rectangular robust sets (Assumption 6.4) also satisfies Proposition 2.3 (Wiesemann et al.,
2013). Unfortunately, our algorithm framework is unable to deal with this kind of rectangular robust sets
under partial coverage data due to some technical problems in applying the robust partial coverage coefficient
Ch a (Assumption 3.3) under this kind of robust sets. To our best knowledge, how to design sample-efficient
algorithms for S-rectangular RMDP with robust partial coverage data is still unknown. It is an exciting future
work to fill this gap for robust offline reinforcement learning with function approximations.
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A Proof of Robust Bellman Equation

A.1 Proof of Proposition 2.3

Proof of Proposition 2.3 for S x A-rectangular robust MDP. Instead of directly proving the robust Bellman
equation (2.5), we prove the following stronger results via induction from step h = H to 1: there exists a set

of transition kernels P™1 = {P,T’T}thl with P;;’T € ®(Py,) such that
1. Robust Bellman equation holds, i.e.,
V}:P,Q(S) = Ea~wh(-\s) [QZ,P@(& a)l,

QZ,P@(&@) = Rh(saa) + inf Eslwﬁh(,|51a) [Vhﬂ+1,P,<i>(5/)]-
PhEQ(Ph)

2. The following expressions for robust value functions hold,
Virpa(s) = Vil (s {7 T}L,),
Qh.pa(s,a) = Qp(s,a; {PT1YL).

Firstly, for step h = H, the conclusion 1. and 2. hold directly because no transitions are involved. Now
supposing that the conclusion 1. and 2. hold for some step h 4+ 1, which means that there exist transition
kernels {P"T}H, 41 such that the following condition hold for any s € S,

Vikipa(s) = Vi (s; {Pf’T}ihH)' (A1)

By the definition of robust value function QF p g in (2.2), we can derive that for any (s,a) € S x A,

H
T s,a) = inf E s Ri(s;,a;)|sn = s,ap, = a
Ghralen) =, it B[S R ]
N H
= Ry(s,a) + inf /Ph ds’|s,a)E, 5 R;i(s;5,a:)|sp41 = 8
() Pie®(P)h<i<H Js (1o 0B P m i:;rl (o]

N H

< Rp(s,a) + _ inf / Py (ds'|s, a)E, ,x.t . Ri(si,a;)|spa1 = 5| . (A.2)
Pre®(Pp)JS P imn i:;rl

On the one hand, for § x A-rectangular robust MDP, the robust set ®(F},) is decoupled for different (s, a)
pairs, i.e.,

s(P)= ® Polsaib)
(s,a)eSx.A

and therefore we can find a single transition kernel P} T such that for any (s,a) € S x A,

H
P}?T(.|s,a) = arginf ﬁ(d3'|s,a)E{Pﬁ,f}H [ Z R;(si,a;)

~ i=h+17T
PLe®(Py) S i=h+1

She1 = s'] : (A.3)

On the other hand, using condition (A.1) and the definition of (robust) value function V" p g and V;T in (2.1)
and (2.3), we can also deduce that,

Qo pa(s.0) < Rulsca)+inf [ P ls, )V (5 (PP, )
Poe®(Py)JS

= Rp(s,a) + _ inf / ﬁh(ds/|s,a)Vh”+Lp_q,(s') (A.4)
Pre®(Pn)JS ’

= Rp(s,a) + _ inf / ﬁh(ds’|s, a) inf Vi1 (s {E}fihﬂ)
Boe®(Py) Js Be®(P,),h+1<i<H

< Rp(s,a) + _ inf / ﬁh(ds’|s, a) Vit 1 (s'; {E}fihﬂ), (A.5)
P,e®(P;),h<i<H JS
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where the first inequality follows from inequality (A.2) and the definition of V;7, | in (2.3), the first equality
follows from condition (A.1), and the second equality follows from the definition of V;7,, p & in (2.1). Note
that the right hand side of (A.5) equals to QF p (s, a). Therefore, all the inequalities are actually equalities.
On the one hand, from (A.4), we can know théty7

Qf pa(s,a) = Ry(s,a)+ _ inf / ﬁh(ds'|s,a)V,f+17P7(I,(s’).
Poed(Py) Js

This proves the Q} p g part of the conclusion 1. for step h. On the other hand, by combining (A.3) and (A.2),
one can further obtain that,

H

Z Ri(s4,a4)

i=h

Qh pa(s,a)= E{Pf’f}iw”

Sp = s,ap = a} = Qf(s,a; {PTTHL,). (A.6)

This proves the existence of {PZ-”’T}Z-H: » in the conclusion 2. for step h and QF p . The remaining of the proof

is to prove the V;p 4 part of the conclusion 1. and 2. for step h using {Pf’T}f{:h found in the previous proof.
Specifically, by the definition of V}[ p g in (2.1), we have that,

H
%4 s) = inf E, Ri(s;,ai)|sp = s
h,P,<I>() ﬁiE‘P(Pi)JLSiSH {Pi}f:h,ﬂf ; ( ) h ]
H
= inf mn(als)E, > R;(si,ai)|sn = s,ap = a
lsie@(Pi),hSiSHanA n(als)Epyn o ; (54, i) |sn h ]
H
< Z Wh(a|S)E{PZ’*T}f’:h,rr ZRi(si,ai) Sp=S§,ap = a} . (A.7)
acA i=h
Now applying (A.6) to (A.7), we can further obtain that
Vipa(s) < Z mh(als)Qh pa(s,a) (A.8)
acA
H
= 71 (als inf E s Ri(s;,a:)|sn = s,ap = a
GGZA h( | )ﬁiEQ(Pi),hSiSH {P}1L, ; ( ) h h ]
H
< inf wp(als)E, 5 R;(s;,a;)|sp =s,ap =al, A9
< EE@(RWSH; w(al9Epyn - ; (sirai)|sn = s,an ] (A.9)

where the equality follows from the definition of Qf p 4 in (2.2). Now note that the right hand side of (A.9)
equals to V;"p 5. Therefore, all the inequalities are actually equalities. On the one hand, by (A.8), we know
that,

Vf:P,@(S) = Z Wh(a|S)QZ,P,<I>(Sa‘1)- (A.10)
a€A

This proves the V}"p 5 part of the conclusion 1. for step h. On the other hand, by combining (A.10) with
(A.6), we can further deduce that,
Sp = S‘| .

This proves the V)", 4 part of the conclusion 2. for step h. Finally, by using an induction argument, we can
finish the proof of the conclusion 1. and 2.
Now according to the conclusion 1., we have that

H

> Ri(si, ai)

i=h

V}:P’q’(s) = E{Pfj}f{ noT

Vf:P,‘P(S) = Eafvﬂ'h("S) [Rh(S, a)] + EaNﬂ'h("S) [~ inf Es/wf’h,(~|s,a) [V}ZT+1,P,<I>(S/)‘| . (All)
Phe‘i’(Ph)
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By the conclusion 2. and the definition of P;IT’T in (A.3), we can obtain from (A.11) that
V}:P,Q(S) = IEa~7rh(»|s) [Rh(s, LL)] + EGNFh(.‘S)7S/Np:fr(.‘s7a) [V}ZT+1,P,<I>(S/)]

=Eour (1s)|Rr(s,a)]+ inf E LB VT s)].
n (e )[ h( )] B co(Pr) artp(-]8),s Nph(.|51a)[ h+1,P,<1>( )]

This finishes the proof of Proposition 2.3 under Assumption 2.2. o

A.2 Proof of Theorem 5.5

Proof of Theorem 5.5. To show that 7 is a RNE policy, we prove the following stronger result:

Vise(sn) = sup VT V(sy), VhelH) s, eS,ie[N)]. (A.12)
TIEA(A|S,H)

We prove this result from step h = H to 1 by induction. For step h = H, according to (5.7),

i N
min(s) = NE({Riz(s, )}, ).
This directly implies that for any ¢ € [N] and sy € S,
Vipa(sn) = Dipy moiy[Rig (s, )] = sup Dz o [Riy(sm,-)] = sup ViEs isn).
7 EA(A]S) FICA(A|S,H)
This proves (A.12) for step H. Now suppose that (A.12) holds for step h+1,--- , H. Then for step h, according
to (5.7),
™, N
m(ls) = NE({Qha(s )}, ).
This means that for any ¢ € [N] and s;, € S, it holds that

V}:}Di,@(sh) = D(ﬂ;,ﬁ;i)[Qz,}iD,@(Shv )= sup D(ﬂm;i)[Q;’:’;@(sh, ). (A.13)
7 CA(AlS)

Now applying the multi-agent Bellman equation (Proposition 2.3) to the right hand side of (A.13), we have
the following sequence of inequalities,

Vias(sn) = sup D o |Ri(snoan)+ _inf  E, 5 o [V Lo (s
h,P,<I>( ) ﬂeA&‘S) 7w b H ) Boeary ® ph(|sh,ah)[ h+1,P,<1>( )
< sup Dy o |Ri(swan)+ _ inf B, s o o [V (s A4
Fea(Als,m) ChT) 2 ) Pre®(Py) B (lsnan Vitipa (5] (A.14)
= sup D - |Rh(sn,an) + sup _inf E, 5 e a [V(%i’wii)’i(s’)]
meacals) )| " FEAAIS,H) Pucd(py) ° ~Frllsman)thtl,Pe

R:(sp,ap) + inf E

< sup D(%i B
Phe‘i’(Ph)

) 77‘_—1' s/ ~Pp (s ,a
i €A(AlS) W) h(|sh,an)

o V;fL’},Q”(s’)H
FiEA(A|S,H)

sup Dz iy |Rh(sn,an) + _ inf  E, 5 Vi S
7L EA(A]S) (oo ) a ) BLe®(Py) Pr (] h,ah)[ h+1,P,q>( )]

csup D o [Qh7p g (5ns )]
FeA(Als)  MTh

= V™ o (sn), (A.15)
where the second inequality is due the minimax inequality, the third equality uses the correctness of (A.12) at

step h + 1, and the last equality is due to (A.13). Therefore, we conclude that all the above inequalities are
actually equalities. Especially, we have that

Vhf’iﬂq)(sh) =(A.14) = ~ sup Vh(j;gy’gi )’i(sh),
FIEA(A|S,H)
which proves (A.12) for step h. An induction finishes the proof of Theorem 5.5. O

31



B Proof of Main Results for RMDP (Theorem 3.4)

In this section, we prove Theorem 3.4. Let £ denote the event that both Condition 3.1 and 3.2 hold, which
happens with probability at least 1 — 2§. In the following, we always assume that £ holds.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. By the definition of SubOpt(7;s) in (2.8), we have that
SubOpt(7;s1) = Vf.,rz*ﬂ*.,@(sl) - Vf,P*,@(Sl)

=Wp. a(s1) — inf V"pg(s1) + 1_})253 Vi pa(s1) = Vi pe o(51)

PeP
< Vf,r;*,@(sl) — inf sz;,@(sl) + inf Vl?,rP,@(Sl) - VEP*,@(SI) (B.1)
PeP PcP
< V{f;*)q,(sl) — inf Vf,rl*?,@(sl) (B.2)
PeP
= sup {Vf}*?*,@(sl) - VlT}*D,Q(Sl)}' (B.3)
PeP

Here (B.1) follows from our choice of 7 in (3.2), and (B.2) follows from Condition 3.1. In the sequel, we present
the upper bound on the right hand side of (B.3). For notational simplicity, for any P in the confidence region
P and any step h € [H], we denote that

Anpa(shan) = QF pe o (sh,an) — QF p o (sh, an). (B.4)

Using the robust Bellman equation in Proposition 2.3, we can derive that

Ap pa(sh,an)

* *

= inf E, 5> Ve a(s)]— inf E, 5 v s’
Bres(Pr) SNph(.|sh,ah)[ it P (8] Breniry) SNP,I(.\S,“%)[ hi1.pe(s)
= iof E, 5 Vi pea(s)]—  inf E_ 5 v s
Prea(Py) SNPh,('|sh,.,ah,)[ h+1,P ,‘1’( )] Puc®(Py) SNPh,('|5h,aah,)[ h+1,P,‘1’( )]
Term (i)
+ inf E_ > |74 ) — inf E_, > 74 s
Brca(rs) SNP,L(.\S,L,Q,L)[ i1, e (s)] Bred(P) SNPh,(.|Shy,ah,)[ i1, pa(s)]
Term (ii)

Term (i). For the term (i), considering denote that

Pyt = arginf B, p .0 Vikipe(s)], V(s,a) €8x A (B.5)

B, e®(Py)

This notation is consistent with the notation of P, T in (A.3) in the proof of Proposition 2.3 (robust Bellman

equation). It is because Assumption 2.2 (S x A-rectangular robust set) that we can choose a single transition

kernel Py T that satisfies (B.5) for each (s, a)-pair. Using the definition of Py T, we observe that the following
two relationships hold for any state (sp,ap) € S,

* *

: _ ™ / . ™ /
ﬁhelgfp;)ES/NP’L('IS’“’”)[Vh—‘_l’P*’q)(s )< Es/wp: ’T(.|Sh,_’ahy)[Vh+1,P*,<I>(S B

. * N _ * /
ﬁhyelgf(.P}:)]ES,Nﬁh('ISh;llh)[V}ZTJI’lyPy‘I’(S )= ESINP,’L“*’T(.|sh,,a,L)[szr+1,P,<I>(5 )]
Using these two observations, we can upper bound the term (i) as

Term (i) < ]ES/NP;*,T(,WM)[VhﬂJ:l,P*,@(SI)] - ES/NP:*,T(,WM)[Vfﬁ:LP,«p(S/)]
=E HAni1pa(s d)], (B.6)

*
s'~Py ’T(»|sh,ah),a’~7r;+1(-\s

where in the equality we use the robust Bellman equation (Proposition 2.3).
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Term (ii). For the term (ii), currently we simply denote this term by Ahlp@(sh, ap). Combining this with
(B.6), we can derive that,

Ap pa(sh,an) = Term (i) + Term (ii)

<E [Ani1,pa(s,d)] + ALY 5 (sh,an). (B.7)

*
SINP}W YT("Shvah))a/Nﬂ—}*+1( ‘S/)

By recursively applying (B.7) and then plugging in the definition of Ah p.@> We can obtain that

H
Bareri(lon[Brpalsnan)] < 3B, an)~dT’ ’[Asg?,@(sh?ah)]
hH |
B hz::l (roandin sy, ﬁhggfp;)ES/NIB;LHsh,,ah)[V}ZT+1,P,<1>(5/)]
o i B b an Ve ()] ©3)

where d7, - h( ) is the state-action visitation distribution induced by the transition kernels P™ > = {PTr i b1

and the optlmal policy 7*. Now we bound the right hand side of (B.8) using Condition 3.2. By Cauchy-Schwartz
inequality, we have that for each h € [H],

* *

: ~ ™ NI : _ ’
E(sh,ah)fvdp” . {ﬁhégfp}:)Es/NPh('S’“ah')[vh-i_l’P’q’(S )] ﬁhelgf(‘Ph)ES’NP;L(~|sh,,ah)[Vh-i-l,P,@(S )]

dﬂ* (Sh ah)
P7r Th 9 . * ’
=K RN (i AR A ey inf E, - Vi s

(S’“ah)wd;""l dz’. ,(shsan) <ﬁheq>(P,t> o/ By (clsman) Ve 1,2 (57)]

*

— inf E, 5 Vv s’ >
ﬁhGQ(Ph) SNP}L("Sh7ah)[ h+17P7q>( )] ‘|

IN

d= . . (smoan)\’
- hyQh
E o | (e TV B (), ()
(sn,an)~dEs ), dp* h(Sh,ah)

where the last inequality follows from Condition 3.2. Furthermore, by Assumption 3.3, we know that
x 2 x 2
d}TDw ot h(shvah) dTIgh(Sh’ah)
E(s ap)~dT, < sup IE'(s a )rvd’rb
h>Qh P* h dp* h(Shvah) P={P,}I_, . Pre®(P}) h>Qh P*.h dP* h(sh,ah)
S CP*7¢I>7

where C%. 4 is defined in Assumption 3.3. Applying this to (B.8) and (B.9), we can derive that

sup {V1 pr.a(51) — leq,(sl)} = sup{Eq, v (s) [A1,pe (51, a1)]} < 4 /Che Z\/Errh n, o).

PeP PeP

Finally, by inequality (B.3), we finish the proof of Theorem 3.4. O

C Proof of Main Results for RMG (Theorem 5.11)

Proof of Theorem 5.11. Under Condition 5.9, we have that for any policy 7 and player ¢,

139552 (ﬂ') = ,\inf . inf Vl .’ (51; {Ph}hzl)
PpePp,1<h<H PLe®(P),),1<h<H

< inf Vfr"i(sl; {]Sh}thl)
P,e®(P}),1<h<H

=V a(51), (C.1)
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and that

Jipi-pess(T) = sUp sup _inf VT D sy { P ML)
Ph,€73h,1§h§H TIEA(AYS,H) Proe®(Py),1<h<H
> sup inf Vl(%l"”ﬂ)’i(sl; {ﬁh}thl)

FIEA(AIS,H) P,e®(P}),1<h<H
= VBT 8 (), (C.2)
which further implies that

RNEGapg (7: 1) = max { V73" (s1) = Vi o)}

< mﬁ'\)](] {Jépt—Pess (7?) - liess2 (7?)}

i€
< rg[%\)](] {Jépt—Pess (FRNE) - Jlgess2 (WRNE)}
= Hel[é}\);] { Jépt—Pess (WRNE) - VlT]I;I*\Iﬁi;l(Sl) + Vl"j-]rgl*\rgz(sl) - leess2 (WRNE) }7 (03)

D (IT)

where the the first inequality uses (C.1) and (C.2), and the second inequality follows from the definition of 7
that @ = argmin, max;e(N){ Jops-pess () — Jpessz () }. Here wryg is the RNE policy in Assumption 5.8.

Term (I). For Term (I) in (C.3), we have

(I) = Jépt—Pess (WRNE) - Vl",rlrgl*\],%l;l(sl)

- (', (wrNE) )0 TRNE,%
=supsupVj pg (s1) = Vpig (51)

Peﬁ Tt (04)
< sup sup {V1(77;7:§>7TRNE)*1)71'(81) . V1(77;;(7$RNE)*1)71'(81)} 7

pep

where the first equality follows from the definition of Jépt_Pess in (5.10) and the second inequality uses the fact
that wrNE is an RNE. Fix (i, P, 7?), we use the notation

7

Ana(snian) = QU pe™ M (shoan) — Qe M (snan),  Frne = (7', (mrye) 7). (C.5)

By the multi-agent robust Bellman equation in (5.5) and (5.6), we have

An@(sh, an) (C.6)
= inf E_,_ 5 [ RN, (SI)] - inf E 6 = [V‘TTRNE-,Z' (SI)]
- ~Bu(- h+1,P,® _ A i
Boedp) ° n(- | sn,an)t’ ht Pred(Py) s/ ~Py (- | sn,an) L b+
= inf E, s [V%RNEﬂ. (S/)] — inf E = [ TRNE,? (S/)]
_ ~B, (- h+l,P.& _ rBolLoman Vs B
Bicapy) ° w(- | sn,an)l? ht Puc®(Py) s Py (- | sn,an) L bt
AE:,)Q(Sh)ah)
i ~ TRNE (\] _ . _ TRNE,? /
+ b B psan Vst Fe ()] = inf By p s an Vi e (0]
PLe®(P;) Boca(rr)

AS?;(Sh;ah)
To facilitate the following analysis, we define

P,:'RNE’T = arginf ]Es/wlgh(»\sh,ah)[vf:fll\jgf,@(sh)]’ (C.7)
Pr,c®(Py)
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which is well defined due to Assumption 5.1 (S x A-rectangular). With this notation, we have

ASI‘)I’(Sh’ah) = ES/NP}?RNE’T(v\Smah)[ }:Tll\jgzip(sl)] - ES/NP}?RNE’T(»\sh,ah)[ ﬁ{\jgf,é(‘s/)]
_ _ o
- ES/NP}':"R,NE’T(, | Sh,ya}L)ya,N;rRNE,h,+1('|5l)[Ah+17q’(s Y )]7 (08)

where the last equality uses the definition of Ay & in (C.5). Plugging (C.8) into (C.6) yields that

Ap,a(sn,an) < Es/wprNE**(. | Sh,ah),a'~%RNE,h+1(-\s/)[Ah“’q’(sl’ a)] + Ag?@(sh, ap). (C.9)
Recursively expanding (C.8) across h € [H]| gives that
EGIN%RNE 1(-]s1) [Al ‘I>(817 al)]
< Z e AN (sh,an)] (C.10)
h=1 PTRNE>T 1
H ~ .
=Y E inf E, > VrRNED () inf E_ 5 Vg s (D1,
}; (sh,an)~d I:;QEE o [ﬁhEQ(Ph) s NPh("Sh,Gh)[ h+1, P‘P( )] ﬁhE‘i’(P;) 5"~ Py (-] Sh7ah)[ h+1,P ,@( )]]
where d7, P{?}iiE th denotes the state-action distribution induced by the joint policy Trng defined in (C.5) and

prret — {P,’:RNE’T};IG[H] defined in (C.7). In the equality we apply the definition of Ay &(sn, ap) in (C.6).
Furthermore, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have that

E _— inf E_ 5 [VFRNed ()] —  inf E_,_ [VRNET (8/)]
~ ~ ~Dy (- h+1,P,® - "B (- | sh, h+1,P*,&
(sn,an) dP""RNE t.on | Phe®(Pr) 8 w (1 sh.an) + PhE‘I)(P,’:) * n (-l sn,an) *
7TRNE
_ . dP""RNE T h(Sh’ ah) ( inf E ~ [ TRNE,? ( /)]
g . 1o (- h+1,P,®
(smoan)~dpen | d% (sn,an) Bued(p,) b lsman) it

— inf E, 5 VrRNET (o )
ﬁhE‘i’(P}:) SNPh’(I'S}“ah’)[ e 7(1’( )] ‘|

2

dﬂ-lj‘.NE (Sh7 h)
< IE(s ap)~d7, L AR ’ EI‘I‘E (nv 5)’ (C'll)
h,@h P* h dp* (Shu ah)

where the last inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definition of Err} (n, ) in Condition 5.10.
Meanwhile, by Assumption 5.8, we obtain that

2 ~ 2
e (sn,an) dp " (sn, an)
L = sup E o anymaz
DAL, g, ,(sn, an) P={PE_ Pred(py) O e |\ AR (sn,an)

< CE%, (C.12)

where CE*N% is the robust unilateral coverage coefficient defined in Assumption 5.8. By plugging (C.11)

and (C.12) into (C.10) we obtain that,

a1 ~TRNE,1(-]51) [Al ®(s1,a1)] <y CE*NE Z V EI‘I‘h n,d). (C.13)

Together with (C.4) and (C.5), we can establish the following upper bound for Term (I) in (C.4),
H
(I) </CEYg - Z \/ Erry (n, ). (C.14)
h=1
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Term (IT). We can tackle Term (II) by a similar way of bounding Term (I) in (C.3). In specific,
(1) = V5 (s1) — inf VIR (s1) = sup {785 (s1) = VB8 (s1) } (C.15)
v PeP PP T o

where the first equality follows from the definition of Ji___,(-) in (5.9). Fix a model P and player i. Similar to
(C.5), we denote

A;Lq)(sh, ah) = ﬁ;ﬁE’ (Sh, ah) ;:S;\jgi(sh, ah). (C.16)

By the multi-agent robust Bellman equation in (5.5) and (5.6), we have

Ap.a(sh,an) (C.17)
= ﬁheiglgpﬁ)ESINﬁh(' | sh,ah)[Vhﬂfﬁ%ﬁ,@(Sl)] - ﬁheigEPh)ES/Nﬁh(' | sh,ah)[Vhwa?’@( s')]
= B MEEE ) By VRS ()
AL g (snan)
+ ﬁhggfpﬁ)Eswﬁh(- onam Vi B e ()] = L Y aman Vi ps ()]
A (sn.an)

For ease of presentation, we define

TRNE,T __
Ph =

~arginf Eath;(- Lsn),s'~ P (- | Shvah)[Vhﬂf{\I%’@( s")]. (C.18)
P,e®(Py)

Then we have that

A (S, an) < E, praxeit (.| sh,ah>[Vﬁﬁ?’f@(S’)] —E, _pranet( sh,ahﬂvﬁﬁﬁj}(s’)]
=E NET (. ’ . )[Athl,‘P(S/v a/)]v (019)

s/ ~P] RNE Y sn,an),a’ ~manm nt (s’

where the first inequality uses the definition of Pr rNesT gy (C.18) and the equality follows from the definition
of Apt1.4(-) in (C.16). Plugging (C.19) into (C.17) and recursively expanding across h € [H] give that

EaINﬂRNE,1(~|51)[A 517a1 Z (sh.an) -n—* - [A i) (Sh,ah)] (020)

where d’;‘,ﬁiE th denotes the state-action distribution induced by the policy wrng and P™rNe:T = {pPF RNE,f Frern]

defined in (C. 18) Following the derivation of (C.13), we can obtain that

Eaymmnnmsa (s [ALe (51,a1)] < /CENG - Z\/Errhné (C.21)

which further implies that

H
(I) < /CEYg - Z \/ Erry (n, ). (C.22)
h=1

Combining Term (I) and Term (II). Plugging (C.14) and (C.22) into (C.3) yields that

H
RNEGapg (7;51) < 24/CEYG - Z \/Erry (n,d),
h=1

which finishes the proof of Theorem 5.11. O
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D Proofs for General RMDPs with S x A-rectangular Robust Sets

D.1 Proof of Proposition 4.8
Lemma D.1 (Duality for KL-robust set). The following duality for KL-robust set holds,

Q(»):DKL<cizI<1»f>HQ*<»>>sU/f(x)Q(dx) ~ reRy {_Mog (/ e {=f(z)/A) Q*(dx)> - M} '

Proof of Lemma D.1. See Hu and Hong (2013); Yang et al. (2021) for a detailed proof. O

Assumption D.2 (Regularity of KL-divergence duality variable). We assume that the optimal dual variable
A* for the following optimization problem

/\SEUD%D {—Alog (Es’NPh(»|sh,ah) [GXP {—Vhﬁ;1,Q,¢(5/)//\H) - /\P} )
n

is lower bounded by \ > 0 for any transition kernels P, € Py, Q = {Qn}_, C Pwm, and step h € [H].

Lemma D.3 (Duality for TV-robust set). The following duality for TV-robust set holds,

o
inf 2)Q(dz) = su —//\— x *(dz) — =(\ —inf f(x —i—/\}.
ot o[ @) =sw {- [0 - f@).@ @) - §0- it )
Proof of Lemma D.3. See Yang et al. (2021) for a detailed proof. O

Proof of Proposition 4.8 with KL-divergence. Firstly, by invoking the first conclusion of Lemma G.1, we know
that the Condition 3.1 holds. In the following, we prove the Condition 3.2. By applying the dual formulation
of the KL-robust set (Lemma D.1), we can derive that

* *

inf E, » %A s — inf E, 5 v s’
ﬁhEQ(P,:) s~Ph(-\Sh,ah)[ h+1,P,ti>( )] ﬁhEQ(Ph) SNPh(.|5h,ah)[ h+1,P,<I>( )]

= i;% {—Alog (ES«NP,;(,ph,ah) {GXP {_V}Zil,P,@(S/)/)\}]) B )\p}

—sup {—/\log (Eswph(.\sh,ah,) [eXp {—V;Zil,p,@(S’)//\H) - /\p} - (D.1)

By Assumption D.2 and Lemma H.7, we know that the optimal value of A for both two optimization problems
in (D.1) lies in [A, H/p] for some A > 0. Thus we can further upper bound the right hand side of (D.1) as

(1) = ,\<i1£{/p {—/\log (ES'NP;?('Ish’“h) {exp {_V’ZTJ;l’P"i’(S/)//\H) B /\p}

=, (A8 (B [oxe {ira)/A]) - )

ES’NPh('|Sh7ah) [exp {_VIZTJ:LP,@(S/)//\}}
< sup Alog
7 ] v e

(D.2)

where in the second inequality we use the basic fact that sup, f(z) —sup, g(z) < sup,{f(z) — g(z)}. Now we
work on the right hand side of (D.2) and obtain that

(ES/NPh("S)uah) - ]ES/NP;:("Sh7ah)) [exp {_Vhﬂil,P,@(S/)//\H

(D.2) = sup Alog | 1+

AS)\SH/P Es’~P;:(~|sh,.,ah,) |:€Xp {_VfZ:LP,@(S/)/)\}}
(ES/NPL |sn,an) — ES’NP* ‘|sh,an ) |:6Xp {_VF* (S/)//\}:|
< swp ). n(-[sh,an) w (Ishyan) h+1,P,%® 7 (D.3)
A<SA<H/p Eo Py (-|sn.an) [exp{—V,;r+17P7@(s’)/)\}}
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where we use the fact of log(1 + z) < « in the second inequality. Now we can further bound the right hand
side of (D.3) by

. Hexp(H/A 7'r
(D.3) < % : ‘(ES/NPh('ISh,ah) - ES’NP,:(»|sh,ah)) [exp {_Vh+1,P,<I>(S/)//\}]’
Hexp(H/)\
< %/ Pu(ds s, an) — P(dS|sn, an)|
S
Hexp(H/))

NI Ph(:|sns an) — Py (|sh, an)|Tv. (D.4)

p
Thus by combining (D.1), (D.2), (D.3), and (D.4) we obtain that

* *

inf E, » v s — inf E, 5 v s’
ﬁhEQ(P,:) SNPh("S)“ah)[ h+1,P,ti>( )] ﬁhEQ(Ph) SNPh(.|5h,ah)[ h+1,P,<I>( )]

Hexp(H/\
< % NP Clsnsan) — P Clsnsan)lrv. (D.5)

By using a same argument for deriving (D.5), we can also obtain that

inf E, = v sN— inf E, = v s
B Ve = L B 0 V2 ()
Hexp(H/\
< BB b 1 an) — P Clsnan) v (D.6)

Therefore, due to (D.5) and (D.6), we can finally arrive at the following upper bound,

2
. T / . T /
E(Sh,ah)'\’d;ﬁ,h (ﬁhégf(.Ph)Es/f\/ﬁh('|sh,ah)[Vh+l,P,<I>(S )] - ﬁhelgfpg)Es'Nﬁh“Sh,ah)[Vh+1,P,<I>(S )])
H? exp(2H/)) x
< — (sh,ah)wd;'i’h[HPh('|Shaah) — Py (sn, an)|[Fv]- (D.7)

By invoking the second conclusion of Lemma G.1, we have that with probability at least 1 — 9,

C!log(CLHN(1/n2, Pty || - |l1.00) /6
E(Sh,ah)w;‘ih[HPh('|Sh,ah)—P;f('|8haah)||2Tv]S 1 on(CH A /n SHIELEN ), (D.8)

for some absolute constant C7,C% > 0. Now combining (D.7) and (D.8), we have that

C1 log(CLH. 1/n? |l1,00)/6
) = 2Rl | B A P T T

This finishes the proof of Proposition 4.8 under KL-divergence. O

Proof of Proposition 4.8 with TV-distance. Firstly, by invoking the first conclusion of Lemma G.1, we know
that the Condition 3.1 holds. In the following, we prove the Condition 3.2. By applying the dual formulation
of the TV-robust set (Lemma D.3), we can similarly derive that

inf E_, > 74 - inf E_, = 7 s
BV e~ L B 0 V(o)
B o / P . T "
= ig% {_ES/~P£(-S;Uah) [()‘ —Vi1pal(s )) J D) ()‘ - s}/nefs Vili1pa(s )) + )\}
" P . o
- ilelg {—ES/NPh(-sh,ah) [()‘ - Vh+1,P,<I>(SI)> J D) (/\ - S},nefs Vh+1,P,<I>(5”)> + )\} | (D.9)
< |sup { (ES'NP;:('|Sh,1ah,) - ES/NP}L("S}Lvah)) [()‘ - szr-itl,P,@(S/D ] }’ (D.lO)
A€ER +
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As is shown in Lemma H.8, the optimal value of A for both two optimization problems in (D.9) lies in [0, H].
Thus we can further upper bound the right hand side of (D.10) as

(D.lO) < H- HPh('lshaah) — P,f(-|sh,ah)||Tv. (D.ll)

By applying the second conclusion of Lemma G.1, we conclude that with probability at least 1 — 6,

*

2
E b inf E, 3 v s)N1— inf E, 5 %5 s’
(sn,an)~dEs ), <~P;L€I( S ~Ph('|5h,-,ah,)[ h+17P7‘I>( )] Pred(P;) s ~Ph('|5h,7ah)[ h+17P7‘I>( )]>

SH?* B o g (1PClsnsan) = P lsn, an)liv]
AR )N px

< CLH? 1og(CHHN(1/n2, P, || - l1,00)/0)

D.12
! (D.12)
Therefore, it suffices to choose ErrﬁTV(n) as
C1log(CLHN(1/n2, P, || - |l1,00) /0
oo = 1| B2, P T o))
: n
This finishes the proof of Proposition 4.8 under TV-distance. o

D.2 Proofs for S x A-rectangular Robust Tabular MDP (Equation (4.9))

The model class Py can be considered as a subspace of F = {f(s,a,s) : ||fllc < 1} with finite S and
A. Consider the collection of brackets B containing brackets in the form of [g, g + 1/n?], where g(s,a,s’) €
{0,1/n%,2/n?,--- ,(n? —1)/n?}. Then we can see that B is actually a 1/n*-bracket of F. Thus we know that
the bracket number of Py is bounded by,

N2 Pl o) < ML/, Fag, |- o) < 18] < ST

This finishes the proof of (4.9).

D.3 Proofs for S x A-rectangular Robust MDPs with Kernel Function Approxi-
mations

D.3.1 A Basic Review of Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space

We briefly review the basic knowledge of a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). We say H is a RKHS
on a set ) with the reproducing kernel K : ) x Y — R if its inner product (-, )3 satisfies, for any f € H and
y € Y, we have that f(y) = (f,K(y,))n. The mapping K(y,-) : Y — H is called the feature mapping of H,
denoted by ¥(y) : Y — H.

When the reproducing kernel K is continuous, symmetric, and positive definite, Mercer’s theorem (Steinwart and Christman

2008) says that K has the following representation,
K(z,y) =Y Nvi(@);(y), Vayed,
j=1

where ¢; : Y — R and { /); ~1/Jj}3?°;1 forms an orthonormal basis of H with Ay > Ay > -+ > 0. Also, the
feature mapping v (y) can be represented as

—+00
YY) =D Ny, VyeD.
j=1
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D.3.2 Proof of Equation (4.10)

We invoke the following lemma to bound the bracket number of Py in Example 4.3.

Lemma D.4 (Bracket number of kernel function class (Liu et al., 2022b)). Under Assumption 4.11, the bracket
number of Py given by

Pu = {P(s'|s,a) = (¥(s,a,5"), f)a : £ € 1, || flln < B}
is bounded by, for any e > 0,
log(NVfj(e; Pty || - [l1,00)) < Cic - 1/7 - log®(1/7) - log! /7 (Vo1(8) B /).
Proof of Lemma D.4. We refer to Lemma B.11 in Liu et al. (2022b) for a detailed proof. O

By taking € = 1/n? in Lemma D.4, we can finish the proof of (4.10).

D.4 Proofs for S x A-rectangular Robust MDPs with Neural Function Approxi-
mations

D.4.1 Neural Tangent Kernel and Implicit Linearization

We consider the overparameterized paradigm of the neural network (4.3) in the sense that the neural network is
very wide, i.e., the number of hidden units m is very large. The following lemma shows that in this paradigm,
neural networks in Py are well approximated by a linear expansion at initialization.

Lemma D.5 (Implicit Linearization (Cai et al., 2020)). Consider the two-layer neural network NN defined in
(4.3). Assuming that the activation function o(-) is 1-Lipschitz continuous and the input space X is normalized
via ||x||2 < 1 for any x € X. Then it holds that

sup INN(x; W, a”) — VwNN(x; W, a%) T (W — W°)| < dy/*BEm~1/2.
xE€X ,NN(;W,a%) ePy

Proof of Lemma D.5. See the proof of Lemma 4.5 in Cai et al. (2020) for a detailed proof. O

In view of Lemma D.5, we can study the linearization of the neural networks in Py as a surrogate. To this
end, we introduce the neural tangent kernel ntk of NN as

Knr(z,y) == VwNN(z, W?,a”) TVwNN(y, W’,a%), Va,y e X.

The idea is to approximate the functions in Py via the RKHS induced by the kernel KnTk. According to
Lemma D.5, when the width of the neural network is large enough, i.e., m — oo, the approximation error is
negligible. See the following Section D.4.2 for detailed proofs.

D.4.2 Proof of Equation (4.14)

Now we use Lemma D.5 to bound the bracket number of Py in Example 4.4.

Lemma D.6 (Bracket number of neural function class). Under Assumption /.12, for the number of hidden
units m > dx By /€%, the bracket number of Py given by

Pu = {P(s]s,a) = NN((s,a,s'); W,a%) : [W — W°||y < Bx},
is bounded by, for any e > 0,

log(N (&, Pats || - [l1,00)) < On - 1/n - log?(1/w) - log' /7 (Vo1(8) Bic fe).
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Proof of Lemma D.6. We denote the RKHS induced by the neural tangent kernel KnTk as PnTk
Prnrr = {P(x) = VWwNN(x; W2 a”) (W — W) : [W — W°|, < By} . (D.13)

For any NN(-; W, a®) € Py, we denote its linear expansion at initialization as NN(-; W, a®) € Pyrk. Here we
use the fact that for NN(-; W, a") € Py, |[W — WYz < Bx. Now according to Lemma D.4 and Assumption
4.12, we know that the bracket number of Ptk is bounded by

log(Nj (&, Paric, [ - [11,00)) < € - 1/ - log?(1/) - log" /7™ (Vo1(S) Bu /), (D.14)

for some constant C' > 0. Therefore, we can find a collect of brackets By = {[g}’g]u]}je[/\/[](QPNTK;”'”Loo)]
such that for any P € Pnrk, there exists a bracket [g}, g% € By such that g}(x) < P(x) < gi(x) and
195 = 9 ll1,00 < €. Now for any P = NN(; W,a’) € Py, by Lemma D.5, we have that

NN(x; W, a%) — ey < NN(x; W,a") < NN(x; W, a°%) + e,
where ex = d¥2B§m’1/2. By previous arguments, there exists a bracket [g}, g}'] € By such that
g;-(x) —exn < NN(x; W, a%) < g5 (x) + en.

Now it suffices to define a new collect of brackets B = {[g; — €N, 9} + enJHie Vg (e, Pk ll-l1,00)] - FOT any
P =NN(-;W,a") € Py, there exists a bracket [g}, ] € B such that gj(x) < P(x) < g¥(x), and

17 () — g5 ()

By taking m > dx By /€?, we obtain that [|g}(x) — g} (x) 1,00 < 3e. Therefore, we can conclude that the bracket
number of Py is bounded by,

1oo < [195(x) = g8(%) [0 + 26n < €+ 2ex.

Ny, Pars I - ll1,00) = Npy(€/3, Pars || - |

1,00)- (D.15)
Finally, by combining (D.14) and (D.15), we have that, for m > dx By /€,

log(Nj (e, Puts || - [[1,00)) < O+ 1/ - log®(1/3) - log! /7% (Vo1(S) By /e),
for some constant Cx > 0. This finishes the proof of Lemma D.6. O

Now by taking e = 1/n?, i.e., m > dxn* By, we can derive the desired result in (4.14).

E Proofs for § x A-rectangular Robust Factored MDPs

E.1 Proof of Proposition 4.13

Assumption E.1 (Regularity of KL-divergence duality variable). We assume that the optimal dual variable
A* for the following optimization problem

s {=og (Bair s cintoatan) [0 { =0k 0.0 TD/AY]) = Mo}

is lower bounded by A > 0 for any transition kernel P, € Py, T = {Th 3, CPu, Q ={Qn}L, C Pu, step
h € [H], and factor j € [d]. Here the function vy, 1 o (8'[j]) is defined as

d

Vel = [ TI @ iV qa e ol = 1) sl i+ e ().
=1
i£]
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Proof of Proposition 4.13 with KL-divergence. Firstly, by invoking the first conclusion of Lemma G.2, we know
that the Condition 3.1 holds. In the following, we prove the Condition 3.2. By the definition of robust set in
Example 4.5,

*

inf E, = Vv N — inf E, 5 VT s’
- smBo(Jsmoan) Vi1, p.a(s)] Frem o) By Jsmoanm) Vir1,p.a(s)]

d
_ inf / T P BV ()
; Od .

Ph JEA(O): DKL (Pr,i (DI Ph,i (5w lpa,],an)) <pi,i€ld)

_ inf /OdHP;” (ds' i)V pa(s). (E.1)

Py, i €A(O): Dk (P i (- WP Clsnlpas]),an))<pii€(d

Consider the following decomposition of the right hand side of (E.1),

d
(E.1) :Z inf /(QdHPh’LdS Vh+1P<I>( s')

=1 _ Py €A(O): DKL(Ph (D Pr,i([snlpa;],an))<pi 1<i<y
Ph,i €A(O): DKL (P, (DIIPF; (|snlpa;],an))<pi,j+1<i<d

- - inf / Hth (s [ Vi1, pa(s)).
Pp,i €A(O): DKL (Ph,i ()| Ph,i (‘|snlpa;],an)) <pi, 1<i<j—1J 04 ;2

Py, i €A(0):Dir(Pr,s ()| Py i (-l snpag),an)) <pisj<i<d
For each 1 < j < d, we denote that
(P;:f’ . 7P;:§) = arginf / H Py i(ds'[i Vh+1 pa(s)
Ph i€EA(O): DKL(P}L () Pr,i(-|snlpa;l,an))<pi,1<i<j—1
P i €A(O):DKL(Pr i (DII1P7; Clsnlpa;],an))<pi i <i<d
By the definition of taking infimum over d variables, we can conclude that

inf / thz (ds'[i Vh+1 pa(s ")

ﬁiy‘ EA(O):DKL(ﬁ’bi(')HP’I,i('Ish[pai]>ah))<p1>1<7‘<] 1
Pp,; €A(O): DKL (Ph,i (I Py ; (-|snlpa;],an))<pi,j<i<d

d

_ . / By (as' i) [T B (@ Vi pa (). (E.2)
P ;€A(0):DkL(Ph,; O Py ; (Isnlpasl,an))<p; J O i—1
i#]

Meanwhile, it naturally holds that for each 1 < j < d,

inf / Hth ds'[i Vh+1 pa(s’)
o

Pu i €A(0): DKL (Pr,i ()| Pa,i(-|sn[paj].an)) <pi,1<i<] 4
Pp,,; €A(O):DKL(Ph,i (P ; (-Iswlpa;],an))<pi,j+1<i<d
d
< nf | s as i [T B @ Vi pals): (B3
P, ;€A(0):DKL(Ph,j ()| Pn,j (|snlpaslan))<p; J O i—1
1#£]
Thus by combining (E.2) and (E.3), we have that
d d
(B.1) < Z inf / Py j(d P (ds i)V pa(s))
=1 Ph GEA(O):DL(Ph; ()| Prj (Isnlpa,],an))<p; JOd i—1
=
d
- nf [ Pust@s i [ B @)V pals). (B)
P j GA(O)5DKL(P’L,J'(')”P;: (lsnl pa )<p; JOd i=1
1#£j
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Now for simplicity, for each 1 < j < d, we denote a function v} (s'[]) : O — R as

/0d . HP;ZJ dS Vh+1 P<I>( [ ] : ,S/[j - 1],S[j]75/[j+1],"' 75/[d])7 (E5)
7]

which satisfies 0 < ’Ui < H. For each 1 < 5 < d, we can then upper bound

Al (spyan) = _ _inf /
P i €A(0):DKL(Ph,j ()| Pr,; (|snpasl,an))<pj J O

o it [ Past@s i) (13 (.6)
Pp,;€A(0):DkL(Pr,; ()IP; ;(-Isnlpasl,an))<p; J O

Py ;(ds'[])vi (s'[5])

using the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 4.8 under KL-divergence in Appendix D.1, in which
we apply Assumption E.1 and Lemma H.7. The corresponding result is given by

< Hexp(H/A)

A (snyan) < o [Phj([snlpagl, an) — By ;(-lsnlpagl, an)ll v (E.7)
J

Thus plugging (E.7) into (E.4) and (E.1), we can arrive at

inf E, > Vv sN1— inf E, 5 /AN s’
B en(r) Smph(.|sh,ah)[ mi1.pe(s)] Brcn(r) SNPh(.|sh,ah)[ mi1.pe(s)]
d
Hexp H/)\ N
Z || Pn,j(Isn[pa;], an) — P ;(-Isnlpaj], an)llTv. (E.8)

By using the same argument for deriving (E.8), we can also obtain that

inf E, = v sH— inf E, - v s
By VLR = B 0 V105
d
Hexp (H/N) N
<> gt / N PasClsnlpagl an) — B Clsnlpa), an) oy (£.9)

Therefore, due to (E.8) and (E.9), we can finally arrive at the following upper bound,

2
E inf E_, |74 )= inf E_, s |74 s’
(sh, ah)NdP* W (Igh,G@(Ph,) SNPh("S)uah)[ h+1,P,<I>( )] 15;L€<I>(P,f) SNPh("Sh7ah)[ h+1,P,<I>( )]>
d 2
Hexp(H/))
(smoan)mdz z; — | Pr.j(-[sn[pa,], an) — Py ;(-Isn[pa], an)llTv
J:
dH? exp(2H/\) \
< Ea— ZE@h[paj],ah)Nd;‘z, [1Pn; (-Isnlpa], an) — B ;(|sn[paj], an)ll3v] , (E.10)
min ]:1 s

where the last inequality is from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and pmin = min;ecg) pi- Now invoking the second
conclusion of Lemma G.2, we have that with probability at least 1 — 4§,

C1 Ol Al log(ChndH/ §)

E ooz, (1P Clsnloalan) = P Clsnlpa ], an) ] < a . (B

for some absolute constant C7,C% > 0 and each j € [d]. Combining (E.10) and (E.11), we have that

Efrh kL(n) = "

H exp(H/2) \/ 4C; 3L 0] 1wl 4] log(CyndH /6)
pmln '

This finishes the proof of Proposition 4.13 under KL-divergence. O
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Proof of Proposition 4.13 with TV-distance. Firstly, by invoking the first conclusion of Lemma G.2, we know
that the Condition 3.1 holds. In the following, we prove the Condition 3.2. Using the same argument as in the
proof of Proposition 4.13 under KL-divergence, we can derive that

d

inf E_, 5 v sh— inf E_ 3 v s < A (s, an), E.12
B ca(Pr) SNP,L(.‘S,“%)[ h+1,P,<1>( )] 15;16<I>(P;) SNP,L(.\S,“%)[ h+1,P,<1>( )] ]2 h(h h) ( )

where A{L(sh, ap,) is defined in (E.6). Now applying the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 4.8 under
TV-divergence, we can derive that

A (sn,an) < H - || Poj(-|sn[pa,], an) — P, (snlpa;], an)| v, (E.13)
where we have applied Lemma H.8. Therefore, by combining (E.12) and (E.13), we can derive that

inf E, > Vv sN1— inf E, 5 Vv s’
B en(ry) Smph(.|sh,ah)[ mi1.pe(s)] Bren(rs) SNPh(.|sh,ah)[ mi1.pe(s)]
d
< H Y ||Pu;(lsnlpay], an) — P (-Isn[paj], an)|rv. (E.14)
i=1

By the same argument as in deriving (E.14), we can also obtain that,

inf E, = v N— inf E, = Vo s’
Fram b 5B Jsmoany Ve 1,p,2 (57)] B ) smBy (Jsmram) Vi1, P2 (57)]
d
< H Y ||Paj(lsnlpay],an) — Py (-Isn[pa], an)llv. (E.15)
j=1

Now by combining (E.14) and (E.15), we can derive the following upper bound,

*

2
. T / . s /
E(sn,ah,)Nd};klyhy (ﬁheltrIiEPh) ]ES,Nﬁh('ISh,ah)[Vh+17P7‘I’(S )] - IShElng,j) ES”\/ﬁh('Ish#lh)[Vh+17P7(I’(S )]>

2

d
< E(Smah)Nd}g,h H - Z | Pn.j (-Isn[pa;], an) — P ;(-[sn[pa,], an)llrv
j=1

d
SAH? YT aneazs, [1PiClsnpa)an) = B Clsnlpa], an) 3] (E.16)
j=1
where the last inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Now invoking the second conclusion of
Lemma G.2, we have that with probability at least 1 — 6,

_ CHIO 05 A log(CyndH /5)

ez 1P Clsnlpagl,an) = Bi s (lsnlpag] an)ty] < - ;o (BA7)

(snlpajl.an

for some absolute constant C7,C% > 0 and each j € [d]. Combining (E.16) and (E.17), we have that

f s dCy S |O|HHPasl | A] log(Cynd H /6)
ErrﬁKL(n) =H- \/ 12 - : .

This finishes the proof of Proposition 4.13 under TV-distance. o

F Proofs for d-rectangular Robust Linear MDP

Assumption F.1 (Regularity of KL-divergence duality variable). We assume that the optimal dual variable
A* for the following optimization problem

sup {—Alog (Eswu(v) [exp {—V;ﬁl,g,@(S’)/AH) - Ap} :

AER
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is lower bounded by X\ > 0 for any distribution u € A(S), transition kernels Q = {Qn}L, C Pwm, and step
h € [H].

Proof of Theorem 6.3 with KL-divergence. Recall that we consider the following definition of V,

V= {U(S) = exp <— {glea}d)(saafw//\h) Hwlls < HVA, A € A, H/p]} : (F.1)

Following the Section 7 of Uehara and Sun (2021) as well as the Section 8 of Agarwal et al. (2019), we introduce
the notion P}, that satisfies for any v € V and (s,a) € § x A,

[ Prasls,a)els’) = 6(5,0) (F.2)
s
where éh)v is defined in (6.2). Actually ﬁh takes the following closed form,
D 1 - — T T
Py(ds'|s,a) = ¢(s,a)" ~ > AL é(sq,ap)ds, (ds), (F.3)
T=1

where d,(-) is the Dirac measure centering at s. Regarding the estimator ISh, we have the following.

Lemma F.2. Setting o = 1 and choosing the function class V as (F.1), then the estimator Py defined in (F.3)
satisfies that, with probability at least 1 — 9,
2

sup
veY

/s (P} (ds'|s,a) — Py (ds|s, a))v(s")

2
<Ci-fle(s )l - d(log(1 + CymH}5) + log(1 + CandH/(pX*)))

n

for any step h € [H], where C1,C2,C3 > 0 are three constants.
Proof of Lemma F.2. See Appendix F.1 for a detailed proof. o

With Lemma F.2, we can further derive that, with probability at least 1 — 0, for any h € [H],

2
:(ds'[F. af) — Pu(ds'|sT, af))o(s)

veY n

" Cid(log(1 + ConH/S) + log(1 + CsndH/(pA?)))

1
_EZ Sh7 ”All "

In the right hand side of the above inequality, it holds that,

1 - T T 1 T T — T T
n Z & (sh, ah)”i;l = g Tf (¢(Sh7 ah)TAh,lad)(Sha ah))
T=1 “

1< T e
(EZ¢Shaah Shaah)TAh,la>

i=1
<Tr (Anadih) =d (F.4)

Thus, we have that with probability at least 1 — §, for each step h € [H],

n 2

eon L(Pﬁ(d3/|827aﬁ) — Py(ds'|s}, af))v(s")
v T=1

< C1d?(log(1 + CanH/S) + log(1 + andH/(pA2)))

n

=¢.
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This proves Condition 3.1 in Section 3.2. In the following, we prove Theorem 6.3 given Condition 3.1 holds.
Using the definition of robust set ®(-) in Example 6.1, we can derive that

* *

inf. E, 5 %A s — inf E, 5 v s'
DB e W = L B By ) ()

= inf Z¢Z Sh, QR /ui(ds’)V,ﬁ:LP@( — _ inf Zgbl s,a /uz (ds’ )Vh+1pq>( s

Ph€<I> PhG‘I’(Ph
d
= i\Sh, @ inf i ds" )V, !
;¢ hah) 2 cagoy D ()l () ><p/”h @)V pa (")
d
— i(Sh,a f J(dsV, ! F.5
;(b " h)umem&D(uh1<>|\um<>><p/“h( Vi1 pa(s), (5)

where the last equality follows from ¢(s,a) > 0 for any ¢ € [d]. Now invoking the dual formulation of KL-
divergence in Lemma D.1, we can derive that

- i@(sha an) - l sup {_)‘i log (Eswu;,i@ {exp {_VhﬂJ:l,P,@(SI)/)‘i}}) - )‘ip}
i=1

i >0

A >0

o LAt (B [0 { Vi DA ]) Al.p}] ©5)

Following the same argument in the proof of Proposition 4.8 (derivation of (D.3)), during which we invoke
Assumption F.1 and Lemma H.7 to bound the optimal dual variable A, we can derive that

d
(F.6) < Z@(Sm ap) - sup {9()\1'7 uZ,z-)/S (uz,z-(ds’) - Mh,i(dS/)) exp {_V}ZT-;LP,@(S/)/)W}} )

i=1 A<N;<H/p

d
= Z sup {g()\i7uz,i)¢i(8h7 ah)/ (uZ,z-(dS’) — pun,i(ds")) exp {_V}ZTJ:LP,@(S/)/)W}} ; (F.7)
i=1 A<\ SH/P S
where we have defined g(X;, pn,i) = Xi/( [ n,i(ds) exp{—V,fJ:Lpﬁ@(s’)/)\i}) for simplicity, and in the equality
we have used the fact that ¢;(s,a) > 0. To go ahead, we rewrite the summand in (F.7) for each ¢ € [d]. To be
specific, recall the regularized covariance matrix Ay o of the feature ¢,

Ao = 3 667 a0lsT o)+ 2 I
Then, by denoting 1, = (0,---,0,1,0,--- ,O)T where 1 is at the i-th coordinate, we have the following,
Gi(sh., ah)/s (uﬁ,i(dS’) - /Lh,i(dS/)) exp {_Vhﬁ;I,P,Q(S/)//\i}
= i(sn,an)1] A, A2 /5 (17,(A5) = () exp { = Vi1 p.a(5)) /A |

< lostsnsan il | [ 05— ntas) exo { Vi a0} (©5)

Term (i)

Ah,oc

Term (ii)
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For the term (ii) in (F.8), by the definition of Ay, o, we have that,

1 n
Term (i) = = Z
n

T=1

2

Bs7al)” [ 0t (05) = (@) exp { Vi1 )/}

. 2
W /S (i (05") = pun (A")) exp { =ViTEs p.a )/}

2

2

7(d'|s7, a7) = Pa(ds'|sF, a7) exp { ~Vilfy,pa(s))/ A}

«
+_.\
n

/S (14(5) = @) exp {~Vitr pa N |

2

(F.9)

In the following, we upper bound the right hand side of (F.9). On the one hand, we have that

2
[ (B @150 ~ Palas i) exo { Vi a6/

2

/ (i (@s'lsh. af) — Patdssf D)) ols)
S

2

(Ph (ds'|s},ap) — Ph(ds/|s’,;,a’,;)) v(s)

<2, (F.10)

with probability at least 1 — d, where the first inequality holds since exp{—V" ;1) pa(s)/ i} € V6 and the last
inequality follows from the fact that Condition 3.1 holds and the fact that P, € 73}1- On the other hand, by
setting the regularization parameter o = 1 we have that

2
«
n

L i) = n @) exp { Vi )/
d

2

i=1

2
2

[ i) = nsfa@s)) exp {=Virls o)/}

S|

1 &, 2d
< " ZH/MH() _th()HTV (F.11)
i=1

n

By combining (F.9), (F.10) and (F.11), we can conclude that with probability at least 1 — 4,

Term (i) < 2¢ + 2 _ 3¢. (F.12)
n

Now by combining (F.7), (F.8), (F.12), we can conclude that with probability at least 1 — 4,

inf E, = v sN1— inf E, - Vv s
B *) 1By Clsmany Vi1, p.a ()] B, smBy Clsmoan) Vi1, p.a ()]

<Z sup  {lliCsn an)illar - 90, p ) - /3

1 ASM<H/p

2\/_ € Hexp(H/))
- p

d

ZH@ shyan)Lilla;1 s (F.13)

6This is because the robust action value function QZ:Ll p (8, a) is linear in the feature ¢(s, a) (Lemma 4.2 of Ma et al. (2022)),

and it is direct to see that Vh+1 p.&(8) = maxae A Q;{jrlypyq)(s,a).
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for any step h € [H], (sp,an) € S x A, and P, € Py, where we apply the definition of g(Ai, ;). Now using the
same argument as in the proof of Theorem 3.4, using Condition 3.1, we can derive that

H
SubOpt(7;s1) < sup » E o _inf E_, 5. v (s")]
Peﬁ}; (8h,an) dpw on PLe®(Py) s'~Pp(+|sp,ap)l " h+1,P,®

*

o inf Es/f\/ﬁh('|5h,ah)[VJ+17P7§(S/)]1

PhEQ(Ph)
2VE- Hexp(H/N) S~y
< ; Y Blaear., [I8inan) bl ] (FL4)
h=11i=1 ’

where we have used (F.13). Here P; "1 is some transition kernel chosen from ®(P?). Now we upper bound
the right hand side of (F.14) using Assumption 6.2. Consider that

d

> iz, |I6c(onan)Lill5

d
= Z Shvah)Nd

"
_Z\/ (Ennrmaz.,, [ an 1 xCon,an) 10T AL ). (F.15)

o [y (@ a1 61T A )

For notational simplicity, in the sequel, we denote by
Epni = By an)~ag, [(bi(snsan)1s)(Bi(sn, an)li) "]

Note that the matrix Xpy; has non-zero element only at (Xpp,)i,), which equals to #i(s,a)?. Under
Assumption 6.2 and the fact that P;;*"T € ®(Py), we have that

Q
Aoz Tt el Bpes g

Thus, using (F.15) and under o = 1, we have that,

d
o —1
Z Gz 10 an)Lillan ] <37 \/Tr (213,,*),%1. (& Tatet S )

d
B ¢i(s,a)? d
N Z \/n_l +ct - pi(s,a)? = ot (F.16)

Therefore, by combining (F.14) and (F.16), we have that with probability at least 1 — 4,

SubOpt(7; s1) <

2VE - HeXp (H/A) iiim\f € H? exp(H/A)
— cf cp

Using the definition of £, we can finally derive that with probability at least 1 — 9,

SubOpt(7;s1) <

EH? exp(H/)) \/ 4 (log(1 + CynH/5) + log(1 + CyndH/(pA%))

ctp n

This finishes the proof of Theorem 6.3 under KL-divergence. O
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Proof of Theorem 6.3 with TV-divergence. We use the same notation of ﬁh introduced in the proof of KL-
divergence case, which satisfies (F.2) with V defined as

acA

V= {U(s) ()\ maxq{)(s a)Tw> wlle < HVA, A € [O,H]}. (F.17)
+

Regarding the estimator P, with V defined in (F.17), we have the following.

Lemma F.3. Setting « = 1 and choosing the function class V as (F.17), then the estimator P, defined in
(F.3) satisfies that, with probability at least 1 — 4,

2
~ dH?log(CondH/§
sup| [ (Pr(ass.) = Pu(ass.)els)| < Cr-los. )y, - LA,
vev /s hsa n
for any step h € [H]|, where C1,Cy > 0 are two constants.
Proof of Lemma F.3. See Appendix F.1 for a detailed proof. O

With Lemma F.3, we can further derive that, with probability at least 1 — ¢, for any h € [H],

OldH2 log(C'QndH/(S)
vevn Ph (ds'|sf, af) — Pu(ds’|sh, af))v 2”45 Shy G, || : " :
In the right hand side of the above inequality, it holds that,
1« .. _
=3 ltsiaplla. = ZTr (#(shan) " Arho(sh,an)) < Tr (Anahih) =d. (F8)
T=1

Thus, we have that with probability at least 1 — §, for each step h € [H],

2 _ C1d®H?log(CandH /6)

3 (ds'|sF, a,) — Pa(ds'|sT, a}))v(s)) -

=¢.

veY 7’L

This proves Condition 3.1 in Section 3.2. In the following, we prove Theorem 6.3 given Condition 3.1 holds.
Using the definition of robust set ®(-) in Example 6.1, following the same argument as (F.5), we have that,

inf. E, 5 v V1= inf E, 5 Vv s’
B W = L B By a4
d
= i(Sh,a inf Tin.i(ds YV, s’
;M o) ﬁh,ieA<s>:D<ﬁh,i<»>|u;,i«))sp/guh’( Win.pe(s)

d
— i(Sh,a inf Tin.i(ds )V, s'). F.19
S ooman) oo s i@V () (F.19)

Now invoking the dual formulation of TV-distance in Lemma D.3, we can further derive that
(I.19) Z¢z (shyan) - [sup § —Egopr () ()‘_szr*1 P@(S/)) ~2 (- inf Vi 1P<1>( ) +A
’ AER Fh,i +1.5 + 2 s'"eS +

T* P . T
—sup {_]ES/N#h,,'L(') [()‘ - Vh+1,P,<I>(SI)> +] ) ()‘ - s}/nefs Vh+1,P,<I>(5”)) + )\H

AER

d
< Z ¢i(sn,an) - sup ] {(Eswuﬁ,i(') - ]ES/NHh,i(')) [(/\ - Vi?;l,P,@(S/)) J }

A€0,H

= Z sup {¢z Shs ah)/s (H;,i(dsl) - Mh,z‘(dsl)) ()\ - VhﬂJ:l,P,@(SI))Jr} . (F.20)

i—1 \€[0,H]
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where in the first inequality we use Lemma H.8 to bound A € [0, H]. Now we consider each summand ¢ € [d]
in the right hand side of (F.20). We rewrite it as

) [ (ihalds) = pns(@5)) (A= Vi 1pa () |
= bulsn, an)1] Ay A /S (i (ds') = o (ds) (A = ViTts pa(s) |

< ||¢i(8h,ah)1i||A;}a : H/S (i (ds’) — pn(ds’)) ()\ - V,;T;17P7q>(s’))

Term (i)

(F.21)

+ Ah,oc

Term (ii)

Following the same argument as (F.9), (F.10), and (F.11), using the fact that (A — V,ZT_;17P7§(S’))+ €V with V
n (F.17), we can derive that with probability at least 1 — 4§,

Term(ii)® < 3¢ (F.22)

Now by combining (F.19), (F.21), (F.22), we can conclude that with probability at least 1 — ¢,

inf E, 5 v $)— inf E_, 5 v s'
= oGl Ve (] = 006 B VT pa (')
d
< ZKs;lp {lgism an)illr - v3E} <2VE- D I6i(sn, an)Lilla-r (F.23)
=1 i=1 ’

for any step h € [H], (sp,an) € SX A, and Py, € ’ﬁh. Now using the same argument as in the proof of Theorem
3.4, using Condition 3.1, we can derive that with probability at least 1 — 6,

H
SubOpt(#; 51) < sup » B, - inf  Ey_p oo Vi pe(s
o) pephzl o) o L%e«»(P;) scBitlsnson Vit (5]

- 1nf E - Vﬂ'* S/
P,e®(Py) sy Clanan) Vi1, P )]1

H d
<2V 3D B amaz.,  [I8:(snan) il ] (F.24)

h=11i=1

where in the last inequality we apply (F.23). Here P; "1 is some transition kernel chosen from ®(PF). Now we
use the same argument as (F.15) and (F.16) to upper bound the right hand side of (F.24) using Assumption
6.2, which gives that,

(F.25)

Q] a

d
Z (sh,an) . [H¢i(5h, ah)liHA;L} <

Therefore, by combining (F.24) and (F.25), we have that with probability at least 1 —J,
2d H
SubOpt (7; s1) < 24/€ - Z \/_ .

Using the definition of &, we can finally derive that with probability at least 1 — 4,

d?H? \/ C} log(CyndH/6)

ct

SubOpt(7; s1) <

n

This finishes the proof of Theorem 6.3 under TV-distance. O
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F.1 Proof of Lemma F.2 and Lemma F.3

Proof of Lemma F.2. The proof of Lemma F.2 follows from the main proofs in Section 8 of Agarwal et al.
(2019) and the covering number of the function class V (Lemma F.4). Denote Cy . as an e-cover of the function
class V under | - ||oo. Following the exact same argument of Lemma 8.7 in Agarwal et al. (2019), we can derive
that with probability at least 1 — d, for any h and v € Cy .

S b(shaf) ([ Arasistanye) - otein) 2

=1 A;l

< 9n - (log(H/8) + log(|Cy.c|) + dlog(1 + N)), (F.26)

where we have taken oo = 1, which we will keep in the following. For any function v € V, take v € Cy . such
that ||v — ¥]|ee < €. Then we have that

S (s a) ([ ecasisants) —u(si,) 2

=1 AL

h,a

2

<2 Y otshap) ([ Pras st al)ols) - 3670
=1 s AL
n 2
2|3 ot ( [ Prt@s1sh a0 ) - G- 0)(sE,))
=1 s AL
< 18n - (log(H/6) + log(|Cy.c|) + dlog(1 + n)) + 8€>n>. (F.27)

Now we apply the definition of P, in (F.3) and we can then derive that

2

/S (P (ds'|s,a) — Py(ds'|s, a)v(s"))

= |¢(s,a)" </S “(ds"(s') — = ZAh a®(sh, ap)v (SiTerl))
TA-L * / / 1 S T T T

= |d(s,a) Ay, (Ah,a/su (ds")v(s) — - Zd)(shvah)v(sh—i-l))

+ 5 2 60) ) [ P apns >—%Z¢<s;,a;>v<s;ﬂ>>

=1 =1

2

2

2

3|>—‘

= |05, )7 A7, (% [ miasyets)

< ”““'MH/ (@)

/\

AL
Ao

2
5 llo(s, a3 - 245 Shy 0p) </ Py (ds'|sp, af)v(s") _U(S;—Hrl)) (F.28)
ALl
On the one hand, the first term in the right hand side of (F.28) is bounded by
2 2 * / / ? 2 2 * / / ? 2d
—3 llols,a)llj- | [ p(dsho(sT)] < —llels,a)lly-n - || [ pi(ds)u(s)) < —-lé(s,a)ll5-1,
“ S Ah,oc - S 2
(F.29)
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where we use the fact that Ay o = (1/n) - Iz and ||v(-)||ec < 1 for any v € V. On the other hand, the second
term in the right hand side of (F.28) is bounded by

2
2 sl L af) ( /S P;<ds'|s;,az>v<s'>—v(szm)

-1
Ah,,a

36
< (22 Qout1/0) + os(1Cv. ) + dton(1 + m) + 16 ) - (s, a) s .
where we have applied (F.27). Now taking € = 1/4/n, applying Lemma F.4 to bound the covering number of
V, we can further derive that,

n

2
2
= Nt - |1 ds7a) ( /S Pi(ds'|s7, afu(s') - v(szm)

=1 AL
< 3—5 - (log(H/6) + dlog(1 + 4v/nHd/ (X)) + log(1 + 4y/nHd/(A*p)) + dlog(1 + n)) - || (s, a)lli;;a
F (sl
_ Cld(log(l + anH/(S) +log(1 + C3ndH/(pA?)))

(s, allly- (F.30)

n

where C1,Co,C3 > 0 are three constants. Finally, by combining (F.28), (F.29), and (F.30), we can conclude
that with probability at least 1 — d, for each step h € [H],

2

(0] 2N (0] n 2
[ (Fr@sts.a) ~ Puaslo. )| <t sy, - AL Cn IO Tonll+ Cond/ D),

sup
veEV n
where C7 is another constant. This finishes the proof of Lemma F.2. O

Proof of Lemma F.3. The proof of Lemma F.3 follows the same argument as proof of Lemma F.2, except a
different covering number of the function class V which we show in the following. Using the same argument as
the proof of Lemma F.2 (except that now [|v(-)||ec < H), with probability at least 1 — 4, for any v € V,

2

[ (@0 - Buaslssan(s)

2H? N 2
<2 sl | [ el

n h,a S A;,101

2
2H2 2 - T T * T T / T
T (s, G)HA;la : Z é(sh,, ap) g Pi(ds'|sp,, ap)v(s') — v(sh 1)
o =t AL
36 2d

< H?. <Z - (log(H/5) + log(|Cy e|) + dlog(1 +n)) + 16€* + 7) |l (s, a)Hifl , (F.31)

where Cy . is an e-covering of the function class V defined in (F.17). Now taking e = 1/+/n, applying Lemma F.5
to bound the covering number of V, we can further derive that,

2
sup / (P;(ds'|s, a) —ﬁh(ds’|s,a)v(s’))
veV |JS
, , 36 16 + 2d
< H”-||¢o(s, G/)HA;1 i (log(H/8) + dlog(1 + 4v/nHd) + log(1 + 4v/nH) + dlog(1 + n)) + -
dH?log(CondH /6§

O (s, 0l . - TEABCandH0), (F.52)

This finishes the proof of Lemma F.3. O
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F.2 Other Lemmas

Lemma F.4 (Covering number of V: KL-divergence case). The e-covering number of function class V defined
in (F.1) under || - ||co-norm is bounded by

log(N (e, V. || - [loo)) < dlog(1 + 4Hd/(Ae)) + log(1 + 4H?d/ (X’ pe)).

Proof of Lemma F.4. Consider any two pairs of parameters (w, \) and (w, X), and denote the functions they
induce as v and ¥. Then we have that

exp {_ {21621} & (s, a)Tw//\}+} —exp {— {{1116% é(s, Q)T@/X}JFH

Using the fact that, for any z,y > 0, exp(—x) — exp(—y) = exp(—((z,y)) - (y — ) for some ((z,y) between x
and y, we know that

lu(s) —(s)]
< exp {—C ({ggqﬁ(s, a)TUJ/A}

mae { B(s. ) w0/~ (s, aM/X}}

v(s) —0(s)| =

+

5 {I;leai{ P (s, a)T’lﬁ/X}Jr) } . ‘I;leaj((ﬁ(s, a)w/\— max o(s, a)Tﬁ/X‘

<

max {45(5, a)Tw/\ — d(s,a) TW/N+ P(s,a) B/ — B, a)T@/X}‘ .

acA
Notice that [|¢(s,a)|l2 < Vd (because Y0, ¢(s,a) = 1), | @2 < HVd, and X\, X > A, we have,

‘qb(s, a)Tw/A — ¢(s,0)TB/\ + p(s,a) B/ — b(s, am/x}
< N es,0) (w = @)] + [\ (s, @) BN - )
<A w = Blla + AT Hd - A= X,

Thus we conclude that to form an e-cover of ¥ under || - ||co-norm, it suffices to consider the product of an
e/ (2V/d)-cover of {w : |w|s < HVd} under | - ||-norm and an A\?e/(2Hd)-cover of the interval [\, H/p).
Therefore, we can derive that

log(N (e, V, || ) < dlog(1 +4Hd/(Xe)) + log(1 + 4H?d/(A? pe)).
This finishes the proof of Lemma F.4. O

Lemma F.5 (Covering number of V: TV-distance case). The e-covering number of function class V defined
in (F.17) under || - ||oo-norm is bounded by

log(N (&, V, || |oo)) < dlog(1l + 4Hd/e€) + log(1 + 4H/¢).

Proof of Lemma F.5. Consider any two pairs of parameters (w, \) and (w, :\\), and denote the functions they
induce as v and ©. Then we have that,

v(s) —v(s)| =

()\ — max ¢ (s, a)Tw) - (X — max ¢ (s, a)T@)
acA 4 +

acA

<[A=2A Taw — T
< |+‘gl€a<¢(s,a) w gleaﬁcqb(s,a) w’

SN+ swp [ds,a)llz - [lw — B2

(s,a)eSx.A

<A A+ V- w— .
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Thus we conclude that to form an e-cover of ¥V under || - ||oo-norm, it suffices to consider the product of an
€/(2v/d)-cover of {w : ||wl||s < HV/d} under || - ||o-norm and an e/2-cover of the interval [0, H]. Therefore, we
can derive that

log(N (e, V, || - loo)) < dlog(1 +4Hd/e) + log(1 + 4H /¢).

This finishes the proof of Lemma F.5. O

G Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimator

Lemma G.1 (MLE estimator guarantee: infinite model space). The mazimum likelihood estimator procedure
given by (4.6) and (4.7) for S x A-rectangular robust MDP with tuning parameter £ given by Proposition 4.8
satisfies that w.p. at least 1 — 9,

1. P} € Py, for any step h € [H].

2. for any step h € [H] and Py € 73}1, it holds that

Ci log(CQHM](l/HZ,PMa - 1l1,00)/6)

E oyt , 1PnClsnan) = Pi(-lsn, an)lTy] < - :

for some absolute constant C1,Cy > 0. Here d}%*ﬁ is the state-action visitation measure induced by the

behavior policy 7 and transition kernel P*.
Proof of Lemma G.1. See Appendix G.1 for a detailed proof. O

Lemma G.2 (MLE estimator guarantee: factored model space). The mazimum likelihood estimator procedure
given by (4.17) and (4.18) for & x A-rectangular robust factored MDP with tuning parameter & given by
Proposition 4.15 satisfies that w.p. at least 1 — 4,

1. P; € Py, for any step h € [H].

2. for any step h € [H], Py € Pp, and any factor i € [d] it holds that

- C1| 0| +Pail| Al log(CandH /5)

E oy ooy, [ PhiClsnpacl,a) = P Clsnlpa]. an) ] < _ .

for some absolute constant C1,Cy > 0. Here d}%*ﬁ is the state-action visitation measure induced by the

behavior policy 7 and transition kernel P*.

Proof of Lemma G.2. See Appendix G.2 for a detailed proof. O

G.1 Proof of Lemma G.1

In this section, we establish the proof of Lemma G.1. We firstly introduce several notations. For any function
f:S8x A— R, we denote

n

E5,[f] = = 3 f(s.ab)

T=1

Proof of Lemma G.1. We follow the proof of similar MLE guarantees in Uehara and Sun (2021) and Liu et al.
(2022b). We begin with proving the first conclusion of Lemma G.1, i.e., P} € Pj, for each step h € [H]. For
notational simplicity, we define

gn(P)(s,a) = ||[P(]s,a) = P;(|s,a)|{, VP € Py. (G.1)
To prove the first conclusion, it suffices to show that

Ep,[gn(Ph)] <& Vhe [H]. (G.2)
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where ﬁh is the MLE estimator given in (4.6) and the parameter ¢ is given by Proposition 4.8. To this end,
we first invoke Lemma H.1, which gives that with probability at least 1 — 6,

Egy. | [9n(Ph)] < e1(Gn + Viog(cz/3)/m)”, (G.3)

for some absolute constants c¢1,co > 0. Here (;, is a solution to the inequality \/ﬁe2 > coGr(e) w.r.t €, with
some carefully chosen function G} which is specified in Lemma H.1. As proved in Lemma H.2, choosing
Gh(e) = (e — €2/2)\/log(N (2 /2, Pu, || - [11,00)) and ¢, = e34/1og(N(1/n2, P, || - [[1,00)) /1 for some absolute
constant c3 > 0 can satlsfy the inequality and the requirements on Gh Thus we can obtain from (G.3) that,
with probability at least 1 — ¢,

(P )]<Cl(3\/1og(/\/n(1/n2,73M,||.||1,oo))+\/1og(c2/5))

Edb

P*,h

n n

- ) log(chNy(1/n2, Put, || - [|1,00)/9)

n

(G.4)

for some absolute constants ¢}, c, > 0. Now to prove (G.2), it suffices to relate the expectation w.r.t. dataset
Dy, and the expectation w.r.t. visitation measure d? p+ - To bridge this gap, we invoke Lemma H.3, which is a
Bernstein style concentration inequality and gives that with probability at least 1 — 9,

Eoy [gn(P)] —Eas, [gn(Py)]] < 12BN/ Pt |- e)/0) (@.5)

P*.h n

for some absolute constant ¢4 > 0. Now combining (G.4) and (G.5), we can obtain that,

i i 2 .
Ep, [gh(ﬁh)] By, [Qh(ﬁh)] B ]Ed;*,h[gh(ﬁh)] N Ed;*’h[gh(ﬁh)] < cf log(cy Ny (1/n?, Pu, || - 1, )/(5)7

n

for some absolute constants 7,5 > 0. Finally, taking a union bound over step h € [H]| and rescaling J, we
obtain that, with probability at least 1 — §/2,

B o (Py)) < SEOIMOPE Pl e/ g e G

for some absolute constants 6’1, 62 > 0. This finishes the proof of the first conclusion of Lemma G.1.
The following of the proof is to prove the second conclusion of Lemma G.1. With the notation of gy, it
suffices to prove that with probability at least 1 — 4/2,

C1log(Co HNy(1/n2, Pat, || - [11,00)/0)
sup By [on(Pn)] < . :
h€E[H],P,EP), ’ n

for some absolute constants Cy,Co > 0. To this end, for any step h € [H] and P}, € 73h, consider the following
decomposition of Egp, [gn(Pr)],

Eay, 9n(Pn)] = Eay, | [9n(Pn)] = Epy, [9n(Ph)] + Epy, [9n(Ph)]- (G.7)
Note that the term Ep, [gn(Pr)] in (G.7) satisfies, with probability at least 1 — §/2,

Ep, [gn(Ph)] = Ep, [| Pu(-[s, a) — P (-]s, a)|[7]
=Ep, [| Pa(-]s,a) — Pu(-|s,a) + Pu(-|s,a) — P (-|s,a)|[3]
< 2Ep, [ Pa(|s,a) — Pu([s, a)[3] + 2Ep, [ Pu(-|s.a) — P (]s,a)|3]
<4, (G.8)

where the last inequality follows from the definition of confidence region Pp, and the first conclusion of Lemma
G.1, i.e., (G.6). Thus by taking (G.8) back into (G.7), we obtain that,

Eay, l9n(Pn)] < 4€+Eay [90(Pn)] = En, [9n(F3)]- (G.9)
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Finally, invoking another Bernstein style concentration inequality (Lemma H.4), we have that with probability
at least 1 — 4,

ce log(cr Ny (1/n2, P, || - [11,00)/6)

n

sup [Ep,, [gn(Pn)] —Egn, [gn(Fn)]| <
PLcPn '

(G.10)

Thus by combining (G.9) and (G.10), taking a union bound over step h € [H], rescaling 4, and using the
definition of &, we can conclude that with probability at least 1 — 4/2,

C1log(Co HNy(1/n2, Pat, || - [11,00)/0)
sup  Egp [on(Pa)] < - ,
h€[H],PLEP) ' n

for some absolute constants C7,Cy > 0. This finishes the proof of Lemma G.1. O

G.2 Proof of Lemma G.2

Proof of Lemma G.2. This is a direct corollary of Lemma G.1 in the finite state space case: for each factor
i € [d], consider O as the finite state space and apply the upper bound of bracket number (4.9) for finite state
space case proved in Appendix D.2. This proves Lemma G.2. O

H Technical Lemmas

H.1 Lemmas for Maximum Likelihood Estimator

In this section, we give technical lemmas for the maximum likelihood estimator. We firstly introduce several
notations which are also considered by Uehara and Sun (2021) and Liu et al. (2022b), We define a localized
model space P}, (¢) as

Pu(e) = {P € Paun s Bay, , [Diningen (P15, )| P (s, )] < €}
where DHeninger(-H-) is the Hellinger distance between two probability measures, and fM, n is called a modified

space Py, defined as Py, = {(P+ PF)/2: P € Py}. Also, we define the entropy integral of Pj,(e) under the
-1 2,db, -DOTM as

Jo (&, Prle). [+ Iz, ,) = max { / , o VBN P |2,d;*,h>>du} .

Lemma H.1 (MLE Gaurantee, Van de Geer (2000)). Take a function Gp(e) : [0,1] — R s.t. Gp(e) >
JB(e,Pr(e), || llo.qn, ) and Gp(e)/€* non-increasing w.r.t . Then, letting Cy be a solution to /ne* > coGp(€)

P* h
w.r.t €, where cg is an absolute constant. With probability at least 1 — §, we have that

Egy. 1Pa(ls,0) = PiCls,a)[13] < e1(Gn + Viog(ez/0) /).

Proof of Lemma H.1. We refer to Theorem 7.4 in Van de Geer (2000) for a detailed proof. O

Lemma H.2 (Choice of G (€) and ¢; in Lemma H.1). In Lemma H.1, we can choose Gy (€) as

Gn(e) = (e = €/2),log(N (e /2, Pas, || [1.00);

In this case, C = cor/log(Nj(1/n2, Put, [ - [[1,00)) /10 solves the inequality \/ne® > coGp(€) w.r.t e.
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Proof of Lemma H.2. We first check the conditions that G}, should satisfy. By the choice of Gy,

Gl€) = (e = €2/2)y 1og(N (€42, Pag, | - 11.00))
> (e = €/2)ylog(WN (2/2,Pu(e). | - o, )

> max { [ s Pu T o, h))du}
€2/2 o

= Jg(&,Pule), || - ||2,d‘;*1h,)’

where the first inequality follows from Lemma H.6, the second inequality follows from the fact that N (uy, Ph(e), |-
2,5, ) ZN[](W,Z%( €), .
that log(NVjj(e2/2, Pr(e), | - H2-,d§’3* } )) > 4. Besides, since

) for uy < us. In the second inequality we assume without loss of generality

Gu(e)/e* = (1/e = 1/2) \/log 1(€/2,Pat, [ l1,00))

is non-increasing w.r.t € for € € [0, 1], we can confirm that G}, satisfy the conditions in Lemma H.1. With this
choice of Gy, the inequality v/ne? > c¢oGy(€) reduces to

Vi Z eo(1/e = 1/2)y/log(Ny (/2. Pas, | - l1.00));

which equivalents to

00\/10g ./\/[ 64/2 PM) || Hl oo))
V4 2 /1ogN (€172, Par, I TT1,00))

Taking ¢, = coy/log(N(1/n?, Pum, || -
that (;, satisfies the mequahty (H.1) by,

(H.1)

n, when coy/1og(N(1/n2, Pur, || - [[1.00)) > 2'/%, we can check
ll ;

co /RGO P T el , VOB 2 Po )
NG VA 2 /logNG(G/2,Pats | - Il1.o0)

This finishes the proof of Lemma H.2. O

—

Ch =

H.2 Lemmas for Concentration Inequalities and Bracket Numbers

Lemma H.3 (Bernstein inequality I). For any step h € [H|, with probability at least 1 — ¢,

o, l0n(P)) ~ Eay, on (P < 8 P el O

P*.h n

Proof of Lemma H.3. Motivated by Uehara and Sun (2021) and Liu et al. (2022b), to obtain a fast rate of
convergence, we will utilize the localization technique in proving concentration. To this end, we first define the
following localized realizable model space,

[ log(chNp(1/n%, Pury || - [11.00) /6
7311\7[(3}3—{PE’PM:EdIED*;[Qh(P)]Sq BN 1/ Pato || eo)/ )},

n

where absolute constants ¢} and ¢, are specified in (G.4). According to the proof of (G.4), we know that with
probability at least 1 — §, the event Fy = {Ph € PLOC} holds. In the sequel, we will always condition on the
event F1. Now we define another function class as

Fn = {gh( PEPLOC
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Then applying Bernstein inequality with union bound (Lemma H.5) on the function class Fj, we can obtain
that with probability at least 1 — 4, for any P € Py, (denote M(e) = N(e, Fi, || - [|0))

Ep,, [gn(P)] — Eqp

P* h

g (P)] (H2)

S \/ wd;*,h[gh(Pi] log(M(9/9) dog(/\:(e) 5 . 810g</;2<6> /8) .
b (6] ./\/le 1)
_ \/SEdP*’h[gh(szlg( ©m dog(/\;(e)/a)+81og(/;741(e)/5)+ .

< \/80’110g(0’2/\/n(1/n277’M7H-|1,oo)/5)-10g(M(6)/5)+8 clog(M(€)/0) | 8log(M(e)/d)

n n 3n ’

where the first inequality follows from Lemma H.5, both the first and the second inequality use the fact that
suppeproc |gn(P)| < 4, and the last inequality uses the definition of Pirys,- If we denote

Fr=A{gn(P) : P € Pm}, (H.3)
we can upper bound the covering number M(e) via the following sequence of inequalities,
M(E) :N(Ev]:hv H ! HOO) < N(Ev]:}/w || ' ||00) < N(G,PM, H ' ||1700) < M](G,PM, H ! ||1700)5 (H4)

where the first inequality follows from F;, C F}, the second inequality can be easily derived from the relationship
between F; and P, and the last inequality follows from the fact that covering number can be bounded by
bracket number. Therefore, by combining (H.2) and (H.4), letting € = 1/n?, we can derive that, conditioning
on Ey = {P, € Pifs}, with probability at least 1 — 4,

2 .
o, lon(Pu)] — Eay, ln(By))| < S22 Pots | el 0)

for some absolute constant ¢j,co > 0. Finally, since the event E; holds with probability at least 1 — ¢, by
rescaling §, we can finish the proof. O

Lemma H.4 (Bernstein inequality ITI). For any step h € [H], with probability at least 1 — 6,

Tog(caN1 (1/n2, Put, || - [[1.00) /6 ~
s, [9+(P)] — Eas. [gh(Ph)]ISCI og(coNy(1/n?, Pu, || - [1,00)/ )7 VP, € B,

sh n

Proof of Lemma H.4. According to the proof of (G.8), we know that the event Ey defined as

Ey = {EDh [gn(Pr)] < 4€, VP, € 73h}

holds with probability at least 1 — §/2. In the sequel, we always condition on the event F5. Now we define a
function class Gy, as following,

Gy = {gh(Ph) 1P e 73h} :

Applying Bernstein inequality with union bound (Lemma H.5) on the function class G, we can obtain that
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with probability at least 1 — 8, for any P, € Py, (denote M'(e) = N'(e,Gn, | - [loo))

B, [gn(Pn)] — Eqv,,  [gn(Pn)]]

Jh

. \/2Vd‘;*’h[9h(Ph)] log(M'(€)/6) g [losM(/8) | 8log(M'(e)/d)

n n 3n 2
. \/8Edg*ﬁh [gh(Ph?)l] log(M’(€)/6) L elog(./\i’(e)/&) N 81og(/;4n'(e)/5) o
- \/ 8(1Eay, , [9n(Pn)] = En, [9n(Ph)]| + 4€) log(M'(€)/9)
4 gy ElogM(€)/0) | 8log(M'(€)/0) 42, (H.5)

n 3n

where the first inequality follows from Lemma H.5, both the first and the second inequality use the fact that
SUpp, 5, [9n(Fn)| < 4, and the last inequality uses the definition of event Ep. By using the fact that the
function class G, C F; where Fj is defined in (H.3) in the proof of Lemma H.3, we can apply the same
argument as (H.4) to derive that M'(€) < Nj(e, Pu, || - [[1,00). Thus taking € = 1/n?, denoting Ap(Py) =
|Ep, [gn(Pr)] — Ean, h[gh(Ph)H, we can derive from (H.5) that,

An(Py) < \/S(Ah(Ph) + 4¢) log(j;/[] (6, Pat, | - [1.00)/6)
n 8\/10g(M] (E,PM;” “11,00)/9) n 810g(j\/[] (&, Pat, || - [l1.00)/6) . %
n 3n n
- \/S(Ah(Ph) + 4&) log(N (6, P, || - [|1,00)/6) N cj log(Ny (e, P, || - [l1,00)/6)
B n n
< [ERPToBTE Pus T e/, og(eh NP |- /) o)

for some absolute constants ¢}, ¢/, ¢4 > 0, where in the last inequality we have applied the definition of . Now
solving this quadratic inequality (H.6) w.r.t Ap(Pp), we can obtain that,

An(By) < 108N Pas |- l,e0)/9)
N n

3

for some absolute constants c1, ¢z > 0. Thus we obtain that when conditioning on the event E3, with probability
at least 1 — §, for any P, € P, the desired concentration inequality holds. Finally, since E2 holds with
probability at least 1 — §/2, by rescaling §, we can finish the proof of Lemma H.4. O

Lemma H.5 (Bernstein inequality with union bound). Consider a function class F C {f : X — R}, where
X is a probability space. If we assume that the e-covering number of F under infinity-norm is finite, that is,
M =N (&F, | |loc) < 00, and we also assume that there exists an absolute constant R such that |f(X)| < R,
then with probability at least 1 — 0 the following inequality holds for all f € F,

\/QV[f(X)] log(M/6) a \/Relog(M/é) . 2R log(M/6)

n 3n

< 2e+

)

where X, X1,..., X, are i.i.d. samples on the probability space X.
Proof of Lemma H.5. We refer to Lemma F.1 in Liu et al. (2022b) for a detailed proof. O
Lemma H.6 (Bracket number I). It holds for any € > 0 that

-N’[](Evﬁh(e)v ” : ||2,d‘13,*,h) < A/[](2€27PM7 ” : |

l,oo)-

Proof of Lemma H.6. We refer to Lemma G.2 in Liu et al. (2022b) for a detailed proof. O
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H.3 Lemmas for Dual Variables

Lemma H.7 (Dual variable for KL-divergence). The optimal solution to the following optimization problem

¥ = args {—)\log ( / exp {—f(z)/A} P(d:c)) - )\a} ,

with || fllee < H and some probability measure P satisfies that \* < H/o.

Proof of Lemma H.7. For simplicity, denote by g(A) = —Alog ([ exp{—f(z)/A} P(dz)) — Ao. Notice that
g(0) =0, and for A > H/o, due to || f|lcc < H, we have that

g(A) < =Alog(exp{—H/(H/o)}) — Ao = Ao — Ao = 0.
Thus we can conclude that \* < H/o. O
Lemma H.8 (Dual variable for TV-distance). The optimal solution to the following optimization problem
A* = argsup {— /(/\ — f(z)+P(dz) — %(/\ —inf f(x))+ + /\} .
AER T
with || fllee < H and some probability measure P satisfies that 0 < \* < H.

Proof of Lemma H.8. For simplicity, denote g(A\) = — [(A — f(x))4+P(dz) — (X — inf, f(z)); + A. We can
observe that ¢(0) = 0, and g(A) < 0 for A < 0. Thus we have shown that A* > 0. Also, for A > H, due to
I/l < H, we can write g(\) as

90) == [ A= F@)P(da) - SO inf (@) + X

— [ f@P(@) + Fint ) - S,
which is a monotonically decreasing function with respect to A. Thus we prove that \* < H. O
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