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Abstract

This work pioneers regret analysis of risk-sensitive reinforcement learning in partially observable envi-
ronments with hindsight observation, addressing a gap in theoretical exploration. We introduce a novel
formulation that integrates hindsight observations into a Partially Observable Markov Decision Process
(POMDP) framework, where the goal is to optimize accumulated reward under the entropic risk measure.
We develop the first provably efficient RL algorithm tailored for this setting. We also prove by rigorous

analysis that our algorithm achieves polynomial regret O (eMHleQ\/ KHS’QOA)7 which outperforms or

v H
matches existing upper bounds when the model degenerates to risk-neutral or fully observable settings. We
adopt the method of change-of-measure and develop a novel analytical tool of beta vectors to streamline
mathematical derivations. These techniques are of particular interest to the theoretical study of reinforce-
ment learning.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) is a sequential decision-making problem in which an agent learns to maximize
accumulated rewards through interactions with an unknown environment [55]. In many practical scenarios
such as derivative hedging [12] and actuarial science [47], decision-makers have to consider the associated risks,
leading to the study of risk-sensitive RL [22].

It is also a common practice to make costly decisions based on unreliable or incomplete information, such
as in autonomous driving [29], stock market prediction [34], and cybersecurity [57]. The Partially Observable
Markov Decision Process (POMDP)[40] is widely employed as the mathematical framework for these problems.

Empirical studies have been conducted on risk-sensitive POMDPs to address the planning or learning
problem in various application scenarios [54] 17, 45, [5I]. However, these studies often lack a performance
guarantee. On the other hand, theoretical studies primarily focus on demonstrating the existence of an optimal
policy [I8] or addressing the planning problem with full knowledge of the transition probabilities [30] 2], but
have yet to develop the sample complexity analysis. Consequently, an open theoretical question remains from
prior research:

Can we devise a sample-efficient and theoretically grounded risk-sensitive RL algorithm in
partially observable environments?

Obtaining a conclusive answer to this question is challenging due to several technical obstacles. Firstly, the
complex structure of the POMDP becomes even more intricate when incorporating a non-linear risk measure,
raising doubts about whether mathematical analysis alone can effectively simplify the problem. Secondly,
partial observations pose challenges in learning the model with limited sample complexity and designing the
exploration bonus with incomplete information.

In this work, we devise a novel algorithm that addresses these problems in a POMDP model equipped
with hindsight observations. Due to the fact that reinforcement learning in general POMDPs is intractable
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[42,[33], we involve hindsight observations|37] in the learning protocol(an introduction is deferred to Section [)),
so that efficient learning becomes possible. We also excavate the dynamic programming structure implicit in
the risk-sensitive POMDP model and subsequently derive a fresh set of Bellman equations that matched our
problem setting. Moreover, we uncover a simple representation of the value functions with explicit analytical
forms, leading to the creation of a new exploration bonus that exploits the partial information gleaned from the
environment while considering the agent’s risk sensitivity. Our algorithm efficiently estimates the accumulated
risks in all the possible hidden states and selects the optimal actions.

In addition, we provide theoretical guarantee for the algorithm design: the upper bound of the regret
presented in Eq. (23] is not only polynomial in all the parameters but also explains how the risk measure,
partial observations and empirical estimator affects the learning efficiency of each component of the POMDP
model. Moreover, when the model degenerates to risk-neutral or fully observable settings, our result improves
or matches existing upper bounds and nearly reaches the lower bounds in these scenarios.

The contributions of this work are summarized as follows:

e Formulation. We propose a novel theoretical formulation for risk-sensitive reinforcement learning in a
partially observable environment with hindsight observations. We adopt the entropic risk measure in
the framework, which accommodates general underlying POMDP models with non-stationary decision
process. We also generalize certain results to arbitrary utility risk measures.

o Algorithm. We develop a new algorithm that incorporates a belief propagation process before the value
iteration begins. Our design allows the agent to preemptively estimate the accumulated risks within the
hidden states, before she optimizes the value functions through a greatly simplified Bellman equation.
We also introduce a new bonus function that exploits partial information to encourage risk-sensitive
exploration.

e Regret. We provide the first regret analysis of the problem. By disregarding lower-order terms, our
"1 [j2KS?0A - /Hn KHSOA/(S) , which demon-

lv[H
strates the risk awareness of the agent and the history-dependency. When the model degenerates to
risk-neutral or fully observable settings, our regret improves or matches existing upper bounds and
nearly reaches the lower bound of risk-sensitive RL.

algorithm successfully attains the regret O (

o Techniques. We introduce a novel analytical tool called the beta vector, which plays a pivotal role in
designing our bonus function, resulting in simplified value iteration and regret analysis. We also adopt
the change-of-measure technique, which decouples the state and observations to streamline analytical
derivations.

2 Related Work

Due to space limits, we only discuss the most relevant works below. A thorough overview is provided in
Appendix [El

Risk-sensitive RL. Our analysis draws inspiration from studies about risk-sensitive RL. For instance,
[21] introduces a new bonus to improve the regret bound of learning an MDP using entropic risk. Additionally,
[38] uses the concept of Lipschitz continuity to linearize various risk measures. These works contribute to our
technical toolkit.

POMDP. It is well-known that planning or learning a general POMDP is intractable [42][33]. Consequently,
a body of research in partially observable RL restricts their attention to sub-classes of POMDP with structural
assumptions[39] [62]. These studies assume the emission process reveals enough information for the agent to
decode the hidden states, such as [39, 11l 25]. However, their regret bounds become vacuous when the
assumptions are not satisfied. To make our formulation more pragmatic, we do not follow this direction. Our
algorithm accommodates POMDPs with general underlying models.

Risk-Sensitive POMDP. Our theoretical framework builds on prior research such as [30, 2]. However,
our study significantly diverges from the predecessors because we do not presuppose the transition and emis-
sion matrices are time-invariant and fully known. Our agent learns a non-stationary model through online
interactions, focusing on the exploration-exploitation trade-off typical of reinforcement learning.



Notations In this study, we denote the set {1,...,n} by [n] for any positive integer n, and we use A(X) to
represent the probability simplex over the finite space X. We use the notations 2 and O to hide constants
and logarithmic terms in the expressions, respectively. v~ represents min{v,0} and y* stands for max{~,0}.
The symbol ¢ is shorthand for In (%SOA), and N V1 denotes max{N,1}. Random variables are presented in
bold, while their realizations are in roman. For random vectors va and vp, va \ vp signifies the subvector of
v where the components from vp are excluded.

3 Problem Formulation

The POMDP Model We consider a tabular, episodic and finite horizon POMDP with non-stationary transi-
tion matrices[40,[39]. The underlying model of the POMDP can be specified by a tuple P = (., 0, o/ ; 1, T, Q; K, H, ),
where ., 0 and &/ are the spaces of the hidden states, observations, and actions with cardinality S, O,
and A respectively. The agent plays with the model in K episodes and each episode contains H steps.
t1 € A(S) is the prior distribution of the hidden states which can be represented as an S-dimensional
vector jij. T = {Th, € RS | (h,a) € [H] x &/} and O = {0}, € RO*S | h € [H]} are the transition
and emission matrices respectively. If the environment is in state s at step h, then Tj o(+|s) represents the
distribution of the next hidden state when the agent takes action a, while Qp(-|s) is the distribution of the
observations generated by the current hidden state. » = { r,(-,") : & x &/ — [0,1] | h € [H] } is the collection
of reward functions that measure the performance of actions in each hidden state.

In each episode, the initial state S7 is sampled from puq(-). For all steps h € [H], the agent decides an
action Ap, based on previous observations and receives a reward 7, (sp, ap). The environment then transits to
a new hidden state Sp4+1 ~ Th.q, (-|sr) and emits an observation Op+1 ~ Qpy1(-|sp+1), after which the a new
action will be taken. In a POMDP, the agent never detects the hidden states, so she makes decisions according
to the observable history Fj, := (A1,02,+-+,0On_1, Ap_1,0p) € F, from which her policy 7 (-) maps to
the action space. [IThe POMDP evolves until the last state S H+1, before a new episode begins.

Reinforcement Learning with Hindsight Observation In RL, the agent plans under empirical models
{Pk}szl learned from data samples of the history. The corresponding empirical distributions will be denoted
as 1if, 'ﬁ‘k, and OF. In this work, we incorporate hindsight observation [37] in the interaction protocol of the
POMDP: in test time, the agent is allowed to review the hidden states that occurred in the last H steps
at the end of each episode. The concept of hindsight observability in RL is proposed by [37] and echoed by
[53, 52, 27]. According to [37], hindsight observations are common in real-world applications of the POMDP,
such as sim-to-real robotics[44] [16], data center scheduling[53] and online imitation learning[49]F This setting
also makes efficient learning possible.

Reinforcement Learning using Entropic Risk Measure In risk-sensitive RL, the agent seeks an optimal
policy 7 that maximizes the following optimization objective, which is the entropic risk measure of accumulated
reward:

1
J(mPyy) =~ InEp T E AL re(Se,Ar) "

where P is the POMDP model and 7 # 0 is the given parameter of risk-sensitivity.

Remark 3.1. The agent is risk-seeking when v > 0 while risk-averse when v < 0 [6]. Other studies such as
[22, 38] also adopt the entropic risk in the objective function.

Learning Objective In this study, we aim to devise an algorithm whose output policies {7¥}% | minimizes
the difference with 7*, which will be measured by the “regret” defined below:

K
Regret(K;P,7) : ZJ ™ P,) — J(7* P,7)
k=1

We are also concerned with the sample complexity of the algorithm, which is the smallest episode number K
that ensures + Zszl J(@*, P,v) > J(7*, P, ) — € with probability at least 1 — 4.

1 We use the notation F because the histories constitute a filter process.
2 Please refer to Section 3.2 and 5 in [37] for more examples.



4 Value Function and the Bellman Equations

In the much more complex setting of POMDP, we need to design special value functions to simplify the
intensive computation caused by the history dependency in the policies. However, as is shown in Remark [B.27]
in the appendix, a naive adaptation of the value functions in the POMDP literature [40] fails to capture the
nonlinear structure of a risk-POMDP. In this work, we introduce a new definition for value functions based
on the studies of [2] 0], which not only simplifies the analysis but also helps us derive a new set of Bellman
equations tailored to our problem. We will use these concepts in our algorithm presented in Section

Change of Measure To simplify the mathematical analysis, we adopt the technique called “change of
measure” and investigate the risk-POMDP problem in a simpler model P’ (obtained via transformation), in
which the observations O; and hidden states Sy are independent.

The technique of change-of-measure originates from stochastic calculus [41] and is vastly adopted in deriva-
tive pricing [7] and filtering theory [3I]. In the study of POMDP, this method is used to decouple the transition
and emission processes|d] [24], which will also facilitate the statistical complexity analysis using hindsight ob-
servations.

In this work, we refer to P’ as the “reference model”, whose rigorous definition is presented in Appendix[B.1]
The following analysis comes from the studies of [30,[14]. The relationship between P’ and the original POMDP
can be described by their Radon-Nikodym derivative:

_ dPp 17 0u(048)
apy, Ll 700,

Dy, :

In the reference model, the observations are irrelevant to the hidden states. As a result, they are separate from
the underlying process and independent of the history. To further simplify the model, we can specify Q'(-) as

the uniform distribution, so that Oy &% Unif@ in the model P[] Consequently, we can significantly simplify
the posterior distribution of Oy in model P’, which not only reduces space consumption dramatically but also
reduces a series of analytical computations. After planning in P’, we will use Dy, as a bridge to convert the
results back to the environment P, according to the following rule derived from the Lebesgue-Radon-Nikodyn
theorem [40]:

E%L =E% Dy,
We define our value functions in the model P’.

Definition 4.1. (Value functions)

1
V7 (Fy,) ::; In E%, [672511 7+(St,As)

3

. Ah:| (2)

1
Q (Fh, An) == InEF, [evZf’mshAo
Y

In a POMDP, the policy passes the history-dependency down to the value functions, whose variables
contain Fp, but not Sy, since the latter is not even observable. We can also derive the Bellman equation for
our problem:

Definition 4.2. (Bellman equations)

1
Virg1 (fa+1) =— mE%, [evzan(st’A”
Y

fH+1:|
1 T

Qr (fryan) =—In Eo, .1 ~Unito |:€'Yvh+1(fhvahvoh+l)i| (3)
Y

Vi (fr) =Eap~mn (1) Qh (fry An)

The Bellman equations in Eq. (3] are novel in the literature. Specifically, the value function V7, is not
zero, which necessitates a belief propagation in the algorithm to initiate the value iteration. Moreover, the
computation of Q function is greatly simplified since it is defined in the reference model. For the derivation of
Eq. @) and a generalization to arbitrary utility functions, please refer to Appendi{B.4l

3 Please refer to Appendix [FL] for a formal definition.
4 Other distributions are also suitable for Q. Please refer to Appendix [F.1l



Algorithm 1 Beta Vector Value Iteration (BVVI)

1: Input K, H, risk level v # 0, confidence § € (0, 1)
2: Initialize fi}(-), T} ,(-|s) + Unif(.#)
3: Initialize O} (-|s) + Unif(&)
4: for k=1: K do
5: 8{9 — ﬁlf
for h=1:H do
Update risk belief 8’,?L+17fh+1 by Eq. @)
Update bonus function b¥ (ss,as) by Eq. ()
end for

10: ﬁHJrl fri1 — 15
11: forh=H:1 do

~ =k
12: Qﬁ(fhv ah) 111 th+1~Un1fﬁ<O—h+1a ﬂ}]j.i_rl >
13: vk —

n(fn) TS;; Qh/(\fhv a)
14: 7 (fn) + argmax QF(fr,a)
acd
~1. =~k

15: Update beta vector 627} by Eq. (@3)
16: Restrict Bkw in [e” (H=h+1) " (H=h+1)

17:  end for

18:  Play with P under 7% while gleaning {oF,aF}
19:  Review hidden states {8F}Z41 in hindsight.
20: N}’f‘H(s, a) + anl 1{8F =s,af =a}

2. NfH(s) e Yoo, 1{3f = s}
22:  Update ﬁ’f(-),'lfij;l(-|s),@Z+1(-|s) by Eq. (@)
23: end for

> Belief propagation

> Value iteration

> Statistical Learning

5 Algorithm Design

In what follows, we present a sample-efficient algorithm that solves the partially observable risk-sensitive
RL problem. We name the algorithm Beta Vector Value Iteration (BVVI), which is a UCB algorithm [36] that

encourages explorations by a bonus function:

b (sn, an) = 77 — 1] - min{ 1,4 (s, an) +Z’J1‘h o (8'[51)0 41 ()} (4)

where t}(sp, an) and of , | (s') are defined as

H-
t (s, an) :min{l,?) AS—L}

N,’f(sh,ah) V1

. OH -
0fi1(Sh41) :=min {1,3 m}
h+1\"h+1

In BVVI, the agent updates the empirical model using hindsight observations:

AR (s) Z ]1{51 = s}

Tk+1 ezﬂ{shﬂ_s , Sp=s, ap =a}
N’Hl(s,a)\/l

1{of =0, 8¢ =s}
Ok +1( h 5%
@ 0| < Z Nk-‘,—l \/ 1

k=1



In the planning phase, the agent preemptively estimates the accumulated risks across the hidden states in
a belief propagation process (Line[T]), before she plans for the optimal policy in the empirical model, according
to the Bellman equations provided in Eq. ([B]). To simplify computations, we express the value function with

~. =~k
the help of a set of new variables 327 7, and ﬁ,]f’}rh , which will be introduced later in Section [l BVVI provides
exact solution to the planning problem so assignments to the functions traverse their domains.

6 Main Results

In this section, we present the theoretical guarantee for algorithm[Il The proofs will be overviewed in Section [7}

Theorem 6.1. (Regret) With probability at least 1 — 406, algorithm [l achieves the following regret upper bound:

IH KHSOA
0( C — H2VKS?AO \/Hln —222 )
Statistical error
risk awareness History-dependency

The detailed expression of the regret bound is presented in Eq. 23]). Using the online-to-PAC conversion
argument[32] we also obtain the sample complexity of BVVI:

Corollary 6.2. (Sample complexity) For algorithm [, the uniform mizture of its output policies ensures

K
]P><V*Zv?k <e> >1-6
k=1
when episode number K satisfies

1 el® 1 2 KHSOA
>_- [~} .fg54? . itk
KN6262< ] > H*S0A 1n< 5 >

Remark 6.3. The first factor in Eq. (@) reveals the risk awareness of the agent, which disappears in the
risk-neutral scenario (y — 0). The second term demonstrates the statistical error brought by our UCB-
style algorithm. The last factor represents how the inherent history-dependency of the POMDP discourages
confidence in exploration, where the additional v/H comes from the uncertainty in the face of the large history

space: \/In@ < \/hq% <+VH..

The mathematical analysis behind the main results will be presented in the following two sections.

7 Risk Belief and Beta Vector

In what follows we lay the foundation for comprehending Theorem [6.1] by the introduction of several essential
concepts and lemmas.

A crucial element of the analysis is the risk belief vector, which plays a pivotal role in deriving novel value
functions and Bellman equations presented in Eq. (@) and ([@2]). Moreover, we will put forward the concept
of beta vector, which is the cornerstone for the bonus design in Eq. (@) and the regret analysis presented in
Section [§

7.1 Risk Belief and the Bellman Equations

To capture the structural properties characteristic of our problem, we construct a risk belief that estimates the
accumulated risk based on historical observations, which also excavates the dynamic programming structure
implicit in the risk-sentive POMDP model.

Definition 7.1. (Risk Belief [30])
For all h € [H + 1], fn € Fn, sn € .7, the risk beliefs are random vectors in R, in which & is defined as fi;

and
Oh,Fp, sy, = E%, DhII. Sh = Sp Y Zt,:ll7t(st,At) Fh
sEnliSh P e




We can view the vector o, as a list of cumulative risks estimated from the observable history, when the
agent is in each of the hidden states.
Using the risk beliefs, we can express the optimization objective in Eq. (Il) with a simple form:

1 . -
J(T{';P,’Y) = ; lnE%/ |:<0'H+1,FH+13 1S>i| (8)

With some derivation (cf. Theorem [B8), we can obtain the evolution law of the stochastic process &, g,

, On+1(On+1l8n+1)
o rn(smAn) Qn+1(Or41(8n+1) (-
[Oh+1,Fpir)snin = ;Th,Ah(SthﬂSh) - (snAr) 0, (Ons1) [Gh. ], (9)

which has a matrix representation in the tabular case: Gn41.f,,, = Uay,,0p,10h,f,- The inner product in Eq. (§)
illuminates the existence of linear structure in J(7; P,7). Next, we will introduce another stochastic process,
called the conjugate beliefs, which works in a concerted effort with the risk beliefs to expose the linearity
within the optimization objective.

Definition 7.2. (Conjugate beliefs [30]) Let #7541 := 1s. For all h € [H] and F}, = Frr41 \ Fp, the conjugate
beliefs is a series of random vectors in R® which is defined iteratively: Un F, = U;h’omrl U1, Fss

The the update operator of the conjugate beliefs is the transpose of that of the risk belief, which immediately
implies their inner product is invariant with time

<5H+17fH+1 ) T> = <6:h7fh’17h,fh>’ Vh € [H + 1] (10)
Consequently, we have

1 o -
J(m;P,y) = §1HE$/ [<0‘h,Fh,l/h7Fh>} ,Vh € [H + 1]

Motivated by the equation above we introduce the value functions and Q-functions in our problem setting,
which take equivalent forms presented in Definition 411

1 . N
Vi(F) =1 mEf, [<oh,Fh,uh,ph>

F] (11)

1 o 5
Qf (Fr, Ap) ::;hlEP/ |:<Uh,Fh;Vh,Fh> Fh,Ah]

We can immediately obtain the Bellman equations introduced in Section[B]by the iterative expectation formula.

7.2 Beta Vector and the Bonus Design

To recover the Markov property of the value functions, in this work, we put forward the concept of beta
vectors E;; 1, and take it as the surrogate for V7 (fn). Beta vectors utilize the hindsight observations to obtain
a polynomial regret for our algorithm. We will study the statistical error of approximating a beta vector and
then design a bonus that ensures optimism in the value functions and encourages greedy exploration.

Definition 7.3. (Beta vector) The beta vectors of a risk-sensitive POMDP P with policy 7 is a series of
random vectors in R, which are specified by
/3171:[+1,FH+1 :1S
By g, =K%, [, 5, |Fr], V2<h<H. (12)
BT =Ep [171,1?'1]
where 7 p are the conjugate beliefs specified in Definition

The beta vectors can be viewed as the risk-sensitive counterpart of the alpha-vector well-known in the
POMDP literature [43]@ Similarly, they help to represent the value function in a simple form:

5 For the evolution law of the empirical beliefs 8,’2 41, we replace the transition and emission matrices with their empirical approxi-
mations.
6 For a detailed comparison, please refer to Appendix [B.27]



Theorem 7.4. (Beta Vector Representation)
Vhe [H+1), fn € Fn: Vi(fn) = 2 (Gns 05 f,)

As will be shown in Theorem [B.26] the beta vector [ﬁ,’{ Fhi| is equal to the following quantity:

Sh

LA =,
Ea (| Fp) | €770 A) Z Th.a, (Sht1lsn) Z On+1(on+1lsn+1) [52+1,fh+1:(ph,Ah,oh+l)

Sh+1
Sh41€S op+1€0 +

where the expectation is computed with respect to probability measures that solely rely on the previous states
sp, rather than the entire history. We will see in Section [§ that the Markov property of the stochastic process
{ B, Fh} n>1 Will cooperate with the hindsight observations to secure a polynomial sample complexity for our
algorithm. Consequently, we will focus on studying the beta vectors in the proceeding bonus design and regret
analysis.

Bonus Function In reinforcement learning, we are concerned with the statistical error of the value functions
brought by the inaccurate estimate of the environment P. Using Theorem [[.4] it suffices to calculate the error
that occurred in the evolution of the beta vectors. Based on concentration inequalities, detailed analysis
in Appendix [D.2.1] shows that the empirical error of beta vectors is controlled by the following bound with
probability at least 1 — 26:

’(Eﬂ-ﬁk( o E;T;'(»,»Lsh)) errnlommnlimlgr, (-, fh)’

geﬂH*h“)A‘- min 1,3, | — 2
N (sh, mn(fn)) V 1

-~ OH.
+ ) TF (f)(s/|sh)min{1,3 7}
; n Nyf(s)v1

where we have temporarily viewed the beta vector as a binary function over & x .. We refer to N, ,’fill( ) and
N, ,’fill(s a) as the occurrence frequencies of states and actions in the data samples obtained in the learning
process.

We will abbreviate the two minimums in Eq. () as the the transition error residue t§(sp,an) and the
emission error residue of +1(8ny1) respectively. With some minor adjustments, the upper bound in Eq. (&)
will be used to define our bonus function for all the state-action pairs under the risk level -y, which is presented

in Eq. @).

Optimism In the algorithm, we have the freedom to design the empirical value function, as well as the
empirical beliefs G} ., and the beta vectors 6 . In this study, the empirical beliefs are determined by Eq. (@)
and we define the emplrlcal beta vectors by the iterative formulas below:

(13)

k
Z@thl ") |:ﬂh+1 Frsr=(fn.an.o ,)] + sgny - by (sn, an; )
Finally, we mimic the representation Theorem [7.4] and construct the empirical value function by

Vh (fn) = 1n<0h fhaﬂh fh>

As will be shown in Appendix [D.2.2] the introduction of an additional bonus term in Eq. (I3)) will ensure that
the value functions will be over-estimated in the empirical model:

Corollary 7.5. (Optimism in value functions)

For any risk-sensitivity level v # 0 and episode number k € [K], we have Vfr* < ka, where T is the optimal
policy in P*.



8 Regret Analysis

We now give an overview of the proof of Theorem Technical details are provided in Appendix

8.1 From Regret to Beta Vectors

With the help of Corollary and Theorem [7.4] we can control the regret by the risk beliefs and the beta
vectors:

K
Y - ~ ﬁk P~ ﬁk —Aﬁk
Regret(K; P,7) < Ky >_|@F = 51, 807)| + [Bp (817 - 6T")) (14)
k=1

—~)t
where K, is the Lipschitz constant of the entropic risk measure, which is el ,:) for all v # 0[]

Using concentration inequalities and [L6] the first term in Eq. (I4) is bounded by

K ok WH _q K
KvZ‘@f*ﬁﬂf”” SeTVQKSlHF (15)
k=1

with probability at least 1 —§. We name the right-hand side of Eq. (IH]) as “the prior error,” which arises from
the inaccurate estimate of the prior distribution ;.

Next, our attention turns to bounding the second term in Eq. ([[4]), which we refer to as the initial beta
vector error and denote as AF.

8.2 Control the Error Between Beta Vectors
We extend the definition of beta vector errors to h € [H + 1]
k7" Frk
Af = ‘EP [ﬂh,Fh(Sh) - ﬂh,Fh(Sh):H
which demonstrate the average error of the beta vectors at step h incurred by the inaccurate empirical estimate
of the POMDP model. We observe that
PN —~k
A =l sgn(v)Ep[by] + Ep[(T}0} 1 — ThOny1)e”™ B 4]
1 11
o~y o~ ~~k =~k
+Ep[(TFO% 41 — TaOnt1) (7" Blryy — €7 Biy)]
i
~~k —~k
+ Ep[ThOnt1 (7™ By — €7 Briq)] |

v
The terms in Eq. (I8 are controlled by the concentration inequalities. In Appendix [D.3.3] we show that

(16)

Al < @ AL +4Ep [bf] Vh e [H] (17)

Then we invoke Lemma [F-I5] to obtain an upper bound on A¥ based on Eq. (IT7). In the end, we prove that
the sum of the initial beta vector error is dominated by the value of the bonus functions on the sampled
trajectories and the bias in the bonus function incurred by the empirical estimator:

K H K K
Ky Yo AF <4k, S =D STk (sE akiy) + Y Epbl(Sh, Anivy) — bE(3E,afs ) (18)
=1 h=1 " 41

~* Bonus samples Empirical bias

We will first try to find an upper bound for the second summation in Eq. (I8). Concentration inequality
implies that with probability at least 1 — 9,

K

D Epbf(Sn, Ani7) = bi(3h, ki) < |7 — 1 VK 2 (19)
k=1

Empirical bias

7 Please refer to Lemma [F-14l for a detailed derivation.
8 We have abbreviated the transition and emission matrices as operators in Eq. (I8). We also omitted the variables of bﬁ(-, .



A bound on the first term in Eq. ([I8)) can also be derived from Eq. ({):

K
b (8%, ay;y) < < |eYH=htD 1" th (3, af) + T s'85)0%11(s) (20)
> Sk )+ s

k=1 Bonus samples

To establish an upper bound for the summation in Eq. (20)), we will telescope the equation twice and utilize
the results from Lemmas and to bound the statistical error in the transition process and the emission
process. Subsequently, we can show that with a probability of at least 1 — 24,

Pﬂ”

+ZT s'|85)0h 41(s")

B
Il
—

| I

[T i 18800k 1 () = of 41 (510) + th(3h, af) + of 11 (3540)

k=1 -
Concentration of MDS Residues (21)
at G180k 1 () = T 4 (137)05 41 ()
Azuma Hoeffding
In HSA
S\ 2K QZth 8%, an) + ohy1(8hi1)

The relations above imply that the right-hand side of Eq. (I8) is dominated by the transition and emission
residues, which are defined in Eq. ().
8.3 Sum Up the Residue

Finally, the pigeon-hole Lemma [F. 12 will help us compute the summation of the residue terms. Indeed,

k S Hn £HSOA KHSOA
3 th(shal) me 1,3 k—k(s < (3vSH:) 2VK5A
k=1

Ny (85, a3) V1)

Similarly, we can control the summation of emission residues by the following bound:

K
> okii(8541) <3VOH -1 2VKS

k=1

Bringing these relations back to Egs. (2I)) and (20), we obtain

Z b Shaa}w +E77[bh(shaAh77)] - bZ(§ZadZ7’Y)

KHSOA
<12 | H-h+D) 71‘. VH-|In <7) : KS*A + KSO + VK
1) — ——
S—_— Hidden state error Observation error Empirical bias

Bonus magnitude
8 History-dependency of POMDP

(22)
The last step remaining is to take Eq. (22)) back to Eq. (I8) and then bring Eq. (I8) with Eq. (I§) to Eq. (I4).
Rearranging terms, we conclude that with probability at least 1 — 44,

v H _
Regret(K; P,v) < 48 % \/H-IH%SOA (\/ + HVES'A + H\/ + HVE)

Iy

Risk measure History-dependency

Tran51t10n error Emlssmn error

PI‘IOI‘ error Empirical bias

(23)
Neglecting lower order terms, we obtain the upper bound presented in Theorem [G.1}

H v KSQAO)

e"YlH

Regret(K; P,y §(§(
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Discussion In the risk-neutral setting, our regret improves the result given by [37] M
Regret(K;P) < O (\/SAH4K + H3SVO + H*S?A(1 +InK) + HSA\/H?’)

in the order of S, A, and H. The improvement is attributed to the refined analysis in this work. Our sample
complexity also nearly reaches the lower bound of learning a hindsight POMDP, which is Q2 (SG—Q) according
to [37].

In the completely observable setting, with some adjustments, our algorithm can degenerate to the algorithm
1 in [21I] and thus matches their upper bound

elVH _ 1

Regret(K; M, SO(

VKH 45’2A)
Moreover, our regret achieves the lower bound of risk-sensitive RL [22] concerning K and vH, with the order
of H only slightly higher.

- W% _q
Regret(K; M,v) > O (ﬂT : H%/?)
v

9 Conclusion and Future Work

In this study, we introduce a novel formulation of risk-sensitive RL in a partially observable environment with
hindsight observations. We provide the first provably sample-efficient algorithm tailored for the new setting,
whose regret improves existing upper bounds and nearly reaches the lower bounds in the degenerated cases.
Our analysis also explains how the sample complexity is affected by the risk-awareness and history-dependency
inherent in our problem.

One future direction is to derive similar results in the function-approximation setting. Another avenue is
to extend our findings to risk measures other than the utility functions.
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Appendices

A Notations and Concepts
In this section we provide several additional concepts and notations not mentioned in Section [

Additional Notations Given a vector x € R? we denote its i'" entry as x(i) or [x],. For a matrix

A € R™" we use A;j or [A];; to indicate the (i,)'" entry. The comparison and expectation of random
vectors are defined component-wise. To represent the indicator operator, we employ 1{-}, and the signature
function is denoted as sgn(-). Additionally, we use Unif(X’) to express the uniform distribution over the finite
space X.

Remark on the POMDP

Remark A.1. Following the convention of POMDP literature [40] [30, 14} [26], no observation is made at the
first step. The definition of Oy, begins from kA = 2. The first action A; is chosen based on the agent’s prior
knowledge. For the sake of consistent notations, we still adopt the notation of F; and we use P(-|Fy) and P(-)
interchangeably. We permit the environment to generate the observation OH + 1 when in state SH + 1, but
the agent abstains from taking any actions at H + 1.

We will use the following fact extensively which expresses the recursive relation of the “history” defined in
Section

Fact A.2. Vh € [H — 1] o Fpy1 = (Fh7Ah7Oh+1)7 where Aj, = Wh(Fh)

Throughout this study, fr+1 and (fn,an, on+1) will be used interchangeably.
Another concept that relates to the “history” is the trajectory 7, of the Markov process.

Definition A.3. (Trajectory)

Full trajectory 7 := (S1,A1,...Sk,0n,Ap),Vh € [H] ,Tr41:=(S1,A1,...,8S5,04,An,Sy11)

Observable trajectory 75 := (Aq,...,0n, Ap),Vh € [H] (24)
Optimization Objective using General Utility Risk Measure In this work we refer the utility risk as
any strictly increasing function that is continuously differentiable. We can extend many results in this work
to general utility risk measures. We will present our proofs using the utility function U and instantiate it to
the entropic risk (U(-) = ve?(")) when necessary.

The optimization objective using arbitrary utility risk measure U is defined as

maximize U 'ELU
T

> (St A»] (25)

t=1

B The Structure of Risk-sensitive POMDP

In what follows, we present the theoretical framework of partially observable reinforcement learning using
arbitrary utility risk measures. Our framework builds upon the studies of [30, 14, 2]. Furthermore, we
introduce novel concepts and provide several new proofs in a more comprehensive setting, enhancing the
existing literature.

Given that the studies of risk-sensitive POMDP are relatively historical, we will provide detailed discussions
about the intuition and implications behind various concepts and results. We aim to elucidate these findings,
as they will serve as a foundation for the algorithm design and regret analysis in the subsequent sections.

B.1 Change of Measure

In reinforcement learning, the lack of knowledge about the emission process Oy, presents a significant challenge
for statistical inference, which motivates us to devise a surrogate POMDP P’ named “reference model”, which
possesses a simplified emission process.
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Definition B.1. (Reference model of a POMDP)

Given a POMDP model P = (%, 0, o/ ; 11, T,0; K, H,r) and a reference measure Q'(-) € A(&), the reference
model of P specified by @’ is another partially observable Markov decision process P’ = (., 0, o/ ; 1, T, Q'; K, H, ),
in which for all h € [H] and s, € ., we have O}, (-|sp) = O'().

In the reference model, the initial distribution and transition matrices mirror those of the real-world
POMDP P. However, the observations and hidden states are statistically independent and the emission
process is stationary with a predefined observation probability. Consequently, the observations are separate
from the underlying transition process and are independent of the history.

The probability of generating a full trajectory in the two models can be expressed as

P%(Th) =#1(S1)01(01S1)71(A1]O1) - Th A, (S2[S1)D2(02|S2)m2 (Az| Fy)
. 'Th_LAh—l (Sh+1|Sh)©h(oh|sh)ﬂ'h(Ah|Fh)

h—1
= lul(sl) [ITea (Seals)
t=1

h
[To:(0:ls)
t=2

h
- lH mAtmﬂ (26)

: lH 7Tt(At|F‘t)‘|

Eq. [20) suggests that conditioned on the generated sigma-algebra 4, = o ({S¢, O, A}l ), the Radon-
Nykodym derivative between the two trajectory probabilities takes the form of

PR (7) = lm(sn 11 Tt,A,,<st+1|st>] -

t=1

h
[T o048
t=2

e 0,(04S;)

dPp | _
g, 15 01(O¢[St)

dPT,

= Dp(O2:4,82:n) := Dy,

By Theorem [E.1] for any measurable function f of the full trajectory 7,

B[/ (7)] = B (D - /()] = /T (Dnf) sy - AP (7) (27)

The two expectations are taken with respect to the randomness in the transitions, emissions and the same
policy. Then we can rewrite our optimization objective in Eq. (28] by the change of measure

J(m;P) = %lnﬂ% ein’:MSh’Aﬂ = %hﬂ%, [DH €7 Zh=1 7n(SniAn) (28)

Remark B.2. In general, the conditional expectation E%, [Dy, - |f] in Definition [B.3] cannot be replaced by
E%[- |fn], as our RN derivative Dy, is calculated from the joint but not conditional probability.

B.2 Risk-sensitive Belief

One of the key concepts in the study of risk-neutral POMDP [40]is the “belief state’, which is the posterior
distribution of the hidden states given the observable history.

bu( fn) = PR {Sh = [Fi = fu}

Since we can always view a probability from the perspective of expectation, we observe that

bu(; fn) =P% {Sh = -|Fs = fi}
=E% [1{Sp = - } | Fan = fi]

=BT, [1{S), = - Jer Zisi n(SeA) | Fy = fh}

v=0

The risk-sensitive counterpart of the belief is inspired by Eq. (29).

11We should also guarantee that the reference measure Q' is strictly positive a.s. and P%, << P%. See Section [El for details.
121n the continuous case we replace the indicator 1{-} with the Dirac-delta function and the following definitions should be modified

accordingly.
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Definition B.3. (Risk-sensitive belief, Definition 2.9 in [14])
For all h € [H + 1), fn € Fn, sn € S :

[G1]s, ==p1(s1)

h—1

(30)

Gh,f0lsn =EL |Dp - 1{S}, = sh}exp{’y rt(St,At)}

Fr=Ff h‘|
t=1
Remark B.4. The risk belief in this study is not normalized, since we make it a carrier of the one-step risk-

sensitive reward. However, some literature [I4] 2] still defines a normalized belief.

Remark B.5. In reinforcement learning, the risk beliefs corresponding to the empirical models P* = (ji, T*, @k)
will be defined in a similar manner and referred to as the empirical belief 7% .

Relationship with the Optimization Objective We can use the risk belief to express the optimization
objective defined in Eq. (29).

J(m;P) :=U"'E},

UZ Th(sh, Ah)‘|

h=1

r H
=U"'E%, |Dyyr - UZ 75 (Sh, Ah)] //Change of measure
L h=1
H
=U"'E}, |Ef |Das1-UY_ ri(Sh, An) FH+1H (31)
L h=1
H
EUﬁlE%/ Z E%/ 1{SH+1 = SH+1}DH+1 . UZ rh(Sh, Ah) FH+11 -1 //Lemmam
|sH+1€S h=1

EUﬁl]E%/ |:<5:H+1,FH+15 IS>:|

If we can discover the evolution law of the new belief then we will be able to break the structure of J(m;P)
down by dynamic programming equations, as is presented in Section [B.3

Closed-form expression To gain more concrete understanding of the the specific structure of ¢ we may
first utilize the Markov property of the hidden states to expand the condition measure of Sy, given f:

Observation B.6. (Expansion of conditional probability) Vrr € II, P’ = (u1, {Ts}, {O}}), h € [H+1], 81, € S,
fn="(01,a1,...,0n—1,an_1,04) € Fpy1,

h—1 h
P%r(shh, al:h|fh) :M1(51) : H Tt,at (5t+1|5t> Hﬁt(at|ft) (32)
t=1 t=1
The belief can then be computed by
h
Frttofusalsnis = D Ppunst, avnelfart) - | 1{8ne1 = snr1} - Dar1(Bantr, 02ns1) - expy D 7e(3s, ar)
S1:h41 t=1
(33)
A Special Case Intabular case, when we select the emission matrix as the uniform distribution, Dy, (02.1; S2.1)
will become mh H?:z O¢(0t|st). Moreover, if the policies are deterministic,
h—1
P% (s1:h, a1:n] fr) = pi(s1) H Tt.q, (St41]St)
t=1

plugging the two terms together in Eq. ([B3]) we conclude that
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Corollary B.7. (Belief vector using uniform emission matriz, Eq. (2.9) in [14)]) Suppose that O}(:|S:) =
UnifC and the policies are deterministic, then

[01]s, =p1(s1)

h
_ 34
Gnnlon =101"ER |[] OclolSIT{SH = sae? S 7oA | w2 << Bt 1 34

t=2

Evolution law The risk belief evolves in a Markovian manner, incorporating recent action aj and observation
on+1 to the new belief. We will use (-, ap,0p+1) : RS — RS to denote the update operator of Oh, f,, Whose
matrix representation will be denoted as Uq,, ,0,,, € R3*S. The details of the update process is specified by
the following theorem.

Theorem B.8. (Evolution of risk-sensitive belief, adapted from theorem 2.2 of [30)])
Vh = HaH - 1) e alafh-‘rl = (fh’a/haoh-‘rl) € yh-i-lash"rl € S

[&h+1ﬁfh+1]5h+1 :ql(&hﬁfh’ahaothl) = [Uahyothla:hyfh}

o Vrh(snoan)
= T}L Sh Sh h Op, Sh ( ) 0_:}1, .
3 Tha (s Ona(onlsns) - (o= ) B,

(35)

Sh

Remark B.9. The proof for this theorem in the continuous case is provided by [30]. However, their proof
was written in the language of functional analysis and they have restricted the transition and observation
probabilities to be i.i.d. Gaussian distributions. In the tabular setting, though [I4] have presented a similar
result in Eq.(2.10), they have omitted the proof and restricted the reference measure Q' as the uniform
distribution. For the reader’s convenience, in what follows we will prove Theorem [B.§in the tabular case using
simple algebraic calculations, which also accommodates arbitrary structures of @', T and Q.

Proof.

h
o . L (On+1lsn+1) expyri(sn, an)
on h+1

)
RHS = Z Th,ah (Sh-',-l |Sh)

Z]l{sh =sp} H o] (0¢]8¢) exvart 5t,a0)P% (81:m]fn)| //Definition B3 (36)

S1:n

Oy,
= ZTh an 5h+1|5h)©,+ (On+1|Sh+1)exp Yrh(Sh, an)

o ht1
h—1 h—1
ZH 0t|st {5, = sh}exp’yzn Sty ar) (81 H]PP’ (8¢41/8¢,a¢) //Observation[B.8 (37)
F1ip t= ;0 t=1 t=1

Since P’ and P share the same transition matrix, rearranging terms by Fubini’s theorem we have

RHS
h—2
= Z (Zpg/(5h+1|5haah)eXp'YTh(Sh;ah>Zﬂ{gh = Sh}P$/(§h|§h1,ah)> . <u1(§1) HP$/(§t+1|§t,at)>
51:h—1 Sh Sn t=1
Oht1 O, . =
o (Ontlsne1) I1 o (0tl3e) | - | expyrn(sn, an) expy > rile,an)
h+1 t=2 t t=1
h—2
= <ZP$/(Sh+1ISh,ah) -IP’%(Shléh_hah)) : <u1(§1) HP%/(EtHIEt,at))
S1:h—1 Sh t=1
Ont1 "o, =
: ©,—(0h+1|3h+1)H@(0t|3t) : eXpWh(Sh,ah)GXPVZTt(St,at)
h+1 t=2 t t=1

(38)
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Relabel sp, as 5, and invoke the equality f(snt1) =325, | f(Sh+1)1{Sht1 = sn41}, we conclude

RHS

h—2
= W{Enpr =snpi} | D D (P (Ensaldn, an) - PR (3nl8n-1,a1)) - <M1(§1) 11 Pg,(§t+1|§t,at)>

Sh+1 S1:h—1 Sn t=1
h h—1
(@) _ (@) _ - .
' <$(0h+1|5h+1) 6f(0t|5t)> : (eXPW’h(Smah)eXpVZn(St,at)>
h+1 t=2 1 t=1
h htl g h
= ~Z 1{8h+1 = sn+1} - lﬂl(él)HP%’(§t+l|§taat)‘| : <H 62<0t|§t)> : (exvart(ét,atO
ER t=1 t=2 =1
h
= Z Po (31:nt1lfrt1) - l1{§h+1 = sh+1} - Dpt1(02:43 51:4) 'GXPVZTt(gt,at)l
S1:h41 t=1
h
=Ep, ll{sh+1 = spt1} - Dpy1(02:45S1:4) - eXpWZTt(St, At)|Fpi1 = fh+11
=1

=LHS //Definition B3]
O

Remark B.10. When we specify O, (-|s5) as the uniform distribution Unif(&), we can write the update formula
as

&h+1vfh+1 = Uah10h+1 &hﬁfh = |ﬁ|diag (©h+1(0h+1|')) Th,ahdiag (eXp 'th('a ah)) 5h7fh (39)

Remark B.11. (Initial belief) There are multiple ways to define our initial belief according to Definition [B.:25]
since 22:1 is ill-defined in nature. The optimization problem also poses no restriction on oy, since we present
the optimization objective by g1 instead. However, since we wish to represent o1 by its predecessors, an
appropriate definition of o7 should be compatible with our update rule, so that we can derive o1 from the o4
by Eq. (38). A simple calculation will show that such constraint impels o1(s1) = p1(s1)-

Remark B.12. For simplicity, we have presented the theorem in the tabular case. With slight modifications,
similar result holds in the continuous case. However, when the spaces are infinite, the evolution operator U*
may not have a matrix representation as presented in Eq. ([B9).

B.3 Conjugate Beliefs
In the analysis of Eq. (B1]), we can express the objective by the terminal belief {11}

J(m;P) =U""Epy [(Gris1,0s0, 1)) (40)
It is reasonable to express o 41 by its predecessors, which posses simpler structures. However, as Theorem

B8 suggests, d; evolves forward in time, which hinders us from writing og41 in terms of {o¢}t<p.

—

[0'1]31 ::ﬁl(sl)’ 5h+11fh+1 = Uah10h+16:h7fh’Vh € [H] (41)

To bridge the gap in the the direction of evolution, we would like to introduce another process 7; that evolves
backward in time, so that it is straightforward to express her initial state V11 by the predecessors, according
to the new update rule.

We find it convenient to first introduce several concepts that describe how a stochastic process evolves
backward in the episodic setting.

Definition B.13. (Backward History)

Fryii=0 Vh=H,H-1,...,1 F, = (A4,On41,...,An_1,0n,An), Fy=r1y

Vh € [H] : Fh:(AhaOh+1th+1) U(Fo)DU(Fl)...DU(FH+1) (42)

Definition [B.13] implies that {F;};>o and {F}};>0 are complementary at all times.
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Observation B.14. (Complementary relation) Vh = H +1,H,---,0, (Fy,,F,) =7y

Now we are ready to define the backward process {# }+>¢., whose update operator will be the Hilbert-adjoint
operator |9 of that of &;.

Definition B.15. (Conjugate Beliefs, Definition 2.8 in [30])

—

Z7H+1(-) :Els

- ) i i W)
Uy 7, ::U;rh70h+lyh+17fh+1’f0r al h=H H-1,---,1, f = (ah,0h+1,fh+1) cd X O x Py

Remark B.16. In tabular case when we select the emission measure of the reference model as uniform distri-
bution, we have:

. eYrr(sh,an) .
[Uh, 7 )sn = o > Thian(sns1lsn)Ons1(0ns1lsni) Pyt oy Jones (44)

O,
h+1) Shy1€S

We have carefully designed the update rule of the conjugate belief: the complementary relation (B.14)
immediately implies the inner product between &; and ; does not change with time. This result helps to
excavate the dynamic programming structure hidden within the optimization objective.

Observation B.17. (Conjugate evolution, Eq.(2.9) in [30]) For all h € [H + 1],

-,

<5H+17fH+1’1> = <5h,fh’ﬁh,fh> =" <ﬁ1(31)5 ﬁl,ﬁ) (45)

Proof. By the definition of adjoint operator,

o - o - o T _ o -
<0’t,ftal/t7ft> = <Uat—110t0t_17ft—1 ) Vt,f,,) = <Ut—17ft—1 ) Uatfl,otyt,f» = <Ut—1aft71 ) Vt—l,ff,71>

Bringing Eq. @3] back to (40) we immediately conclude that for all h € [H],

J(m; P) = U™ 'ER, [U<5H+1,FH+U T)ﬂ =UT'E% [U(Gnp,. Uhp,)] = U ER UG, 7ip,)]  (46)

B.4 Value functions, Q-functions and Bellman equations

In this section we derive the value functions and Bellman equations for general tabular POMDP models
using arbitrary utility risk measure. Our derivation and Bellman equations are different from previous works
including [30, 14 2].

From the subscripts in Eq. [@6]) we can witness the trace of time evolution hidden within J(; P). To expose
the dynamic programming structure more explicitly, we will follow the rationale behind the design of belief
states, utilizing the iterated expectation formula to define a series of intermediate variables that dissect the
information at each step. These variables will be called the partially observable risk-sensitive value functions.
For all ¢t € [H + 1],

J(m;P) :=U"'EF,

UZrt(St,At)]

t=1
=U""E}/ [(Gr+1,Fuss Uni1Fy.,)) //Belief representation by Eq. (3I)
:UflE;T,/KEtyFt,ﬁtjt)] //Conjugate evolution property proved in Eq. (@5

gl

Now we formally define the family of value functions in our problem.

=U"'E%, {UU‘lEg |:<5:t,Ftal7t,Ft>

=U"'EF, [UV](F})]

13For a rigorous definition please refer to Section
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Definition B.18. (Partially observable risk-sensitive value functions, Definition 2.13 in [30])

Vi1 (frre1) :==U'ER [<5H+1,FH+1,TS> Frp = fH+1] = U Fhtt i ||,

(47)

Vi(fn) :=U"'EF, [<5h,le7h,Fh> Fy = fh} V2<h<H, frne P
VI(f1) :=U""E% [(fir, 715,)]
Remark B.19. The objective J(7; P) can be expressed by the value function:
(w3 P) = U™ Bps [UV]] = U™ Eps (61, 71)

In reinforcement learning, we are also curious about how the action to take might affect future rewards.
We can separate the stochasticity within 7 and P by the total expectation formula:

Vi(fi) =U'E}, [<ah<Fh>,ﬁh<Fh>>

F, = fh} //Definition [BI§

:U_lET" |:]E’P/ |:E$/ |:<5:h+1ﬂFh+17ﬁh+1,Fh+1> Fh,Ah, Oh+1:| ‘Fthh:| ‘Fh = fh:|
=UT'E"™ [Ep: [UTV] 1 (Frt1) | Fr, An] | Fi = fn]

ZZU*HEW [UU 1E73/ [ 1Vh+1(Fh+1)’Fh;Ah] ‘Fh = fh]

=UT'E" [UUT'Ep: [UT'V] 11 (Frt1) | fro An] [ Fi = fu]

=U " By, (1) UQR (frs Ap)

Now we formally introduce the Q functions in our problem:

Definition B.20. (Partially observable risk-sensitive Q-functions) For all (h, sp,ap) € [H] X .7 x o,

Qi (fnran) :==U""Ep: [UV} 1 (Frs1 = (fn:an, Ons1))| fn, an]

Remark B.21. We can also represent the Q-function by risk beliefs. Indeed,
Q7 (frran) =U""Eo, . ~p (1 fnsan) [UVig1 (fhy@hs Onga)]

f =U"'E % U, & (48)
hy Qh | = P’ <Uh,Fh’Vh,Fh>

fhaah]

_y-1 = g
=U""Ep/ <0-H+17FH+15VH+1,FH+1>

where the last step is due to Eq. ([@5). We can also use (@8] as an alternative definition of the Q function.

The relationship between the value function and the Q function is summarized as the Bellman equations:

Corollary B.22. (Bellman equations for risk-sensitive POMDP)

V}Tl“rl :U_l"&h+1=fh+1 Hl
Vh=H:1, Q}(fn an) =U "Eo,. ,~o) [UVii1(fn,an, Ong)]
Vi (fn) =Eap~m, 150 QR (frs An)
J(m;P) =U'Ep/ [UV]]

(49)

The expectation in the second equation should have been taken with respect to P%,(-|fh,an). However,
since the observations are disjoint from the POMDP in the reference model, we obtain a simpler expression in

Eq. (9).

B.5 Optimal Policy

Optimal substructure Since our utility risk measure is increasing, to optimize our objective U ~'EU (Zthl rh)
is equivalent to maximize EU (Zle rp). According to Theorem 3.3 of [2], the latter problem has a globally
optimal policy, and so does the former. Moreover, the following theorem shows the existence of an opti-
mal substructure in the planning problem of risk-sensitive POMDP. This result justifies the use of dynamic
programming equations in our algorithm.
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Theorem B.23. (Bellman optimality equations, extended from theorem 2.5 of [30]) When the utility risk
function is strictly increasing and the referential emission matriz Q}(-|s) is irrelevant with the history Fp,, the
locally optimized policy will bring globally optimized value. Formally, the locally optimal values defined by

V7 := max VT, Vi(fn) :=maxVy(fn), V2<h<H+1
can be computed recursively:
V¥ =max U 'Ep: [UVy (a1, 05)]
a1€A
Vi (fn) =max U 'Ep [UVit1(fhyan, Ony1)], Vh=H:2 (50)
ap
V;I—i-l(fH-i-l) =U~! "Eh+17fh+l Hl
Proof.
Vi (fn) :=max U "Ep: [(GnF,, Vhr,) | Fa = fa] //Definition of value functions in BI§
Ah:H ’

=U""'max Ep/ [(GnF,, P 5,) | Frn =fn] //U monotonically increases, so does U ™"

Ah:H
=U"'max {max Ep: [Ep/ [<&h,Fhvﬁh,Fh>‘Fh+1 ] ’Fh = fh} }
ap Ap+41:H

:U_lmax {max Epr [ Ep/ [<EH+1,FH+1’ﬁh+1,Fh+1>‘Fh+1 } ‘Fh = fh} } //Observationm

ap Ah+1:H

ZU_lmiX {;nax Ep: [Epr [(Fht1,Fn.an,Onsr> Phtlianss,0nrar Omarm) | Fhsahy Ongr | |Fr = fi] }
h+1:H

_1 o -
=U maa;LX {EPI Lg}aXHEPI [<O—h+1thwahwoh+l’Vh+1wah+170h+27'“7OH10«H>‘Fh’ah7 Ohnt1 } ‘Fh = fh] }
41

:U_lmix Ep [UVii1(Fhy1 = (Fr,an, Ong1)|Fr = fr]

:U—lmlix Ep [UVy 1 (fns an, Ons1)]//Section Bl

O

The proof is inspired by [30] 2] and we have generalized their result beyond Gaussian transition matrices
and the entropic risk. We will present the proof in the tabular case. Regularity conditions will be needed in
the sixth step when we generalize the theorem to the continuous setting.

Our proof also yields the following corollary, providing justification for selecting greedy policies in our
algorithm:

Corollary B.24. (Adapted from Theorem 3.3 of [2]) There always exists an optimal policy for a risk-sensitive
tabular POMDP using utility risk measure, which is deterministic and history-dependent.

B.6 Beta Vectors

Inspired by the alpha vector representation method in the study of POMDP ([40]), we will exploit the structure
of risk-sensitive value functions and represent them in a simple form. Recall that in Definition [B.I8 the value
functions are specified as inner products. Since o(F}) is already determined by the condition on f5, we can
write the value function as VI (fy,) = Ut <5h7fh , E% [D’hﬁph | Fy, = fh} > , which motivates us to introduce
the concept of ”beta” vector.

Definition B.25. (Beta vector) The beta vector of a risk-sensitive POMDP model P = (p1,T,Q) under
policy 7 is a series of random vectors in R¥, which are specified as

BIZ+1,FH+1 ZZTS
ﬁ;{,Fh :=E%, (7, 5, |Fn], V2<h<H. (51)

BT =E}: [P r,]
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where v; is the conjugate belief defined in [B.15l
Next, we will try to obtain the evolution law of the beta vector from the way 7, is updated:

. eYrh(sh,an)

> Thian(sne1lsn)Ons1(0nt1lsni) Py s (52)
Shy1€S

[Vh,fh]sh = @/1(01)

Under the reference model P’, we can compute the probability of witnessing an observable trajectory f;, given
previous history f, by the following equation:

H
PR, (ful o) = 70 (anl )05 (01)PF: (Fusal fir any on1) = (O (00)) " T el £2) (53)

where f, = (an,0n41, fnr1) = (an,0n+1,- -+ ,ag—1,0m,ar). Combining Egs.(53), (52), we obtain
Ep: [n, 5, | fn]

fzwh an|fn) Z@ 01 Z]P’p/ fnialfns an, ont)

Oh+1 Fret
L rmlonan) > Than(sns1lsn)Oni1(0nrlsnin)[Faga (Fry)ls (54)
@/1 (01> “, yQh + + + + + +1)Ish41
Sht1

= > wnlanlfa) Q€7 Ty (shaalsn) D Onga(ontalsni)Ep [ﬁh-i-l,FhHlfh-i-l

Sh
ap€d Sh+1€S oOh41€0 +1

The previous derivations leads to the fundamental theorem below, which forms the cornerstone of our
subsequent analysis:

Theorem B.26. (S-vector representation of value functions) For any h € {1,--- ,H + 1} and f, € Fp, the
value function defined in [B_I8 can be expressed as the inner product between the risk-sensitive beliefs defined

in[B.3 and the beta vector defined in [B.23:

— 2T 1 — an
Vil' :U_1<01 ) 61> = ; 1n<01 ; ﬁl)
T —1/= 2 1 — 2
Vi (fn) =U" Gns » Bl p) = ;hﬂ(ah,fh » Bhfu)
Moreover, the beta vectors evolve by the following rule: For all2 < h < H, f, € %, sp € .S

6H+17fH+1 :15

|:ﬂh7fh:|s = Eah"’ﬂ'h('lfh) grmr(snan) Z Th,an (Sh+1|5h) Z ©h+1(0h+1|5h+1) ﬂh+17fh+1:(fh7ahvoh+l)
h

Sh+1
Sh+1 Oh+41 +

(55)
We remind the reader that this theorem holds for randomized policies.

Remark B.27. When it is clear from the context, we omit the policy sign ™ for the beta vectors. We can also
define the beta vectors for the empirical POMDP model by replacing the matrices T and O with their empirical
approx1mat10ns T* and O%. The corresponding beta vector will be called the “empirical beta vector”, which
is denoted as ﬂh s and abbreviated as 3.

Remark B.28. (Motivation behind the beta vector) According to [40}, 43}, [37] the value function of a risk-neutral

POMDP is the inner product of the risk-neutral belief l;h and another function named the “alpha vector”. The
concept of a—vector has been widely adopted in the algorithm design of POMDPs [43].

Vim (0n; f1) = Bap (i) | 700y an; fa) + Z 0 (0ns1| Frs an) Vi1 (s 1s fasr = (s any 0ns1))

Oht1€0
Vi (bn; fn) = (bn, o 1,
{0_271‘—1+1,fH+1 = 0

[&Z,fh} o = Eapnninm) [T(Sha an) + 326, ., Than (Snt1s8) 2o, ., Ont1(0n+1]sn+1) |:62;1r+1,fh+1:(fh,ah,oh+1)i|S }
h ht1
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Though the update rule of the value function inevitably relies on the entire history, the alpha vectors evolve
in a Markovian way. This finding helps us obtain a polynomial regret bound in risk-neutral POMDP using
hindsight observations, which is discovered by [37]. To gain some insights, recall that the pigeon-hole lemma
suggests that the sum of concentration errors is the polynomial function of the cardinality of the space
on which the transition probability is dependent.

<2VK-SA

k ok — ok — Y K
ﬁh(s’|s,a) = Lzt HShes = S/A, = G =0 Z .
max{l,N,]f"_l(s,a)} k=1 \/max{l,N,]f"_l(?ﬁ,aZ)}

In the POMDP setting, if we refuse to represent the value function by the alpha vector, the upper bound
in the right should be replaced with 2,/K - | %, x /| = QO%A%7 which then brings a factor of O A# to our
regret. However, under hindsight observability, since we can calculate the occurrences of the hidden states
after each episode, we use the alpha vectors to represent the value function. Consequently, we can replace
OF AM with 2\/?, which is polynomial in H again. However, we cannot directly utilize the alpha vector in
the risk-sensitive setting, as it may no longer preserve the Markov property. For the reader’s convenience, we
excerpt the critical steps in the proof of the evolution law [40]

:<gh(fh)a rh(" ah)> + Popy1~nni1(|fr.an) l<

=(bn(fn). (- an)) +< > Mdiag(@hH(OHl")) Tha bh(fh),a2+1,fh+1>

Oh+1€ﬁ nh-'rl ah)

diag (@h+1(0h+1|')) Th,ah gh(fh) g >1

Q
Nh+1(ons1lfn, an) PR L

In the risk-neutral setting, the risk measure p is represented by the expectation operator E. The simple
linear structure of E helps to cancel the partition function 7,41 (| fn, an) when the alpha vector updates, thus
eliminating the culprit of the exponential dependency on H. However, the previous analysis becomes invalid
when using a non-linear risk measure. That’s why the beta vector is introduced in risk-sensitive POMDPs to
mitigate the impact of historical dependencies under a non-linear criterion [59, 61} 4].

Remark B.29. (Comparison with the alpha vector in risk-neutral POMDP) The value function can be expressed
as an inner product in risk-sensitive settings, because the utility risk measure keeps a layer of E, which still
bears a linear structure. Both o and beta vectors evolve in a Markovian way, making it possible to control the
regret under a polynomial upper bound given hindsight observability. However, the terminal value of B}L fn
is 1 while that of @ is 6; The beta vector undergoes multiplicative updates, whereas the alpha vector renews
through additive increments. If we brutally set v = 0 we cannot reduce the beta vector to the alpha vector,
as v = 0 is a singular point of the risk measure, which will cause all the beta vectors to collapse to I. We will
introduce the correct way to degenerate our result to the classical setting in Section [D.4.4l

C Detailed Algorithm Design

In what follows, we present the algorithm introduced in Section Bl in detail, along with several remarks addi-
tional to the discussion in Section

Remark C.1. (Computation issues) The BVVI algorithm, as well as other exact algorithms for POMDP, are
inefficient in computation complexity[I3], which is due to the inherent complexity of the POMDP model[42].
Using similar techniques as the point-based algorithms[43], we can develop approximate solutions to our
problem based on BVVI.

Remark C.2. (Explanation of line 27)) The operation in line 27 is equivalent to the assignment below:

S

Vs €. - [B}]ifh} e Qe {Bflf,th < e (H=h+1) (56)
{st,fh} ,else

S
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Algorithm 2 Beta Vector Value Iteration(BVVI)

1: Input risk sensitivity v # 0, confidence level 6 € (0, 1), episode number K, horizon length H.
2: Initialize 2% (), T (-|s) « Unif(.), OL(-|s) + Unif(&) for all (h, s,a,0,5') € [H]x . x o x O x .
3 fork=1:Kdo
4:  //Planning
/ /Forward belief propagation
Gt iy
for h=1:H, spy1,sn €7, fh+1:(fh,ah,oh+1)eﬁhx%xﬁdo
//Update risk belief by Eq. (B3]

~k Nk ANk . eVTh(shsap) ’\k
{O’h+1,fh+1 nin — Zsh Th,ah (Sh+1|8h)@h+1(0h+1|8h+1) (4©;+1(0h+1|5h+1) Oh, f

10: //Residue terms

, & . |SHInKHSOA/S
11: ty (sh,an) emm{l,S T Coman)v1 }
k . [oH m KH504/5
12: o S < min<1,3
h+1( h+1> { 5 +1(sh+1)\/1 }

13: //Prepare bonus by Eq. (G2)

14: b]ﬁ(sh,ah) — ’eV(H—h-‘rl) — 1’ -min{ 1, tZ(Sh;ah) + Zsh+1 hoan (Sh+1lsh) 0h+1(3h+1)}
15:  end for
16: / /Backward dynarmc programming

17: ﬁH-{-l fH+1 — 15

18: forh=H :1do
19: for fh:(a17027"' ,an,0p) € Fp, ap € & do
20: //Invoke Bellman equation ([@d) under beta vector representation
Ok (- 1 =k 3k
21: Qh(an; fa) <= 5 mEor~unite <Uh+1,fh+1:(fh,ah,o'> s Bht, i =(fusan,07) >
22: VE(fn) < max QF(an; fr)
acd N
23: 78 (fn) < argmax QF (a; fr) // Obtain the greedy policy
acd
24: //Update beta vector by Eq. (63])
25:

N Ak N
ﬁ;ifh (Sh) « e¥ralsn, T (fn) Z Tﬁ,%g(fh)(sh'i‘llsh)

Sh+1

Z ©h+1 (on+1]sh+1) [Bh-i-l fri1= (fhvﬂ'h(fh)voh+l):| +sgn(y) - b]}2+1(3h,%;]§(fh))

Oh41
26: //Control the range of beta vector
o7 Bfli,fh « Clip (Bﬁ,fh : |:677(H7h+1)7 e'ﬁ(Hchrl)})

28: end for

29:  end for

30:  //Learning

31:  Play with the real environment under policy {7F}_, and collect a trajectory (af,ok, ..., do%,a%)
32:  Reveal the hidden states {§Z}hH:1 in the previous H steps to the agent. //Hindsight observatlon
33:  // Update the empirical model

3: forh=1:H do

35: for (s,a,0,8') € /' X o x O x ¥ do

36: N« 1{ar=s}  NFl(s,a) < SF_ 1{3 =505 = a}
37: b (s) £ Xono, {35 = s}

~ k ak — ! ak AR ~ k P AR
I A= 5 v S D R 5 e o
39: end for
40: end for
41: end for
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D Regret analysis

Our regret analysis takes several steps. First, we study the statistical error of the beta vectors and design a
new bonus for our problem, which ensures optimism in value functions. Later, we represent the regret by the
beta vectors before we roll down the Bellman equations to calculate the error accumulated during the entire
Markov process.

Several facts will be repeatedly used in the proceeding derivations.

D.1 Preparation

The following result captures the empirical error of emission matrix Oy, (-|sp):

Fact D.1. (Empirical error of the emission matrix) With probability at least 1 — 4,

(57)

H@ZHS}I) - @h('|8h)H1 < min{ 2, 201DKTHS }

Ny (sn) V1

The proof is similar to Lemma C.1 in [38]. This relation holds without hindsight observability.
The upper and lower bounds for the beta vectors will also be useful.

Fact D.2. (Bounds of the beta vectors) e(H—h+17" < [gh,fh} < eH=h+1)7" g1 a]] fn € Fy and s, € 7.
Sh

The proof is done by a simple induction on h.

D.2 Optimism
D.2.1 Statistical Error of The Beta vector

In this section, we quantify the error in beta vectors caused by the inaccurate approximation of the transition
and emission probabilities. For the convenience of narration, we will temporarily view the beta vector as a
binary function over the space of .¥ x &. Since our result holds for any given episode, we omit the subscripts
k in the following derivations.

The update rule of the beta vectors in (B3] is equivalent to

Bh., fn (sn) =7 (i) Z Th’aﬂ'h(fh)(sh+1|sh) Z ©h+1(Oh+1|Sh+1)/Bh+1afh+1:(fh7ﬂ'h(fh)70h+1)(Sh+1)

Sh+1 Oh+1

:Esh+1~Th,wh(fh)('|5h),0h+1~©h+1(‘\5h+1) [evm(s}lmh(fh))ﬂh"'l’f’l“:(fh’ml(fh)’oh“) (Sh+1):|

During the update of beta vectors we view ﬂ_'hﬁfh (sn) as a binary functions over the space of & := ¥ x 0.
With a slight abuse of notations, we denote (sp, 0p) as z;, and write /thfh:('rh—lqoh)(sh) as Bn(zn; Th—1). We also
abbreviate r (s, 7 (fr)) as rp(z). The transition law of the beta vector can be written as a joint distribution
over the space of .7 x 0: Pp" (zn11[51) := Thx,(£) (Sht1]5n)Ony1(Onr1|sny1)

Using the newly introduced short hands we can write the update rule of beta vectors as

—

By 41 (Zpt1imh)
. WIS
Brzn; Th—1) =Eprn (s, [ew(zh)ﬂhﬂ(zhﬂ;m)} =Epr |e

" )] = Eprn |:6'Yvh(zh+1§7'h):|
h

We remind the reader that we have introduced a new function V(z541) to abbreviate rj (2p,) + M

The function Vy, is bounded in [1, H —h+1] according to Lemmal[D.2] Next, we will calculate the approximation
error occurred when the beta vector updates. The error is caused by the inaccurate estimate of the joint
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transition law.

(Ben oy = o) (€ Fra (7))

[e'YVh(Zh+1§Th)] _ [e’YVh(Zh+1§Th)]‘

Ezhﬂw?’;h(‘\sh) Ezmwzh(»lsh)

= Z Th,ah(5h+1|5h) Z Ont1(0ns|snir) — Z Th.a, (Sht1|sh) Z Ony1(0ns1|sner) | eVrrilensronsnimn)

Sh+41 Oh+1 Sh+1 Oh+1

= Z Th,ah (Sh+1lsn) Z Ont1(0ns1]5h41) — Opgr (Opgt |sppr)e?Vrrr(snsontaimn)
Sh+1 Oh+41

=+ Z (Th,ah (5h+1|5h) - Th,ah (Sh+1|sh)) . Z @h+1(0h+1|Sh+1)67vh+1(5h+170h+1§7'h)

Sh+1 Oh+1
(58)
Lemma [[.6] implies a natural upper bound for the error in Eq. (5J):

Th 3 T (H- “(H- o T
‘(Eﬁj:h(“sh) - Epzh(wsh)) (e” hﬁh-ﬁ-l('?Th))‘ < ‘67 H=hrl) e hH)‘ ' ‘ Py =Byt

< ‘e'y(Hchrl) _1l.1

(59)

tv

We can also use Lemma [F.10] to derive another upper bound. With probability at least 1 — 24,

’(E@Zh<~|5h> - EP:h<-\Sh>) (@O B (5 Th))’

KHSOA
g‘eWH—h“)—l‘- mind 1, 3, /-2 HI 77
N (sn, T (sn)) V 1 (60)

R O-Hln KHSOA
+ Z Tﬁ 7k (s (Sh+1|5h) min 1, 3 Ak—é
=~ T (Sh) Nhill(sh‘f‘l) V1

The additional vH comes from the inherent history-dependency of the of POMDP:

h Ah h Ah
\/m KHO%O A ), \/m KHSA(S(O A _ \/HanI?STSOA

Putting Eq. (59) and (@0) together, we conclude that with probability at least 1 — 24:

Z TZ,%g(sh)(3h+1|Sh) Z O 11 (on+1]sn+1)

Sh+41 Oh+1

- Z Th,wh(fh)(8h+1|3h) Z Ont1(on+1lsn+1) evTh(Shﬁh(Sh))6h+11fh+1:(fhyﬂh(fh)yohﬂ)(Sh‘f‘l)

Sh+41 Oh+41

S.-H1 KHSOA
eWH—h“)—l‘min 1, mind 1, 3y/——— 2
REon Ak on) V1

. O - Hn EHSOA
+ Tﬁ i y(Sppalsp)min 1, 3 | <O —
shz+1 Malon) Nt (sha1) V1

(61)

<

We design the exploration bonus according to Eq. (GIJ).
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Definition D.3. (Bonus) Bonuses are a series of real-valued functions b¥ (-, ;) : .% x &/ — Rx( specified as

S . Hln KHS0A4 KHSOA }

b¥ (sh,an;y) = eW(H_h"H)—l‘ -min< 1, min¢ 1, 3
h( ) Nk(sh,ah)\/l

KHSOA

ﬁflfill(Sthl) V1

+ > Th are, (snralsn) ming 1,3 (62)

Sh+1

Previously, we have analyzed the upper bound of the approximation error incurred during the update
process. We will utilize the relevant results and define the series of “empirical beta vectors” [; that helps
approximate the value function.

Definition D.4. (Empirical beta vectors) Given any episode k € [K], if we use aj, to abbreviate the action
selected by the greedy policy %Z( fr) given by algorithm [2 then the empirical beta vector is defined as
Vimt1 € FHy1,50+1 € S ¢ ﬂllgl+1,fH+1(SH+1) =1
Vh € [H],fh S ﬁh,sh e,
ok — Shs Tk 0k 2k 63
Bt g (sn) 1= e Cman) NTUTE L (shalsn) Y OF 1 (0nalshi)Bri = ansong ) (Sht1) (63)
Sh+1€y Oh+1€ﬁ
+sgny - by (sn, an; 7)
Remark D.5. (Range of the empirical beta vectors) If we pose no further restrictions on the range of B\,’f we

can show that the upper bound on B\’,j will inevitably depend on e ’ , which will cause an additional factor of
H in our regret. To circumvent this issue we have manually clipped the value of empirical beta vector in our
algorithm(line 7)), so as to force ﬂh to stay in the same range as ﬂh As a consequence, the difference between
the two beta vectors, which will be called the “beta-vector error”, is controlled by

Wi _Eh‘ <

Apart from the absolute error between the beta vectors, we are also concerned with their size relationship.

eY(H=h+1) _ (64)

Corollary D.6. (Size relationship between beta vectors)
For all s;, € . : ﬂfli,fh (sn) > Bn, 1, (sn) when v >0 and ﬂ}]i,fh(sh) < Bh,f, (sn) when v < 0.

Proof. We only prove the case when v < 0. The other way is similar. The statement holds when h = H + 1
since both vectors are defined to be 1g. Suppose that it holds at h+1, then by the induction hypothesis we have

B < TOer™ Gk, —bk :[(Tr@) — TO)e ™ Gk, —b | + TOSE,, = |(TO — TO)e™™ ggﬂ_bﬂ + BF. Bquation
(6I) implies that the terms in the bracket are less than zero, which helps us complete the proof. [l
D.2.2 Optimism in Value Functions

Corollary [D.6] directly results in the optimism in value functions: for all k € [K],

v v (65)
Proof.
B S 1. sk 1., > 1., =
Vl 7‘/1 :_1n<0—15/31>7_1n<0—1751>:_1n<ﬂlvﬂl>7_1n<ﬂla/61>§0
v v v v
The last step remaining is the fact that \71”* < \Z%k. |

Additional notations For ease of notations we will abbreviate several upper and lower bounds in the
following analysis.

. - X + =
Upper and lower bounds on the risk measure B, :=e 7 < Y (sh.an) <e’ =B,

Upper and lower bounds on the beta-vectors B~ =) (H=ht1) < Eh < eV (H=h+1) . th

Upper bound of the bonus 0 < b (s4,a5) <

< | | =By,

Upper bound of the “beta vector error”’0 < ‘ﬂhﬂ — ﬂthl‘ < |V H-htD) _ 1| .= B -
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Remark D.7. According to the update rule in equation (B3] and (G3]), when the risk-sensitivity parameter
tends to zero, the beta vectors will degenerate to 1. The bonus function, as well as the beta-vector error will
vanish with in the rate of H
limfB, =lim B, =1  limbf(,)=1limB,> =0 lim Bow _ lim —A5
¥—0 ¥—0 ¥—0 ’ v—0 ABn y—=0 7y y—=0 7y

= (66)
which contributes an additional H to our regret.

D.3 Regret Calculation
D.3.1 Represent the Regret by Beta Vectors
The regret can be represented as the approximation error of beta vectors at the initial time step.

Regret(K; P) iU Ep [le } U 'Ep [leﬂ
k=1

IN

U~'Ep [Uf/fﬁk} _U'Ep [Uvﬂ //Section D22

M= 1= EP”% M= 11

U~ 'Ep [<al , B >] —U"'Ep [@ , ﬁ?’“ﬂ //Theorem [B.26

(vBs [ A7) - UtEs [0, BETO]) + (U7 [0 BET)] — U7 [0 AT))

K
_1/~k  DkFF “1/~  Bk7FF - ok, 7k - gk
UTMES L BET) — U i, BET) + YU Es g, [BET ()] - U Esyap, [T (S1)]

k=1

1B g (B 81)] U [B17 (80)] + 30 B [ (80)] — 0 e [ 3 50)

k=1

E
Il
_

Prior error Evolution error
(67)
The terms in the last step of Eq. (67) hold significant physical meanings. The first term, referred to as
the “prior error”, is incurred by the imprecise estimate of the prior distribution of the hidden states. The
second term, named “evolution error”, represents the accumulation of error throughout the entire horizon of
the Markov process, resulting from an inaccurate estimate of the beta vector. In what follows we will try to
find upper bounds for the two error terms.

D.3.2 Bound the Prior Error
First, we bound the prior error in Eq. (67)). With probability at least 1 — 4,

K
ZU Ep BT (S0)] = UTER [BET (81)] <K, X0 | (@ (s1) = i (s1) BET (o)
k=11 s1
Prior error
L ()t K | — 25 K _ el -
Z () = ), < = Al >, ’\/ <® \/QKSln—
k=1

where the second and third inequalities are due to Lemma [F.6l and Lemma [F.5] respectively.
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D.3.3 Control the Evolution Error

Next, we will use the Bellman equations to show that

al S - H KHSOA
> U'Ep [ f’”k(Sﬂ] ~ U 'Ep [ﬁ{f’“(slﬂ <0 (€— -H°?VKS20A-In 7)
2 I 5 (69)
Proof. By the Lipschitz @6htitlitydf U, we have
~. =~k ke K 1 * 1 ~k
ZU_lEP {ﬂf’w (Sl)} -U 'Ep [ﬂf (Sl):| :Z —InEp [evvl } — —InEp [ewl }
k=1 =17 v
Evolution error (70)
K
<Ky Z ’ [51 51} ‘
k=1
—~t ~ N ~ N
where K, = el ‘W,Y)| ’ Next, we find the recurrence relation between E[3, — 81,] and E[Bht1 — Brt1]-

‘EP {ﬁhfh (Th— loh)( ) ﬁhfh (Th— 1,Oh)(sh)”

=| Ep [u(Sh,An) Z Th,ah(Sh+1|Sh)@h+1(0h+1|Sh+1)Bh+1,(Fh,Ah,oh+1)(Sh+1)+Sgn(7)b§(5h,Ah)

Sh+1,0h+1

— w(Sn,AR) Y Than(shitlsn)Ont1(0n+1584+1) Bt (B, An,0nsn) (Sh41)
Sh+1,0h+1

=|Ep {u']/f@gh_,_l — uTOBp 1 + sgn(v)bﬂ }

—|Ep [UT@BM — uTOBp41 + sgn(y)bk + uTOBn11 — uTOBhs1 + uTOBrs1 — Brst) — wTO(Bpsr — ﬂhﬂ)} ’

=|sen(7)Ep [b] + Ep[(TO — TO)ufni1] +Ep[(TO — TO) (uBh i1 — uni1)] + Ep[TO(uBh 11 — uBnia)]

I 11 111 v
By Eq. (6I) we observe that |[II| < Ep[bf]. Similarly, Eq. (64) implies that [III| < 2Ep[bf]. As for IV, we
always have [IV| < B, - Ep |:3h+1 — gh+1}. Putting things together we conclude

‘EP[E}L — Eh]‘ < I+ 11 + [T 4+ |IV| < 4 - Ep[bf] + B, - ‘EP[B\}L+1 — Bht]

Abbreviating the term ‘Ep {3,’? — ﬁ,ﬂ ‘ as AZ, we obtain a recursive equation for the beta vector errors:

k
Al :0_ (71)
Ay < By Apy1+4Ep [by] , Vh=H:1

Recall that in Eq. (Z0) we have shown the regret can be controlled by the “initial beta vector errors”:

K K
Regret(K;P,7) < K, - > Ep B - ] =K, YAl

k=1

Using Lemma [[.15] we roll down Eq. (7T)) to solve A%, after which we bound the regret by the bonus functions:

K
Regret(K; P, ) gKWZ]Ep[ﬂl BF] < 4K ZZEP b¥] H

k=1 k=1h=1 t=1

K K (72)
-1 koA koA
k= 1 k=1
Sample bias Bonus sample
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We invoke Lemma to bound the terms in the first curly bracket. With probability at least 1 — 9,

2 )

K

K InHSA
Z(Ep[bﬁ(.,.;y)]—bZ(éZ,d,’j;y)) < 67(H7h+1)f1‘ nHS
k=1

Sample bias

The terms in the second curly bracket will be controlled by the pigeon hole lemma [F.12 Recall that for
the empirical data (§Z, d’,j) collected during the learning process (line B1l in algorithm ), the bonus function
picks the value of

bE (5%, ak:y) = ‘eV(Hchrl) - 1‘ ‘min {1, th(sEap) + Y T, (sns1]55)0f 11 (sha1) (73)
Sh+1

In what follows we calculate the summation over the residue terms. With probability at least 1 — 24:

K
S th(ek ) + 3 T oy (na ok a(onnn)
k=1 Sh41

K
th (85, k) + Z Th,a§(5h+1|§§)02+1(5h+1)

k=1 Sh+1

+ Z Tiyaﬁ(5h+1|‘§§)oﬁ+l(sh+l) - Z Th,a’; (5h+1|=§§)0;§+1(5h+1)

Sh+1 Sh+1
K (74)
SZ [th (3%, aR) + 1-t(85, a5) +
k=1 transition error
<E5h+1~'ﬂ‘hwa§(-§§)OZ+1(5h+1) - OZ+1(§Z+1)> + OZ+1(§Z+1)] //Lemma[m
Sample bias
K K K
<2 (Z th(3k af) ) +2. ,/3 ‘InHSA/5+ of,1(3,1) //LemmalEd
k=1 k=1
Sample bias
According to the definition of the residue terms in Eq. (62)), the pigeon-hole Lemma [F.12] suggests that
k k S. Hln KHSOA
Stk ap) =Y ming 1,8 25— 4 < (3VSH 1) - 2VK -S4
k=1 k=1 Ny (85, a5) V1
(75)
O - Hln KHSOA
Zothl sh+1 Zmln 1, 3 k+1—6 §(3\/OH-L)-2\/K-S
Ny (8 v
where In K HSOA/¢ is abbreviated as ¢. Then with probability at least 1 — 2,
K KHSOA
> b8k, afiy) < | - 1‘ - (12\/K -SA-S-H+6VK-S-0+ \/K/Q) 4 /In (T)
k=1
Bonus sample
’ (76)

<12

o | (VE VBAVE +VE VBV 4 YE |- VA (500
—_————

Hldden state error Observatlon error MD

Risk measure
History-dependency of POMDP

Putting things together we can safely state that with probability at least 1 — 34,

31



K
> Eplbk( 7)) = b3, apiy) + Y br (85, apv)
k=1

ke[K]
Sample bias Bonus samples (77)
_ KHSOA
<12 |eH-RHD _q). KS*A  + KSO + VK |- vH-\/In <7)
~—— —— ~— 1)
— Hidden state error Observation error MDS
Risk measure History-dependency of POMDP
Bringing Eq. (T7)back to Eq. ([2), we conclude that with probability at least 1 — 39,
K
1 Sk, 7k -1 Frk
S UTER [BET(51)] - UTER |57 (S)]
k=1
Evolution error (78)
VIH _ g KHSOA
<48.¢ ‘H-| HVKS’A + HVKSO + HVK |- VH{l|=—"222
|7|H —_— —_—— — )
Hidden state error Observation error Sample bias
Risk and bonus History-dependency of POMDP
([l

D.4 Result and Discussion

We summarize our previous analysis in Section [D.3.3] and [D.3.2]into the following theorem, which characterizes
the upper bound of the regret given by the algorithm of Beta Vector Value Iteration.

D.4.1 The Main Theorem

Theorem D.8. (Regret of Beta Vector Value Iteration) Given a POMDP model P, risk-sensitive parameter
v € R\ {0} and the number of episodes K € 7., the regret after running algorithm[@ can be controlled by the
following upper bound with probability at least 1 — 46:

Regret(K;P,~)

WH _ KHSOA

<48 =~ .| VKS + HVKS’A + HVKSO + HVK |- /H-ln[—=

—— Prior error Transition error Emission error Sample bias

Risk and bonus History-dependency of POMDP
VH KHSOA
§o< f —— .H*EKSPAO- VH 1117)
MH o g
tatistical error
Risk-awareness History-dependency

(79)

In what follows, we will provide a technical analysis of the composition of our regret, which is of particular
interest to the possible improvements to our algorithm. We will also compare our results with other classical
bounds in the related fields of reinforcement learning.

D.4.2 Composition of the Regret

The factor VK is brought by the pigeon-hole lemma when we sum up several terms across the episodes.
Similarly, one factor of H is brought by the summation over the horizon Zthl. Another H is brought by
the bonus on the beta vector, as is demonstrated in remark [D.7l The other v/H is incurred by the history-
dependency of the POMDP model, as is shown in Eq. (60).

The factor vO and one of the /S is brought by the coverage of an Epsilon net when we try to bound the
beta vector function using Lemma [E.T0l The other VSA and /S come from the pigeon-hole lemma, when we
sum the residue terms across k € [K].
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D.4.3 Sample Complexity

Based on Theorem we can use the online-to-PAC conversion argument (cf.Appendix [F.T.5) to obtain the
sample complexity of algorithm

2
Corollary D.9. (Sample complexity of Beta Vector Value Iteration) For anyK 2 # (eMH_l) H3S%20A -

v H
In (%SOA), with probability at least 1 — §, the uniform mixture of the output policies of algorithm [ is €

optimal:

1 K k
?ZVf—Vf <e
k=1

D.4.4 Comparison with Other Studies

In this section, we will try to study what the bound of our regret will be in the risk-neutral case and/or the
completely observable scenario, so that we can test whether our algorithm is still provably efficient after the
degeneration into simpler settings.

Comparison with risk-neutral HOMDP When we take the limit v — 0 to Eq. ({9), our regret bound
degenerates into

lin%) Regret(K;P,v) = O(H\/KSAO -/ 0?4+ H3S) (80)
y—

which characterizes the performance of our algorithm in the risk-neutral setting.

[37] studied risk-neutral POMDP under hindsight observability, whose setting differs from ours ounly in the
risk-sensitivity of the agent. The regret of their algorithm “HOP-B” is provided in theorem C.1 of [37], which
is

> v () —v(d) SVH K log(2/6) + YOSHSKy + VSAH K1+ H*S? Au(1 + log(K))

kelK] Azuma-Hoeffding Emission error Transition error (81)
+ H3SVOL + HSAVH3.,

Residual pigeonhole error

We see that our regret improves their result in the order of H,S and A.
The sample complexity the BVVI algorithm also nearly reaches the information-theoretic lower bound for
the tabular HOMDPs, which is provided in theorem 5.1 of [37]:

K =Q(S0/¢)

Comparison with risk-sensitive MDP Due to the significant difference between the formulation of
POMDP and MDP, several adjustments to our algorithm are necessary to adapt to a fully observable en-
vironment. We will no longer approximate the emission process and drop the terms in the bonus that is
relevant with the emission residue. The confidence level will also be increased for O-times. In the end our
algorithm will degenerate into the RSVI2 algorithm proposed by [2I]. After some revision in the proofs, our
regret will drop the terms relevant with O, as well as the additional v/ H brought by the history-dependency
of POMDP. The regret will take the form of

YIH _ 1 .
Regret(K; M, ) = ﬂT - O(H2VEK S%A) (82)
Y
which matches the result of [21]:
Regret(K) < 0~ V HIS2AK log?(HSAK /6) (83)
egret S—— o .
IH g

Consequently, in the MDP case, our regret reaches the lower bound for risk-sensitive RL using the entropic
risk[22] in terms of K and vH:

IylH/2 _
Regret(K) > R~

N CH3*VKInKH (84)
ot
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E More Related Work

Risk-sensitive RL The analytical properties of the risk measures adopted in risk-sensitive RL has been
extensively studied in [9] 50, 48] [28]. Combined with statistical learning theory, previous works have developed
provably efficient algorithms for risk-sensitive RL in both the tabular case [22] and the function-approximation
setting [23]. Entropic risk [2I] and CVaR [19] are among the most popular risk measures adopted in RL.

Intractability of general POMDP Studies [42] [33] have shown that seeking the exact solution to the
planning or learning problem of general POMDPs is intractable. For this reason, the planning process in algo-
rithm 2] as well as other exact algorithms for POMDP are inefficient in terms of computation complexity. To
obtain polynomial sample complexity, recent research follows two directions: they either assume the structure
of the POMDP model could leak certain information about the hidden states, or suggest that the training
process will offer more knowledge to the agent. We will introduce the two lines of work in what follows.

Learning a POMDP with structural assumptions The first line of research considers sub-classes of POMDP
with additional structural properties, such as [26] (y-observable POMDPs) and [39](a-weak-revealing POMDPs).
In the tabular case, [33] assumed that the emission matrix posses a full column rank. In the continuous setting,
[11] asks the emission kernel to have a left inverse. Omnce the assumptions fails to be satisfied, their regret
bounds could become vacuous [39]. It also remains unclear whether these assumptions are acceptable in the
application scenarios.

Learning a POMDP with hindsight observation Another line of research concerning with partially observable
RL does not pose structural assumptions on the POMDP model. They consider a friendlier training setting in
which the agent could review the sample path of the hidden states at the end of each episode. The new formu-
lation for the POMDP, also referred to as the “Hindsight Observation Markov Decision Process(HOMDP)”,
is proposed by [37] and echoed by [53 52 27]. The concept of “hindsight observation” is reasonable both
theoretically and empirically. Supported by at least six examples in [37], reinforcement learning in a partially
observable environment offers hindsight information in various application scenarios. Furthermore, they also
showed that the lower bound of sample complexity of learning an HOMDP is polynomial for the sizes of the
spaces. For these reasons, we follow the second direction of research.

We remind the reader that there is a significant difference between our work and that of [37]. We propose
the analytical tool of beta vector, which is different from the risk-neutral counterpart alpha vector. We also
deploy a change-of-measure technique. We also adopt different analysis of the statistical errors and improve
their regret bound in terms of H,.S and A.

Risk-sensitive planning with partial information Risk-aware decision-making in partially observable
environments has been studied theoretically: [61] derived an approximate solution to the continuous-time
partially-observed risk-sensitive optimal control problem. [20] developed a risk-sensitive Viterbi algorithm for
the hidden Markov models. [4] also studied similar control-theoretic problems for the finite-state machines.
[30, 14, 2] considered risk-sensitive planning of a POMDP with the entropy or the utility risk measures.
However, these studies did not consider the learning problem of POMDP, not to mention sample complexity.

Our framework is built upon the study of [30]. However, we should notice that there fundamental differences
between the two works. The study of [30] posed strong assumptions on the POMDP model: they set the
initial state as a Gaussian random variable and required the transition law of the states and observations to be
ii.d. Gaussian distributions. We generalize their result to accommodate transition matrices beyond Gaussian
distributions. The study of [30] did not consider the learning problem as they assumed the transition matrices
are fully known, neither have they carried out a regret analysis which thoroughly discusseed in this work. We
also propose new concepts such as the beta vectors and the partially observable risk-sensitive () functions not
considered by the work of [30]. We also devise a novel bonus function.
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F Supplementary Materials

F.1 Technical Lemmas

In this section we provide the technical lemmas adopted in this work. We will give the references for existing
results and provide a proof for the lemmas developed in this work.

F.1.1 Results from Real and Functional Analysis

Theorem F.1. (Lebesque-Radon-Nikodyn theorem, theorem 6.10 in [46]]) Let # be a o— algebra of a set X.
let X be a measure on A and i be a positive c— finite measure on A . There is a unique pair of measures Aq
and As on M such that X = Ay + s, where X is absolutely continuous with respect to p (M) while As and Ay
are concentrated on disjoint sets (s L p). Moreover, there is a unique h € L'(u) such that X\o(E) = [, hdu
for every E € .#. We call h the Radon-Nikodyn derivative of the measure A\, with respect to p and we may

express the derivative as h = dd/):l.

Theorem F.2. (Hilbert-adjoint operator, theorem 3.9-2 and 3.10-2 in [35]]) Let Hy and Hy be two Hilbert
spaces and T : Hy — Hy be a bounded linear operator. There exists a unique linear bounded operator T*
with the same norm of T such that for all Z € Hy and § € Ho, (X, T*y) = (TZ,¥). If H; and Hs have finite
dimensions so that T' could be represented by some matrix, then T will be represented by the complex conjugate
transpose of that matriz.

Lemma F.3. (Dirac function and the expectation)
[ e X Y03(X ~ )12] = E[f(X, V)2
x
Proof.

LHS — /X dn /X dc /y dnf (¢, m)o(¢ — Dpxviz(onlz) = /X dc /X dz8(z — C) /y dnf (¢, Mo v1z(C1l2)

(85)
= [ dc [ anficnmxvialc.n) = RHS
X y
O
Lemma F.4. (Dirac function, inner product and the expectation)
(Ef(X = - )F(X,Y)], f())=E[f(X)  F(X,Y))] (86)
Proof.
LS = [ dsf@BEX - )P Y lpxr (G = [ def(e) [ an [ dcoic—a) FCpxr(cn)
= [ac| [ dzs@ia o) [ anr@m] mexicn = [ acs ) [ anricmtcn
=E[f(X) - F(X,Y)]=RHS
O

F.1.2 Concentration Inequalities

Lemma F.5. (Concentration in the {1 norm, fact 4 of [38], adapted from [60]) Let P be a probability distri-
bution over a finite discrete measurable space (X,X). Let P, be the empirical distribution of P estimated from
n samples. Then with probability at least 1 — 9§,

~ 2|X 1
PanH <AL (87)
1 n 1)
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Fact F.6. (Naive upper bound) For any bounded function f(-) : X — [a,b] and two probability measures
P P € A(X), the difference in the expectation can be controlled by the range of the function and the total
variance distance between the probability measures.

O ey~ B, (58)

Proof. By the fact that all probability measures normalize to 1,

LHS‘EX~IP’/ (f(X) - bga) ~Exer <f(X) N b2a>‘

> (100252 @) - pa)

|Ex~p [f(X)] — Ex~p[f(X)]| <

< sup
reX

@)= 25| IP@) - P, = RS

O

Remark F.7. The upper bound provided in this lemma is tight for deterministic variable X, which will be
particularly useful when we study how the regret behaves when the risk-sensitivity parameters tends to zero.

Lemma F.8. (Hoeffding inequality for random variables, adapted from theorem 2.8 in [10]) Let {Y}7_; be
a finite set of independent random variables. Suppose that there exists two constant real numbers Y <Y such
that Y <Y: <Y holds almost surely for any Y, then with probability at least 1 — 9,

<(Y-Y)/—h= (89)

Lemma F.9. (Azuma-Hoeffding inequality for martingale difference sequences, theorem 2.16 in [§]) Let
{Yi1}52, be a martingale difference sequence with respect to some other stochastic process {Xt}52,. Suppose
that there exists two constants a < b such that a <Y; < b almost sure for any t € Z, then for any n € Zy
the following relation holds with probability at least 1 — §:

Y vi< -

Lemma F.10. (Hoeffding inequality for the function of random variables,extended from lemma 12 of [3]) Let
X' be a random wvariable supported on X that follows an unknown distribution P. Let f(-) be any bounded
function that maps X to [a,b]. We draw N i.i.d. samples from P to construct the empirical distribution

1
In < (90)

l\DIS

=% Zl 1 {Z; = 2’}. Denote © as the set of all the parameters that may distinguish the samples. Then
wzth probability at least 1 — 9,

Eys) [/ (X)) — Bxos [f(X)] s(ba>~min{1,3~ Xy '?'} (01)

Remark F.11. The factor of 1/|X| comes from the epsilon coverage of the range of f(-), since |X| = %lx‘.
Lemma F.12. (The pigeon-hole lemma, extended from [1]) Fix constant h. Suppose that {Zt}K | are i.i.d.
samples drawn from a distribution P over the finite set Z. For any k =0,1,--- | K, let N,]f+1(~) : Z — [K] be
defined as the counter function Ny (z) == Zle 1{z! = z} that records number of occurrences of z within the
first k samples. Let f(-) : Z — R be any function that receives integer input. The following relations always
hold:

NK+1( )

K K
) NG =k @ Y ANEE =Y Y 0 3 Y 1 <2VE T2
= = == =1 /max{1, N (20

(92)

Remark F.13. The third equation in Lemma shows that the pigeon-hole upper bound depends on the
size of the space Z. For MDPs, Z will be replaced by S x A, which is polynomial in the relevant parameters.
However in a POMDP, since decision-making depends on the entire history, Z will be replaced with ¢"a7h=1,
which causes the regret to be at least of order O AH.
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Lemma F.14. (Linearization of Utility Function, Fact 1(a) in Appendiz A of [22])

1 1 1
When v >0, foralll<y<z<e™  wehawed< =—Inz—=lny < —(z—y)
Y

v 7
el (93)

1
When v <0, foralle’™ <2z <y<1, wehawe0< = 1nzf—lny< | | (y — x)
Y Y v

Lemma[F.14] implies that the differences between the entropic risk measures can be bounded by linear functions
of the differences between their variables.

F.1.3 Value functions using utility risk

Exponential risks belong to a special class of risk criteria, named the utility function, 15 which fits into the
definition of both static and dynamic risk measures. For simplicity, we demonstrate this property in the MDP
case when actions are deterministic and the initial state s; is fixed. We use Uo to represent a utility function.
For entropic risk, U = %e'y(').

(Static risk-measure narration) Assume that the initial state is fixed,

J(m; M) =U""' o B}, U (Z Th(shaAh)>
H

h=1
Z Tt StaAt

t=h

T _ T
VHJrl,static =0 Vh,static(sh)

(Dynamic risk-measure narration) Assume that the initial state is fixed,
VHW+1 =0
Q;zr(sha ah) :rh(sha ah) + (U_l © Esh+1NPh+l(“Sh7ah)U) (VhTrJrl(Sthl))
Vi (sn) =Ea)mmn(- |5h)Qh(sh’ an)
J(m; M) =V (s1)

Next, we show that static and dynamic narrations are equivalent when the policy is deterministic and the
initial state is fixed. Precisely speaking, Vh € [H + 1], s, € .7 :

Vhﬂ(sh) = V}:static(sh)
Proof. We prove by an induction on h. First, the statement holds obviously at h=H+1. Then

Vi (sn)
UﬁlE sh,ah] Sh]

o [QF (shoan)|sn] = EF, U [rn(sh,an) + Vi1 (she)]

Sh+1

r r H
=Eg7, U71E5h+1 U \rn(sh,an) + U'EY, (U Z r+(S¢, As) | sh+1H sh,ah] sh] //Induction hypothesis
L L t=h+1
r H
=E;, |UT'E,,., |U |UT'EY, UZ 7+(St, Ay) Sh+1,sh,ahH Sh,ah] sh] //Markov property
L L t=h
r H
=Eg, U*H[«]Sh+1 Exs UZ r4(St, A¢) | sh+1,sh,ah] sh,ah] sh‘|
L L t=h
r H
=E7 |U'E}, UZrt Si,Ay) | Sh,ah} Sh}
L t=h

=U"'E7, = Vi static(sn) //Deterministic policy

H
UZTt(St,Wt(St))|Sh
t=h

14 Readers may refer to [58] 5, 2] for details.
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We stress that the coincidental equivalence between the two narrations arises from the fact that r;,(sp, ap) =
U—'EY[U o r(sn, an)lsn, an] and EF, (U 35,5 41 7e(Se, Ad)[sn1] = EF[U 315511 74(Ses Ad)|snv1sn, anl.

F.1.4 The Auto-regressive Equation

Lemma F.15. The solution to the initial value problem of the equations xtny = 0 x, = Apxny1 + Cy is
Ty = Eiv:_ll A 1Cr
We can obtain this result by an induction argument.

Remark F.16. If we restrict x;, Ay € R>¢, similarly we can prove that that if zy =0, z,, < Apzpy1 + O, we
have 21 < SN Ay, 0

F.1.5 Online-to-PAC Conversion

The relationship between the regret of an online learning algorithm and its sample complexity is studied by
[15] and [32]. In section 3.1 of [32] the authors used Markov’s inequality to show that if we choose the output
policies {7*} of an online learning algorithm uniformly at random, then to ensure these policies are provably

approximately correct, i.e.
K
P(ZV*—V*’“ ge> >1-5

k=1

one only needs to ensure that the number of episodes K will make the average expected regret lower than €

K

[oypemp—n 1 * 7k

Regret(K) := — SVE-VT <es
k=1

This technique is frequently used in reinforcement learning, such as in the derivation of corollary 5 in [39] and

theorem 6.3 of [37] and we have invoked this relation in the derivation of Corollary [D.91 For an elementary

introduction to the conversion argument please refer to [50].
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