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Abstract

We present a novel framework, Q-MMR, for off-policy evaluation in finite-horizon
MDPs. Q-MMR learns a set of scalar weights, one for each data point, such that
the reweighted rewards approximate the expected return under the target policy.
The weights are learned inductively in a top-down manner via a moment match-
ing objective against a value-function discriminator class. Notably, and perhaps
surprisingly, a data-dependent finite-sample guarantee for general function approxi-
mation can be established under only the realizability of Q™, with a dimension-free
bound—that is, the error does not depend on the statistical complexity of the
function class. We also establish connections to several existing methods, such as
importance sampling and linear FQE. Further theoretical analyses shed new light
on the nature of coverage, a concept of fundamental importance to offline RL.

1 Introduction

Off-policy evaluation (OPE) using value-function approximation is a fundamental and core problem
in the theory of reinforcement learning (RL). In this task, one estimates the expected return of a
target policy 7 using data collected from some behavior policy, by leveraging a function class F that
captures the target policy’s Q-value function Q™. For general function approximation, the canonical
approach is Fitted-Q Evaluation (FQE), which solves a sequence of least-square regression problems
[Ernst et al., 2005} Chen and Jiang}, 2019, |Le et al.,|2019|]. FQE can also be viewed as the theoretical
prototype of the TD algorithm, which is a foundational building block of RL.

While the theory of OPE with general value-function approximation is largely considered a mature
area, where finite-sample guarantees for FQE and related algorithms have been established [Jiang
and Xie, [2025], there are still notable gaps in our understanding:

Dimension dependence. All existing analyses under general function approximation (GFA)
need to translate the empirical loss to its population counterpart, during which one pays for the
statistical dimension of the function class (e.g., log | F| for finite F or the log covering number
for continuous classes). While this dependence is widely accepted, there are clearly situations
where this is loose: for example, when the data is on-policy, Monte-Carlo (MC) estimate provides
straightforward guarantees without any log | F| dependence, raising the question of whether the
dimension dependence is real or an artifact of the algorithm design or its analysis.

Inconsistency between the general and the linear analyses. Apart from the analyses under GFA,
researchers have also obtained refined, sharp (i.e., often minimax optimal) guarantees in the linear
and the tabular settings [Duan et al.,[2020, Yin and Wang, [2021]]. As it turns out, the main 1/ \/ﬁ
terms in these guarantees are indeed dimension-free. Moreover, the linear analyses hold under
strictly weaker conditions than the Bellman-completeness assumption widely adopted in the GFA
analyses. In fact, not only the linear analyses cannot be obtained by specializing the GFA analyses
to the linear classes, they also give rise to novel concepts—such as seemingly unconventional
notions of coverage (see Section d))—that are nowhere to be found in the GFA analyses.
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Table 1: Comparison between existing analyses and ours. Each entry corresponds to an analysis of an
algorithm (row) in a setting (column). Columns to the right represent more specialized settings, whose
results are plug-in instantiations of more general analyses to the left. (This is why “FQE” and “Linear
FQE” do not coincide in the linear columns, even though they become the same algorithm there.)
For our analyses, we use the population version of coverage (see Section ) for better comparison
with the existing literature. “Dim-free" refers to the property of not depending on the dimension d
or log | F|-type terms in the data-dependent bound, or only depending on it in higher-order terms
in the data-independent bound. (*)Technically, the linear analysis of Duan et al.|[2020] considers
the linear-MDP setup which is stronger than Bellman completeness, but it is likely that their proofs
and results can be adapted to the weaker settings (e.g., only realizability), especially given the later
insights of [Perdomo et al.|[2023]],|/Amortila et al.|[2026]; see Appendix [Cj] for details.
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In this paper, we address the above gaps with a novel algorithmic framework for OPE in finite-horizon
MDPs. The Q-MMR algorithm learns a set of weights, one for each data point, inductively in a
top-down manner via a moment-matching objective against a value-function discriminator class
F. Our main guarantee is a data-dependent finite-sample bound (Theorem [T} Section [3), which is
dimension-free in that it has no explicit dependence on the complexity of F. (A data-independent
bound will be provided in Section[d where only the higher-order term is dimension dependent.) For
linear F, Q-MMR coincides with linear FQE; unlike the GFA analyses of FQE (which is dimension-
dependent and requires Bellman completeness), our guarantees fully recover the key properties of the
fine-grained linear and tabular analyses, under only the realizability of Q.

A key quantity in our bound is the second moment of the learned weights, which plays the role of an
empirical coverage parameter [Amortila et al., 2026]. In further analyses (Section[d), we identify
its population counterpart and examine its properties, which shed light on the nature of coverage in
offline RL. The high-level take-away messages are consistent with the (somewhat counterintuitive)
recent findings [Perdomo et al., 2023} |Amortila et al., 2026] (e.g., the coverage target is not the feature
occupancy in the real MDP, but that from an approximate linear dynamical system; see Eq.(6)), but
those findings were restricted to the linear setting and difficult to generalize. Our algorithms and
analyses provide a much-needed generalization of such insights to GFA; see Table|[I|for a summary.

2 Preliminaries

Finite-horizon MDPs We consider an H -step finite-horizon MDP, where a random trajectory takes
the form of sg, ag, 70, 51,01,71,-..,5H, 0, 7H. W.l0.2., S0, ag is fixed and 7o = 0, which will
allow us to write our algorithm in a more concise manner. We also assume that the state space is
layered, i.e., S = |Jy_, Sn, where {S, }1__, are disjoint sets and it always holds that s;, € S,. The
layered state space makes it convenient to use stationary notation for time-inhomogeneous objects.
Let A be the action space, and we consider finite and discrete S and A although their cardinalities
can be arbitrarily large. R : S X A — A([0, Ryax]) is the reward function, and P : § x A — A(S)
is the transition dynamics, where P(-|s,a) for s € Sj, and a € A is always supported on Sy, 1 1.

A policy 7 : & — A(A) determines a distribution of trajectories starting from the fixed sg, ag
as rp, ~ R(:|sp,an), she1 ~ P(:|sh,an), apt1 ~ 7(-|sp+1), Vh > 0. We use E[] to denote
the expectation under such a distribution, and J(7) := E, [Zthl rp] is the expected return. Note

that the random return Zthl rh € [0, Vinax] where Vipax := H Rpax. The occupancy distribution
df is the marginal distribution of (s, aj) under m. The Q-function of 7, Q7 (s, a), is defined as:




Vs € Spae A Q7 (s,a) =E, [Zf,:h Th|Sh = s,an, = a]. We use QF to denote Q™ restricted to
Sh x A. It satisfies the Bellman equation: Q7 _; = 77 Q7, where 7" is the Bellman operator: given
any f : Sp, x A — Rands € Sj_1,a € A, (T™ )( ):ETNRHsa)SNP(\sa)[ -‘rf(S 7T)]
Here f(s, ) is a shorthand for E,(.|s)[f (s, a)] and f(s m) for s" at time H + 1 is always treated
as 0. Since s, ag is fixed, we have Q“(so, ao) = J(m).

Off-Policy Evaluation (OPE) In OPE, we want to estimate J(7) for a given target policy T,
using data trajectories collected with a behavior policy 7. We assume the dataset consists of

n ii.d. trajectorles {(sO ,aé),r((f), .. .,sg{) agq),rg)) n_ ., and dP is the marginal distribution of

(sh,ap) in the data. Ep|-] denotes expectation w.r.t. the data distribution.

To handle large state and action spaces, we consider the standard setting of function approximation,
where a function class F = {F, }1_, is used to model Q™; each Fy, consists of functions of the type
Sn X A — R. Throughout the paper we assume the standard realizability assumption, that is:

Assumption 1 (Realizability). Q™ € F, which is shorthand for QF € F},, Vh € [H].

Extension to handle misspecification is routine (see comment below Eq.(3))). Note that most standard
analyses of OPE algorithms, especially those that use a general function class JF, typically require the
stronger Bellman-completeness assumption [Antos et al.,2008|,|(Chen and Jiang, [2019]:

Assumption 2 (Bellman Completeness). 77 f € Fp,,Vf € Fpi1,h € [H].

Our main guarantee (Theorem I)), however, does not rely on such a stronger assumption, and we
discuss the implications of Bellman completeness in our results in Section [4]

While our main results are derived for GFA, to develop intuitions and make connections with the
literature, it will be useful to consider the special case of linear and tabular function approximation:
Definition 1 (Linear function class). F is linear in a given feature map ¢ : S x A — RY, if
F=Fys={(s,a) — ¢(s,a) 0 : 0|2 < O} for some boundedness parameter © > 0.

Definition 2 (Tabular function class). F is tabular if F = Fip = [0, Vinax]S <.

Fixed-design analyses of linear regression We briefly recall the fixed-design analysis of lin-
ear regression (LR), which will be very helpful for understanding our algorithm and analyses,
since they correspond to the special case of OPE with H = 1 and linear F. Consider LR over

a dataset {(z;,;)}7_, where z; € RY, and assume & := 13 2,2 is invertible. LR gives
0 = f]*l% >, Ti¥i, and thus makes the prediction of xtesﬂ =1 =D 1;&[2 ZTiY; ON @ NEW Tegt.
Standard fixed-design analysis provides a O(||@est[|s-1 \/10g(1/ 5) /n) high-probability error bound

for this prediction, where ||Teg|[g-1 = 1/ :rgstiflxtest is the Mahalanobis norm. This bound is
“fixed-design” as the concentration argument is w.r.t. the randomness of y;|x;, where {z;}}'_, are
treated as fixed instead of stochastic. It can be proved via a moment-matching formulation of LR,
which is a special case of our Algorithm [T} see Appendix [A]for further detail.

Math notation [H] = {1,2,...,H}. < and 2 are inequalities that hold up to a positive absolute
constant. We also use the big-Oh notation O(+) to highlight dependencies on selected variables. For a

function f € Fy,, we use f|, € R" to denote its sample evaluation (f(sgl), agll)), ce, f(sgln), Eln)))

3 Algorithm and Analyses
Our algorithm, Q-MMR, learns a scalar weight @,(f) for each state-action pair (sg), agf)) in the data,
and forms the estimate of .J(7) using the reweighted reward: .J () := Ly s @;f)r,(f). In

fact, the estimate will be unbiased if ﬁ)\}(j) is set to the following expression, as well understood from

the literature on marginalized importance sampling (MIS) [Liu et al., 2018}, Xie et al., [2019]:
(MIS Ratio) (s, al) dP (s 0. )

However, learning the MIS ratio in Eq.(Z) requires strong assumptions and is sufficient but not
necessary for accurate OPE, and our algorithm enjoys guarantees when w( ") does not learn this ratio



Algorithm 1 Q-MMR (Q-function-based Moment-Matched Reweighting)

Input: Target policy 7, data {(séz),aél),r((f), . sg),a%),rg)) A function class F ={Fn}n.
Output: {B"},,, where @) := ("], € R™; J(x) := 27 L (0,

1: Initialize @) = 1, Vi.
2: for h =1to H do

3 Choose @%n] as the w}[f] that (approximately) minimizes the loss
Bl @l ) = (@) )y _ 1 1
(w3 W, 4) - SUP Z“h fsha h) nz h— 1f(5h ;)| - ey
i=1 i=1
(Optional) Among @;Ln] with the same loss, minimize Hﬁ}g’} Iy = %ZZ(@S))Q
4: end for

but something more nuanced (see Sectiond). Nevertheless, to develop the first intuition, it is useful
to temporarily pretend that our algorithm learns such weights inductively in a top-down manner.

Algorithm Intuition = We now provide a non-rigorous (but relatively easy to understand) explana-

tion of our Algorlthm Q-MMR, which computes w[ - {A( )} *_, level-by-level from h = 0 to

H. We do not represent such weights in a parameterlzed manner as standard MIS methods [Liu et al.,

2018 |Uehara et al.| 2020], but rather learn a separate scalar weight for each of the n data points.

Since (s, ag) is the fixed dummy initial state-action pair, there is no distribution shift at 4 = 0 and
(1) _ dg(so,a0) _

Wesetwo —Wzl

o L »
Inductively, suppose we already have wﬁl) | R W and we want to compute w,(j) ~

)
dD((?(lli),a?”) (Agaln this is generally not the case in our analysis.) By the principle of importance
samphngﬂ Wy, {A ?}1, reweights the data distribution at level . — 1 from d?_, to df_,

Asa consequence the following (reweighted) distributions over (sj, ay), as characterized by their
generative processes, produce the same expectations:

dp 1 (sh—1,an—1)

sp~ P(|sh_1,an_1), an ~7(:|sn), (Sn_1,an_1) ~ d_,, reweighted by A onranD)

& sp~ P(e|sh_1,an-1), an ~ 7(:[sn), (Sh—1,an-1) ~dy_1 < (Sn,an) ~ dj.

This way, we successfully produce a weighted distribution that “looks like” dj —by applying the

o ) 1 atlevel h — 1 to the state-action pair (sg), ) at level h. To complete the induction,

we will need w( " that reweight (ss), agl)) but now we only have weights that reweight (sﬁz), ).

To bridge this gap, Eq.(T) employs a moment-matching objectlve based on the Integral Probability

Metric (IPM) I we find w,(l) such that w,[L l_reweighted {(s" g (l))} is indistinguishable from

wg n ,-reweighted {(sh , ) }7_1, up to the discrimination power of Fy.

weight w,

3.1 Finite-Sample Guarantee
We now present the main analyses for Q-MMR, which face two key challenges:

1. While the earlier intuition appeals to learning the MIS ratio, this is generally not guaranteed when
we only assume realizability (Assumption [I)). Under such a weak assumption, we need to bound

the OPE error without showing that w A[n] tracks the MIS ratio.

2. The number of free parameters ({wh ]}h) scales linearly in n, the number of data points. Under
the naive parameter counting argument, this usually results in overfitting, i.e., an error bound

IThat is, given distributions p and q over X and f : X — R, we have E,[f] = Eq[p/q - f] when p/q < oco.
2The IPM between p and g over function class F is sup rer [Ep[f] — Eq[f]]. Our objective is close to an IPM, except
that p and g for us are weighted empirical measures that do not necessarily correspond to valid distributions.



that does not shrink as n grows. Such a practice of assigning a separate scalar to each data point
is found in distributionally robust optimization [Rahimian and Mehrotral [2019]] and balancing
weights [Kallus,|2018| [Hirshberg and Wager, |2021]], and its analyses often require sophisticated
concentration machinery.

We address both challenges by a starkly simple and elementary analysis, whose core proof takes but a
few lines. Perhaps surprisingly, our analysis does not perform any union bound over the function
class F at all, which avoids the statistical complexity of F (e.g., log |F| for finite F).

The analysis is given as follows, where we start with the OPE error:

’Zh L i @ A(z) (z) ’ = ’Zh w 2ui=1 @S)T’,(f) - J(”)‘ (ro =0)
< Dl i o e (@76 af)) - Qs ™) — I+ i et o)
< i i (@@ (5, ) — @), Q7 (sf) 1 afi))) - ()| @

H -~ n| ~
+ = 1£h(wl[1]7wh 1)+Eh 0€n"
H > s ~[n] ~[n
= > h=1Ln (wl[1]7wl[7, 1 +Zh o€nt

We explain the derivation step by step:

1. First, we replace r( ) with Q7 (s (7), ag)) -Qr (sgfil, ) by paying for an error term €)', where

Iy o (@ o) = i) = Qs m) )| < 6 o af i = /1 (@)

holds with high probability. This follows from a standard concentration argument, which treats

(4) (4)

{(sz), a;) )}" 1 as fixed and is w.r.t. the randomness of r;,” and s, ; conditioned on (sh al? n )
(@) ()

As long as w[ "] are chosen only based on the trajectory prefixes up to {(s,,’,a;’)}i—; and do not
depend on the randomness after time h, the independence across the terms is intact, though the

range of each term will be amplified by the size of @(i)

. From (3) to (@), we replace w(Z)Q” (352_1, 7) with w;(:ilQ”( S-)|-17 5:—)1—1) Their difference
is almost exactly the matching loss used in our algorlthm except that we do not know Q7 , ; in
the algorithm and instead relax it to sup ;¢ 7, ., using realizability (Assumptlonm)

n

1 ~(1 pos i i 1 - ~ (2 e i
LS a0 6l - L3 60

5)
=1 =1
1< 1 N r
< sup |2 S @y flsi EJL)——Z D (s 1) = Lpgpa (@5 @),
FeFna | M i

If realizability is not satisﬁed an additional misspeciﬁcation term will occur in the above inequal-

ity: inf ez, 3 20 (@10 (@ = A5y anpae) = 7 (@7 = f)(s )y, m)] |- Tn ad-
dition, the realizability of 1 can be relaxed to that of the convex hull of Fj 1 as the matching
loss is convex in f [[Uehara et al., 2020].

. Finally, the first line of Eq.(d) vanishes due to telescoping, as the negative term in the A-th term
exactly cancels the positive term in the (h + 1)-th term, leaving only @ (D (so,a0) = J(m).

This immediately leads to the following guarantee of Q-MMR; see proof in Appendix [C.1]

Theorem 1. For any choice of weight vectors {'&5?] 1, in Algorithm|l|where @,[Ln] only depends on

sé ), a(()l), 7"(() ), R SS), ag))}, under Assumption with probability at least 1 — §, we have
\J(w) J(m)| < il Bl ) + il 6,
where estdt _ Hw[”]H s 210@;(2(H+1)/5)‘

n



Dimension-freeness and “WYSIWYG” Standard OPE analyses in offline RL under general
function approximation need to translate the empirical loss to its population counterpart, during which
one pays for the statistical dimension of the function class. In contrast, our analysis only performs
concentration on @™ (Eq.(3)), and no concentration on F is needed, resulting in a dimension-free

bound. In addition, the empirical matching loss L observed in the algorithm (Eq.(T)) shows up in
the bound, which makes Theorem [I] “what you see is what you get (WYSIWYG)”. One downside is
that it can be difficult to tell when the matching loss will be large vs. small; as we will see below,
in special cases like linear JF, there are mild sufficient conditions (i.e., invertible sample covariance
matrix) which guarantee that 0 matching loss is achievable (Propositions [2]and [3).

Uncertainty quantification  In addition to the empirical matching loss, the other term in the

bound, e“‘“ depends on the 2nd moment of w,[L ], which is also available to the learner. Therefore, the

bound in Theoremﬂ]ls directly computable from the data, which means that our Q-MMR algorithm
automatically comes with uncertainty quantification. Similar results can be found in existing analyses
of linear OPE, such as [Duan et al.|[2020, Theorem 4], and our bound in Theorem E] applies more
generally to GFA and improves over Duan et al|[2020] in several aspects; see Appendix [C.4]

“Fixed-design” analysis  Theorem [I| provides a data-dependent bound, which is an unusual form
of guarantee in the OPE literature. By considering the following special case, however, we see that
Theorem [I]is the natural generalization of the standard fixed-design analysis in linear regression.

Proposition 2. ConsiderH = 1 and linear F (see Deﬁnition. Letx; = gb(sgl), ag )). For invertible

S_1 ~(@) _ 1\ (@)
LS @i, with @y =7 S 12, where Ty = T2 i1 @(817, ), we have

(i) L@@y =0, and (i) |0 o) = |Bestl s

The bound in Theoremlbecomes T () — J(7)| < e + ™, where e || W ol lin] = | Trestl -1

o\ = x[estETxi where (-)1 is pseudo-inverse.

When S is non- invertible, the minimizer is W,
In other words, when H = 1 and F is linear, our algorithm and guarantee exactly recover the
moment-matching form of linear regression (LR) and its fixed-design analysis (see SectionE] and

Appendix : the error bound of LR depends on ||Zies||s—1, Which is data dependent due to ¥ and

coincides with our ”@[171] [|[n] in the €} term. Our €™ term is a small overhead that corresponds to
how Zs concentrates to its expectation along the direction of the true linear coefficients under the
randomness of s1; see Footnote d]in Appendix [A]for further details.

Non-uniqueness of @ and the principle of least 2nd moment So far, Theorem [I] holds for any
choice of {@,[1”] 1, including those that do not minimize Eq.(T). Moreover, even if we require @L"]

to exactly minimize Zh( wgn] 1)» the solution is also generally not unique. As it turns out, this

flexibility is a blessing which allows us to unify and make connections to several existing methods.

That said, it is still desirable that we fix a canonical choice of w,[L ") to have a fully-specified algorithm.

~n]

Among all w;, " that achieves the minimal loss, it is naturally preferred to choose the one with the

least 2nd moment ||w H ]|| [n] since this quantity appears in the bound through X, We call this the
principle of least 2nd moment. In fact, in Proposition 2] the choice of welghts that recovers linear
regression is exactly the minimizer of the 2nd moment.

)

In practice, there can be situations where even the 2nd moment- mlnlmlzmg wy, is too large, causing

a poorly behaved €} term. This can happen, for example, when ¥ is near smgular in the linear
setting. In such cases, one needs to balance the bias-variance trade-off, by potentially giving up

some matching loss in exchange for a smaller ||@£L"] [|(n] (and thus €};*). This can be implemented via

constraint optimization (e.g., mlnlmlzlng L up to some budget for Hw h ]|| ), or via a Lagrangian
form that corresponds to ridge regression in the linear setting (see Appendlx . In the rest of the

paper, however, we will not consider constraint or regularization on ,@gn] to keep the analyses clean.



3.2 Connection to Existing Methods

We discuss the relationship between Q-MMR and several existing methods to establish connections
and help provide further insights. Due to space limit, we defer the connection with Monte-Carlo
methods to Appendix [D] and focus on the connection with FQE.

3.2.1 Linear and Tabular FQE

As mentioned in Section[I] the canonical OPE method under value-function approximation is FQE,
which fits QF in parametric forms recursively from bottom up via a series of squared-loss regressions.
While our Q-MMR is a fop-down procedure that learns non-parametric weights, it coincides with
FQE in the linear and tabular setting (Definitions[I]and 2), which should not be surprising given the
connection between Q-MMR and linear regression when H = 1 (Proposition [2).

Proposition 3. (i) In the linear setting (Definition , assume $p, = L > (b(sh ,ah )¢(s§f), ag))—r
is invertible for all h > 1. Consider Q-MMR where in each step h we choose the least-2nd-moment
weight W™ that sets £h(wgn], @,[L ") 1) = 0. The final prediction of J(r) is identical to that given by
linear FQE [Duan et al.| 2020] without ridge regression.

(ii) As a further special case in the tabular setting (Definition [2)), assume every state-action pair

appears in the dataset, Q-MMR and FQE both coznczde wzth the model-based ( certamty equivalence)
solution [|Yin and Wang, | 2021, and w A( ) = d“(sh ah )/dD(sh aﬁl)) where df is the empirical
frequency of data and dh is the occupancy of T in the empirical MDP.

More detailed definitions (e.g., the FQE procedure) and the proof can be found in Appendix [C.3] In
the linear and tabular settings, prior works [Duan et al.||2020, |Yin and Wang| 2021]] have established
fine-grained analyses where the leading O(1//n) terms are dimension-free, which separates them
from the log |F|-dependent guarantees for GFA and no unification is known to this date. Our
results fill this gap in theoretical understanding, as these fine-grained results are recovered
(and sometimes improved) when we specialize our Theorem [1|to the linear/tabular settings. We
provide a detailed discussion and comparison w.r.t. these prior results in Appendix [C.4]

Proposition |3|also provides intuition for Eh when it takes non-zero values. In the tabular case, Eh
may not be minimized to 0 if some (s,a) € S;, x A does not appear in the data at all, and the

corresponding mass in dj, will result in a non-zero matching loss.

3.3 Computational Efficiency

So far our analyses are only concerned with statistical efficiency. The computational efficiency of

the method boils down to whether we can efficiently minimize EA;L( wh 1 ) (Eq. (1)), which is a
standard IPM-type objective. As already discussed in Section[3.2] thls is easy to optimize when F
is linear as it simply amounts to linear regression. For general function approximation, given the
minimax form (arg minwLn] sup ;¢ ), we can efficiently approximate the solution via the no-regret +

best-response framework [Freund and Schapirel [1999] given standard optimization oracles over J;
see further discussion in Appendix [C.5]

4 Understanding the Learned Weights

The results thus far leave a few important and interrelated questions open:

Boundedness of weights. Theorem (1| only assumes realizability and not Bellman completeness.
In this regime, classic counterexamples against TD imply that linear FQE may diverge in the worst

case, even if data covers all feature directions [Tsitsiklis and Van Roy, |[1996]. Since our Q-MMR
[n]

coincides with FQE in the linear setting, this means that the size of @), ' may blow-up exponentially

[n]

in the horizon. Thus, naturally we want to understand when the size of @,L stays well bounded, and
how stronger conditions such as Bellman completeness help guarantee that.

A priori bound. Theorem[l]is data dependent. Can we turn it into an a priori, data-independent

o,

bound? Recall that the bound depends on the size of w), n]- To remove the data dependence,



we can define the population counterpart of @L"] and use its size to replace ||1ﬂ,[L”] [|1n1- Note that such

bounds in general will incur dimension dependence, albeit in higher-order terms [Hsu et al.,[2011]].

The nature of coverage. ||@,[L"] l| () plays the role of coverage in Theorem Conventional wisdom

tells us that coverage is about how the distribution th covers dy,, and the density coverage can
sometimes be refined based on structure of F; for example, in linear case, data only needs to cover
the mean feature direction Ey,, 4,,)~dr [0(sh, ar)]. However, recent fine-grained linear analyses tell
a very different story: |Amortila et al.[[[2026] (see also [Duan et al.| [2020], Perdomo et al.| [2023]])
show that the target of coverage is generally not dj, or its feature expectation, but the vector defined
by the following linear dynamical system: starting with ¢y = Ep[¢(s1, )], and define, Vh > 1,

Yni1 = Bipn, where B = (3)', ", Sy = Ep[dnen ], 55 = Eplon(¢hia) ] (6)

Here ¢y, is the shorthand of ¢(sp, az) and ¢ | = ¢(sp11, 7). In fact, linear FQE can be thought of

as fitting such a system and using it to predict J(7) [Duan et al.,2020]. While this system mimics the
feature evolution in the real MDP, they are generally different (i.e., ¥, # Eqr [¢]). In the fine-grained
analyses of linear OPE, it is shown that what really needs to be covered is the 1}, from such a “wrong”
system {B} }1, not the feature expectation Eyx [¢] from the real MDP}’| and they only coincide
under Bellman completeness. However, the analyses of FQE under general function approximation
rely on completeness, and this subtle distinction between 1;, and Ed;{ [¢] is therefore not observed.
Moreover, the key concepts such as B} are defined linear-algebraically, and it is unclear how their

GFA counterpart should be defined. Does ||@,[In] [|{r) in our analyses (or its population counterpart)
provide such a generalization, and how is it related to the concepts identified in the linear analyses?

We address the above questions by providing a concentration analysis for how @,[:L] tracks its

population counterpart, defined below; throughout this section, we assume the empirical algorithm

performs exact minimization of £, with least 2nd-moment @2’].

Definition 3. In Algorithm replace @Ln] € R™ with wy, € RS*A (wg = 1), and Eq.(I) with

hWpi Wy _1) '=SUPscF, |LD|Wh Sh,An)J\Sh,h)] — LD|Wy_1(Sh—1,0h—1)](Sh,T)]]| -

Ly (wn; wh 1) e [En[wa( ) ( )] = Epwj_y( )f(sn,m)]] - (D)
We assume the exact minimization of £. Among the minimizers, we choose the one that minimizes
lwallz,qp = (Eqp [w?])1/2. The output {w} };, is considered the population counterpart of {@Ln] Y.

To characterize the least-2nd-moment solution @L”] and its population counterpart wj}, we will use a

Hilbert-space viewpoint based on the linear span of F},.

Definition 4. For each h € [H], define span(Fy) = {Z%Zl A frm M < 00,am €R, fi, € Fp}.
Let 7}, := span(Fy,) be the closure of span(F}) under [fll2.ap = (Bsay~ar [f (s, a)?))'/2, the
dP-weighted (semi-)norm. We also define (f, 9ap = Es aynar [f(s,a)g(s,a)].

Proposition 4 (2nd-Moment Minimizers are in F). The population least-2nd-moment weight wy, €

~[n] (n]

Fp. In addition, for the least-2nd-moment w;, -, there exists Wy, € F, such that Wh|n = @hn , where

| denotes the sample evaluation with (y,),); = u’)h(sgj), a;f)), Vi € [n].

4.1 Tracking Error of @ ;l"] and Data-independent Guarantee

We now establish finite-sample guarantees for how ﬂ)\g"] tracks w;; under the following assumption.

Assumption 3 (Bounded generalized leverage). Vh € [H], there exists x € (0, 00) such that
[f(s,a)| < VEnlflloaps V€ Fn, V(s,a) €Spx A

This assumption generalizes the standard condition of bounded statistical leverage in the linear
setting HZ,:l/qu(sh, an)ll2 < \/kn,¥(sn,an), which is often assumed in random-design analyses
[Hsu et al., 2011]. It also implies that || - [|5 4o is identifiable on Fh, in the sense that [fll2,a0 =0
implies f = 0 on S;, x A. This immediately leads to the following implication:

3There is information-theoretic lower bound against this possibility [Foster et al.l[2022].



Proposition 5 (Population 0 matching loss). For each h € [H|, under Assumption|3| the population
matching problem in DeﬁnitionE]achieves 0 loss, i.e., Eh(wz; wfhl) =

As mentioned earlier, FQE without completeness may produce run-away predictions even when
data provides good coverage, so we need some additional quantities (weaker than completeness
assumption) to characterize and prevent the exponential blow-up of weights. In the linear setting,
prior works have identified the operator norm of B] (Eq.(6)) as the key quantity that controls the
blow-up [Perdomo et al., 2023, |Amortila et al., [2026]]. Below we define the counterpart of these
concepts for Q-MMR under GFA:

Definition 5. For each h € [H — 1], define the projected transition operator K[ : Fj,+1 — Fp, such
thatVf € Fp11, KF f € F), is the unique minimizer of the least square problem

K;:f ‘= arg mingefh Ep [(g(shv a’h) - f(5h+17 77))2} .
Define pu.n = suppez, | pj <1 1K K4 - Kj_y flloo as the multi-step co-operator norm of
KK - K[_,: : Fr, — Fi , where ||g]loc = SUD(5,0)e8; x A lg(s,a)| for g € F;. Let pp.p, = 1.
Proposition 6 (Connection between K[ and BJ). In the linear setting, for f € Fp 1, let 041
be its linear coefficient (i.e., f(s,a) = ¢(s,a) " Oy11), and let Oy, be that of K[ f € Fp,. We have
On = (BF) Ony1, and pry, < sup,, o, |2,/ BE_y -+ By BF é(si, 1) o

Just as the operator norm of B} controls the size of 1), = Bj_; --- BTy in the linear case [Amortila
et al.,2026|], we have p1.;, the operator norm of KT --- Kj_,, controls Ed}D [w}*Lf]

Proposition 7. UnderAssumption [Eqp [wh,(sn, an) f(sn, an)]| < prnl|flleo, VR € [H], f € Fh

Note that w} may have a large size for two reasons: (1) data d does not provide sufficient coverage
(for linear, this corresponds to near-singular 3. ), and (2) the algorithm’s iterations are unstable and
produce run-away predictions even when data has good coverage (for linear, this corresponds to
large ||wh ID- Proposmon I separates out these two factors and only studies the instability in (2) b

examining w} - d7. Such instability can be eliminated with Bellman completeness, and Propos1t1
provides more quantitative understanding and is strictly weaker than completeness (see Section [4.2)).

We are now ready to give the tracking error guarantee where the bound depends on p (-):h (iteration
stability), the generalized leverage, the size of w (Wthh is determined by both iteration stability

and the data), and the log-covering number of F ) Wthh is the statistical dimension term.
Theorem 8 (Empirical weight tracks its population counterpart). Define the empirical-population
tracking error by ||@£L"] - w;‘L|nH[n] = (L Z;L:1(@( ) wh(sﬁf agj)))Q)l/Q. UnderAssumptions
fixany h € [H] and é € (0,1), and let Ny be the 1/8-covering number of {u € F : [lul[3 4p < 1}
Ifn 2 (max;<y, /it)Q(Z?:I pi:n)? 1og(H2NtNh/5)f0r all t < h, then with probability > 1 — 4,

<Z L LECNND) 1 ),

This result also allows us to obtain a data-independent, “random-design” version of Theorem [I] where
we replace Hw L ") l[n) with [[wj|2 40 and incur a higher-order term that corresponds to Theorem

H [n]

such bounds are only dimension-free in the leading O(1/+/n) term, but incur dimension dependence
in the higher-order terms, which is consistent with the prior specialized analyses [Hsu et al., 2011

Duan et al.,[2020]. For the Eh term which is also data-dependent, we can show that it becomes 0:
Proposition 9 (Empirical 0 matching loss). Under Assumption[3| if n 2> rj log(H N}, /6) for all
h € [H], then Q-MMR achieves 0 matching loss w.h.p, i.e., Eh(w,[ln], @Ln] 1) =0.

Corollary 10 (Random-design bound). Assume realizability and exact minimization, and suppose
Assumptionshold. Ifn 2 (maxy, Kh)Q(Zthl on:)? log(H? Ny, Ny /) for all h € [H), then with
probability > 1 — 6,

h

l H H
51 5 § : Vmax %
|J('/T)_J(7T)‘ g Vmax g ||wh||2 dD+ n E E Pt:h log M (”wt H2,dtD + 1) .
h=1

=1t=1




4.2 TImplications of Bellman Completeness

Below we discuss the implications of Bellman completeness (Assumption [2), which is consistent
with and generalizes similar conclusions in the linear setting [Perdomo et al., 2023, [Amortila et al.,
2026]. Under completeness, wj. - df learns d up to the discrimination power of 77, and the stability
term py., is always well controlled so no exponential blow-up will occur.

Proposition 11. Under Assumptions@]and assuming 0 € Fy, for all h € [H], we have,
(i) E(s,, ap)~ap (W5 (Shs an) f(shs an)] = Eqs, ap)~ag [f(shoan)],  Vf € Fas

(i) if dff < df, then w}, = argmin, > E4p [( 4

— b )2} i.e., wy, is the projection of the MIS
h

ratio j—% onto Fp, wrt. || - 2,40 norm;
L ,

(iii) (KF KTy - K7 f)(s,a) = Bx[f(sn,7) | e = 5,00 = a,  V(s,a) € Sy x A, f € Fn;
(iv) pen <1, V1I<t<h<H.

We also compare ||wj; ||, 4P as a coverage parameter to the literature under various additional assump-
tions; see Table E] for a summary.

Egr [£])2
Proposition 12. Under the assumptions of Proposition we have ||w;:||§ a0 = SUDsc, %.
"“h v dy;

In the linear setting, without completeness, we have ||w}, ||5 qp = ||¥n |51, the finite-horizon version
Jdf; N

of “feature-dynamics coverage” identified by |Amortila et al.| [2026|]. If completeness is further

assumed, ||wlls,.ap = [1B(s, ap)~az [#(sn, an)]lls-1-

When completeness holds, ||w} ”2%3 almost coincides with the coverage parameter of FQE, up to
a minor difference in the function space that we take sup over. In the linear case (with or without
completeness), we also recover previously identified coverage parameters in literature, providing
unification of our understanding.

5 Limitations and Future Work

We conclude the paper by discussing limitations and future work. One major limitation is that we
need i.i.d. trajectory data; an adaptively collected dataset will break the conditional independence
between 13,(11) and SSJ)A |s§f), agf). A straightforward extension of our results to the infinite-horizon
discounted case will result in similar difficulties. One potential solution is to leverage the fact that
(&gn] always lies in F (Proposition , so we can union bound over F. However, doing so will incur
the dimension dependence in the leading term, and we hope to resolve this issue in the future with

more advanced concentration tools.

As another limitation, our weights @g"] are computed to minimize matching loss and variance at

level h in a rather greedy and local manner, as the effects of @g"] on downstream levels i’ > h

are not considered in optimization. One might attempt to address this issue by optimizing the sum
of losses across all levels simultaneously, which essentially recovers MIS methods and runs into a
double-sampling issue with non-parametric weights (Appendix [F.T). It remains an open question

whether we can optimize the weights @Ln] across levels while circumventing the issue.
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A Linear Regression under Covariate Shift

The form of our main theoretical guarantee in Section [3|can feel somewhat unconventional in the
OPE literature due to its data dependence. As we will see, however, in the special case of H = 1
with a linear function class, our algorithm and analyses recover those of linear regression under
covariate shift [Yu and Szepesvaril 2012]], where the data-dependent bound corresponds to a standard
fixed-design analysis of linear regression [Hsu et al, | 2011]]. Therefore, it is instructive to quickly
review such an analysis, which will help clarify the nature of our results.

The covariate shift problem We consider (x, %) pairs that satisfy y = 2T 0* + ¢, where 2 € RY,
0* is the unknown linear coefficients, and € is some 0-mean i.i.d. noise. We are given training data
points {(z l(r;)m, ytmm)}” 1 sampled i.i.d. from distribution Py,in, and some test data points without y
labels {wteq)[}m ; sampled i.i.d. from distribution P, which is potentially different from Piain. Now
the goal is to estimate

EBest [yteSt] :
Note that this problem naturally arises in our OPE setup when H =1 and F is linear in ¢ (Defini-
t10n : our ¢(s )) is :ct(m)m, @ s yt(ﬂ)m, ¢(ng) m) is 2, (so that m = n), and the estimand is

exactly J(m); see also Amortila et al [2026] for the connection between these two problems.

Fixed-design analysis of linear regression Consider a natural algorithm that (1) performs linear
regression from the training data to estimate 9, and (2) outputs the estimate as % Py (:cteqt)TG =
f:e—sﬁ, where Tieg 1= % >y x[(ei)t A standard analysis shows that the error can be bounded as:

Proposition 13 (Informal). Under appropriate boundedness assumptions, with probability at least
1= 6, |Epy [Vies) — Tu0] < O([Teesillg—1\/log L /n), where & == L5 20 (20T is the

train \*”'train
sample covariance matrix from the training data.

To understand the guarantee, the first observation is that we only care about how accurate 6 is
when probed in the mean direction of Zieq, Ep_, [Zrest] & Tiest> instead of individual ey ~ Plegt-
The accuracy of the estimation then depends on how well this direction is covered in the training
distribution, measured by ||Ties||ss_1. For readers familiar with the online RL literature, one may

directly recall a bound of O(||Ziest||5—1 1/ (d + log })/n) that is widely used in the linear bandit/MDP

analyses [[Abbasi-Yadkori et al.|[2012, Jin et al.| 2020]. However, we can avoid paying the v/d factor
here because the online RL bound needs to hold for all probing directions simultaneously, whereas in
the covariate shift (OPE) problem we only care about a single probing direction Tieg.

Concretely, Proposition[I3|can be proved by rewriting the estimate as

n

A e (1= o) I~
=7l S T (23l ) = 2 S0y,

n -
i=1 =1
That is, we are effectively computing weights @(*) = T, NE 1 t(m)m and using them to compute the
weighted average of training labels. These weights satisfy
1 n oy ; B
=3 V2l = Tiest ®)
s

} to match 2y in mean, then {@(*) }-weighted y( Y will also

train

Intuitively, if {@(")} reweight {2}
match the mean of y.s.. Based on this intuition, we can rewrite the error asE]

- 1 = ~(1 i 7
xt—le—ste xt—gste* = g Zw(l) (yt(ra)in - ( t(ram)Te*)

4A component of the final error (El;ﬁ — E p, [#hest]) is omitted here, namely, (Tiest — Epy [xlesl})TH*. While this term
reflects the finite sample error of using Zies to approximate its expectation, we only need to perform concentration along the
direction of 6*, so the error term is dimension-free and incurs a negligible overhead. In our analyses (e.g., Proposition[2), this
corresponds to the €ff*' term.

13



(2)

train

Note that y(i)

s )T6* are 0-mean i.i.d. random variables, and {@(")} are chosen with no

— (z
dependence on the randomness of {yt(r?m}, so by a standard concentration argument we can bound the

error using the 2nd moment of @(*) (see the proof of Theorem |1/in Appendix |C.1)), which is exactly
[Feestllg—1 = 1/ 2y (B)2.

A few remarks are in order:

* Proposition (13| is a fixed-design result, as the bound depends on the matrix & which is data

dependent, and the analysis applies to settings where {xmm} is arbitrarily chosen (as in e.g., online
learning) and not sampled from some distribution. This contrasts with the random-design analysis
that has the population & = Ep,_,, [Zuain® ;] in the bound instead of 3. Random-design bounds
typically require additional assumptions and/or have extra (dimension-dependent) higher-order
terms [Hsu et al.l 2011]], as is the case for our analyses in Section[z_f}

* The above analysis assumes S is invertible. This is implicitly an assumption on our matching loss
L: invertible X implies that Eq.(8) has solution(s), and Eq.(8) can be written as: V6,

1 1 o=,
n Z o' )( tram)Ta “m Z(xt(es)l)—ra =0.
i=1 i=1
Translating this back to the OPE notation system, we have
I~ i
LS 200 0 Sin], ]
= — ; . 9
fseuj% n;“ﬁ f(s1 Zf 51 ) T (wl ;W ) ©))

If £ is not invertible, we can still use pseudo-inverse to compute 5, and the violation of Eq.(8) will
appear in the error bound as a bias term. Such a term exactly corresponds to the matching error
term in Theorem [l

B Other Related Works

Throughout the paper we have discussed the connection and comparison to Monte-Carlo estimation
and FQE. Here we discuss several other related methods.

Marginalized Importance Sampling (MIS) Our method is closely related to MIS methods [Liu
et al., 2018, Nachum et al.| 2019]); for example, MWL [Uehara et al., 2020] also solves a similar
minimax problem (min over weights and max over value functions), whose loss is similar to our
Eq. (I). Both losses are related to the Bellman flow equation, and roughly speaking, MWL can

be viewed as using >, Eh as a loss to optimize the weights at all levels simultaneously. As a

consequence, however, this introduces dependencies of w[n on {s h +1} and violates the condition

in our Theorem|[I] so MWL cannot learn a weight per data pomt but must introduce a weight class
W C (8 x A — R) and learn a parametric form of weight @, € W instead. This means an extra
realizability condition (of W) and a complexity term (e.g., log |[WW|) compared to our analyses.

Besides the difference in loss and parameterization, there is also a significant difference between the
existing analyses of MIS methods and ours, and some insights from our analyses may be transferred.
For example, we may use our proof techniques to provide data-dependent bounds for MWL that
avoid the log | F| term (see Appendix . In addition, while most MIS methods assume »V models
the MIS ratio (Eq.(2)), [Uehara et al|[2020] point out that the method may learn degenerate weights
when F is structured, but a systematic understanding of what the learned weights really represent is
still lacking, which our analyses shed light on given the close connection between the methods.

Methods that only rely on realizability The main guarantee of our method (Theorem |1}) only
relies on realizability Q™ € F and not the stronger and more widely used Bellman-completeness
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assumption. Getting such results is also the central focus of the model selection problem in offline
RL, where we want to select Q™ (or sometimes Q) from a set of candidates on holdout data. Given
challenges such as the double-sampling problem, these model-selection algorithms often require a
tournament procedure and is only computationally efficient for a small number of candidates [Xie
and Jiang, |2021} [Liu et al., [2025]]. In comparison, our Q-MMR is computationally efficient for rich
function classes under standard optimization oracles.

Top-down algorithms Our algorithm design bears structural similarities to some of the existing
methods. For example, [Sun et al.| [2019]] designs an online imitation-learning algorithm with a dataset
that does not contain actions, which performs top-down, level-by-level moment matching against
a value discriminator class similar to Q-MMR. However, they have online access to the MDP and
the task is to imitate the expert policy, and their analysis requires Bellman completeness for the
discriminator class. [Huang et al| [2023]] learns the parametric form of the MIS ratio (Eq.(Z)) in
finite-horizon MDPs in a top-down manner, but they do not use a value discriminator but relies on a
squared-loss objective, and their analyses also require a version of completeness for the MIS ratio.

C Proofs and Additional Results for Section

C.1 Proof of Theorem[T]

Foreach h € {0,1,..., H}, define the prefix sigma-field
Gni=0 ({(sé),ao ,7‘(()1),.. sgl)l,ag)1,ré)1,s§f),a§f))}i:l) .

For each h € {0, ..., H} and sample i € [n], deﬁnes Qh(Sh ,ah ) Qhﬂ(shﬂ,w)
as the Bellman error. By the Bellman equation, we know that E[ah) | Gn] = 0. Also, since rewards
lie in [0, Rynax] and total return lies in [0, Viyax], we have |5,(f)| < Vinax almost surely.

Now, condition on Gj. Because the n trajectories are i.i.d., once the prefixes up to (sgf), ag)) are

fixed, the random variables {EhZ ©_, remain conditionally independent across 7. Since w[ "y

Gr-measurable, the weighted variables X, (@, w,(Z )ES) are also conditionally independent given gh,

satisfy
ELX,” | Gil =0, X7 < 1@} |Vinax.
Applying Hoeffding’s inequality conditionally on Gy, for every ¢ > 0,

2,2 2
P On| <2exp|— nt = 2exp L
n ~(i)\9 ~[n]
2 i1 (Vinax@y,”)? 2V 3 ax| @}, ||[n]

Setting ¢t = ;™" := mm”wh ]|| w and taking a union bound over h = 0,1, ..., H,
we obtain an event £ with Pr[£] 2 1-90 such that on &, simultaneously forall h =0, ..., H,

Z D (@R al)) = i) = QR (i)

n

1 i
S

i=1

>t

< e (10)

After obtaining the statistical concentration rate, we can follow the idea in Section [3]to finish the

proof, which reduces the OPE error to matching losses plus the statistical errors. Fix the event £.

Since rg = Oandw( 0) =1,

Z

|7 (m)

<5

( Sh ,agl)) QZ+1(5§3—177T)> —J

n
G
2 "
Z |+ a
el h=0
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where we used Eq. (I0) and the triangle inequality. Now abbreviate QEL =Q h( ) a ), (Z) =

Q“(sh , 7). Then the first term becomes

A(l (Qh - h+17r) —J(m)].

Foreachh=1,... H, realizability gives Q7 € Fu. Hence, by plugging f = @} into the definition

of £y, (Eq. (I)).
L~ ) o) ] Qo
Thus, for h = 1,2,..., H, we have

< @™ al).

H | on
=y ap (e - o, ) - I
h=0 i=1
<L (@0e - @iaih) - I@)| - X L@ et
h=0 " i=1 1
1 & NN? , , H o
=;E:@WQﬁ—EQH@%J—Jw)+Xﬂm@ﬂ@Wm
i=1 h=1
where the second equality is due to telescoping. Since @ w =1, Q =0, and QF (s, a0) = J(m)

due to the dummy initial pair (s, ap) is fixed, thus the absolute Value term above is exactly zero.
Therefore, the OPE error reduces to matching losses plus the statistical errors, i.e.,

|J( S ZE wh ; ’\[”] + Z stat

on the event €. Since P[] > 1 — ¢, the theorem follows.

C.2  Proof of Proposition 2]

We now give the proof for Proposition 2} which heavily relies on the analysis of linear regression
with covariate shift (see Appendix [A).

Proof of Proposition|2| Consider H = 1 and linear F;. Write

_ 1< i o 1Y
€T, 1= ¢( () , Test SZEZQﬁ(Sg)ﬂT)a EI:EZZ‘Z{CI.
i=1 i=1

We first consider the case where 3, is invertible, define @Y)

f € Fisuchthat f(s,a) = ¢(s,a) "0, then we have
1< o
72’\(1 81 ,a1 _ﬁz EZSZ TG—QL‘IS[G
since - Zl 1 xsz cancels with 3. On the other hand, by the definition of T, we have
1 i _
— Zf s1 , ) = - Zd)(sg ),W)TH =T 0.
i=1

Therefore, for any f € JF7, since w(()z) = 1foralli € [n],

1~ DG 1 ~
EZ@U@M%—nZ<Um,>
i=1

i=1

:= T S a; fori € [n]. Take any
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which indicates that 0 empirical matching loss can be achieved, i.e., L1 (@5’” ; &3([)”]) = 0. This proves

the first claim. For the empirical 2nd-moment of the weight, we have

n

_ 1 _ o Sl T o1
@t Ip, = =~ (@ l2,)" = 7S < Zx @, ) S Tt = Ty X Tests

i=1
where we again use & = LS @z Hence, H H[n] = || Tiest||s—1» Which proves the second
claim. And the OPE error bound can be obtalned umnediately by Theorem I}
~ 2log(4/6
’J(’IT) - J(7r)| <" 4 €™ = Vinax % (14 [Teslls-r) -

For non-invertible 3, define @5” =7 Sta; fori € [n], where ST is the Moore-Penrose pseudo-

inverse of . We show that this weight choice minimizes the matching loss.

For any w € R™, define its induced empirical feature moment p(w) := % S wWa,. Since Fi is
linear and |02 < ©, we have

= sup [(u(w)=Tes, 0)| = O pp(w) —Tiest| 2,

ﬁl(w '@([) ]) sup Zw( Te xtesla (18] <6
: 2>

o:l16lz<0 | T i

where the last step is due to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Thus minimizing the empirical matching
loss is equivalent to choosing p(w) as close as possible to Ty in Euclidean norm.

Let X := span(xy,...,x,). For every w, clearly u(w) € X by its definition. Conversely, for
any v € X, there exist coefficients «; such that v = Z?:l o5, and choosing w® = na; gives
w(w) = v. Hence the set of all achievable empirical moments is exactly X'.

Moreover, the range space of S is Range(i) = X. This is because & = % Yoy a:ix;r, so that
Range(¥) C X. On the other hand, since X is symmetric, Range(X) = Null(2)~+, where Null(X)
is the nullspace of ¥. Butv'Sv = L 3" (v ;)2 so v € Null(Y) is equivalent to v_Lz; for all
i € [n], thus v € X'*. Therefore, Null(¥) = X+, and hence Range(X) = X.

It follows that the minimum empirical matching loss is obtained by projecting T s onto the range
space of ¥, whose projection operator is indeed L.X.1:

ILL(’U.)) - HXftest - i\:i\ﬁftes‘v

The proposed weights indeed achieve this moment, since

n

I 1 - -
- ;wg )xi = - Z(xtqu ;1:7 T, = ( qu ) Efftest = EZTTtest.

=1

~[n]

Therefore w; ° minimizes the empirical matching loss. The minimum loss is

Ly@™ @y = 0)|(I - SN Tiexd |-
In particular, empirical 0 matching loss is achievable if and only if Zes € Range(i). O

C.3 Proof of Proposition 3]

Now we consider Proposition [3] which connects our Q-MMR algorithm to the canonical FQE
algorithm in the linear and the tabular settings. Recall that FQE estimates the target-policy value
functions recursively from the last step to the first step by solving a sequence of supervised regression

problems: given the current estimate ()7, |, the next estimate ()} is obtained by regressing the

Bellman target rp, + @Z +1(8n+1,7) onto the current state-action features.
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Linear setting In the linear case, this admits a simple matrix-vector implementation. In particular,
linear FQE sets Q41 = 0, or equivalently 04, = 0, and for h = H, H — 1,...,1, computes
Q7 (s,a) = ¢(s,a)" 0, where
~ 1 & , ~ 2
0 = argmin— > (o(s) af)T0 =1 = 6(sf) 1, m) O )
IS p—

Equivalently, by the normal equation
Endh = Zqﬁsh,ah (rk? + (s m) B )

Since sg, ag is fixed and 7y = 0, the FQE estimate of J() is

1 & ; ~
Jrqe(r ZQ” s, m) == di(st”,m)ThL (11
i=1

The following proof shows that the Q-MMR algorithm produces exactly the same J(7) estimate as
linear FQE in Eq. (TT).

Proof of Proposition3[1). We first characterize the Q-MMR weights in the linear case. At level h,
empirical 0 matching loss means that, for all linear functions f(s,a) = ¢(s,a) "6,

—~ G 1 N
E w()qb Sh» ))T0:*§ ( 1¢(5h» ™"
=1

Define ¢, := Iy @hq‘é(sh , ) as the target moment. Then Q-MMR needs to choose @L"]
such that

*Z A(l)(ls Sh 7ah )*7/%-

By the same linear-regression / moment—matchmg calculation as in Proposmon! 2] the least-2nd-
moment solution that achieves empirical 0 matching loss is given by w w o(sy, 5 a h) TS h ¢h for
all ¢ € [n], since S5, is assumed to be invertible. It remains to show that the final Q-MMR prediction
equals to the FQE prediction jFQE (7). Define, for h € [H],

1 d ~(7 1 n ~(i i ~
Vom LS00, 076801 = L 0 62,
i=1 i=1
Since Wy = 1, we have V] = jFQE(Tr) in Eq. (IT). We now prove the recursion
L () (i
Vi = 52%&%2) + Vs, Vs =0. (12)
Let y(l) = rh + (b(s ha1s )T§h+1 By the linear FQE normal equation, the target moment can

be rewritten as 3,0, = + ) S qﬁ(sh ,aff )Y, () Therefore, using the closed form of the Q-MMR
weights @ = ¢(s\", agl))TE Ly, we obtain

1 -~ i S—

A3 = b )5 ) = 61 (3ot

i=1
=¢;1T§;:1 'iheh :¢;eh - Z@]("L)l Sh ) )Tah —me

where the first equality is by the definition of @;: , the second equality is by rearranging, the third

equality is by the linear FQE normal equation, the fourth equation cancels f), the fifth equation is by
the definition of 1, and the last equation is by the definition of V},. Therefore,

1~ i ~ I~ (i) (i
Vh:ﬁzwl(r,)(( +¢(5h+1v )T9h+1):gzw’(1)rf(l)+vh“'

i=1 i=1
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This proves the recursion in Eq. (12). Unrolling this recursion from h = 1 to H, and using V41 = 0,

yields
H 1 n
T - (Z) (l)

~

while the RHS is exactly the Q-MMR estimate J (7 ) in Algorithm |1} This proves the claim that in
linear setting with invertible {3, },, our Q-MMR algorithm is equivalent to linear FQE. L]

Tabular setting Now we consider the tabular function class F, = [0, Vmax]sx““ in Deﬁmtlonl

As in Proposition [3(2), we assume every state-action pair at each level appears in the dataset, i.e., for
any h € [H] and (s,a) € S, x A,

~

dn(s,a) >0, where O?h(s,a) =

S
[~]=
-
——
@
=D
|
»
=)
D
Il
=)
—

For tabular FQE. Define the empirical reward and empirical transition respectively by

o Y s =se) =ap? 5 S s =sa) =as), =)
Th(s,a) = n @) o Pu(s']s, a) = n (@) (@)

2io1 1{5h =s,a;," =a} Yo sy, = 5,0, = a}
Together, {7, ﬁh}le define the empirical MDP. Tabular FQE computes @ g+1 = 0, and for
h=H,H —1,...,1, solves the squared-loss regression problem

2 : 1¢ i) (G A i 2
Qne argmin =3 (Qsh)af”) = rf? = Quia(sf)1m)

Q:Sh X A=[0,Vinax] ™ 1
Since the function class is , the regression separates over each state-action pair (s, a). Therefore, for
every (s, a),
Qn(s,a) =7n(s,a) + ZPh(s’ | 5,a)Qni1(s’,m).
5/

Thus, tabular FQE is exactly Bellman evaluation of 7 in the empirical MDP. Hence its prediction is
the model-based certainty-equivalence value

Jraqu(r) = J5(m), (13)

where {b\ denotes the empirical MDP (S, A, {7}, {ﬁh} 1). The following proof shows that the
Q-MMR algorithm produces exactly same J(7) estimate as tabular FQE (or model-based certainty-
equivalence) in Eq. (13).

Proof of Proposition[3[2). We first characterize the Q-MMR weights in the tabular case. Let c/l\7r be

the occupancy distribution of 7 in the empirical MDP 1/} Since sg, ag is fixed and w(() ) = 1, the
empirical occupancy is recurswely defined by

Zdh [(3,@)Py_1(s | 3,a).

We prove by induction on h that the least-2nd-moment weight @gn] that achieves empirical 0 matching

loss satisfy

o = O
dp(sy ay’)

Fix h. Since the tabular class contains state-action indicators, empirical O matching loss at level h is
equivalent to matching every state-action pair:

LS () g (i) IRS &
n § :wh {3, S, @y, a} n § {Sh = s}rm(a] s),

i=1 i=1
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for all (s,a) € Sp, x A. By the induction hypothesis, the RHS becomes
1~ i
- Zw,ﬁlll{sg) =s}m(a]s)
i=1

r_(5a) 1<
(o] )Y EAED Ly (0 el =) = )

s,a C/l\£—1(§7 5,) i=1
(al$)d> di_i(5,a)Pya(s|5,a)
=dj(s, a).
On the other hand, the LHS can be written as % ZM“’LQ RO @,(f). Thus, empirical O matching
“Ch T YR T

loss requires . ) _q wg) = nc/l\g(s, a) for all (s,a) € S, x A.

()7€a

Among all weights satisfying this cell-wise constraint, the least-2nd-moment solution is constant

within each cell. This is because for a fixed cell (s, a), minimizing >, )_ (w,(L )) subject to

_é a
the fixed sum constraint is achieved when all weights in that cell are equal Hence for every ¢ with

(s, ai) = (5,0),

a0 _ nd (s, a) _ di(s.a)
" > l{s(j) =s a%j) a} Cif(s,a)

This proves the desired formula for the Q-MMR Welghts A[ I It remains to compare the final
estimates. Recall the Q-MMR estimate in Algorithm I]is glven by

(BN

Using the weight formula above, we get

~ 1 1 dp(s,a) ()
D3 3RS SR L0,
h=1sa ' i1 =s,0)=q dy, (s, a)

S I
i:sgf):s@;:') a' h

H o~
-3 e

,a)
h=1 s,a Z?:l 1{82 =S a‘h = a‘}
H o~
=YY di(s,a)Fn(s,a),
h=1 s,a

where the last expression is exactly the expected return of 7 in the empirical MDP 1Z, ie.,

H
= Z Z C/Z\Z(S, a)Th(s,a).

h=1 s,a

Therefore, by Eq. (T3), J(7) = jFQE(ﬂ'). This tells that in the tabular setting with full empirical
support, Q-MMR and tabular FQE both coincide with the model-based certainty-equivalence solution,
and the Q-MMR weights are exactly the empirical occupancy ratios. [

C.4 Comparison to Prior Analyses in Linear and Tabular Settings

In this section we compare our guarantees with those of | Duan et al.|[2020] in the hnear setting. By

Proposition [3 ll) in the linear setting with invertible empirical covariance matrices 5 n, Q-MMR
with exact minimization and the least-2nd-moment rule produces exactly the same estimator as linear
FQE without ridge regularization.
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We now compare their data-independent bound to ours, and will comment on the data-dependent
bounds below. For our result, we specialize Corollary[T0[to the linear setting:

~ log(H/9)

Z [|wh [l2,ap + higher-order terms. (14)
n

h=0

Duan et al.[[2020, Theorem 2] also give a finite sample error bound; after translation between settings
and notatlonl Plit is:

1T (7) — J(m)| < ZV ,/log 1/9) | Eaz [6]]l 5+ + higher-order terms (15)

where Vj, := (H — h + 1) Rinax = O(Vinax) is a stage-dependent range.

* Same coverage term. As we recognize |[w} |, 4o as the coverage term in Eq. (I4), the corre-
sponding term in Eq. (T3] is ||Eq4x [¢]||; 1. These two terms are exactly identical under Bellman
h
completeness in the linear setting (Proposition[T5).

-1/2 —1/2

* Same n rate. Both bounds have the same leading n statistical rate, horizon dependence
on H, and the range parameter up to minor differences (e.g., Vinax vs. V4, and the log H factor).
Both bounds are dimension-free in the leading O(1/y/n) term.

* Burn-in condition and higher-order term. The burn-in condition (i.e., requirement of sample
size n 2 (+)) and the higher-order term of Duan et al.|[2020] depend on a more stringent notion of

coverage, such as cond (X, Y 22”2 Y %), where %3y, is the feature covariance under dP and X7 is
that under d7. This “squared” Ver510n coverage requires data to cover all feature directions under
7, instead of just the mean direction E gz [¢] [Jiang and Xie, [2025]. In contrast, the higher-order
term in our bound in Eq. (T4) relies on the tracking analysis (Theorem[I)), where only the size of
w}, shows up and no squared coverage is needed.

* Data-dependent bounds. Both our work and Duan et al.| [2020] also feature data-dependent
bounds that are computable from data, i.e., our Theorem E] and their Theorem 4. The bounds look
structurally similar to Eqs.(T4) and (I3), except that the coverage terms become their empirical
counterparts. Moreover, our Theorem E] is dimension-free while their bound incurs dependence
on V/d; this might be due to the fact that their Theorem 4 (data-dependent bound) assumes
i.i.d. transitions (their data-independent bound in Theorem 2 assumes i.i.d. trajectories), whereas all
our results are under i.i.d. trajectories and the telescoping step in the proof of our Theorem [I]relies
on trajectory data to have perfect cancellation. In addition, their Theorem 4 also has additional
higher-order terms, whereas our Theorem I]is very clean and only has the leading term.

» Assumptions and setup. Technically speaking, Duan et al.|[2020] considers the linear-MDP setup
which is even stronger than Bellman completeness, but their proofs and results can be adapted to
much weaker settings (e.g., only realizability), especially given the later insights of [Perdomo et al.
[2023]],|Amortila et al.| [2026]]. In particular, Amortila et al.|[2026] analyze LSTDQ, an algorithm
closely related to linear FQE, in the infinite-horizon discounted setting under only realizability, and
their data-independent bound matches that of Duan et al.| [2020] in the stable regime (|[B™[|o, < 1)
under the standard conversion between finite-horizon and discounted results. On top of that, key
quantities such as vy, also appear in|Duan et al.|[2020]’s analysis, so there is good reason to believe
that|Duan et al.| [2020]]’s bound applies to the setting where only realizability of Q™ is assumed,
where the [E4r [¢] term in Eq.(T5) will be replaced by ¢y,.

We also note that similar dimension-free bounds have also been obtained in the tabular setting [Yin
and Wang| 2020, Theorem 3.1], and the leading term matches the form of Egs.(T4) and (I3). One
improvement in|Yin and Wang|[2020] is that they replace the range (Vi,ax or V3) with (the square-root

SWe apply the bound of Duan et al| [2020] to our setup of disjoint state spaces, which admits (nominally)
time-homogeneous dynamics and feature map that match their setup. In their bound, the coverage term is

SUpfer |1E(s,a)~d;‘; [fn(s,a)] |/\/ED [% Zthl fr(s,a)?]. When {Sp, }}, are disjoint and feature/linear coefficients are
essentially independent across levels, the sup  is always achieved by setting f,r = 0, Vh' # h. This way, their coverage
becomes V' H - supy, ¢ 7, E(s,a)~ag [fn (s, )]/ VED[fn(s,a)?] = \/ﬁHEd;: [¢]Hg;1 (Proposition . The extra
v/H cancels out when we replace their 1/+/N with 1/+/n, as their N is the number of transitions and hence N = nH.

21



of) the variance of reward and value function V'™ w.r.t. state transitions; indeed, they show that this is
the form of the asymptotically minimax-optimal bound. This improvement is easy to implement in
our analyses, as we can replace the Hoeffding’s inequality in Eq.(I0) with a Bernstein’s inequality,
where the variance of V7 w.r.t. state transitions will naturally replace Vi, .« in the leading term.

C.5 Computational Efficiency

For linear F, the computational efficiency of Q-MMR is clear given that it reduces to linear FQE,
where the computation involved is just a sequence of linear regressions. For an RKHS with kernel
k and unit-ball discriminator class F, the matching loss becomes the maximum mean discrepancy
(MMD) [|Gretton et al.,|2012]:

1 ¢ i i (i NG
" (wOk((s5, ), ) = 0l (s} 7). )

Ly(w; @™ )) =

)

Hi

where k((s,7),) := Equr(.|s)[k((s,a),-)]. The squared loss is a convex quadratic function of w,
and hence can be efficiently minimized.

For general F, computational guarantees are often given in the form of oracle efficiency [Dann
et al.||2018]], and below we show that the computation is efficient given access to some optimization
primitives over F. Recall the only computation-heavy step in Q-MMR is the matching step,
which is (w,[L"] in Eq.(T) is replaced with w for notational simplicity) arg min , cpn L5, (w; @,[1"_]1) =

Supfe}'h |£(’LU, f)|’ where

I~ i
Zw”f s i) =~y @ (s m)

i=1
To remove the absolute value, we would like to assume Fj, is a symmetric function class in the
following discussion. That is, F, is closed under negation: — f € Fj,,Vf € Fp.

Now, this version only minimizes the matching loss but does not control the second moment of w[ I,

To enable second-moment control, we can either add a regularization term )\||wH2 to ¢ (w[n] ) for

an appropriate A > 0, or add constraint on w that we can only choose from W¢ = {w |wlm < C}
for some budget C'. Below we discuss the latter which admits cleaner results, i.e., we want to solve

argmin sup £(w, f). (16)
weEWe fEFh

To solve the above minimax problems, we apply the standard no-regret + best-response framework
[Freund and Schapire}, [1999] (see [Miryoosefi et al.,[2019]] for an example), where a w player and an
f player alternately play a sequence of wy,ws, ..., wr € We and fi, fa, ..., fr € Fp, respectively,

and we finally output wh =5 Zt 1 We.

No regret on w and best response on f In this case, after each w; € W is chosen, f; is chosen
as the best response to maximize £(w, -), which requires a standard linear-optimization oracle over
Fy, [Dann et al.,[2018]: [7

f+ € BR(wy) —argmax{nz ()f( j )_%ZA() (sg)m)}.

fe}—h i=1 i=1

From the point of view of the w player, it receives a loss £;°(-) = £(-, fi), which is a convex function
and we have access to the gradient information, so standard online learning algorithm such as
projected OGD [Hazan|, |2016] can be applied to obtain a regret guarantee:

wein = Ty e — 0¥l )], Vol £ = + (£l afD), o fulsi?, ).

SHere are some examples: if 7, is an RKHS ball, the oracle has a kernel witness-function form; if 7, is a neural network
class, it corresponds to training a discriminator/value network to maximize the following weighted empirical objective; if F,
is finite, it is just choosing the function in the finite class with largest signed score.
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No regret on f and best response on w We can also swap the roles of f and w. For each fixed f;,
we solve wy € arg min,ew, £(w, fi). Since We is a Euclidean ball and ¢(-, f;) is linear, this best
response has a closed form:

Av ft'n = (f(sgll)a a;;,l))a cy f(sén)?a;n))) € an

||ft|n||[n]

for f¢|, # 0; and if f;|,, = 0, then any w; € W is a best response. From the point of view of the
f player, it receives a loss ¢/ (-) = £(wy, -), which is linear in f. Similar to before, if f € F is
parametrized in a differentiable manner, we would need an online learning oracle over Fj, for the
reward sequences f — £ f().

wt:—C

D Connection with Monte-Carlo Estimation and Importance Sampling

In the special case where the data is on-policy, i.e., the trajectories are sampled from 7 itself, it

is well known that the Monte-Carlo (MC) estimator, = "7 | Zle r,(f), is a simple and effective
method that achieves dimension-free error guarantees, since the analysis simply applies concentration
arguments to the i.i.d. random returns. This also shows the looseness of standard OPE analyses
that depends on log | F| [Antos et al., 2008, Chen and Jiang, 2019], as those guarantees do not
automatically eliminate log | F| when data is on policy. In contrast, Q-MMR immediately recovers

MC in this setting if we simply choose @,(f) = 1. (Note that this choice is not necessarily minimizing

the 2nd moment of @!").) The matching loss £y, (@™ ; @ ,) is 0 under such Weightsand Theorem
is dimension free.

More generally, when the behavior policy 7p is stochastic, a variant of our algorithm can also recover
step-wise importance sampling, the generalization of MC to the off-policy setting. In particular, if we

change the target embedding 1 3", @2111 I (sg), ) in Eq.(T) t

(1)) (@)
Lo o0 g )y (0 1557)
Ezwh—lf(sh y @y, ) IO
i mo(a,’[sy”)
which produces the same target embedding after marginalizing over the action randomness, then
T{'((L;:,) \s;;))

o 5 ) = 0.

() _ b =
setting w,” = [[,,_; ensures Ly (W), ; Wy, 4

mo(af;s\))
This example also demonstrates the role of F and the importance of 2nd-moment minimization: if we
only care about minimizing the matching loss Ly, but not the size of @Ln], we can always set Ly, to 0 by

setting ﬂ?gn] to be the cumulative importance weights, which generally incurs exponential-in-horizon

variance. This is avoided when structured F admits many choices of @,[L”] that equally minimize the

matching loss, and we can choose the smallest one to significantly dampen the weight size.

E Proofs and Additional Results of Section 4|

E.1 Auxiliary functionals and representers

In this section, we introduce several auxiliary concepts that will be used in the subsequent proofs and
in our understanding of the learned weights. The main idea is to view the population and empirical
moment-matching problems through the lens of Hilbert-space linear functionals. This viewpoint will
be useful for two reasons. First, it explains why the population exact-matching problem is feasible
under the bounded generalized leverage assumption (Assumption [3)). Second, it allows us to compare
the empirical weights {@L"] }n, with their population counterparts {w} } by representing both of
them inside the same Hilbert space.

Recall from Deﬁnitionthat the Hilbert space F, is the closure of span(F) under the dP-weighted
L4 norm, equipped with the inner product (f, g)d}p =Eqp [fg]. For any f € F, let P™ f denote the

TThis holds when 7 is deterministic; when 7 is stochastic, it still holds if we consider the IS variant of our algorithm, as
described below.
8This resembles how targets are set up in TD, such as expected SARSA vs. its off-policy version [Sutton and Barto [2018].
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one-step transition of f under the target policy, i.e., (P™ f)(s,a) = Ey<p(.|s,a)[f(8', T)]. Given the
population weight, define the propagated signed measure

vh = P (wh_y - dj_y)-
Equivalently, v is the signed measure satisfying, for every f € Fh,

[wy,_1(Sh—1,an—1) - (P™ f)(Sh—1,an—1)].

We call v} a signed measure because w}_, is not required to be nonnegative. Therefore w} _,dP |,
and hence its pushforward under P™, need not be a probability distribution.

E(sh,ah)wu; [f(shv ah)} = E(Sh—hah—l)""dD

h—1

Definition 6 (Population and empirical target functionals). For each h € [H], define the population
target functional A} : ), — R by

N(f) == Evy[f) = Egp_[w}_y - (P71,

Given the empirical weights @gﬂl, define the empirical target functional A : 7, — R by

Rulf) = =S (517 m).

i=1

Thus, A}, is the population moment that the level-h weight should match, while /A\h is its empirical
analogue induced by the already-learned weights at level A — 1. The next proposition shows that these
linear functionals admit Riesz representers in JF,. It also shows that, whenever empirical 0 matching
loss is feasible (which is shown in Proposition [9]as a high-probability corollary under population O
matching loss), the least-2nd-moment empirical weight vector can be viewed as the sample evaluation
of some function in Fp,.

Proposition 14 (Existence of representers). Under Assumption for each h € [H), we have:

(i) The population target functional A} is a continuous linear functional on F,. Hence, the
w}, defined in Deﬁnitionsatisﬁes wy € Fp, and (wy, frap = A (f) forall | € Fh.
Moreover, wy is the unique least-2nd-moment solution among all Lo (dE) functions w
satisfying (w, f)d}? = A;(f) forall f € Fp,.

(ii) The empirical functional Ay, is also a continuous linear functional on F,. Hence there exists
a unique auxiliary representer wy, € Fy, such that (wp, f)th = An(f) forall f € Fy.

(iii) Suppose empirical 0 matching loss is feasible at level h, and let {&gn] be the least-2nd-
moment weight vector. Then, there exists a lift representer W), € Fy, such that Wh|n = QDL"].

Consequently, - 3" | w(sﬁf), as))f(sgf), agj)) = Kh(f)for all f € Fy.

Proof. For (i), linearity of A} follows directly from its definition (Definition @) so we need to
show its continuity. By Assumption every f € Fy, satisfies | f(s,a)| < VEn| fll2,ap - Therefore,
|f(s;m)| < \/Enllfll2,qp as well. It follows that

AL(A)] < Bgp [Nt o] - 1P™£1) < ViR Egp [wh_alIlF12s, -
Using Cauchy-Schwarz, Egp [[wy || < |lwj_;[lz,qp . Hence Aj is bounded, and therefore

continuous, on F,. Therefore, by the Riesz representation theorem, there exists a unique w* € Fn
such that (w*, f)s0 = A} (f) forall f € F,. This already proves that the population 0 matching

loss is feasible (Proposition[5): the feasible set is nonempty because w* itself satisfies all the required
moment equations. Since wj; defined in Definition [3|minimizes the matching loss, we have wj; = w*.

It remains to justify the minimum-norm claim. Let w € La(d}’) be any other function satisfying the
same moment equations, namely (w, f) ap = A5 (f) forall f € Fp. Then w — w}, is orthogonal to

every element of F. Since w} € Fj, we have (w — wj, wy)gp = 0. Therefore,

holl3 gp = 13 4p + llw w113 40 > 0113 4p-
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Thus w} is the unique minimum-norm solution, up to d7’-almost-sure equivalence.

For (ii), the argument is similar. The empirical functional Kh is linear in f. Moreover, under
Assumption[3] we have

~ 1~ i R
Ruhl < 2 1881 1167 < v Dwé’l)nfnz,dg.

=1

Therefore Kh is continuous on . Applying the Riesz representation theorem again yields a unique
Wy, € Fp, such that (wy, flap = Ap(f) forall f € Fh.

For (iii), let Fp, ln i ={fln:f€ ?h} C R™ be the sample-evaluation subspace of Fp. The empirical
matching constraints only depend on the projection of the weight vector onto F,|,, because every
constraint is tested against some vector f|,, € Fp|,. Decompose the least-2nd-moment solution as

@gn] =v+wv,,wherev € Fy|, and v, € (Fp|,)*. Since v, is orthogonal to every f|, € Fp|n,

replacing @gn] by v preserves all empirical matching constraints. If v; # 0, this replacement strictly

decreases H@L"} [|(n]» contradicting the least-2nd-moment choice of &}gn]‘ Therefore, v; = 0 and
o e F

wy, -~ € h|n-

By the definition of |, there exists wy, € F, such that wy, |, = wl[l "l Since by our assumption,

wg "} achieves empirical 0 matching loss, we obtain - ) S w(sh Ja!’ ))f(sgf)7 ag)) = An(f) for

all f € Fy. O

The above three representers play different roles. The population weight wyj; is the object we ultimately
want to track. The auxiliary representer wy, converts the empirical target functional into the population
geometry of F,. The lift representer wy, converts the empirical sample weights back into a function so
that empirical pairings can be compared with population pairings. In the linear setting (Definition
with both population and empirical O matching loss, these objects reduce to the familiar forms that
correspond to the feature dynamical system in Eq. (6)); see the following proposition.

Proposition 15 (Linear forms of the three representers). Suppose F, is linear in a feature map
¢ Spx A — RY. Write ¢p, == ¢(sn,an), ¢F := ¢(sn, 7). Assume that the population covariance

matrix Xp, = Egp [dn (én) "] is invertible. For the empirical lift, additionally assume that Sho=

Iy (bgf) (¢}(f))T is invertible, where (;S;f) = (Z)(s;f), ah)).

Consider the feature dynamical system {1y, }, defined in Eq. (@), i.e., V1 := Ep[dT], and for h > 1,
Vi1 = Bpthn, Bj = (E?f)TZ;l, i = Epln(of1) ).

Also define the empirical target vector @Zh =41 El LW 1¢(sh , 7). Then the three representers in
Proposition[I4|take the following forms:

wr(s,a) = (b(s,a)TE;lz/Jh, wp(s,a) = gb(s,a)TE;liZ;“ wp(s,a) = qS(&a)TfJ;lwh.

Proof. We first identify the population representer wj via induction on h. More precisely, we prove
jointly that, for every h, the population target functional satisfies
Ay (f)=vn0, Vf € Fysuchthat f(s,a) = ¢(s,a)’ 0,
and that its Riesz representer is w} (s,a) = ¢(s,a) " S, 1y
For h = 1, since wj; = 1, for every f(s,a) = ¢(s,a) "0,
Ai(f) = Eplf(s1,m)] = Ep[¢]] "0 = ] 0.

The Riesz representer w? therefore satisfies, for all 8, Ep w7 (s1,a1) - ¢4 0] = 1 6. Since wi € F;
by Proposition|14{i), we can write w7} (s,a) = ¢(s,a) " a;. This becomes o 210 =)/ 0 for all 6.
Hence oy = X] "4 for invertible ¥, and therefore w} (s, a) = ¢(s,a) " X ;.
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Now assume the two claims hold at level h. By the definition of the population target functional,

hi1(f) = Eplwj(sn, an) f(she1,7)]
=Eplon 5, vn - (9h11) 0]
=¥ %, TR0
= Pp410,
where the first equality is due to the inductive hypothesis on w},, the second equality leverages the
definition of 3§" and the third equality is due to ¥y, 11 = (X§) T2, 1y,

Similarly, since A}, (f) = 1,0 forall f(s,a) = ¢(s,a)’ 6, the representer w}, , , satisfies

]ED[wi*L+1(5h+1a any1) - ((15;4-19)] = ¢;T+19a vo.

Since w}, € Fhi1, We can write w}_(s,a) = ¢(s,a)  ap41. The above matching equation
becomes a;—HEhHG = 1/1,—;_19 for all 6 and thus a1 = E;i1¢h+1 for invertible X3, 1, indicating
wi 4 (8,a) = ¢(s, a)TZ;ilqth. This closes the induction.

The proof for ﬁh does not require induction. For any f(s,a) = ¢(s,a)T 0, Ap(f) = ﬂ 0 by the
definition of 7,/1h Since w;, € F) by Proposition |14 un) its linear form wy,(s,a) = ¢(s,a)’ &
satisfies S5, = ¥, and hence Wy, (s, a) = ¢(s, a)'s, L.

Finally, for the empirical lift wy,, empirical O matching loss gives
1 N~
=D wn(sy a)oy) = i

Since wp, € F 1, by Proposition 14 llll) its linear form wy, (s ) é(s,a) " ay, satisfies ih&h = 12;1.

Since 33y, is invertible, it directly leads to wy(s,a) = ¢(s,a) " Sy My O

E.2 Proofs of Propositions 4} [5, 6} [7, 1] and [12]
[n]

Proof of Proposition ] For the second argument that for the least-2nd-moment @,, ', there exists

], the proof is exactly same as stated in Proposition iii).

Note that in there we do not use the empirical 0 matching loss condition for @L"] € Fp|n argument.

some wy, € Fj, such that wy|,, = ﬂ}gn

For the first argument that the least-2nd-moment population weight w} € Fj, we can adopt a
similar strategy to prove (which does not require Assumption . For any w € Lg(df) and any
f € Fn C Fp, we have

Egplw - f] = Egp[(Ilz, w) - f],
where 1z is the Lg(th )-projection onto Fj. This is because w — I, w is orthogonal to Fh.
Therefore, the population matching loss £ (w;wj_,) depends on w only through its projection
T, w, which means Ly, (w; wy,_;) = Lp(Ilz, w;w},_ ;). Moreover,

loll3 gp = 1Tz, w3 4 + 1w — Tz, w]3 .

Thus, if w}, is chosen among the exact minimizers of Ln(; w,*kl) to have least-2nd-moment, then its
orthogonal component outside 7 must be 0. Otherwise replacing wy; by I wj, would preserve the

loss and strictly reduce its 2nd-moment. Hence, wj; € Fh. O
Proof of Proposition[] Proposition[T4{i) already implies this claim. O

Proof of Proposition[6] For a function f € Fp1, by Deﬁnition its one-step backup is given by
K] f = argmin 7, Ep[(g(sn,an) — f(sny1,m))*] € Fp. Thatis, KJ7 f = Iz, P™ f, where the
projection step preserves linearity in ¢ of the function. Therefore, if f(s,a) = ¢(s,a) 0541, we can
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write (K7 f)(s,a) = ¢(s,a) "6}, for some 6}, solved by the above least-square problem. Specifically,
the normal equation for this least-square problem is

En0n = X5 0n41,

where ¥;, and X are defined in Eq. (6). Thus, for invertible X, we have 6;, = 2,7122?0“1 =
(BF) " 041, since Bf = (3§7) T, . This proves the first claim.

For the multi-step bound, let f € F, have coefficient 6. Repeatedly applying the previous identity
gives that K[ K[, | - -+ Kji_, f has coefficient
(BZT)T(BZT-H)T T (B;:—l)Toh = (B;LT—1 T BZT+1BZT)T9IL-
Therefore, for any (s, a;) € S; X A,
(KK K f)(se,ae) = (s, at)T(Bif—l T BZT+1BZr)T9h
- <z;1/2B;;_1 o B BF (s, ay), 2,1/29,,> .
By Cauchy-Schwarz,

T 1T s —1/2 Hor T T 1/2
(KTKFyy - KF_y f)(si,a0)| < th Br | ...BI B (Z)(st,at)H2 26,

Since ||E,1Z/29h||2 = || fll2,ap < [|fl[oc, we take the supremum over (s;, a;) and then over all f with
I/ llco < 1 yields the bound for p.j,. O

Proof of Proposition[/] By Proposition 5} we can achieve population 0 matching loss under Assump-
tion[3| i.e., for any f € F,

Egpwp fl = Eqp_ fwj 1 - (PT)] =Egp [wh_y - (Kf_1f)],

where the last step is because w}_, € Fj,_1 (Proposition i)), so that we can replace P™ f by its
Lg(thfl)—projection K}, f without changing the overall inner product. Apply the same argument
recursively gives
Bap[wh f] = Bgp[w] - (KT K3 - Kj_1 f)].
Atlevel 1, £y = 0 implies Egp [w] - (KTKJ -+ Kj_, f)] = Egp[wg - (PTKTKS -+ Ki_ f)].
Since w = 1 and (sg, ao) is fixed, the RHS becomes Ep [(KT K7 - -- K[, f)(s1, )] and hence we
have
|Eap [wi fI| < IETKZ - K71 flloo < prnllfllsc,

by the definition of p;.;,. This proves the claim. O

Proof of Proposition[[1} We first want to claim that Bellman completeness over the original function
class Fp, (T f € Fn—1,Yf € Fp) implies the backup closure property of the Hilbert space F,
(P™f € Fn_1,Yf € Fp,). This is because we assume 0 € F;, and hence r = 770 € F_1; by
Bellman completeness, 77 f € Fj,—1 forall f € F,. Thus, P*f = T™ f — r € span(Fy—_1) for all
f € Fp. By linearity, P™span(F;) C span(F,_1), and by closure this extends to P™Fj, C Fp_1.
For (i), we prove by induction that, for every f € Fp, Egp [w}, f] = Eaz [f]. For h = 1, population
0 matching loss (Proposition | gives Egp [w] f] = Egp [wg - (P f)]. Since w§ = 1 and dy = df
is the fixed initial state-action pair, by Bellman flow equation, Eqp [wg - (P7 f)] = Eqz f. Thus the
claim holds for h = 1.

Assume that the induction holds at level i — 1, and take any f € F1. By our claim before, we know
that P f € Fp,_1. Therefore,

Egp[wh fl=Egp_ [wi_1- (P"f)] =Eaz_ [P"f] =Eay,

where the first equality is due to population 0 matching loss, the second equality is by inductive
hypothesis, and the last equality uses Bellman flow equation that df = P™d}_, for h € [H]. This
proves (i).
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For (ii), by Proposition wy € Fp,. Moreover, by (i), for any f € F ), since df < dF,

« dj,

Egp [wh, f] = Eaz [f] = Eqp @f .
Therefore, <w,*L — j—g,f> o = Oforany f € Fh. Since wj € Fy, it ix exactly the Lo(dP)-
h dy
orthogonal projection of the MIS ratio j—g onto Fy,, proving (ii).
h

For (iii), let f € F. Since P™ f € F,_1, by the definition of the projected backup operator K7,
we have that K7_, f = Il _ P™f = P™ f as an element of Ly(d})_,).

Under Assumption equality in Lo(dP_,) implies pointwise equality for all (s,a) € Sp—1 x A,
because (s, a)| < \/Fn—1l|gll2,qp | forall g € Fj_1. Hence,
(K;irflf)(&a) = (P”f)(&a) = Eﬂif(smﬂ—) | Sh—1 = $8,Qp—1 = CL].
Iterating this identity from ¢ to h — 1 yields
(KF K- K1 f)(s,0) = Ex[f(sn, ) | 50 = 5,00 = al.

For (iv), consider any f € F}, with || f||co < 1, by the multi-step identity in (iii),
(KT KTy - KRy f) (s a)] = [Ex[f (s, ) | se = s,ae = a| < [[fllo < 1.
Therefore, by Definition[5] pe.n = sup sz, 4y <1 IKF KTy - Ky flloo <1 O

Proof of Proposition|[I2) We first prove the general case with Bellman completeness. By Propo-
sition |11(1), for any f € Fp, we have Eqr [f] = Egp[w}, f] = (w}, f)qp forall f € Fj. By

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
Eag [£1] = [(whs £ap| < 0k llza0]1 fllo.ap-
Moreover, the above inequality becomes equality if we take f = w} € F),. Therefore we get
Egr E g~
uilagp = sp il gy Pl

FEFN, F£0 |if||2,d{? FeFn.1#0 4 [Egp /7]

Now we consider linear case. By Proposition we have w} (s, a) = ¢(s,a) " =}, '4y,. Therefore,
lwill2.ap = Eap (6 24 vn)?] = vn 3 n = [9nll5 o,
i.e.. [[wpll,ap = l¥n g1, which does NOT require Bellman completeness.
Under linear Bellman completeness, by Proposition[TT[ 1), we have
Eqgp [w} fo] = Eaz [fo]

holds for all §, where fy(s,a) = ¢(s,a)" 6. Recall w}(s,a) = ¢(s,a) "%, "4p,. The LHS of the
above equation becomes w,je, since Edf [¢>h¢;] cancels with Egl; while the RHS of the above

equation becomes Eqr [¢p] " 0. Therefore, ¢, = Egr [¢n] and hence |[w}, 2,40 = |[Eaz [(ﬁh]”zgl.
This proves the claim. O

E.3 Concentration arguments

We state two standard concentration arguments, both obtained by Bernstein’s inequality together with
a covering argument. For each f, let N}, be the 1/8-covering number of the unit ball of F}, under
I| - ||27th, ie,Bn:={f € Fn: ||f||2,th < 1}. Define

4 ( \/2% log(8HN7/0) | 4sn 1og(8HNg/5)>

7)

Xh = 3 n 3n
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and, for1 <t < h < H,

4 265, log(8H2 NN}, /6 2. /Fikn log(8H2N, Ny, /6
Tt;h=§(pt;h+pt+1;h) (\/ n log( ! ¢ h/)+ VEiEnL g(?m f h/))) (18)

where py.p, is defined in Deﬁnition Now, for two elements u, v € Fj,, we define the sample inner
product and norm as

n n

1 ) ) 1 g
(ulnvla)py = = D ulsy) 0y Jo(s) 0, Jlulalfy = = D ulsy” a))?.

i=1 i=1
Lemma 16 (Near-isometry). Under Assumption with probability at least 1 — 6 /4, simultaneously
Sforallh € [H] and u,v € Fp,

[l ol = {21, 0)ap
where Xy, is given in Eq. (T7). In particular, take uw = v, we get the near-isometry norm bound:
(= xw)llull3 gp < Mulallfyy < 0+ xu)lull gp-

Lemma 17 (Cross-step concentrat10n) For any f € F,,1, define the one-step sample realization
operator by (Pff)(SIE ), a;’ ) f(st_,_17 7). Under Assumption|3| with probability at least 1 — § /4,
simultaneously forall 1 <t < h < H, allu € Fy and all f € Fp,

(b (P~ KDY )

< menllulla,ap |1 fl2,a2

where K" = 1z P™ is the projected transition operator at step t (see Definition El) gt( Hf ) is the

shorthand for KT, | --- Ki_, f (that is, the backup function of f onto step t + 1 from step h), and
Te:p, IS given in Eq. .

Proof of Lemmal[I6] First, we fix an arbitrary pair of elements (u,v) € Fj, x Fj and time step
h e [H]. LetY; = u(s\”,a{")v(s”,a{”) and u = E[Y;]. Then the concentration error to be
controlled becomes

R

Under Assumption Y| < supy , [u(s, a)l|v(s,a)| < /@hHquthJ [[v]l3,qp, and by Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality, pu = [Efuv]| < \/E[u?] - E[v?] = ||ully,qp [|v]]

|Y; — p| < (kn +1)

since kj, > 1. On the other hand, the variance of Y; can also be bounded via
Var[Y;] < E[Y?] = Efu(s, a)? - v(s, a)?]

< Kh”“”idf -Elu(s,a)®] = /ihHUHg,dgHUHg,dg,

[ (b vl = (s )ap

dp- Thus the range bound is given by

where the inequality is also due to Assumption Thus, by Bernstein’s inequality, for fixed (u, v),
with probability at least 1 — 6/2,

1 n
5;)@—# =

Now we complete the proof by a standard covering argument. Let Cp, be a 1/8-cover of the unit ball
B :=={f € Fn: | flla.ap < 1} under the norm || - || 4o, with |Cp| = Np. Applying the fixed-pair
Bernstein bound above to all pairs (ug,vo) € Cp x Cp, and all h € [H]|, with failure probability

§/(2HN}) for each pair, we obtain that with probability at least 1 — §/2, simultaneously for all
he [H] and Up, Vo € Ch,

n 3n

( 2kp, log(4/0) n 4Ky, 108;(4/5)> .

2kp, log(8HN? /6 4k, log(SHN? /6 3
<u0n,v0|n>[n]—<uo,vo>d5‘g\/ h g(n w/0) | Ak g(?m h/):Z

Xh-
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It remains to extend this bound from the finite cover to the whole unit ball. Let M; =
SUP, weB, |(Uln; Vln)in) — (U, v)4p | be the uniform concentration error. By the covering property,

for arbitrary u, v € By, there exists ug, vg € Cp, such that

OO\'—‘

1
lu —uollp.ap < 55 llv = volla.ap <
By bilinearity of inner product, we have

‘<U|n7v|n>[n] - <’LL,’U>th‘ < ‘<u0‘nav0|n>[n] - <U0,’U0>d£)‘

{0 = 1) s vy = (1= 100, 0)ap | + | (o lns (0 = w0} oy = {0, = v0)gp-

The first term is bounded by 3, /4. For the second term, since [|u—uol|2 4> < 1/8and [[v]|y g0 < 1,

we have 8(u — ug) € By, and v € By,. Therefore, by the definition of M),, we have

1
(= 0) s vl = {1 = 100, V) gp | < 5 M
Similarly, the third term is also bounded by M}, /8. Combining the three terms, we have that for
arbitrary u, v € By,
3 1
‘<u|n; v|n>[n] - <U7U>dE’ < ZXh + ZMh

Taking the supremum over u,v € Bthe have M), < 3xn/4 + M} /4, which is equivalent to
My, < xp,. Finally, for arbitrary u, v € Fp, if both norms are non-zero (if either norm is zero, then
the same inequality is trivial under Assumption 3] since |[u/[; 4o = O implies u(s,a) = 0 on all
sample points as well), apply the above unit-ball bound to u/|[ully gp and v/|[v[|5 40 yields

Vu,v € Fp, Vh € [H].

[ (b vl = (s 0)ap| <
This proves the uniform concentration bound. O
Proof of Lemma[I7] The proof structure is similar to that of Lemma[T6] We first fix t < h, u € B,
and f € By, where B; and B}, are unit balls. Define

h, h, A
e oo i) (D457~ o0, 0),

where g(h ) = = K[ gt(ilf ) = K[ --- Kj_, f. Then, the concentration quantity we want to control
becomes
™ 1 -
(s P = KDY, | =232
i=1

Notice that E[Z;] = 0. This is because when we take expectation,
7 (h T (h
E[Z] = Equ, weap [0(s1:00) (P95 (st,00) = (KT g2 (s1,00)) |

But K[ gf(ilf ) = =z P" gfi’if ) where I1, is the projection onto F;. Since u € Fy, the projection

residual is orthogonal to F, i.e., K[ and P™ agree when tested against functions in F;. Hence
E[Z;] = 0.

Now we are going to bound Z;. Since [ull; 40 < 1, generalized leverage gives [u(s, a)| < \/k.
Also, || flly,qp < 1implies || f([oc < /R Thus by Deﬁmtlonl we have

(h, ,
Hgt f)Hoo S Pt:h\/ Kh, HgH-f)Hoo S Pt+1:h\V Kh-

This gives an upper bound for the range of Z;, i.e., |Z;| < (pi.n + pe+1:1)\/Kikin. On the other hand,
for the variance control, we can use a slightly sharper bound that

Var[Z;] < E[Z7] < (pen + pet1:n) *Fin “B(s, a0)~ap [u(st,a0)?] < (pen + pryrn)son,
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since [[ufly 4p < 1. Therefore, Bernstein’s inequality gives for fixed u, f, with probability at least
1-6/2,

1 n
w2

The subsequent steps are similar. We can take 1/8-nets C; C B; and C, C By, with sizes |C;| = N,
and |Cy| = Np,. Union bound over all (ug, fo) € C; x Cp, and all ¢, h gives the same bound with
log(4/8) ~ log(8H>N; N}, /). We can apply the same procedure to extend the bound from the net
to the whole unit ball, by paying an additional 4/3 factor to get

2 log(4/0) | 2/FiFn log(4/5)> |

< . .
< (pe:h + prsr:n) ( - 3

sup
u€Bt,fEBR

D wy (s
(s P = KDY, | <

[n

Finally, for general nonzero u, f, apply the above unit-ball result to u/|[ully gp and f /[ f ||z 40 proves
the simultaneous concentration bound. O

E.4 Proof of Theorem|[§

Now we are going to prove the empirical-population tracking theorem (Theorem [8). We will break
the proof into three steps. Throughout, define
= [T — whllaap, A= 1T — whlalla)-

Our goal is to control the tracking error Ay,.

Step 1: duality conversion We will first transfer the weight error A, to the functional-side error
1y This is inspired by linear case where the linear functional (dual) space corresponds to the feature
space, and the dynamical system in linear case is also defined in the feature space, which is a much
more convenient way to do analysis; see also|Duan et al.[[2020]]. To see why this is a duality, define
the dual norm || - ||.. for linear functional A such that

Al = sup IACHI-

FEF RNl gp <t

The following proposition relates 7, with this functional error’s dual norm.

Proposition 18 (Error duality). For two linear functionals Ay, A}, : Fj, — R, suppose their Riesz
representers are two elements wy,, w} € Fp, respectively. Then, ||w), — Wi ll2,a0 = [1An = Aj [

Proof. Forany f € Fj, we have

|Ra = A = (@ — whs Fap < IBn — whllpap 1114,

where the first equality is due to Riesz representation theorem, and the second inequality is by Cauchy-
Schwarz. Thus, taking the supremum over || f|[, 4o < 1 gives one direction, i.e., Ay — Aj [l <
~ * ’
l|wn — wh||2,d}?-
On the other hand, if wj;, = wy;, then the claim is trivial. Otherwise, take
* ﬁ%/_qﬂﬁ -

p =" € Fp.
[|wn *w;*L”z,d;?

Then | f[l2,4p = 1, and (An = AR)(f) = [[wn — wjlz,qp- Hence, [|An — Al = [[wn — w}|2,qp-
Combining the two inequalities proves the claim.

Now we are going to translate the tracking error Ay, with the functional error 7;,; see the following
lemma.

Lemma 19 (Tracking error conversion). For any h € [H], assume x, < 1/2 for x;, in Eq. (T7),
which can be achieved by n 2, i, 1og(H Ny, /6). Then, Ap, < (14 3xn)nn + 2Xn | whl2,q0-
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Proof. By triangular inequality,
Ap = (1B = whlnllmg = l[@n — W}l < T — W} ] + |0 — @]

For the first term, Lemmagives (where we use /1 + = < 1+ z/2 for z > 0):
- ~ 1
I = willog < VTF 3@~ wilap < (14 300 )

For the second term, recall the definition of wy, (which is the representer of Kh) and wy, (which is the
sample-lift of f&gb] ), we have

(@ns fap = An(f) = (@n, n), Y € Fa
Taking f = wj, — wp, we obtain
@ — @h[fy = (@Wh, @n — @n) ) — (Why Bn — Dh) [
= (Wh, Wh — Wn)gp — (Wh, W — Wh)n)

< Xnllwnllg,ap | Wn — whllg,qp
< 2@ lg.ap | @h — Tl
= Tl

where the last two inequalities are both due to Lemma By canceling a ||wy, — wh||[n), we have

_ ~ Xh ~
lwn — Wl < ﬁ”whﬂz,df < 2xn(nn + [lwill2,42)

where we use the fact that x;, < 1/2 and triangular inequality. Combining the two terms, we have

1
A= (14 0 ) 0+ 2l + o) < (14330000 + 2unlwilsap-

O

Step 2: functional telescoping and recursion By Proposition[I8/and Lemma|[I9] we learned that
essentially we want to control

mh = [[An = ARl = sup [An(f) = AR
fth:Hsz‘dESl

The following telescoping lemma demonstrates the iterative nature of A} and Kh, since our Q-MMR
algorithm is level-by-level. As we will see, the iterative property of the population functional A},
depends on the prOJected backup operator K} in Deﬁnltlon@ while the operator corresponding to

the empirical functional Ah is the one-step realization operator Ph defined in Lemmal|l7} i.e.,

(P f)(sh 7G§L))—f(5;j_1;7f)a fethtl'
Such correspondences enable us to do functional telescoping; see the following lemma.

Lemma 20 (Functional telescoping). For every h € [H] and f € F,
h—1
" 0 (h h, _ 5 oy (h,
Ru(h) = 300 = Balgl™ ) = Az (") + 3 (anlu, (P - K >g§+f>>\n>[n] ,
=1
where gt(h’f) is the shorthand for KT K[\ | --- K] _, f, i.e., the multi-step backup of f € F onto F.

Proof. We first claim that A} (f) = A:(gt(h’f)) = <w§,gfh’f)>dp forevery 1 <t < h < H and
f € Fp. Suppose this claim holds, we have that A} (f) = A} (gih’f )). Thus it remains to relate the

empirical functionals. Write g; := g(h’f ) e F. By the definition of /A\H_l, we have

At+1 gt+1) Zwt gt+1 St+17 ) = (Wt, PrGe+1)[n)
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and by using the matching condition (Proposition [T4{iii)), we can also write
=~ 1~ i i) (G _
90) = = >0 (s ") = (@l gl
i=1

Since g; = K[ g:+1 by the backup recursion, the difference of the above two equations becomes

Ae11(ge41) — Aege) = (Weln, (Pe = K7)Ge41) [n) ()
By telescoping (summing over ¢t = 1,..., h — 1), we have

h—1

An(f) = Ailg) = Y (@iln. (P = K7)ges1) o)

t=1

since f = g,(Lh"f ). This proves the lemma.

Now we go back to prove the claim that A} (f) = Af(g¢) = (wf, ge)gp. It = h, g = g(h D= ¢
so the claim trivially holds. Consider ¢ < h. For ¢t = h — 1, we can write

W) =Egp [wi_y - (PT)l =Eap [wh_y- Tz, PTf)] = (wh_1, Kf_1flap

h—1’

where the second equality uses wy_; € Fhr—1 (Proposition i)) and orthogonality of II;,_; (the
projection onto F,_1), and the last equality uses the definition of KT | = Iz,  P7. Iterating this
identity, we have

AR(f) = (i KT - KR fap = (Wi, g0 ap = A7 (90),

where the last equality is due to the definition of A}. O

Using the telescoping in Lemma[20] we can now decompose this empirical-population tracking error
(in the functional space) and thereby control 7, yielding a recursion formula to be solved later.

Lemma 21 (Functional recursion). With probability at least 1 — 6, assume x; < 1/2 for all t < h.
Then for every h € [H),

h—1 h—1
N 4 2kp log(4N, /)
nn < ; agnme + ; asnlwlly,ap + gorn\f —— —

where ay.p, := Te:n + 3Xe\/Fh(Pt:n + peri1:n) with xp, in Eq. (T7) and 1.1, in Eq. (T8).

Proof. Fix f € Fj, with [fll2,4p < 1. By Lemma , we have

h—1
Bl = 4500 = Balof™) = 306" + 3 (s (B = KDI),
t=1

For the first-step error term Ay (g) — A%(g) with g := g(h 1) , by Deﬁnition@ we have

Ai(g) — Af(g) = = Z D) g(s\, 1) — Ep[w(s0, ao)g(s1, )]
4 2k, log(4Ny, /6
= 729 51 , T [9(31771')] S 3 1:h W7

with probability at least 1 — ¢/2, where we used ||g||c < p1., and the standard covering argument

over By, (since g = ggh’f ) is uniquely determined by f € Fj). It remains to tackle the second

summation term.
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For notational simplicity, we omit the |, in (-|,, |,,) ] in the following proof. We decompose this
functional error into the following three terms using w; = (w; — w}) + w; + (W — Wy):

M = ‘(@t i, (P=KDgl)

_ x (D _ gemy, ()
an = ‘<wta(Pt K )9t+1 >[n] s

) = ’<wt ~ (B~ KDgltl) ]'-

(D) < ||, — | H(ﬁt KT gt+f)H

h
+ |t

Bog™f) . ‘

By Lemma we have (I) < 7.,n; and (II) < 735wy |2 4o . For the third term,
Xt
(e + Lilap) (| Pty

<7 b)
T VI=x [n]>

where the first inequality is due to Cauchy-Schwarz, and the second inequality we leveraged proof of
Lemma|19[to control the first ||w; — w;||[,] term, and the triangular inequality to control the second
(hof) _ — Krg" (h.f ))

term (by noticing that g,

For the ||Pt gt +1 || [n] term, we can bound it via Definition

h,
H t9t+ f)H th(-s-lf 3t+1’ )2 < maX ’gt ( 7a)‘ < VERPt+1:h-
where we use Assumptlonand the fact that || f||; 4o < 1. For the || gt ||[n] term, we can similarly

bound it via Definition |§| (transferred via isometry concentration at first):

/ h, /
S 1 + Xt Hg,g 2 HQ ap S 1 + Xt * VRhPt:h S QMPt:h-
sy
Hence combining the terms, the third term can be controlled by

2xtv/Kh
(1) < ﬁ(pm + pran) (e + wf]lo,a0)

< 3xevEnr(ptn + pran) (e + [0 2,a0)-

Summing the three bounds and taking the supremum over || f||5 4o < 1 controls the functional error
term. By union bound over three events: the first step concentration error with failure probability
/2, the event in Lemma (16| with failure probability §/4, and the event in Lemma 17| with failure
probability ¢ /4; we prove the claim with probability at least 1 — 4. O

Hgt( '

Step 3: solving the recursion As shown in Lemma 21| what we get is essentially a recursion in 7,
(i.e., the RHS also appears 7, for ¢ < h). Therefore the final step of proving Theorem|g]is to solve for
this recursion to control 7, hence Ay,.

Proof of Theorem[S] Abbreviate €1.; = 3 p1.j1/2k; log(4N;/8)/n. Let

Ap = max €. +E acil|lwillo 4o, By := max g a:ri, FEj:= max n;.
155<h g e gl tH2,dt7 1<) £ 2 1§j§hnj

By Lemma[21] with probability at least 1 — 4, for every j < h, we have

Jj—1 Jj—1
n; < Zat,ﬂ?t + €15 + Z at,j||wt*||2,df’ < BLEp + Ap.
t=1 t=1
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Taking the maximum over j < h gives Ej, < By Ej + Ap,. Hence, we have

h—1

- <24y < 21 +2 ) apnlwf 240,
t=1

< max n; = F, <
nh_lgjghn] h =7

where we use By, < 1/2 since our choice of n that n > (max,<p, £1)2(330_, prn)? log(H2N, Ny, /6)
automatically enables B;, < 1/2; and the last inequality is due to the maximum of A}, is exactly
taken at j = h (because all elements are non-negative; that is, ay j||wy |2, 4» > 0). Now we can apply
Lemma IO
h—1
Ap < (14 3xn)mn + 2xn [ whllo,ap < Bern +5 Y arnw]
t=1

where we use x5, < 1/2 (hence 2(1 + 3x;,) < 5). By the definitions of x;, in Eq. and 74, in
Eq. (18), we have

h—1
Ap <Herp +5 Z aenl|w} 2,40 + 2xn [ Wi [l2,ap

4 2K, log 4Ny, /6
) e— 2 log(4Nu/6) \/ Z (pn + prarin) [wi 2,40

(\/2/% log 781{ Ny N, 2\/m10g 78}[2?"]\7’”‘ +3 2k log 8HN 4/»{;1 log SHN’”‘ )

n 3n n n

n

K3 log H2N, Ny 7’1
S Z Pt:h Li [wi ll2,4p + p1:n\[ ————" + higher order term.

We use < to ignore some universal constants (here the constant can be set to 320/3 if we
combine all terms), and the higher order term is of order O(1/n) in the above equation.
And we also combined the logarithmic terms and the first step term (by our choice of n 2>
(maxi<p Ht)Q(Z?zl pe:n)? log(H? NN}, /6)). Therefore, ignoring the higher-order term, we prove
Theorem 8} for any h € [H], with probability at least 1 — 0,

h

kplog(H2Ny N, /&), kp log(Ny /6
Zpt:h\/ n Log - lVh/ )Ilwt\lz,dp + prn %
t=1

8, . 2k, log 8H6N£ 4Ky, log
Zlwill2,.ap

o -], <

E.5 Proofs of Proposition[9and Corollary [10]

Here we provide the proof of Proposition 0] as well as the random-design result of the Q-MMR
algorithm (Corollary [I0). As stated in Proposition[9] the population 0 matching loss will imply the
empirical 0 matching loss with high probability. In the linear case, this is obvious since the invertible

covariance X implies the invertible empirical covariance 5 by matrix Bernstein inequality. However,
under GFA, we need to leverage the near-isometry concentration argument (Lemma [I6)).

Proof of Proposition[d] As we will see, the empirical O matchmg loss does not rely on the whole
function f € Fj, but its sample-evaluation f|, = (f(sgll),ah )y .,f(sh ,ah )) where the

sample evaluation map |, : Fj, — R". The near-isometry condition in Lemmalmplies that |, is
injective. Indeed, if f|,, = 0, then || f|,/;n) = O, which implies

0= [|£1nllf = (1 = xu)If15 4p-
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Since x;, < 1/2 by our choice of n, this gives || ||, 4o = 0, hence f = 0 as an element of Fh.

Now consider the sample evaluation space Fuln ={fln: f € Fn} C R™. We can define a linear
functional ¢, : Fp|, — R by

- 1< i _
(fla) = Rn(f) = = D@ £ (53 7). Viln € Pl
i=1
This is well defined. To see this, suppose f|,, = gl,. Then (f — g)|, = 0 by linearity; and f = g
in Fj, by injectivity of this sample evaluation operator |, i.e., 4P = 0. Therefore, we can
apply generalized leverage (Assumption [3) to give

|f<s>a) - (Sva)l < \/@Hf - g||2 ap = 0, V(s,a) € Sp x A

Thus f and g also agree pointwise. In particular, this implies f (sh , ) = g(sg), m) for all i € [n].

Hence Ay, (f) = Ap(g). So the linear functional ¢, is well-defined.

Next, since fh|n is a subspace of R"™, it is also finite-dimensional. Equip ?h|n with the empirical
1T/

inner product (z,2'),) = ;2 2’. By the finite-dimensional Riesz representation theorem, there
exists some vector ay, € F, h|n C R™ such that
Kh(z) = (ah,z>[n], Vz € 7h|n

Taking z = f|,, we have

An(f) = ta(F1n) = (an, fln)pm = nZ Iy afl), vf e T

i=1
By setting @;L"] := ap, we would achieve empirical 0 matching loss, i.e.,
L () () () 1 _
=S @ £ a) = Ralf) = — Z @ p(s 7).
i=1 i=1

So the empirical matching loss over FJ, is zero. Since F;, C FJ,, the empirical matching loss over
Fp, 1s also zero. Thus the empirical minimizer used by Q-MMR also achieves zero loss. O]

The proof of Corollary [I0]is a direct consequence of Theorem §] (by leveraging the same procedure of
telescoping as our fixed-design result in Theorem[I)). As we will see in the following, the empirical-
population tracking error is paired with the average Bellman residual, leading it to a higher-order
term so that the dominant term becomes random-design control.

Proof of Corollary[I0] First, we make the following decomposition of the suboptimality gap J(7) —
J():

n H
~ 1 NOWG
()~ ()| = @ (s0,00) — + > D" )

1=1 h=0

1 n H ) )

= *ZA( Q(s,al) — =373 @)
i=1 h=0
n H
1 @ e ) i

|23 (a00m ) 07 )~ L33
=1 h=0 i=1 h=0

H
= %ZZ( )Qﬁ(sh 7ah) @S)Q”(s;fim) @1(1)7“}(;)>

i=1 h=0
H n H
RS . o0) 1 (59, o))
< ﬁzzwh(shvah EZZ( n(sy s ay, ))5h )
1=1 h=0 =1 h=0
(I): random design control (II): tracking error
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where e = Q (s 5, ,ah )y — Q”(sh 41, ™) denotes the Bellman residual at current transition

sample (sgf ) aﬁf ) 'rﬁf ) sgf_)irl) We use that Wy = 1 and Wy 11 = 0; and the fourth equation is due to

our emplrlcal 0 matchmg loss in Proposition [0}

The first term is the random-design control on population weight functional wj,. For each fixed

h, define X}, ; := wh(sgf) aﬁf))sg) Conditioned on {(sﬁf) agf)) ?_,, the variables {X}, ;}7_; are

independent, mean-zero, and satisfy | X}, ;| < Vmax|wh(sé), aé))| since |5h)| < |Vinax|. Therefore,

by standard Hoeffding’s inequality, we have: with probability at least 1 — «,
1 n
o 2 X
n “

=1

<V 2log(2/a)
n

Hwh|nH[n]>

L N1)2
where [|w} | [|jn) = (% > w;(ss), a;f))Q) . Using the near-isometry transfer in Lemma
and x;, < 1/2 (which is implied by our choice of n in Corollary [10), we have

3
ek lall < vIF Xnlwhllp 0 < ﬁnw;nw < 2w 40

Take o = §/(2(H + 1)), then union bound over h € [H], we can control the first term by

2log(4(H +1)/6) i |

n

@< 2Vmax\/

.-
h=0

Now for the tracking part, define Y7, ; = AS)ES). Because @,(f) depends only on the trajectory prefix

up to (sﬁf), aﬁl)) and wh(sﬁf), ag)) is also measurable with respect to (S;Z), ag)) the coefficient A,(f)
is fixed when conditioning on the level-h prefixes. Therefore, conditional on those prefixes, the
variables {Y, ;}7_, are again independent, mean-zero, and |Y}, ;| < Vmax\Ag) |. Apply Hoeffding’s
inequality again, for each fixed h, with probability at least 1 — «,

1 & 2log(2/a) 21og(2/c) | in
= Yad| < Vinan\) == L Al = Vinas| 2 185 = o
i=1

Taking again o = ¢/(2(H + 1)) and union bound over h, we can control the second term by

H
2log(4(H + 1
0 < Vi 22D S i )

n
h=1

since wy = 1 and W A( ) = 1forallie [n]. So now we can apply the tracking theorem (Theorem to
see that the second term is indeed a higher-order term, since both the average Bellman error and the
tracking error exhibit the rate of n-1/2 (hence an overall rate of n~!). Combining (I) and (II) proves
the corollary.

F Further discussion on MIS

F.1 Issues with non-parametric weights in MIS

MIS methods often take a minimax form similar to our Q-MMR, and here we provide further
discussion on the issue with learning non-parametric weights in MIS. Taking MQL [Uehara et al.,
2020]] as an example, whose population loss is (in the infinite-horizon discounted setting)

arg min max Lq(f, w) := [Ego [w(s,a)(f(s,a) —r —~f(s',m))]|.
fer weWw
When w is not restricted to a parametric class VV but is a separate scalar for each data point, one
can immediately see that the loss L is ill-behaved: the original MIS derivations rely on the fact
that max,eyy L(Q™,w) = 0 [Uehara et al [2020, Jiang and Huang, |2020], but when w is non-
parametric, £(Q™,w) # 0 in general when the environment is stochastic, since w can simply choose
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to be positive or negative depending on the sign of Q™ (s,a) — r — yQ™(s’, 7). (This issue can
be viewed as a version of the infamous double-sampling problem.) In contrast, our algorithm and
analyses forbid the choice of w to depend on the next-state randomness, which avoids this problem.

Now, MQL learns f using w as discriminator, and its “dual” method such as MWL [Uehara et al.,
2020] learns w using f as discriminator, which is more similar to our method. In particular, the
population loss for MWL is (we assume the initial state-action pair is fixed as (sq, ag)):

arg min sup Lo (uw, ) = | f(s0,a0) + 2 Eao (s, a)(17(s',7) — f(s,a))]| . (19)
weW fEF -7

The following proposition uses a counterexample to show that MWL is subject to similar issues when
we use non-parametric weights. The reason is exactly the same: sample-wise weights can implicitly
depend on the realized next state s} which destroys the usual Bellman-noise cancellation.

Proposition 22 (Non-parametric MWL can overfit transition noise). Consider the two-state dis-
counted MDP below, with v = 1/2, sg = A, and a single action. Let F be the full bounded tabular
class, and let the dataset consist of the following 5 transition samples:

A—A A—-A A—-B, A—B, B-—B.

Note that the stochastic transitions A — A and A — B in the data accurately reflect the true
transition probabilities P(A|A) = P(B|A) = 1/2. Then, for empirical MWL with nonnegative
sample-wise weights, there exists a set of weights that admits zero matching loss but produces an
incorrect OPE estimate. This holds even if the weights minimizes the second moment.

1/2 1

1/2
r(A)=0 e e r(B) =1

Proof. The true values are Q™(B) = 2 and Q™ (A) = J(w) = 2/3. For sample-wise weights

whl = (w1, ..., ws), writing f4 = f(A) and fp = f(B), the rescaled empirical MWL moment is
~ wy + wy + 2(ws +w w3 + wy — W
Lw (wP, f) = (1— — 5( : 4))fA+3545fB :
Since F is tabular, zero matching loss is equivalent to
wq +w2—|—2(w3+w4):57 Wy = W3 + Wy.
Minimizing Z?Zl w? subject to these constraints and w; > 0 yields
wllx — (18 1555 103
14°14° 77 7
Although this solution achieves zero MWL loss, its value estimate is
5
~ 11 2 4 2
Jp(m) = —— = Kpo= St =~ 4 2 = J(n). O
() = To55 i = guE = 5 # 3 = I

F.2 Data-dependent bounds for MIS

Recall the population loss for the MWL in Eq. (I9). The actual algorithm optimizes the empirical
loss L, where E b is replaced with the empirical expectation E;p, and forms the final prediction
J(m) = ﬁEdD [wr] where w is the learned w. The standard finite-sample guarantee for MWL pays

for the statistical complexities of both V' and F. Below we show that the complexity of F can be
avoided in a data-dependent guarantee similar to our Theorem I} for any fixed w € WV, we have

1 i ’y@dn [w(s,a)r] — J(m)
— | Bl 0)Q7(5.0) = 7 = 9@ )] = @ (s a0) + B (5,0)(-Q7(5,) +9Q7(', )
< | Banluls,a)(@7(5,0) — 1 —@7(s', )| + sup Ll ). @ P
-7 fer
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The first term enjoys a “fixed-design” concentration bound similar to our proof of Theorem [T} but
needs a union bound over w € W so that the bound holds for w. The second term is the empirically

observed loss, similar to our £, term in Theorem

As discussed in Section@ MWL can be viewed as a “stacked” variant of Q-MMR, since it optimizes
the matching losses for all h simultaneously (in the finite-horizon setting). This formulation makes
a direct extension of Q-MMR to the infinite-horizon discounted setting nontrivial, where we can
no longer exploit the layered structure to perform moment matching sequentially across time steps.
Although data splitting may provide a possible workaround, we do not pursue this direction here. We
leave a principled extension to the infinite-horizon discounted setting for future work.

G Further discussion on the Stability of Q-MMR Weights

At the end of Section[3.1] we discussed how one may choose weights that do not exactly minimize
the 2nd moment for bias-variance trade-off. This view is, however, myopic, in the sense that we only
focused on the effects of the weights at the current time step h, and ignored the fact that the weights
at time h also sets up the matching target for subsequent time steps.

Towards understanding such delayed effects of the weights, we start with basic questions on the
stability of weights, namely: (Q1) if we choose a set of weights that is locally more favorable (e.g.,
achieving the same matching loss at time ¢ while having smaller sizes), does that guarantee that the
induced weights in subsequent steps (or continuations) will also be more favorable? A closely related
question is the stability w.r.t. policy perturbations: (Q2) when the target policy changes slightly, does
that lead to well-bounded changes in the learned weights?

Below we show that, under value-function realizability alone (Assumption I}, both questions have
negative answers. The underlying issue is precisely the phenomenon captured by the feature dynam-
ical system in Eq. (6)): a direction that appears benign at the current step h may be exponentially
amplified by the subsequent projected dynamics at steps h’ > h. We then show that the stronger
condition of Bellman completeness (Assumptionrules out this source of amplification and guaran-
tees stability. For simplicity, these results are established for the population version of the algorithm
(Definition[3). In the constructions, we consider problem instances where exact matching is possible,
guaranteed by an invertible feature covariance matrix ¥, = Ep [d)h(ﬁ;f] in the linear case.

Proposition 23 ((Q1) Smaller weights can induce exponentially larger continuations). For H > 2,
there exists a zero-reward MDP with a realizable 2-dimensional linear function class such that,
at h = 1, two sets of weights w™™ and v, both achieve zero matching loss. Moreover, w™™ is
the minimum-second-moment solution and is pointwise strictly smaller than vy in absolute value.
Nevertheless, their minimum-second-moment continuations with zero matching loss satisfy, for all
2<h<H, .

=1 e = ).

Proof. Consider an MDP where the dummy initial state transitions uniformly to one of three states
labeled {1, 2, 3}, and subsequent transitions preserve the label, i.e., there are 3 separate chains of
states, and taking any action deterministically moves down the chain. The action space is {0, 1}, with
the behavior policy always choosing ¢ = 0 and the target policy always choosing a = 1. At each
level, the learned weights can be specified by the weight for each state and action a = 0, since a = 1
is not observed in the data. All rewards are zero, so realizability holds trivially.

Letgo = [1,—2,0]" and ¢ = [1,—1,0] ", and define

d1(s,0) = ((1 +22)q0(s)) o onlsa) = ((1 —|—cll)q(s)> , hz2.

Since the behavior distribution is uniform over the three labels, exact moment matching at h =
1 requires Ep[w;] = 1 and Ep[wiqe] = —1. The unique minimum-2nd-moment solution is
witt = [3/7,12/7,6/7]T = 6/7 — 3qo/7, obtained by minimizing Ep[w?] under these two linear
constraints. Another feasible solution is v; = (3,3, —3), whose absolute value is strictly larger at
every coordinate.

9The version of Bellman completeness we actually need is P™ f € span(Fy),Vf € span(Fpy1), which is implied by
Assumption[ZJand O € F as in Proposition|TT]

39



For h > 2, exact moment matching requires Ep[wy,] = 1 and my, := Eplwpq] = 2Eplwp_14].
Since Ep[g] = 0 and Ep[¢?] = 2/3, the minimum-2nd-moment solution is wy, = 1 + 3my,q. For
v1, we have Ep[viq] = 0, so its minimum-2nd-moment continuation satisfies v;, = [1,1,1] " for

all h > 2. In contrast, Ep [w""q] = —3/7, yielding m), = —3 - 2"~! /7 and wji® = 1 — 22h=2¢,
Consequently,

Jeofm 2 o = 1+ Sm = 1+ 2L ah=1 = Q(a")

rllzap = 27 g 9% '
Thus, minimizing the current second moment does not necessarily control the second moments of
downstream weights. O

We also show that the learned weights are not stable w.r.t. policy perturbations, whose proof uses a
similar construction as the proposition above.

Proposition 24 ((Q2) Instability w.r.t. policy perturbations). For every H > 1and 0 < § < 1/2,
there exists a zero-reward MDP with a realizable 2-dimensional linear function class with feature ¢,
and two policies 7, that differ only at h = 1 with sup, Doy (71 (- | 8),T1(- | 8)) = 0. Nevertheless,
their minimum-2nd-moment weights with zero matching loss satisfy the following properties:

(i) (Exponential amplification) For all h € [H], let )y := Egp [wy ™ ¢p] denote the induced moment,

h—1
)"
2

(ii) (Bounded 2nd moment) For exponentially small perturbation § = c(2/3)" =1 for any constant
¢ € (0,1/2), both policies satisfy

mac {Bgp (™), Egp (w2} < 12, while [0 — 0 b = ¢

(iii) (Well-conditioned covariance) The feature covariance satisfies P = I, for all h; and for any
policy ', its feature covariance E ;. [pn¢) | < /'SP for some constant ¢'.
h

= “¢h wh

’ whT — wk
h h 2dD

Proof. Consider an MDP with a state label s € {—1, 41} sampled uniformly at the initial step and
preserved by subsequent transitions. The action space is {0, 1}, and the behavior policy always
chooses a = 0. All rewards are zero, so realizability holds trivially. Define the feature map
én(s,a) = (1,s(1+a)) " for every h. Under the behavior distribution, ¥, = Ep[¢n¢; | = L.
Let 7, (1 | s) = 1/2 for all h. Since ¢y, (s, m,) = (1, 25) " and the state labels are uniform, the initial
target feature mean is (1,0) T. Exact moment matching therefore gives w;"™(s) = 1, and the same
holds inductively for all h, i.e., w};™ (s) = 1.

Now perturb only the first-stage policy by setting 71 (1 | ) = 1/2 + ds and 7, = 7y, for h > 2. The
two policies differ by total variation distance § at h = 1. Moreover, ¢;(s,71) = (1, 33 + )", with

expectation (1,8) . Since ©; = I, the minimum-2nd-moment matchmg weight is w}” ( ) = 1+49s.
For h > 2, exact matching requires Ep[wy] = 1 and Ep[wys] = 2]E p[wp—15]. Consequently,

B 3\ A1
w;f’f(s) =144 (2) s, ( § >,
2
which proves (i). Furthermore,
o L2 , /3 2(h—1)
Eqp [(wh ) } =1, Egp [(wh ) } =1+9 (2) )

én(s,a)||3 < 5and TP = I, gives Edg’ [pro] < 5XP for any policy
7', proving the all-policy squared-feature coverage condition in (iii). O

which proves (ii). Finally,

The most interesting regime to interpret the result is when § is exponentially small as in (ii), where
c = 0(3/2)7~1 is a constant. In this case, an exponentially small policy perturbation at h = 1
induces a constant-order difference in the learned weights and their moments at h = H, even though
both sets of weights have uniformly bounded 2nd-moments and the feature covariance matrix is well
conditioned (iii). This implies that the exponential amplification is caused by the projected dynamics
rather than poor data coverage.
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Bellman completeness restores stability. For H > 2, both examples in Propositions and
violate Bellman completeness (Assumption [2). Indeed, Bellman completeness can be shown to
eliminate the instabilities in general, which we briefly explain below. For (Q1), if two weights uy,, vy,
induce the same moments, i.e., Ep[up fr] = Ep[vn fr], Vi € span(F;,)—which can be implied by
e.g., both having 0 matching losses—then for all f € Fp 1,

Ep[(un —vn) - f(sht1,7)] = Ep[(un — vp) - (P f)(sh,an)] = 0.

This holds because completeness gives us P f € span(Fy) (see Footnote E]) It implies that up,
and vy, induce exactly the same target for downstream matching problems, Ep[up f(sp+1,7)] =
Ep[vnf(sh+1, )], and hence the same min-2nd-moment continuations.
For (Q2), let e, = sup, Drv (mh(- | 8), Tn(- | 8)) be the perturbation at step h. A standard coupling
argument gives Dy (df, dﬁ) < ZZ,:I ens. Therefore, for any f € Fy,

[Eaplwy™ = wi™)11] = [Eag 1]~ Egg 1] < 201l S e

h'=1

where the first equality follows from Proposition [TT] under Bellman completeness. In contrast to
Proposition[24] the induced moment difference grows at most linearly, rather than exponentially, with
the cumulative policy perturbation.

Moreover, since both min-2nd-moment weights belong to F, (Proposition, the generalized leverage

condition (Assumption [3) allows us to translate the moment bound into a weight bound by taking
*, T *, 7T,

f=w," —wp™:

KT KT
wy, wy,

h
<2k €.
p <V
In the linear setting, if ||¢n(s,a)l]2 < By and £ is invertible, we have ), < Bg/)\min(EhD),

where /\min(Ef ) is the smallest eigenvalue of Zf. In particular, when the feature covariance
is well-conditioned as in Proposition 24(iii), Bellman completeness ensures that a small policy
perturbation also implies a small change in the learned weights, ruling out the instability exhibited in
Proposition [24]
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