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Abstract

We study the problem of generalizing an expert agent’s behavior, provided through
demonstrations, to new environments and/or additional constraints. Inverse Rein-
forcement Learning (IRL) offers a promising solution by seeking to recover the
expert’s underlying reward function, which, if used for planning in the new set-
tings, would reproduce the desired behavior. However, IRL is inherently ill-posed:
multiple reward functions, forming the so-called feasible set, can explain the same
observed behavior. Since these rewards may induce different policies in the new
setting, in the absence of additional information, a decision criterion is needed
to select which policy to deploy. In this paper, we propose a novel, principled
criterion that selects the “average” policy among those induced by the rewards in a
certain bounded subset of the feasible set. Remarkably, we show that this policy
can be obtained by planning with the reward centroid of that subset, for which we
derive a closed-form expression. We then present a provably efficient algorithm
for estimating this centroid using an offline dataset of expert demonstrations only.
Finally, we conduct numerical simulations that illustrate the relationship between
the expert’s behavior and the behavior produced by our method.

1 Introduction

Imitation Learning (IL) [34} 1] addresses the problem of efficiently learning a desired behavior by
imitating an expert’s behavior [32]]. By avoiding the difficult task of specifying a reward function,
IL offers a direct and effective way to construct artificial agents with human-like capabilities using
demonstrations of behavior alone [18 14} [38] [15]. Consequently, it has been successfully applied
to a variety of real-world applications and control problems, including autonomous driving [20],
healthcare [53]], motion planning [13l], and path planning [37, 44]].

However, in many situations, the environment where the learner must operate has different dynamics
or requires additional constraints compared to the environment where the expert’s demonstrations
were collected [[14, 3, 142]. A common example are “sim-to-real” scenarios, where demonstrations
are easily obtained in a simulator while the target environment is the (possibly more constrained) real
world [31 24} [12]. In such cases, the expert’s demonstrations provide valuable information about
the desired behavior, but this information must be extrapolated, as merely transferring the expert’s
observed policy can lead to failure [14} 30} 3.

Inverse Reinforcement Learning (IRL) [40, [29] addresses this generalization problem by assuming
the existence of an expert’s reward function that, if used for planning in the new environment, would
induce the desired behavior [2,114,13,139,!43|]. The task is thus reduced to inferring the expert’s reward
function from demonstrations of behavior. This inference requires knowledge of the true relationship
between the expert’s policy and reward, referred to as the model of behavior [45]]. Common models of
behavior studied in the literature include assuming that the expert’s policy is optimal for the expert’s
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reward [29], soft-optimal [54} [14]], e-optimal [33], the best policy satisfying certain constraints [42],
or derived from a softmax over the optimal @)-function [36].

Unfortunately, regardless of the chosen model of behavior, even if the expert’s policy is known exactly,
the expert’s reward cannot be uniquely identified [29}9]]. Instead, there exists a set of equally plausible
reward functions, known as the feasible set, that are consistent with the expert’s behavior [26 25]].
Crucially, these rewards generalize differently, meaning they induce different optimal policies in the
target environment [46], leading to ambiguity about which behavior should be deployed. To address
this, many works in the literature aim to reduce the size of the feasible set using additional data or
structural assumptions [2| 14, (9, (19} 139, 142} 43]].

In this work, we consider a more challenging and realistic setting where no additional data or structure
is available, and we are requested to make the best possible decision given only the demonstrations.
In this context, existing IRL approaches can be broadly grouped into methods that work well in
the best-case, worst-case, or average-case. “Best-case” methods [55, 10,51} [13] arbitrarily select
a reward from the feasible set and deploy its corresponding policy. “Worst-case” methods [21]]
deploy the policy that minimizes the worst-case suboptimality over all rewards in the feasible set.
“On-average” methods [36} 27, 4] minimize expected suboptimality under a prior reward distribution.

Unsurprisingly, “best-case” methods tend to be overly optimistic and often fail to generalize, as
observed in empirical studies such as [[13}14,49]. Conversely, “worst-case” methods can be overly
conservative, and the resulting policy can be inefficient to compute [21]]. Positioned between these
extremes, “‘on-average” methods offer a more reasonable compromise. However, the common choices
of priors considered in the literature either rely on domain knowledge or turn out to be biased in the
set of policies that the expert can demonstrate (see Section[3.2)), making them intuitively unsuitable
for our specific setting, where no additional information is available.

In this paper, we introduce novel priors over rewards that are unbiased with respect to the policy that
the expert will demonstrate. Building on them, we develop provably efficient “on-average” algorithms
for generalizing the observed expert’s behavior to new environments and constraints.

Contributions. We summarize the main contributions of this work below:

* We categorize existing IRL-based approaches for generalizing behavior into three groups, and we
demonstrate that the most popular reward prior considered in the literature is biased (Section 3)).

* We propose novel unbiased reward priors for three common models of behavior (Section .T]), and
we derive closed-form expressions for their centroids restricted to the feasible sets (Section4.2)).

* We develop provably efficient algorithms to estimate these centroids from offline data (Section [3).

* Finally, we conduct numerical simulations to illustrate the relationship between the expert’s
behavior and the behavior produced by our method (Section [6).

Proofs are provided in Appendices and additional related work is discussed in Appendix [A]

2 Preliminaries

Notation. Given an integer N € N, we let [N]:={1,2,..., N}. Given two finite sets X, ), we
denote by A¥ and Aj)f , respectively, the set of probability measures on X and the set of functions
from ) to A%, For vectors = € R", we define |z := max; |z;|. Given a matrix W, we let det(W)
be its determinant. We use notation a oc b to denote proportionality between two quantities a, b.
Given a Riemannian manifold X € R™ with dimensionality k£ < n [23]], we denote the integral of a
function f: X — R over X as §,. f(x)dx, where dx represents the k-dimensional volume element
of the manifold. We denote by vol(X) := § . dx the k-dimensional volume of X'. The centroid C'(X)
is a generalization of the arithmetic mean: C(X) := { ,, zdz/vol(X)oc § . zdzx. Appendixprovides
additional notation for the supplementary material.

Markov Decision Processes (MDPs). An infinite-horizon discounted Markov Decision Process
(MDP) [35]] is defined as a tuple M, := (S, A, so, p,7, ), where S is the finite state space (S :=
|S]), A is the finite action space (A = |A|), sg €S is the initial state, p Ang is the transition
model, v € [0, 1) is the discount factor, and r € RS54 is the reward function. We will use symbol
M= (S, A, so,p,7) to denote an MDP without reward (MDP\R), i.e., an MDP-like environment
where there is no notion of reward [1]. A policy w eIl := Aé is a strategy that prescribes actions
in states. We let Py . represent the probability distribution induced by playing 7 in M, or M.




We let dagx (s, a) = (1 =) 3% v'Pasx(s¢ = s, a; = a) be the state-action occupancy measure
of min M, and dy, () = D ,c4 M. (5, a) be the state-only occupancy measure. We denote by
Sm,» the set of states reachable with non-zero probability from sy in M when playing policy .
Formally: Sy i={s €S| dp .« (s) > 0}. We define W, . € RS*S as the linear map that, to every
pair of states s, s’ € S, associates W), (s, s") = 1{s" = s} —v >, . 4 m(a|s)p(s'[s, a).

Value and advantage functions. We denote the value and @Q-functions induced by
a policy m in M, as V7(s;p,r) =Emr [Z:fg Yir(se, at)lso = s] and Q"(s,a;p,r):=
Ept,n [Z::(:) Y1 (s¢, a)|so = s, ag = a|, where E o denotes the expectation w.r.t. Pxy,». More-
over, we let V7 (s;p, 1) == Eprq » [Z:;OB v (r(se, ar) — Mog w(ae]se))|so = s| and Q% (s, a; p, ) =
Entr [ 2050 v (7(s¢, ar) — Mog m(a|s:)) [so = s, ap = a] denote the soft value and Q-functions as-
sociated to a policy m where A\ > 0 is the regularization coefficient [54}[16]). It is useful to introduce no-
tation for the advantage and soft-advantage functions as A™ (s, a; p, r) == Q™ (s, a; p, ) — V™ (s;p, 7)
and A% (s, a;p,r) = Q% (s,a;p,r) — V{(s;p,r). The optimal counterparts of all these quantities
will be denoted using a star *; namely, we let V*(s;p, r) :==max, V" (s;p,r), Q*(s,a;p,r) ==
max, Q™ (s,a;p,r), and A*(s,a;p, 7)== Q*(s,a;p,r) — V*(s; p, r) be the optimal value, ) and
advantage functions, and V*(s;p,r):=max, V7 (s;p,7), Q%(s,a;p,r) :=max, Q5 (s,a;p,r)
and A% (s, a;p,r) = Q% (s, a;p,r) — V¥(s; p, r) the soft-optimal value, () and advantage functions.
Finally, we define II* (p, r) :={m €1 |Vs € S: V™ (s;p,r) = V*(s;p,7)}.

Sets of rewards. Given an MDP\R M, a set of states ScSanda policy 7 deterministic on S, we
define the set of rewards that make 7 optimal in S as:

R(XETT’FS ={re RS54 |VseS: 7(s) € argmax e 4 Q* (s, a;p,7)}. (1
Similarly, given a policy 7 stochastic on S, we define the set of rewards that make 7 respectively
soft-optimal (for some A > 0) and Boltzmann w.r.t. Q* (for some 5 > 0) in S as:

Rhﬂd/lcig ={re RS54 |VseS, Vae A: ﬂ(a\s)oce§Qf(s’a;p’r)}, 2
R%Rf;g ={reR%|VseS, Vaec A: 7r(a|s)oce%Q*(s’a;p’r)}. 3)

The meaning of the acronyms OPT, MCE, BIRL will be clear in the next paragraph.

Inverse Reinforcement Learning (IRL). In IRL [40, 29], we are given demonstrations from an
expert’s policy g in an MDP\R M := (S, A, s, p, 7), and we aim to recover the expert’s reward
ri € R4 from 5. To complete the formulation of an IRL problem, we need to specify a model of
behavior [45], namely, the relationship between g and rg that an IRL algorithm must invert. In
this paper, we focus on the popular models of behavior introduced by [29]], [54] and [36], that we
abbreviate respectively with OPT, MCE and BIRL.

In OPT (OPTimal) [29], the expert’s policy 7 is assumed to be optimal in M, ;:

mgeargmax V™ (so;p, TE). 4
In MCE (Maximum Causal Entropy) [54], 7: ;Hls assumed to be soft-optimal in M., for some A > 0:
TE =ar§rnr1[ax WV (so;p,TE)- (5)

In BIRL (Bayesian IRL) [36l], 7 is assumec? to be softmax w.r.t. @* in M,., for some 5 > 0:
mp(als) oceF QT EAPTE)  yoe Sy Yae A (6)

It is well-known that the IRL problem is ill-posed [29, 9} 46], i.e., given any expert’s policy mg
and a model of behavior m € {OPT,MCE,BIRL}, we are not able to uniquely retrieve the expert’s
reward 7, because there is a set of rewards R'{, __, known as the feasible set [26. 23], that satisfy
the constraint defined by wg and m (i.e., Eqs. EI,IE] or[6). It can be shown that the feasible sets

OPT,S MCE,S BIRL,S
OPT MCE BIRL  yino: : : Smrp SMyng Smrp
Rijtnps RMirg Ry coincide, respectively, with R - - s Rptnp s Rptng (see

Appendix [B.1). Finally, we remark that these sets are unbounded subsets of R4 [29, 0] 46].

3 Problem Setting and Existing Methods

In this section, we formalize the problem setting (Section [3.T) and review existing IRL-based
approaches that address it (Section[3.2). Later, in Section 4] we introduce our proposed approach.



3.1 Problem Setting

We consider the setting where we are given a dataset Dg ~ mg of trajectories collected by an
expert’s policy g in an MDP\R M = (S, A, sg, p, ), and we know the model of behavior m €
{OPT,MCE,BIRL} that relates 7 to the unknown expert’s reward rg. Informally, our objective is to
“generalize the observed expert’s behavior” Dy to anew MDP\R M’ = (S, A, s{,, p,7") under a cost
constraint given by ¢ € R4 and a budget k > 0. Formally, we aim to find a policy 7* that satisfies
the cost constraint V™ (s(; p’, ¢) < k and whose suboptimality in M., is as small as possibleﬂ

7* carg min( max V7™ (sy;p',r0) — V”’(sg;p’, )), @)

ﬁ/EHc,k ﬂ'EHc,k

where I, 1, == {m e I | V™ (s{; P/, ¢) < k} is the set of feasible policies. For simplicity, we assume
here that g is known on its support Sy, -, corresponding to an infinite dataset Dy of expert’s
demonstrations. We will remove this assumption in Section@ Finally, for convenience, we define
Tmin *= MiN(5 q)esx.4 TE(als) > 0 for MCE and BIRL.

3.2 Existing Methods

As explained in Section no behavioral model m € {OPT,MCE,BIRL} allows to uniquely identify
rg from 7y alone. Therefore, we cannot directly optimize Eq. asrp is . In the absence
of additional information, the best we can do is replace the objective in Eq. (7) with a surrogate that
does not depend on the unknown 7, but instead leverages the fact that g belongs to the known
feasible set R, . Below, we review common surrogate objectives considered in the literature.

“Best-case” methods [55, 10,51, 13]]. These approaches adopt an optimistic surrogate objective:

7p €argmin  min ( max V7 (ship/, ) — V™ (sh:p, r)), (8)
w'ell, ’lgRj&-”E welle k

which can be optimized by first computing any reward r in the feasible set, and then deriving the

policy 7g it induces. In the best-case scenario where r = r g, the resulting policy 7g successfully

generalizes the expert’s behavior. However, as noted in empirical studies such as [[13} |14} 49]], this

approach is often overly optimistic, and the resulting policy 7g may fail to accurately reflect the

expert’s true preferences.

“Worst-case” methods [21]. Recently, [21] proposed a conservative surrogate objective:

Tw E€argmin _ max ( max V7 (sy;p',7) — v (so; 1, 7“))7 9)
7' €ll, g re'\"(hﬁEmm welle x

where R := [—1, +1]°4 is the unit hypercube. Intuitively, 7w minimizes the suboptimality under the
most adversarial value that r; can take on inside the feasible set R’y ., thereby representing the
best policy in the worst-case. Note that restricting the otherwise unbounded set R’y . to a bounded
subset like R is necessary to prevent the objective from becoming infinite for any feasible policy (see
Appendix [C.I). However, beyond potentially being roo conservative, this approach has the problem
that it is not clear what bias is introduced by using R instead of another bounded subset of R4, and
also that Eq. (9) is generally computationally hard, as it involves maximizing a convex function, i.e.,
the pointwise maximum of linear functions [[7].

“On-average” methods [36,27,4]. These approaches select a function w : R4 — [0, 1] that assigns
a weight to every reward, and then compute a policy 7, that minimizes the average suboptimality
with respect to the rewards in the feasible set, weighted by wﬂ

Tw € arg minj w('r)( max V7 (ship/,r) = V™ (ship, 7)) dr, (10)
melle e JRY, melle k
Mg
This “on-average” formulation offers a reasonable compromise between the optimism of “best-case’
methods and the conservatism of “worst-case” ones. Note that this approach is adopted by [36} 127, 4]
in a Bayesian fashion, by interpreting w as a prior distribution for rg. Since our problem setting

assumes no domain knowledge, w shall be as uninformative as possible. To this end, [36] proposed

i

. . ~ ! .
'Note that Eq. (7) can be equivalently rewritten as 7* € arg max_/c;_, V™ (s0;p', 75), but the form in
Eq. (7) is more convenient for the presentation of Section
’Note that dr represents the volume element of the manifold R¥ =y, (see Section .
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Figure 1: (Left) In general, the volumes of the red ()R N Rﬁil) and blue (R N R;(L{irz) regions are
different. (Right) The set %}, contains R and expands 93 N Rﬁil and R N Rﬁ’s , differently, so

T2

that the new red (Z}; N RTA’il) and blue (Z N R"Ml’i2) regions have the same volumes.

the function 7 that assigns equal weight to all the rewards in the unit hypercube R := [—1, +1]° Aﬂ

{1 ifreR an

w(r) = 0 otherwise ’

as the constant prior w(r) = 1 ¥r € RS4 is improper and cannot be used, since the feasible set R rs
is unbounded and the integral in Eq. would diverge. At first glance, W appears natural and
uninformative. Interpreted in a Bayesian fashion, it models an expert whose reward r g is uniformly
distributed over R. Surprisingly, however, w turns out to be biased in the space of policies. To see
this, let m = OPT and define, for every deterministic policy 7:

— — _ OPT,S
Wy = J-R?\T,s w(r)dr—vol(f)%mRM)w ) (12)

w, can be Bayesianly interpreted as the (unnormalized) probability that a reward drawn from w
makes 7 optimal, i.e., it corresponds to the probability that an OPT expert demonstrates policy m in
M regardless of the initial state. As such, to be truly uninformative, we desire that all deterministic
policies should be equally “likely” under w. However, it turns out that this is not the case:

Proposition 3.1. There exists an MDP\R M and two deterministic policies w1, 7o € II such that:
vol(fﬁ N R%i’f) # vol (9‘{ N R%i’s).

Proposition 3.2. There exists an MDP\R M and two stochastic policies 71, 7o € I such that:
vol (R n RYTES) £ vol(R A RYES)  and vol (R n REELS) # vol (R n REFES).

This situation is exemplified in Fig. (left)E] Roughly speaking, the issue is that, being biased, 7
effectively encodes some sort of prior knowledge, which we do not possess.

4 Our Approach

In the previous section, we saw that “on-average” methods, by balancing optimism and conservatism
through a prior over rewards w, should be the preferred approach for generalizing expert behavior.
However, we also observed that the commonly used prior w introduces a bias in the space of policies,
by assigning different weights to different policies. In this section, we propose novel unbiased priors
over rewards w’, (Sectiw and leverage them to design efficient algorithms for generalizing
expert behavior (Section .

4.1 Novel Priors over Rewards

Although the prior w is biased in the policy space, it has appealing properties: it is simple to represent,
centered around the zero reward, and assigns equal weight to all rewards in the considered set ($R).
To retain these advantages while removing the bias, we propose replacing w, the uniform prior over
the hypercube R, with w}} (defined in Eq. [[4]below), the uniform prior over the set 7}, (see Eq.
[13), which resembles R (Proposition [d.T)) but avoids its bias (Propositions 4.4).

3 Although [36] focus on state-only rewards, our considerations still apply (see Appendix .
“In Appendix we provide related results considering also a uniform prior over transition models.



Specifically, for any m € {OPT,MCE,BIRL} and MDP\R M, we define X3y as the set of rewards
whose (soft-)optimal value and advantage functions are bounded by positive constants C7"*, C3* > 0:

VT = {TERSA‘V’ITGH*(]L r),Vs,a: [V (s;p,7)| < CO¥hp A A (s, a;p,7)| < COPT},
,%’JI‘\/I,,CE = {TGRSA ‘ Vs,a: |Vi¥(s;p,r)| < CME A A% (s, a;p,7)| < C’%VICE}, (13)

%BIRL {TERSA‘VS a: |V¥(s;p,r )|<CBIRL |A* (s, a; p, 7)| < CBIRL}’

where k, := |det(W,, )| ~"/® for all m. Note that these sets replace the max-norm bound on the
reward (as in fR) with bounds on the max norm of the induced value and advantage functions. With
appropriate choices of CT*, C3", the sets %, remain close in size to the hypercube 93, as desired:

Proposition 4.1. Let M be any MDP\R. If we choose CPPT,CYPT > (1 +)/(1—~), CYCE, CHCE >
(2+Mlog A)/(1—7), and CBIRL CBIRL > 1 /(1 —+), then, for any me {OPT,MCE,BIRL}:

R ZR < [-(L+7)/(1=7CT" = CF, +(1+7)/(1 =)

In addition, the sets Z} are not biased in the space of policiesﬂ
Proposition 4.2. For any MDP\R M and any pair of deterministic policies 71, wo € 11, it holds that:

vol(ZUT A RYUTS) = vol( 2T A RIS,

Proposition 4.3. For any MDP\R M and any pair of stochastic policies 71,7 € Il such that
71(a|8) = Tmin and ma(a|s) = Tmin in every s, a, if CYCE = \ log — # then:

MCE,S MCE s
vol( RN A Ry 20 ) = vol( BN A Ry )
Proposition 4.4. For any MDP\RM and any pair of stochastic poltctes w1, o € Il such that
71(als) = Tmin and m2(a|s) = Tmin in every s, a, if CERL > Blog “=—, then:
vol(ZRFE A Rﬁl/lﬁf) = vol(Z3F R%ﬁrf)

Simply put, the sets Z}; expand the hypercube 93 in directions that ensure all policies of interest for
m are equally-represented in M, as illustrated on the right of Fig. [I] Note that the additional in MCE
and BIRL is mild, as C3* can be chosen arbitrarily. We are now ready to define our new priors w'y,
as uniform distributions over #%. Formally, for any m € {OPT,MCE,BIRL} and MDP\R M, we
define w'{ as:

1 ifrezyy

. 14
0 otherwise 14

Wit = |

At first glance, it might seem odd to use different priors for different M and m. However, as discussed
in Section [3.2] we do not assume that rp ~ w’. Instead, we use w’y as a mathematical tool that
allows us to replace Eq. with a surrogate objective that is less optimistic than Eq. (8), less
conservative than Eq. (9)), and still assigns equal weight to all relevant policies.

4.2 Algorithms for Generalizing Behavior via Closed-Form Reward Centroids

To generalize expert behavior using w’{;, we need to optimize Eq. (I0) with w = w'{,. To this end:

Proposition 4.5. For every w : R4 — [0, 1], Eq. (T0) can be rewritten as:

Tw € arg max V”,(sé; P T )s where Ty np = J w(r)dr. (15)

W/enc,k Mo

Let 77, := ww;& and 7% - =Turp, =z Proposition [f.5]tells us that to compute the policy e
that generahzes expert behavior using our new prior w', we can first compute the (unnormalized)
centroid vy} . of the feasible set:

"Morp = f rdr,
R AR
MO Mg

’In Appendix we show that these properties migh not hold in M’ # M.




and then perform (constrained) planning on it. Since there exists a rich body of literature on
(constrained) planning algorithms (see [35.48])), the problem reduces to computing 7y . For doing
s0, one possibility is to use the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)-based algorithms introduced
in [36, 27, 4] for approximating the mean reward r,, , for almost any w. However, we can do
significantly better. Interestingly, it turns out that, for any model of behavior m, MDP\R M and
expert’s policy 7, the reward centroid rlyy - admits a closed-form expression:

Theorem 4.6 (OPT). For any MDP\R M and deterministic policy 7, the reward centroid T%QE
after rescaling[ﬂ is:
1 ifseSmump A TE(S)=0
T’%Tﬂ.E(S a)=30 ifseSmary A TE(S)#a V(s,a)eS x A. (16)
X ¢ Smmp

Theorem 4.7 (MCE). Let C3'“* > \log ——. Then, for any MDP\R M in which Sp,x, = S, the

MCE

reward centroid v~ after rescaling is:

r%lcfrE(s a) =log mg(als) V(s,a)eS x A. (17

Theorem 4.8 (BIRL). Let CERL > Blog Awl —. Then, for any MDP\R M in which Spq ., = S, the

- 1 BIRL S
reward centroid v . - after rescaling is.

mi(als)
maxgea Tr(a’]s)

T%Rfm (s,a) =log

V(s,a)eS x A. (18)

Some observations are in order. First, observe that the centroids depend only on 7g and the set of
visited states Spq,-,. As aresult, we Will be able to efficiently estimate them from offline data D,
alone (see Sectlon - Next, note that 77", rNIeE and rRR% all assign higher rewards to actions
that the expert executes with larger probabﬂlty in the Vls1ted states SM,x- Intuitively, this means that
they favor behaviors that aim to “replay” the actions demonstrated by the expert as much possible, as
we will see in Section[6] Observe also that we rescale the centroids just to obtain simpler equivalent
forms. Finally, we require Saq, -, = S for MCE and BIRL to exclude unnecessarily complex cases
where some states are unreachable by any policy. We conclude this section by showing that the
centroids 70 . can be effectively used also for IL[]

Proposition 4.9. Ler m € {OPT,MCE,BIRL} be the model of behavior between wg and rg in an
MDP\RM = (S, A, s0,p,7). Let m* € argmax, V™ (so;p, 7%y .,) be an optimal policy in M

under vy . Then, 7 is optimal also under rp: y* (so;p,rE) =V*(so;p, E).
Simply put, Proposition [4.9]shows that if the relation between 7x and r g is accurately modeled by

m, then planning with ¢, yields the same optimal policy as planning with r g, a result that is not
immediate especially for MCE and BIRL.

S Sample Complexity Analysis

In this section, we drop the assumption that 7g is known in its support Saq,r,, and fo-

cus on estimating the reward centroids rRiT ., MfE and rRRL . from a batch dataset
Dp ={7'}icpny = {(s4, al, sh, ab, ..., sk, a’y) }iepny Of N trajectories, each of length H, collected

min, H

by 7g in M = (S, A, so, p,7)- For the analysm it is convenient to define p{,"." as the minimum

probability with which 7 g visits any state in its support in the first H steps:
prn i _min P, (te[H]: si=3s). (19)

M,
TE My

Our algorithm for estimating rS5T_ is reported in Algorlthm In short, we construct sets S and Z

7T

containing, respectively, all states and state-action pairs that have been visited by the expert in Dg,
and then we use them in place of Spq,»,, and mg. This algorithm enjoys the following guarantees:

By “rescaling” a vector = € R™ we mean applying a transformation ax + 8 with a >0, 3eR. It is

well-known that rescaling a reward function does not affect the rank of policies [28l 48]

"See Appendixfor a result on rs)\fg,, 5 and r%ﬁ&, g in M’ # M in absence of constraints.



Algorithm 1: OPT Algorithm 2: MCE Algorithm 3: BIRL

Input: Data Dg Input: Data D, parameter mp,;, Input: Data D, parameter mp,;,
‘S;%{Slﬂi,h: 32=8} N(S,a)@Eq.@} N(S,(L)<—Eq.@]
Z«{s,a|3i,h: s}, =s,a}, =a} N(s) « X, 4 N(s,a) N(s) = 2Laea N(s,a) o)
~ a ~ / s,a
1 if (S,(J,)EZ7 A~ X ’ N(s,a) ﬂ(a‘s)HIIlax{Wmin7max{lyN(s))}
?OPT(S a)=< % if 9¢«§ ﬂ(a‘é)ema}({wmimmax{l'N(S)) BIRL log %(GJ?) Is) if N(s)>0
’ ° ’ 7 max_, 7(a’[s ¢ ’
(34 otherwise . M (s, a)  log 7(als) P sa) - 10g7r;ni: if N(s)=0.
Return 77T Return 7M°E Return 78R

Theorem 5.1. Let 6 € (0,1) and H = S. If mg is deterministic, then, with probability at least 1 — 6,
it holds that 7OPT = r%ﬁrE provided that:

‘SM,ﬂ'El
NH > Hbgiﬁ

min, H

M,

We remark that Theorem|5.1|provides the number of samples necessary to estimate the reward T%TWE

exactly. Note that, since the available trajectories are H stages long, we need to assume that H > S

min, H

to ensure that pi;""" > 0 (see Lemma . Moreover, there is a trade-off in choosing H. Increasing

min, H

it improves the probability piy;"", but also increases the numerator H, and viceversa. Regarding
MCE and BIRL, we present our estimators in Algorithms [2]and[3] For every s, a, they both compute
N (s, a) as the number of trajectories 7° € Dy in which state s is visited af least once and, at the first
visit, the expert played action aﬂ Formally, let ¢(s, i) denote the first stage h € [H] at which s}, = s,
or —1 otherwise. Then:

N(s,a):= Z L{t(s,i) # =1 A a4 = a}. (20)

€[N]

Next, both Algorithms [2]and [3|estimate the expert’s policy 7g by clipping the empirical frequency
N(s,a)/N(s) using a threshold parameter 7/ ; >0 to avoid evaluating log 0, and finally they

min
estimate the rewards 7X{> and r% by taking the logarithm. We can show the following:

Theorem 5.2. Let ¢,6 € (0,1) and H = S. Under the conditions of Theorem if Tmin = Thins

then, with probability 1 — 6, we have |PME — r§EE | < e provided that:

Hlog? 234 16

min, H o
M, g € Tmin

Theorem 5.3. Let e, 6 € (0,1) and H = S. Under the conditions of Theorem[4.8| if Tmin = T
then, with probability 1 — 6, we have PP — R | < e provided that:
H log? % 33

min,H 2./
M,’T\-E min

NH >

NH >

Theorems|[5.2]and [5.3] establish sample complexity rates comparable to that of OPT in terms of H,
pﬂt’g and log 3. In addition, they depend linearly on —— and = since they need to estimate 7
and not only Spq,,. The next proposition bounds the error incurred when optimizing the estimate

-m ; m .
7™ instead of 75

Proposition 5.4. For any MDP\R M’ = (S, A, s),p,7"), cost ce R4 and budget k > 0, it holds

that: | mocceen, , V™ (sp; s P™) — maxgen, , V7 (5: 0y o )| < 1™ =70 Lo/ (1= 7).

6 Numerical Simulations

This section provides high-level insights into how the proposed IRL algorithms generalize expert
behavior in practiceﬂ To this end, we present results from illustrative simulations. For clarity, we use
small-scale MDP\Rs with deterministic transitions and assume full knowledge of 7 over its support,
allowing us to analyze the exact reward centroids. More details in Appendix

8This estimator simplifies the theoretical analysis. In practice, we count all occurrences of s, a.
°A comparison of Algorithms and with those in [36, 27, 4] using 75 ~ w’t, is unfair, as the latter
algorithms are necessarily slower and less accurate because they require an additional approximation step.
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Figure 2: From left to right: (a) deterministic 7y in M with v = 0.7, (b)-(c) wﬂhﬂg e and ot in

M’ with v = 0.7, (d)-(e) 71'/1\([/{]7\’7?;/\4/ and 74T in M’ with 4/ = 0.95.
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Figure 3: From left to right: (a) stochastic 7g in M with v = 0.9, (b)-(c) W%}I‘Q}S g and 7T]/3\£[RL in
M’ with v = 0.7, (d)-(e) NP . and 7R in M’ with 4 = 0.99.

Experimental setting. We consider two grid-world environments: M = (S, A, so, p,v) and M’ =
(S, A, s, p',v"), with a 2D state space S = [10] x [10] and five actions A = {«—, —, 1, |,-}. In M,
each directional action moves the agent deterministically to the adjacent cell in the corresponding
direction, while - keeps the agent in the current cell. In M’, the transition model p’ reverses the
direction of the arrow actions (e.g., «<— moves right), while - behaves as in p. Initial states sg, s;, and
discount factors ~y, ' vary across simulations. In some simulations, M’ includes “hard” constraints
with cost ¢ € RS and budget k& > 0 that restrict access to certain states. We visualize the state space S
as a 10 x 10 grid, marking s or s;, in red and constrained states (due to ¢, k) in brown (see Fig. .
For deterministic policies, we display the action taken in each state (see Fig. [2](c)); for stochastic
ones, each action is shown with size proportional to its selection probability (see Fig. 2] (b)). Policies
defined only on subsets of S (e.g., g on Spq ) leave the remaining cells blank (see Fig. |2| (a)).
To indicate that a policy  is executed in M or M’, we color each cell by the state-only occupancy
measure daq r or da - (darker blue means higher occupancy).

Simulations and results. For OPT, we used the deterministic policy 75 shown in Fig. 2] (a), which

moves right for a few steps before stopping. We found that the policy W?ET obtained through our

method (i.e., by planning in M’ with 7% see Eq. , is quite similar to the policy 7X{'"e
defined as the policy whose state-action occupancy measure in M’ is closest to that of the expert
dp np in M (details in Appendix . Intuitively, both 7Q%" and w\*IC /, aim to “re-play” in
M’ the actions demonstrated by the expert in M (as shown by Fig. [2|(b)-(c) and (d)-(e)), with the

difference that W%jl\fg A Weights states in Spq,r,; by the expert’s discounted visitation frequency

d M,y while T treats all visited states equally (see Appendix [G.3). For MCE and BIRL, the
results are quite similar. Here, we considered as 7 g the stochastic policy represented in Fig. [3|(a).
As shown by Fig. 3] (b)-(c) and (d)-(e) (and by Fig. 0] (b)-(c) and (d)-(e) in Appendix [G.2)), both
MCE BIRL MIMIC : : ;
T and 7yt resemble - in trying to re-play the actions mostly played by the expert in

its support, with the difference that, as for OPT, they treat the states in Syq,r, uniformly.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a novel “on-average” approach for generalizing expert behavior and
derived three efficient IRL algorithms for estimating the corresponding reward centroids from offline
data. We also provided numerical simulations to illustrate the resulting policies’ behavior.

Limitations and future directions. Our approach is currently limited to tabular settings. A key
direction for future work is to identify structural assumptions that enable scaling to large or continuous
spaces. Broader empirical studies could also clarify in which application domains our method
generalizes well and when additional structure is needed.
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A Additional Related Work

In this appendix, we discuss additional related work that was omitted from the main paper due to
space constraints.

In Section [3.2] we categorized existing IRL methods into three groups, based on the strategy used
to address the partial identifiability of the expert’s reward function. Here, we introduce a fourth
category of methods, which we refer to as “heuristic” methods [29, 37]. These are closely related to
“best-case” methods. Specifically, heuristic methods select a reward function from the feasible set
using an application-specific heuristic, which is generally not justified beyond the given context. For
example, [29}37] employ the heuristic of margin maximization to select a reward function from the
feasible set, a choice mainly justified within the IL setting.

The reward function obtained through OPT (see Eq. [T6) can be computed using knowledge of the
expert’s support Sy, , making it similar to expert support estimation methods in IL found in the
literature [50, [8]]. These works present IL algorithms based on reward functions derived directly from
S = - However, we emphasize that these approaches are specifically tailored to IL and typically
involve implicit structural assumptions to scale to large or continuous state-action spaces (see also
(38l 141]).

Finally, we note that the reward derived for MCE in Eq.(T7) was previously discussed in Section
4 of [14]] as a promising approach for IL. However, it was shown to potentially yield errors when
applied to novel environments. This observation led [14] to introduce additional assumptions aimed
at reducing the size of the feasible set to obtain a more transferable reward. In contrast, our work
provides a principled justification for this reward based on the minimization of average error in the
absence of additional assumptions.

B Additional Notation

In this section, we provide additional notation that will be useful for the presentatlon of the contents

in the appendix. In addition, in Appendix | we show the equivalence between RQFT Morge RIXIACErE ,

OPT,S 4, MCE, S, BIRL, St
R?\LRETE and R, ﬂEM 2, R ﬂEM "SRy 78 while in Appendix we provide useful

OPT MCE RBIRL

results that permit to rewrite the fea51ble sets Ry rp» R Mors> ’oM.ny, More explicitly.

Given a policy 7 and a subset of states S = S, we define as [1]g = {7’ € A |Vse S: n'(-|s) =
7(-|s) AVs¢S,Jae A: m'(a|s) = 1} the set of policies that in S coincide with 7, and outside S
are deterministic.

Let M = (S, A, s, p, 7) be an MDP\R , and let V € R® be an arbitrary vector and A € RS*(A=1)
an arbitrary matrix. Then, for any deterministic policy 7, we define the linear operator 7}, . : RS x
RS*(A=1) _, RI*A a5 the matrix that takes in input a pair (V, A) and return a reward r = T}, . (V, A)
in the following way. For all (s, a) € § x A:

r(s, a) - Z s'|s,a)V(s') + {O ifa= T(S)’ (21)

Jes A(s,a) otherwise.

A property that will be useful in various proofs is that: |det(7), )| = |det(W}, )| (see Proposition
D.4).
Similarly to T}, », for any S A-dimensional vector 1 e , we introduce the linear map U,

RS — R4 that takes in input a vector V € RS and returns a reward r = U,, ,, (V') such that, for all
(s,a)eS x A:

RSA

r(s, a) - Z s'|s,a)V(s') + (s, a). (22)
s'eS

For any MDP\R M = (S, A, s¢, p, 7). it is useful to define a partition of the set of all possible
rewards R4 =%, Ly Vs Linto the set of rewards that induce in M a unique optimal policy from
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every state ., and those that do not %,. Formally:
1._ sA _
7 — {reR ’|H*(r,p)|—1}, (23)

Y {reRSA ’ T (r, p)| > 1}. (24)

B.1 Equivalence among Sets of Rewards

We now show that the feasible sets RY," , R)NcE  RERL  coincide, respectively, with the sets

OPT,Sp,npy oMCE,Spt,npy oBIRLSA

Rptnn SRrims S Rromn . First, we write RS\’E’TWE, RI\J([AC];:TE, R?}E}TE formally:
R%TWE = {TERSA | g € arg max V™ (so; p, T)}, (25)
RIXIACEE = {T’ERSA ’ﬂEzargmax Vi (s0; p, r)}, (26)
-
R%IR;E ={re RS54 | TrE(a|5)OC6%Q*(S’a;p’T) Vse SM™® VYo e A}, 27)
from which the equality RYS = Riﬁfjﬂ"’"’f is immediate. Regarding OPT, the equality

R%Tm = RS\);)T;?A’"E follows directly from Lemma E.1 of [22]. Finally, w.r.t. MCE, simply
observe that the constraint 75 = arg max, V' (so; p, ) holds only for the states s € Saq,xy, i.€.,
those reachable from sy playing 7z in M. Thus, the reward functions r € R“/(I/(C]fm can take on

arbitrary values in s' ¢ Saq,r,- Then, the equality R\¢% = Rl\ffijM"E follows by using Eq. (5)

of [9] (or, equivalently, Eq. (6) of [16]).

B.2 Rewriting the Feasible Sets Explicitly

The propositions below permit to rewrite the feasible sets RYYT, RMCE  RERE - more explicitly

when & = Sy, - Observe that, by making explicit the number of degrees of freedom in these sets,
they also allow us to realize that R%T;}i is S A-dimensional, while both Rlxlfij and Rﬁiﬁkf are
S-dimensional.

Proposition B.1. Let M = (S, A, so, p, v) be an MDP\R, and let 7 be any policy. Then, for all
and only the rewards r in the set R%’T;FS there exist two vectors V € RS and A € (—o0, 0]°*4 such
that, for any (s, a) € S x A:

T(S, Cl) — V(S) _ ’YZP(S’|S, a)V(s’) + {?4(8 a) ifﬂ'(a|3) > 07

otherwise.

Moreover, V and A coincide with, respectively, V*(-; p, ) and A*(-, -; p, 1).

Proof. See Lemma 3.2 of [20]. O

Proposition B.2. Let M = (S, A, so, p,y) be an MDP\R, and let 7 be any stochastic policy. Then,

for all and only the rewards r in the set le\wfis there exists a vector V € R® such that, for any

(s,a)eS x A:

r(s,a)=V(s) —~ Zp(s’|s, a)V(s') + Alog (als).
s/
Moreover, V (s) coincides with Vi*(s; p, r), and X log (a|s) coincides with A% (s, a; p, ).

Proof. See Theorem 1 of [9]. O

Proposition B.3. Let M = (S, A, so, p, v) be an MDP\R, and let 7 be any stochastic policy. Then,

for all and only the rewards r in the set Rﬁﬂei’s there exists a vector V € R® such that, for any
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(s,a)eS x A:
m(als)

/
log ——M8MM——.
r(s, a) ’YZP s, a)V (s") + B log maxeea 7(d@]s)

Moreover, V (s) coincides with V*(s;p,r), and 8 log(w(a|s)/ maxyeca w(a'|s)) coincides with
A* (s, a;p, 7).

Proof. We begin by showing that every reward in the set can be written in this way. Starting from the

definition of R%R];r S for any r € R%RET S for every (s, a) € S x A, it holds that:

@ (s.aip.r)

m(als) = ST
a/
A (QF (s.ap.r)—VE (sipr)

(Q*(s,a’sp,r) =V *(sip,r))

Za

e?

1
B
L A% (s,a;p,r)

3, e B A*(s.a5pr)
a’

Then, by rearranging and taking the logarithm on both parts, we get:

1 1 3 ’. 3
BA*(S’ a;p,) =log m(als) +log Y eF A (samn),
a’e A

Now, by applying the following formula:

S a T‘ /
Blog HZE:Aeﬁ 7 = —Blog max w(d'|s),
which has been derived in the proof of Lemma C.2 of [46], we obtain:
7(als)
max, m(a'|s)’

A*(s,a;p,r) = Blog

By using the definition of optimal advantage function: A*(s,a;p,r)=Q*(s,a;p,r)—
V*(s;p,r), and also the Bellman optimality equation [33]: Q*(s a;p,r) = (S a) +
v e P(8'|s, a)V*(s'; p, ), rearranging, and using symbol V' for V*(-; p, r), we get the result:
r(s,a) = WZ s'ls,a)V(s') + B log LLS)/.
= max, 7(a’|s)
To show that if a reward function  can be written in the form described in the statement of the
proposition (for some V € RY) then it belongs to R/B\;R;r’s, observe that, in every s € S, there is at

least one action a for which (observe that 10g(7r(a|s) / maxy w(a'ls)) = 0):
r(s,a) — Z (8'|s, a)V (s').
s’'eS

Therefore, through a reasoning analogous to that of Lemma 3.2 of [26], we realize that V' coincides

with V*(-; p, r), and, in addition:

7(als)

A* ; =fA1 .
(Sa a; p, T) B og max, 7r(a’|s)

Thus, the proof can be concluded by reversing the passages in the first part of this proof, to show that
this implies that:

e 5 Q¥ (saipr)
w(als) =
(als) Z , G%Q*(s,a’;P,r)’
a
BIRL,S
andsore ’RM g O
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Figure 4: Problem instance considered in Appendix

C Additional Results and Proofs for Section [3.2]

In this appendix, we collect various results and proofs for Section[3.2} Specifically, in Appendix [C.T]
we show the importance of restricting the feasible set to a bounded set in the “worst-case” approaches.
Next, we present the proofs of Propositions [E.2}{3.2] (Appendix [C.2)), and we explain how to extend
the result for OPT to state-only rewards (Appendix [C.3). Finally, in Appendix we extend these
results to the setting where we are given a uniform distribution over transition models.

C.1 On the Importance of A in the ‘“Worst-case” Approach

In this appendix, we show that, if we do not restrict the feasible set R'{, .. in Eq. (9 to a bounded
set, e.g., R -, N R, then there are problem instances where any feasible policy 7" € Il 1, achieves

the objective value MaXreRy, AR (maxﬂenc‘k VT (ship,r) — V”/(Sf); v, 7")) = +00. As a conse-
quence, any policy 7’ solves the optimization problem in Eq. (9).

We focus on the problem instance exemplified in Fig. ] Assume that the expert demonstrates policy
mg with mg(a1]sp) = 1 in the MDP without reward M depicted on the left of Fig. 4] where sg is the
initial state and +y is any scalar in(0, 1), and we want to “generalize 75" to the MDP without reward
M’ on the right of Fig. 4] where sq is again the initial state and + is any value in [0, 1). Assume
that there are no constraints (e.g., ¢(s, a) = 0 and k& = 1) and that the model of behavior is m = OPT.
Then, the robust approach of [21]] without restricting the feasible set R(/)\E,Tm to the hypercube R
involves the optimization of:
Aw €arg min  max (V*(sg; )=V (ship, r))
w/ell TER% g
Now, we show that, for any policy 7 € IT = A2, there exists a reward function 7 € R%LE that makes

the objective diverge:
max V7 (sg; p', ) — V™ (st; ', T) = +0.

We begin with the deterministic policy 7 such that 7(a1|sg) = 1. Observe that the reward r; such
that:

{0 if (s,a) = (so,a1) v (80, a2) v (so, az),
ri(s, a) = {—Hc’ otherwise,

for any k&’ > 0 belongs to the feasible set R%&E (because it makes all policies to be optimal), and
provides a suboptimality value for 7 in M’ of:

k' 0 i
11—y 1—v 1-—7

for k' — oo. If 7 plays deterministically as, i.e., w(az|sg) = 1, then we find reward 75 such that:

V*(spip', 1) = V7 (sgip/, 1) =0+

— —{—OO7

[ +E if (s, a) = (s0,a1) Vv (s1,0),
ra(s,0) = {0 otherwise,
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Figure 5: MDP\R used in the proof of Proposmon 3 1

for any £’ > 0 belongs to the feasible set R%;)Tm, and provides a suboptimality value for 7 in M’ of:

V*(sg;p',m2) = V™ (sp;p',1m2) = K _ 0 = i — 400
0 5 12 0’ 5 12 1_ y 1_ v 1_ v )
for k' — c0. A similar derivation can be carried out also for the policy that plays a3 deterministically.
Note that, using 79, we can show the same result also for any stochastic policy. Let 7 be any stochastic
policy in A3. Then, its suboptimality w.r.t. 7 is:

K k' 1-—
= — 7T(a1|80) = 7T<a1|80)k/ — +00,

1—v 1—7
for k' — o0, as w(a1|sp) < 1 since 7 is stochastic.

V*(Sz);pl7 T2) - Vﬂ(sé);pl7 TQ) =

C.2 The Hypercube is Biased in the Space of Policies

Proposition 3.1. There exists an MDP\R M and two deterministic policies w1, wo € 11 such that:

vol (R A RUTS) # vol (9 n RYTS).

Proof. Consider the MDP\R M depicted in Fig. |5} and let 71 be the policy that plays action a; in
both states s1, so. Note that there are four deterministic policies in this MDP\R , thus, we can prove
the result by showing that:

I RITS)

vol (R) s

Since R = [—1, +1]54 = [—1, +1]%, then vol(R) = 2 = 16, thus the result follows by showing
that:

vol (R N R%T;TS) £ 4.

Let us now compute the integration region R N ROPT . For any 7 € R%4, let us abbreviate Tij =
(s, a;). We can compute the value and Q-functlons of policy 71 under any r as:
T11
1—7’
21
I—v
Q™ (s1, a2;p, ) =712 + YV (523 p, 1),
Q™ (52, a2;p, 1) =122 + YV ™ (525 p, 7).

V™ (s1;p,1) =

V7™ (s9;p,1) =

Using the policy improvement theorem [335]], we have that a reward r belongs to R?\ETW‘IS if and only

if:

{ Q™ (s1,a2;p, )

<
Q™ (s2,a2;p, 1) <

which can be rearranged to:

. 21 T11
V7i(sy;p, 1), T2 Y155 S 1050
V7 (s2;p, 1), T2 + 75 S 7

{ r11 = (1 —v)riz + 7o,
T21 = T22.
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ai, az

Figure 6: MDP\R used in the proof of Proposition

To simplify the calculations, let v — 1, so that the integration region reduces to:
OPT,S
Rn RMJU = {T € [_17 +1]4 | 11 = T21 = T22}~

Thus, we can write:

+1 +1 pr+1 p+1
J N dT’lldrlng’QldTQQ = J d7’12 f J J d’r’lldTgld’f’QQ
m”RM}l - - T21

+1
J f dT‘lld’I“gl dT‘Qg
T22 T21

+1

2. 1 — 7’21)d7’21d7‘22

1

J1
zf

1 — T22 d?"gg
1

w\oc [\')\»—l %

Since % # 4, this concludes the proof. O

Proposition 3.2. There exists an MDP\R M and two stochastic policies 71, wo € Il such that:

vol(iﬁ N Rnf/lcif) #* vol(iR N R%lcif) and vol(i)% N Rf{fif) #* vol(i)‘{ N Rlﬁi’f)

Proof. We begin with MCE. Take A = 1 for simplicity. Consider the MDP\R with one state and two
actions reported in Fig. [] By applying Proposition[B.2] we have that, for any policy 7 and for any
reward r € R%ﬁi’s, there exists a scalar V' such that:
r(s,a1) = (1 =)V +log m(a1ls),
r(s,a2) = (1 — )V + log 7(azls).
By rearranging the second equation, we have:
r(s, ag) — log m(asz|s)
L—ny

and replacing this value of V" into the first one, we get:

V=

)

r(s,a1) =r(s,as) + log %.

Therefore, by denoting x := r(s, a2 ), we realize that the integration region R N Rl\/&ci‘s is:

G . 1) B }

R RMCE""’:{ e[—1,+1]| =1 —log —Y <
"M vel=1+1]| Ogl—ﬂ(al\s) gl—ﬂ(a1|s)

Clearly, this is a 1-dimensional region embedded in R2, whose 1-dimensional volume is:

min{+1,+1—log 1”5:1(31‘1‘))}

vol(R N Rlxlfl:‘r’s) J dz
’ max{—1,—1—log 1”5:1(}1‘1‘) 5}

m(aas)
1—7r(a1\8)} max{ 1, -1 —log

k) 3

:min{+1,+1710g 1= r(as)
!
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Figure 7: MDP\R used in the proof of Proposition

If we take policies 71 and 7o such that 71 (aq|s) = 1/2 and 72 (aq|s) = 1/3, we obtain the volumes:
vol(R N RIS =2,
vol(R n R%Cif) =1—(-1+1log2)=2—1log2,

which are different.

Regarding BIRL, the proof is analogous to that for MCE. Specifically, set 5 = 1 and consider the
same MDP\R in Fig. @ Thanks to Proposition we see that, for any policy 7 and for any reward

re R%R;’S, there exists a scalar V' such that (take w(az|s) = m(a;|s) w.l.o.g.):

(s, a1) = (1 =)V +log m(asls)

r(s,a2) = (1 —y)V.

By isolating V' in the second expression, and replacing in the first one, we get:

1—m(ayls)’

m(as1s)
’ = ) + 1 T
r(s,a1) =r(s, a2) + log 1= r(a1]s)
as in MCE. Therefore, for this simple example, the integration regions SR N RIXI/[CET'S =Rn R%ﬁi‘r’s
coincide. Thus, the same choices of 71, 72 as in MCE allow to prove the result. O

C.3 Uniform Prior for State-only Rewards

We present here an analogous result to Proposition [3.1] for state-only rewards.

Proposition C.1. Let Ry, > 0 be arbitrary, and consider state-only rewards. There exists an
MDP\R M and two deterministic policies 7y, 7o such that:

vol([=1, +11° A REET) # vol([=1, +1]% n RETY).

Proof. The proof is analogous to that of Proposition but we make use of the MDP\R in Fig.
Let 71 be the policy that plays action a5 in both states s1, so. Note that there are four deterministic
policies in this MDP\R , thus, we can prove the result by showing that:

vol([—1, +1]° mR?ETT’F‘f) 1

vol([—1, +1]%) s

Since [—1, +1]% = [—1, +1]?, then vol ([—1, +1]°) = 22 = 4, thus the result follows by showing
that:

vol([—1, +1]% n RGLS) # 1.

Let us now compute the integration region [—1, +1]% n R%Tﬁ. For any 7 € R4, let us abbreviate

r; = 1r(s;) (the reward is state-only). We can compute the value and Q-functions of policy 71 under
any state-only reward r as:

ym (317 D, T) =7+ ’}/Vﬂ-l (SQ;pv T)7
Vﬂl (325 D, T') =79+ '}/Vﬂ—l (31;p7 7"),
Q™ (s1,a13p, 1) =11 + V™ (513, 7),
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Q™ (s2,a1;p,7) =12 + V™ (825D, 7),

thus, using the policy improvement theorem [35], » belongs to R%T;f if and only if:

Q™ (s1,a1;p,7) < V™ (s15p,7), r1+ VT (s1;p, 1) <71 AV (825, 7),
Q™ (s2,a1;p,7) < V™ (s25p,7), ro + YV ™ (s2;p, 1) <o + YV (513D, 1),

which can be simplified to:

VT (s1ip, ) < V™ (s25p,7)
s s )y Vﬂ-lS;,T‘:Vﬂ'ls;,T-
{ Vi (s2;p,7) S V™ (s1;0,7). (152,7) (s2:p.7)
Since the value functions can be computed as:
1+ Y7o
VT (siip, 1) = 142
o + Y71
Vﬂ-l S2; P, T) = )
( 2;p ) 1 72
the constraint imposes that:
T+ T2 =T2 + 71 = ry=7r2.

Therefore, the integration region:
(1, 41 A RS = {re -1, +11% |r1 =},

has zero volume, which concludes the proof. O

C.4 A Uniform Prior over Transition Models Too

In this appendix we consider the setting in which the MDP\R M is not fixed, but its transition model
p is sampled from a uniform distribution over Agx 4~ Interestingly, it turns out that the uniform prior
over the hypercube (see Eq. [TT) assigns equal weight to all the deterministic policies on the average
of the transition models. However, for MCE and BIRL, this does not hold.

Proposition C.2. Let M = (S, A, so, p, ¥) be an MDP\R whose transition model p is a random
variable uniformly distributed over Ang- Then, for any pair of deterministic policies 1, o, it

holds that:
Ep[vol (R A RYES)] = Eplvol (9% 0 RSN,

where E,, denotes the expectation w.r.t. p.

Proof. The result can be proved by showing that, for any possible pair of policies 71, 75 and any
transition model p/, there always exists another transition model p” for which:

vol(R N Rgffr’f) =vol(R n RO,[,)T’S),

pr,T2

and:

vol (R N Rgf;r’f) =vol(R n ROPT’S).

P2

where we used p’, p” in place of (S, A, so, p’, v) and (S, A, so, p”, v). To this aim, fix two policies
71, T2 and a transition model p’, and construct the transition model p” such that, for every s, s’ € S:

p'(s']s, mi(s)) = p'(s's, ma(s)),
p'(s']s, m2(s)) = p'(s'|s, m(s)),
p"(s's,a) =p'(5'|s, a) if a # m1(s) A ma(s).

Clearly, p” guarantees that the role of 7 is the same as that of 7y in p’, and that the role of 7y is the
same as that of 75 in p’. Therefore:

vol(R N Rgﬁ:’l‘g) =vol(R n RO,I,)T’S),

pT,T2
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and:
vol (9‘{ N Rngﬂf) = vol(fﬁ N Rgfjr;s)'

This concludes the proof. [

Proposition C.3. There exist a state space S, action space A, discount factor =, initial state
so, coefficients A\, 3 = 0, and a pair of stochastic policies 71, wo such that, if we construct M =
(S, A, so, p, v) as an MDP\R whose transition model p is a random variable uniformly distributed
over Agx 4 then:

E,[vol (R 0 RASES)] # B, [vol (]t 7 RUSES)]
E, [vol(% n REKES)] # B, [vol (R n REKES)],

where E,, denotes the expectation w.r.t. p.

Proof. Simply, observe that, for S = 1, the expectation over transition models reduces to evaluate the
single transition model that brings every action back to the current state. For this problem instance,
we have already shown that there exists a pair of policies 7, mo for which the volumes are different
(see the proof of Proposition [3.2). O

D Additional Results and Proofs for Section 4.1]

In this appendix, we provide the missing proofs for Proposition @.1| (Appendix [D.T)) and for Propo-

sitions [4.2}{4.4] (Appendix [D.2)). In addition, we show that priors w’y might be unbiased in new
environments M” (Appendix|D.3).

D.1 Relation with the Hypercube

To prove Proposition[d.1] we use the following three lemmas.
Proposition D.1. Let M be any MDP\R. For any C9FT, C9PT > 0, it holds that:

OPT 010 rr OPT C'10 T orr) 174
% 2[—1— { .C },+1— '{7,0 }] :
%07 2 [~(1 ) minf T 09T} (1= ) min{

and that:

1+ 1+ 54
%%T c [7 — zC?PT oo — 1010”]

Proof. For any (stochastic) policy 7 € 11, define the set:
%’R}:,Tﬂ = {r eR54 ‘ mell*(p,7) AVs,a: [V (s;p,7)| < CFTky A |A™(5,a;p, )| < CSPT},

as the set of all the rewards that make policy 7 optimal at every possible state s € S and whose value

and advantage functions are bounded respectively by CPPTk, and CPT.

We show that, for any MDP\R M and policy 7 € I1, it holds that:
B 2 [~ (1 =) min{CP ke, CF7T), +(1 = 7) min{CY ke, C2FTYA (28)

To this aim, observe that, for any 7 € [~max, +7max]° (With 7.5 > 0), the value and advantage
functions V™ (s; p,r) and A™ (s, a; p, ) induced by policy 7 in M,. are bounded by Tf‘:—‘j{‘ [35]].

Therefore, if we set 7y = (1 — ) min{CP" k., COPT}, we have that [V (s; p, r)| < CPPTk, and
|A™ (s, a; p, )| < C9PT, and therefore Eq. (28) holds.

Now, let us show that, for any MDP\R M and policy € II, it holds that:
R S [—(1+7) O her — O, +(1 + ) O ] (29)
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This can be done by first observing that any r € e%’/?fﬂ, since 7 € IT* (p, r) by definition, can be
rewritten through Proposition [B.T]as:

(s, a) —v >, p(s']s, )V (s') — {?4(57 0) ifﬂ(a‘(.g) >0,

otherwise
s’'eS ’

where V € R¥ and A € (—o0, 0]°*4 coincide with V*(-; p, r) and A*(-, -; p, ) (see Proposition|B.1)).
However, by definition of 237" we know that [V™ (s; p, 7)| < CP" "k and |[A™ (s, a; p, )| < CF*7,
therefore, by applying triangle’s inequality, we have that:

0 if m(als) > 0,

)NV (s
(s,glgSXxA Ir(s a)l < V() +7 SES sls, V(] + {|A(s, a)| otherwise,

< (14 7)Ckr + C™.
Thus, Eq. (29) holds.

To conclude the proof, given the relationship between %" and all the sets 227", , it suffices to show
that, for any MDP\R M and policy 7 € II, it holds that:

1 1
e[ L)
1+~ 1—v
To do so, we write:

_g (1)
(kw) 5= ‘det(meﬂ

2 |det(I — P

3 S
i=1

where at (1) we use that the determinant of the inverse of a matrix coincides with the inverse of the
determinant of the matrix [3]], at (2) we use the definition of W), ., where I € R5%5 is the identity
matrix, and P™ € RS> associates, to every pair of states s, s’ € S, the value > , 7(a|s)p(s'|s, a),
at (3) we use the fact that the characteristic polynomial satisfies det(x — P™) = ]_[le (z — \;) for
any x € R, where \; are the eigenvalues of P™, and then we replaced = = 1/7.

By noting that P™ is a right stochastic matrix, we have that its eigenvalues satisfy |\;| < 1 for all
i€ [S], and so:

(i)se [(1 -, 1 +'y)s] — k€ [L, %]

1+~ 1-—
This concludes the proof. O

Proposition D.2. Let M be any MDP\R . For any CY°E CMCE > 0, it holds that:
N < [—(1+7)CYF — CF, +(1+ 7)CY A

Moreover; define ki == (1 —~v)CYE — Nlog A and kg == (1 —v)CYE/2 — \/21log A. Then, if
min{ky, k2} > 0, we also have that:

ANE 2 [= minfhy, Ko}, + minfky, k)]

Proof. For the first part of the statement, for any r € %}(IACE we can apply Proposition to rewrite
it as:

(s, a) VZp "Is,a)V (s') + Xlog w(al|s)

= V¥(sip, 1) = 2 p('|s, a)VE(ss p, 7) + A% (s, a5 p, 7).
S,
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The result follows by applying triangle’s inequality and noting that V,*(s; p, ) and A% (s, a; p, 1)
are bounded since r € Z)ICE.
For the second part of the proposition, let 7 € [—7max, +rmax]5 A (for some ryax > 0). Then, we
can show that, for every s, a:
Pmax + Alog A
-y

2rmax + Alog A

1—7 ’
To do so, for any s € S, we can write (see also [9] and [16])):

Vi (s;p,m) = Aog Y e3@X(seinn)
acA

Vi (s;p, 1) <

)

|AX(s, a; p, 7)| <

(D
<maxQ/\(s a;p,r)+ Alog A

=max7(s,a) + 7 Z p(s'|s, )V (s's p, ) + Xog A
acA
s'eS
(@)
< Trmax —&-vmaxVA (s';p,r) + Alog A

3)
< Tmax + A1og A + y(Tmax + Alog A + v max Vi¥(s'sp, 1))
s'e

@ Tmax T A log A

< 1 — 7 5
where at (1) we used the log-sum-exp inequality: log ZieM e® < max; x; + logn, at (2) we use
that r is in the hypercube by hypothesis, at (3) we unfold the recursion, obtaining the expression in
(4) since it is a geometric series.

Regarding the advantage function, we begin by lower bounding the soft Q%:

QX(s,a;p,7) =7(s,a) +’yz s'|s, a)ViE(s's p, 1)
s'eS

Q)
Z —Tmax T ’ymln V)\ (S p, T )

. 1Akl 1.
—Tmax + 7y mMin A 10g Z QAQA (s',a’sp,r)
s'eS
a’'e A
(6)

> rmax—l—fymlnmaXQ)\(s aip,r)
s’eS a’e A

> —Tmax + Y(—Tmax + 7 min max QX (s', a’; p, r))
s'eS a’e A
@) . Tmax
1—7’
where at (5) we use that r is in the hypercube and bound the expectation with the minimum, at (6) we

used the log-sum-exp inequality: log . €* > max; x;, and then we have unfolded the recursion,
obtaining the expression in (7).

Then, we can bound the soft advantage combining these bounds:

AX(s, a5 p, 1) == QX (s, aip,r) = VX (sip,7)
Tmax  Tmax + Alog A
1—v B 11—~
2rmax + Alog A
e

=
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Therefore, a sufficient condition for the reward 7 to belong to set 2 = is that:

Tlmx+>\£0g A < CMCE Fmax < (1 — ,y)cll\/ICE _
2rmdx1+ ’ylog A < CMCE Pmax < (1 _ ’)’)C%/[CE/2 _

By taking the minimum and imposing that r,,x > 0, we get the result.

Proposition D.3. Let M be any MDP\R. For any CBIRL CBIRL > (), it holds that:
RS [ (L4 5)CIRE — CJIRL (14 )CR 54,

and also that:

L 2 [(1 = 7) min{CPRL, CERL}, (1 — ) min{ CHRE, CBE)S4

Proof. For the first part, observe that any r € %%RL can be rewritten using Proposition as:

m(als)

maxgeq 7(a'|s)

r(s,a) = fyZp 'Is,a)V (s') + B log

=V*(s;p,7) =7 Y p(s'|s, a)VF*(s's p, 1) + A*(s, a5 p, 7).

A/2log A.

Then, the result follows by applying triangle’s inequality and the bounds on V*(s; p,r) and

A*(s, a; p, ) in the definition of Z%*"

For the second part, observe that, as in the proof of Proposmon if r € [—Tmax, +7max] (With
Tmax > 0), then its optimal value and advantage functions are bounded by ’1"1‘;‘ . By asking that this

O

CBIRL CBIRL

quantity is smaller than both and

We are now ready to prove Proposition .1}

Proposition 4.1. Let M be any MDP\R . If we choose COPT C9PT > (14) /(1 —~), CYCE CHCE >

we get the result.

(2+XlogA)/(1—7), and CBIRL CBIRL > 1 /(1 —+), then, for any me {OPT, MCE,BIRL}:

ReZiG < [-(1+7)/1 =710 =G5 +(1 +7)/(1

¥)CEA.

Proof. Apply Proposition [D.1]D.2]and [D.3]by choosing the values that guarantee that the sets in the
O

lower inclusions contain the unit hypercube *A.

D.2 The New Priors are Unbiased

Before proving the results, we need the following proposition.

Proposition D4. Let M = (S, A, so, p, ) be an MDP\R and let 7 be any deterministic policy.

Then, it holds that:
|det(Tp,7r)| = |det(me)|~

Proof. Assume that 7 prescribes action a; in every possible state. Then, T}, . can be written as:

[1—9p(si]si,a1)  —yp(salsiar) ... —yp(ss|s1,a1) 0
L—9p(sifsi,a)  —yp(salsi,ae) ... —yp(sslsi,aa) 1
)

(s

(s
—p(ssls1, an)

(s

(s

1—p(sils1,aa)  —yp(sa2|si,aa L.
7’)1}(81‘82.(11) 1—yp(salsa,a1) ... —p(ss|s2, ar) 0
Tpr=| "7 (s1ls2,a2) 1 —p(s2]s2, az) —p(ss|s2,a2) 0
_’)p(sllg2 aA) 1- A/p(SZ‘SZ-, aA) EE —P SS‘S‘Zs (lA) 0
ﬂp("‘llw a1)  —p(se|ss, ar) L —9p(ss|ss,a1) 0
(51|85 az)  —7p(s2lss, az) L—9p(sslss,az) 0
| —p(s silss,an)  —p(salss, an) 1—vp(ss|ss,aa) 0

-~ oo

0
0

. b.

1

0
0
0

0
0

0
0
0

1

0
0

0
0

(]

0

0
0
1

L ooco:

0
0
0

where on the right part of the matrix we do not have any 1 in all and only the rows corresponding to
the action a4, played by 7. To compute det(7}, ), let us apply the Laplace’s formula (see Theorem
1.5 of [17]) by iteratively expanding by cofactors from the last column SA up to column S + 1
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included. Clearly, since these columns are all zeros with exactly one 1, then after these iterations we
obtain that, for some x € {0, 1}:

1 —vp(si]si,a1)  —yp(salsi,ar) ... —yp(ss|s1,a1)
det(T}.») = (—1)"det —yp(sils2,a1) 1 —p(s2ls2,a1) ... —p(ssls2, a1) ’
—yp(silss,ar)  —p(salss,ar) ... 1—~p(sslss,ar)

since all the rows corresponding to the actions non prescribed by 7 are neglected. However, this
matrix is exactly W, -, therefore, the result follows when 7(s) = ay in every state.

Generalizing to arbitrary deterministic policies 7 is immediate once realizing that 1V, » contains all
and only the rows that, in 7}, ., are followed by only zeros. O

Proposition 4.2. For any MDP\R M and any pair of deterministic policies 1, w5 € 11, it holds that:

vol( /%T o) R%’TT’F‘?) = vol(,%’/ova A R/O\ﬁ’r‘j).

Proof. For any deterministic policy 7 in any MDP\R M, we can write:
vol(Z%" A RAS) D vol(#ET A RS O )+ vol (B AR 7Y
@ vol(ZT N R?lei’rs N %)
D det(T,. ) [vol (V)
D |det(W, . )|vol(Vy)
@ k- Svol(Vy),

where at (1) we use the additivity of the integral (see Eq. (24) for a definition of %’11, and Z,; 1y, at

(2) we realize that the set 2% N R?MPT;S N %", containing all the rewards that induce at least two

optimal policies from every state in M and with bounded value and advantage functions, has zero
S A-dimensional volume since the optimality of another policy 7’ beyond 7 represents an additional
constraint (the considered volume is S A-dimensional because of Proposition [B.I] where it is shown
that the OPT feasible set has S' A degrees of freedom). At (3) we use the change of variables formula
in Proposition 6.1.3 of [[L1]], after having observed that matri Tp,~ (along with Proposition

permits to reparametrize set Z5" R?\E;’TT’FS N ), using set V. as:
PXT A RETS A7) = {re RS |3V, A) eVt 1 =Ty (V, A)},
where
Vp = {V €[OOy, 0TS, A€ [-CEFT, 0)5X (4D ],
At (4) we use Proposition[D.4]and at (5) we use the definition of k.

We can compute the volume of V, as:

vol(Vy) = dVdA
V‘I\'

= dv - J dA
J[—C?”k,r,+c?”k,r]5 [—CQPT 0)Sx(A-1)

v (s) - f
s f[—cg)"fk,r,Jro?"Tk,r] se8 e A\ [r(s)) JI-CLT0)Sx(A=D

_ 2Sk.S (C?PT)S (CSPT)S(Afl) )
Thus, replacing into the previous expression, we obtain:

vol(8R4T 0 RYS) = 25(CP) (€875,

dA(s, a)

""The definition of T}, » is provided in Eq. (Z1).
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Since this quantity is constant for all the deterministic policies m, this concludes the proof. O

Proposition 4.3. For any MDP\RM and any pair of stochastic poltctes 1, wo € I such that

71(als) = Tmin and ma(als) = Ty in every s, a, if OMCE > X log ——, then:
vol(%%lCE R%Cis) = vol(%%lCE R%lcif)

Proof. For any MDP\R M, observe that, for any stochastic policy , if it does not hold that:

min A% (s, a; —CONICE
(s,0)eSx A )\( y 3P, T ) )
then the intersection ZXICE A RIXI/?EFS is empty. Since, by hypothesis, min s q)esx.4 7(als) = Tmin,

and since we know that [9, 116]:
A3 (s, aip,7) = Mog m(als),

then the above condition can be imposed to hold as long as:

CYCE > Xlog

Tmin
For this reason, let 7 be a stochastic policy satisfying that C}E

Alog w(als) for all s, a for conveniency. We can write:

> Alog ——. Define 7(s, a) =

vol (Z2NE A RIGES) 2 4 [1det( I 5 Ty, Ivols (VL)
2
= |det(Jg,an,n)|25(CMCE) )

where at (1) we use the change of variables formula in [6 47], after having observed that the
rectangular| ' |matrix U, ,, defined in Eq. (22)), along with Proposition permits to reparametrize

the set ZNE N RIXI,IC];:TS using set V. as:
AT RN = {re RS [V eV, 1 =T,y (V)],

where

%4

s

[ CMCE +C«MCE]

Specifically, we use symbol J,, ,, (V') € RS4*5 to denote the Jacobian of the operator U, ,, evaluated

inany V e R¥; however, since me(V) is a constant function of V' (as shown below), then we use
Jpn- At (2) we compute the volume of set V.., which is an hypercube.

Observe that 2°(CMCE)9 does not depend on the policy 7. The proof is concluded after having
observed that the Jacobian J, ,, is a constant function. Indeed, for any V' € RS, we have:

Up,n(V)]sy,a;  OUp,n(V)]sq,aq OLUp,n(V)]sy,a4
oV (s1) oV (s2) to oV (ss)
G[Upvn(v)]51102 8[UP177(V)]31 ;A 8[UP177(V)]31 ;A
Ty (V) = aVs1) oV (s2) . oV (ss)
OWUp,n(MNlsgay  OWUpn(V)]sg,an OUp,n(V)]sg,au
oV (s1) oV (s2) to oV (ss)
1- 71’(51\51, al) *’Yp(52|51, al) ce *“YP(SS|51, al)
1 —p(si|s1,a2)  —yp(s2ls1,a2) ... —yp(ss|s1, az)
—p(si|ss, aa) —yp(s2|ss,aa) ... 1—7p(ss|ss,aa)

O

"The set Z3E Rlxlf,':;;s is S-dimensional but is embedded into R°#, so we cannot apply Proposition 6.1.3
of [[11].



ai, a2 ay ay ai
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Figure 8: MDP\R considered in the proof of Proposition|D.5] In the left there is M, while on the
right there is M’.

Proposition 4.4. For any MDP\R M and any pair of stochastic policies 71, wo € Il such that
71 (als) = Tmin and 7a(als) = Tmin in every s, a, if O8> Blog ——, then:

ATmin’

vol(%ﬁflRL o) R%Rif) = vol(%ﬁﬂm N R%Rérf)

Proof. For any MDP\R M, observe that, for any stochastic policy m, if it does not hold that:

: . BIRL
o BB A apr) > OB

then the intersection Z5R- A R%‘%’S is empty. Since, by hypothesis, min s 4)esx.4 7(als) = Tmin,

and since we know that (see [46] and Proposition[B.3):

7(als

A*(Sa a; p, T) = B IOg ¢a
maxgeq m(a'|s)

then the above condition can be imposed to hold as long as:

1
Aﬂ-min ’

CBRL > Blog

where we also used that log max, m(a|s) = log %. Having made this condition to hold, the proof
is then analogous to that of Proposition with the only difference that we define 7(s, a) =
Blog(m(als)/ maxqeq m(a'|s)) atall s, a. O

D.3 The New Priors can be Biased in new Environments

We now show that the new priors w’t can be biased in environments different from M.

Proposition D.5. There exists a pair of MDP\RM = (S, A, so, p,v) and M’ = (S, A, s0,p,7’)
with two states s1, so and two actions a1, as in s1 and one action ai in So, and a pair of deterministic
policies 1, T3 such that, if we set COPT =1 and if we let v — 1, then for any choice of C§FT > (,
we have:

vol(ZYT A Rjo\i:’fl ) # vol(ZLT R/O\ﬁ:’i ).

Proof. For the proof, we consider the M, M’ in Fig. and we define z:=1(s1,a1),y =
r(s1,a2), z :=r(s1, a1) for simplicity. Let 71, 75 be the deterministic policies that play actions

a1, as in state s1. Now, let us make explicit the sets %‘%T, R?\E,T’fl and R?\E,T’T‘i . It is immediate to

observe that, in M’, for v — 1, policy  is optimal if 2 > z, and viceversa o is optimal if z < z:
R%?’i = {x,y,zeR|x>z},
R%,ﬁ’i = {z,y,z€R|x<z}.

Regarding Z{*T, we need to compute k, for any possible (stochastic) policy 7 € II. We have:

(kﬂ')is = |det(Wp,7r)| = |det [1 67 1 97] | — (1 _ 7)2.

Since we have two states, S = 2 and so:



for every possible policy 7TE| To represent set %’OPT explicitly as a function of z, y, z, observe that it
can be rewritten as:

OPT OPT,S 1 OPT OPT,S 1 OPT 1
Ry (%’ Mo NRKy,) U (Zpq Mos N Ay) U (#pq m%’; ),

where set %RET N, ! has zero 3-dimensional volume and so is uninteresting. By using Proposition
and also that (1 — )k, = 1 for any 7 and 1, it can be shown that:

%OPT %Prﬂ‘ls o) %’; = {az, y,z€R |z, z€[— COPT +C?PT] AYE[x— C’SPT7 x]},

%OPT ROPT S %11; = {IE, Y,z € R | Y,z € [_C?PTv +C?PT] NTE [y COPT ]}

Since Z" n %! has zero 3-dimensional volume, we can write:

VOl(%OPT OP’}:,ﬂSl) Ol(%OPT OPT,S A %/1 A R%}:,ﬂi)
OPT OPT,S 1 OPT,S
+ vol(Z 4 N Ay O Rypin)
OPT | OPT.S 1 ROPT.S
= VO](L@ M T M e@ M/ 71'2)
OPT OPT s 1 OPT,S
+ vol(Z 4 SN Ry "Ry
where in the second passage we have observed that %RAW N R%PT;? N %1 allows T,z to vary freely in
the same interval, therefore, using the formulas computed earlier for RO M and R M' , we realize
that by symmetry vol(Z%T A RS S Ny O OP/T, T‘i ) = vol(ZUT ’ROPT S 5 1 %/Té ).

For this reason, the claim in the proposmon can be proved by showing that:

OPT,S OPT S OPT,S ROPT.S
vol(%?/lpT N Ry 0 %’1 - ) # vol(%/?,lpr N R 0 %1 R, )

To make things even easier, we will prove it by first computing vol (%’%’T N ROPT Sn# 1) then

computing vol(ZWT N ?\E’T;‘ZS NAEL N R%{ﬁ ), and finally showing that their rat10 is different
from 1/2:
vol(ZUT A OPT A Ry, N %,Tfl) 1
vol(%om ROPT 3 N 2) 2
We begin with the volume of Z0T N 9\4”7;‘: N Z,. We can write:
+CP" +CPT

VOl(Rp.z,) = f J f dxdydz

COPT COPT COPT
+CPTT +CPT
CPTdydz

OPT OPT
701 - Cl

4010PT CzoPT _ 4C2OPT,

by recalling that CPPT = 1 by hypothesis.

PT PT
RO S l@ 1 ﬂ O S

Now, concerning the volume of %?,‘;T My » DOtE that we can write this region

more explicitly (modulo some Zero-volume sets) as:

OPT | 1OPT.S 1 OPT,S
Zpm O Ry, N mRM,m={x y,z€R| —1<y<+1 A

12To be precise, we have never shown in the paper that this choice of set gives the same volume vol(jopT

ROPT S) # vol(ZET A ’ROPT S) in any M for any possible pair of policies 71, T2 even though some states
mlght  have a number of actlons different than that of other states. Nevertheless, this can be proved rather easily
analogously to Proposition[4.2} Of course, an analogous of Proposition [B.T| will be needed.
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y—C9F

1<z 1A
T< A

B

We partition it into 4 regions R := Z% " N R?jﬁf NAY O R(XE,T”;SI =1, ulyul;u Iy, so that
the resulting volume will be the sum of the volumes of these regions:

NN

+
)

T

A\

T

Li=Rn{z2y—C" A 2=1-C"},
ILy=Rn{zz2y—C" A 2<1-C’},
=R (e <y— OO A 2 <1 COT).
Li=Rn{z<y—CF" A 2= -1-CT}

We remark that, for 11, I, it holds that z < y (otherwise they are empty).

Now, if we denote m = max{—1, 1 — C9FT}, the volume of I; is (we must enforce z < y otherwise
this becomes the signed volume):

+1+1y

A:JJJM@M

Depending on C9FT, we get different values:

(CF? .o ~OPT
Il _ {426 lf CQ < 2,

3 otherwise,
where we used that, for C9PT > 2, we have m = —1, and replaced, and similarly for the other term:
1 (-0 +(1 -C)P? (1-0) (C9T)?
6 6 2 2 6

W.r.t. I5, we can write:

1097 2409

I, = J f Jdmdydz
—1 z z

1-CQT 2 4CQT

= J J (y — 2)dydz

1—-C9PT

e

—1

ey
— 2CNdz




(o)
&2 Fo_ o
o cpm,
where we are assuming that CS®T < 2. Otherwise, I = 0.

Regardmg I3, simply note that it is empty, so the volume is 0, because we are asking that z <
COPT < —1.

Thus, w.r.t. 4, we can write (the upper bound 1 — C9®T on 2 arises because we ask z + CSPT < 1):

1— COPT

w T ]

—1  24CPT y—COPT

1-C9*T
= J J Cdydz
-1 Z+COPT
1-C9*T

f (1—2z—C9NCdz
=1

COP
T2

< 2, otherwise it is 0.

( COPT )2
which holds assuming C9FT

Finally, we get that the volume of R = %’?ET N R(XET%‘ZS N ,%’; N R?\E,T is (we sum all contributions

as a function of C9T):
Vol(R) =11 + > + I3 + Iy
{(C(’PT)s + (COPT)Q( —C9) +0 + (COPT 2% if O <

+0+0+0 otherw1se7

6
3 otherwise.

_ {(CS"T)3 — (C9PT)2 4 2C9FT i O9PT < 2

By taking the ratio, we get:

vol(Z%T N RO 0 %y nRrs,) {301@’ if CPFT > 2
TR R R [ = e L
which is different from 1 for every C9FT > 0.
This concludes the proof. O

E Additional Results and Proofs for Section

Theorems [4.6] |4.7] and [4.8] while in Appendix [E.3| we prove Proposition 4.9 and Proposition
Finally, Appendix [E.4|contains additional centroid calculations for OPT.

In Appendprove Proposition 4.3] In Appendix [E.2] we provide the missing proofs for
E.4

E.1 Derivation of Eq. (T3)
Proposition 4.5. For every w : R54 — [0, 1], Eq. (T0) can be rewritten as:

Fw€argmax V™ (sh: 7', Fuwrs)s where  Tuynp = f w(r)dr. (15)

meHc,k M’”E
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Proof. The derivation is analogous to the proof of Theorem 3 of [36]. Starting from Eq. (I0), we can
write:

Tw € arg minJ w(r)( max V7™ (si;p'sr) — V“’(sg; P, r))dr

W/EHc,k ;’/(il,wE 7'I'GHCJC

L arg min (J w(r) max V7™ (si;p/,r)dr — J w(r)V™ (sh: P, r)dr)
m'elle T’L""E melle g %7WE

@ arg min — f w(r)\V™ (sh; ', r)dr
71'/61_[&)C 7/(L/1,1rE

@ arg max J w(r)V™ (sp; P’y m)dr
‘ﬂ'lEHC’k .T/Cl,‘rrE

() /
=argmax V™ (sp; D, Tw,mp )

ﬂ/EHC,k
where at (1) we use the linearity of the integral operator, at (2) we realize that the first term does not
depend on 7, and, as such, it can be removed, at (3) we remove the minus by replacing argmin with
argmasx, finally, at (4) we realize that V™ (sh; P, ) is a linear function of 7 (it can be seen as the dot

product between the occupancy measure of 7’ and r [33])), thus, by defining 7y 7, := {5, w(r)dr,
M, T

and recalling that S and A are finite, we get the result. O

E.2 The Centroids of the Feasible Sets w.r.t. our New Priors

Theorem 4.6 (OPT). For any MDP\R M and deterministic policy 7, the reward centroid TJO\/I:,CTE
after rescalinglﬂ is:

OPT

ifs€Smump A TE(S)=a
TMJE(&G) = a

if’SGSM,TrE A ’/TE(S) 7=
l:fS¢SM,7I'E

V(s,a)eS x A. (16)

pl= @ =

Proof. We can write:

1

=

OPT
TMJ\'E

.o

J- rdr
gpOPT OPT
R m’RMﬂrE

—
N
~

rdr

f rdr + f
OPT TR OPT OPT - TR OPT
v ﬁRM,wE”'%}; EZav r\RM,WEm.%’;I

—
Nl

rdr

J'%(/)\ZTQR%T,WE m.%ll)
“
= rdr

Ja OPT . 5OPT,S _ 51
ﬂe[”E]SM,WE B xa "Ropnjw 0%y

2 )y L |det(Ty, )| T, (V, A)dVdA

ﬂ—e[ﬂE]SM,wE

2 2 |det(me)lL T, (V, A)dVdA

™ V.. A
= Z |det(Wp’ﬂ—)|j—‘p7ﬂ'(Vﬂ'7 ATI'))

WG[TFE]SM,WE

BBy “rescaling” a vector € R™ we mean applying a transformation ax + 8 with o> 0, SeR. It is
well-known that rescaling a reward function does not affect the rank of policies [28] 48]].
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where at (1) we use the definition, at (2) we use the additivity property of the integral for partitioning
in rewards that induce a single optimal policy %; and those that do not (see Eq. , at (3) we

recognize that set ZT A RSJ\ETWE N %, ! has zero volume as Xy ! imposes an additional constraint

on the rewards in this set (usfng Proposition [B.1] it can be seen that this set is described by at
most SA — 1 < S A parameters), at (4) we apply Corollary D.1 in [22] to observe thatlﬂ R%’TWE =

OPT,S T . . .
UWG[WE]SMJE R~ - and then we use the distributive property of intersection over union and the

additivity of the integralE at (5), similarly to the proof of Proposition we use the change of
variables formula in Theorem 6.1.7 of [[L1]], after having observed that matrixiﬂ T, (along with

Proposition l permits to reparametrize set %%T N R%Tf N %; using set V as:
AR A RETS 7} = {r eRSA |3V, A) e Vy: =Ty (V, A)},
where
Ve i= {V € [0 hr, +C0Th, ]S, A€ [-CEFT, 0)5* (A= ],

At (6) we apply Proposition and note that |det(1V, )| does not depend on V, A, at (7) we applied
the linearity of operator 7}, -, and defined V  := Sv VdVdAand A, = Sv AdV dA.

Now, we turn to the computation of V. and A,.. For any state 5 € S, we have:

Va(3) = V(5)dVdA
V'rr

V(3)dV - J dA

ﬁc&)ﬂ"kﬂ_’+c?wkﬂ_]s [7ct2)PT’O)S><(A—1)

f dv(s) - J V(3)dV (3)
[—CO ke, +CO Tk ] [~ CP Tk, +CPT k]

n J- dA(s, a)
)y Y [=C87,0)

se€S,ac A\{r(s

seS\{3}

V(3)2 ] Ok

_ (2C?PTkW)S—1 ) (CSPT)S(A—l) ] [ >

—corTg,
=0.
In a similar manner, for any 5 € S, @ € A\{7(35)}, we have:
A:(3,a)=| A(3,a)dVdA
V‘I\'
J av - J A(s,a)dA
[~ OOk, +CP Tk ]S [—CS*T,0)Sx (A=1)

=11 dv(s) - 1 f[_cm ) dA(s, a)

ses f[—C?PTkafC?wkw] s€S,aeA\{m(s)} A (5,0) £ (3,a)

: J A(5,a)dA(S, @)
[703171"0)

— —2170
_ (QO?PTkﬁ)S . (CSPT)S(AA)A ) [A(s, a) ]
2 _CgPT

_2S—1 . (C?PT]CW)S . (CgPT)S(A—l)-&-l.

See Appendix@for a definition of [-]z for any set S = S.

'5To be precise, the sets Z5" N R%l’.ﬂ 5N %’; are open, so this passage cannot be done as-is, but additional
formalism should be adopted. Nevertheless, we avoid introducing it here to keep the exposition from becoming
unnecessarily cumbersome.

'®The definition of T}, is provided in Eq. 1.
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Replacing the values of V and A, into the previous expression, we get that:

0 if se Smrp, a=1mg(s),
o ® | > |det(W), - )|z~ if s€ Sm,np, a #mE(S),
TMP,TWE(Sv ): WG[WE]SMJE
- > |det(Wp, = )|zx  otherwise
ﬂE[WE]sM,WE (s)#a
0 if se Spmny, a=7mg(s),
o |~ > 1 ifs€Smrp,a#7E(S),
oC Tre[ﬂ'E]stE
- D 1 otherwise
Tre[ﬂ'E]stE w(s)#a
0 if se Smrp, a=7mg(s),
(2) _A57‘SM'WEI ifse SMﬂTEv a# 7TE(S)7

_AS_‘SMJ"E'_l(A —1) otherwise

if s€ Sp,nps 0 =1E(S),
if s€ Smnp, a # TE(S),
otherwise,

11)
oC

Bl @ =

where at (8) we used that T}, »(V, A )(s, a) = 0 atall s ¢ Saq,ry, for the policies 7 € (TE]Sp ry
that prescribe 7(s) = a, and we also defined z, =251 . (COPTE, )% . (COPT)S(A=D+1 for ne-
cessity of space, at (9) we use that (k.)% =1/|det(W, )|, and we divided everything by
29-1.(CPPT)S . (COPT)S(A=D+1 (recall that we provide a rescaled result), at (10) we use that
(75 ]S, -, contains exactly AS~ISmirpl policies, while set {7 € [7E]Swm, -, : T(8) # a} contains ex-
actly AS~ISmx51=1(A — 1) policies, and at (11) we rescale everything by first summing A5~ ISMx
and then dividing by it.

This concludes the proof. O

Theorem 4.7 (MCE). Let CY°E > Xlog Kln Then, for any MDP\R M in which Sp,x, = S, the

: 1 .MCE S
reward centroid v after rescaling is:

i (5.0) =logmp(als)  V(s,a)eS x A a7

Proof. The condition on CY°E is made for the same reason as in the proof Proposition

Define 7(s, a) = X log wp(als) for all s, a. First, we remark that, since set Z\; " n RN is S-
dimensional (immediate from Proposition @, then the volume elements below are S-dimensional.
We can write:

Mce (D

TMomp = rdr

_L MCE 79 MCE
v mRMIE

@

f rdr
MCE MCE,S
v m’RM,"E

@f , |det(Jp,Jp,n)|Upn (V)dV
™E

@Il | Uy
B

1) Uy (V)dV

Vie
Q UM< VdV)
Vig
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()
= Up,n(o)

®)
=1,

where at (1) we use the definition of T,lX[/tC];:rE , at (2) we exploit the fact that, by hypothesis, Spq,x, = S,

at (3) we use the change of variables formula in [6} 47], after having observed that the rectangula
matrix Up,,, defined in Eq. (22)), along with Proposition permits to reparametrize the set

FNCE A RNGES using set V7, as

NCE  RYCES — {r eRSA|IV eV, 7= UM(V)},
where
V= [-CVCE 4 CMCE]S
Specifically, we use symbol .J, ,, € R94*5 (o denote the Jacobian of the operator U, ,,, and we omit
the dependence on V' since, as observed in the proof of Proposition[4.3] it is constant in V. At (4),

we bring it outside because it does not depend on V/, at (5) we drop it as we will rescale, at (6) we use
the linearity of U, ,,, at (7) we use that Sv' VdV = 0e RS, as the domain is symmetric, and at (8)
B

we use the defintion of operator Uy, ,,.

The result can be obtained by rescaling the computed reward by . O

Theorem 4.8 (BIRL). Let C5*- > Blog -——. Then, for any MDP\R M in which Sp z, = S, the

: 7 .BIRL
reward centroid v . - after rescaling is:

m(als)
maXged Tr(a|s)

R (s,a) =log V(s,a)eS x A. (18)

Proof. The condition on CE™L is made for the same reason as in the proof Proposition

The proof is analogous to that of Theorem [4.7] with the only difference that we define 7(s, a) =
B log(m(als)/ maxaea mg(a’ls)) atall s, a, and that we use Proposition[B.3]in place of Proposition

E.3 Proofs for Additional Results on the Centroids

Proposition 4.9. Let m € {OPT,MCE,BIRL} be the model of behavior between 7 and rg in an
MDP\RM = (S, A, s0,p, 7). Let 7* € arg max, V™ (so; p, 7% ) be an optimal policy in M

. . *
under iy . Then, ™ is optimal also under rg: V™" (so; p, 7E) = V*(s0; p, TE)-

Proof. Regarding MCE and BIRL, thanks to Propositions[B.2and[B.3] it is immediate to notice that
e and rIRL - are obtained from rp through reward shaping [28] (the state-only function is the

value function). Therefore, they induce the same optlmal policies.

Regardlng OPT, observe that V7= (s¢; p, 7 M 7TE) = , which is the maximum possible, thus
m* = . Moreover, observe also that g is the umque 0pt1mal policy in M pOFT_ - as playing a
TE

non-expert’s action gives a reward smaller than 1. For these reasons, since 7 is 0pt1ma1 for rg (by
hypothesis of OPT), then the result follows. O

The next result shows that, in the absence of additional constraints, reward r?\LRTLrE transfers to new

M’ the optimal policy w.r.t. 7 in M. Moreover, ;" does so as well when Sy, = S.
Proposition E.1. Assume that g and rg are related by BIRL in an MDP\R M = (S, A, so, P, Y)s
and that Sy, = S. Then, for any MDP\R M’ = (S, A, 7', si, p'), it holds that:

arg max V7™ (so; p/, T%RﬁE):argmaXV”(SO;p,rE).
I

mell TE

"The set Z3E N RIXI/?F;T‘Z is S-dimensional but is embedded into R54, so we cannot apply Proposition 6.1.3
of [[11].
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Moreover, if Ty is deterministic and, still, Syt x, = S, then the same result holds also for OPT.

Proof. Regarding the first statement, observe that reward r{ . assuming that Sy, = S, as-

sociates to at least one action in every possible state the reward 0. Indeed, if we take ae
arg max,. 4 Te(a’|s), we have:

e (als)
maxgeq T (a'|s)

log =log1=0.

Therefore, any greedy policy 7* that plays such action/s @ achieves, for any possible p’ and ~':

V™ (503 p, rBRE ) = 0.

Since playing at least once an action different from @ gives a smaller expected return (since its
corresponding reward is < 0), then we have that such policy 7* is optimal in any M’. In particular,
7* is optimal also in M, and thanks to Propositionthis means that it is optimal also w.r.t. 7.
This concludes the proof of the first claim.

For the second claim, simply observe that, if Sxq,, = S, then:

TRAP,TWE (57 a) = ]l{a = WE(S)}v

that makes 7 the optimal policy in any M’. Since, by hypothesis of OPT, 7 is optimal also w.r.t.
r g, then the result follows. O

E.4 Additional Centroid Calculations for OPT
We now focus on OPT and we show that the centroid of the prior w?/'f, after rescaling is 0, which is
an additional interesting property of this prior.

Proposition E.2. For any MDP\R M, define:
rQiT = J wET (r)rdr.
RSA
Then, after rescaling, it holds that: r%’T =0.

Proof. The proof is completely analogous to that of Theorem[4.6] with the difference that, instead
of summing over the policies in [7g]s wnpp > We sum over all the possible deterministic policies

IIP := A Then, all the state-action pairs s, a are treated equally, and we obtain:

(s, a) = Z |det(Wp )| Tp.x(Vr, Ar) (s, a)

mellP

== Z |det(W,, )25 1 - (COPTk,)S - (CQPT)S(A-D+1
mellP:m(s)#a

_ 2 25’71 . (C?PT)S . (CSPT)S(Afl)le
mellP:m(s)#a

251 (COFT)S L (CQPTYS(-DLL 457114 1),

which is the same for every s,a. Thus, by subtracting 251 . (COPT)S . (COPT)S(A=1)+1 .
ASTHA — 1) by T elementwise, we get the zero vector:

r8 T (s,a) =0 VY(s,a)eS x A.
This concludes the proof. O

We now show what happens if we replace prior w%’[T with a new prior w4 that is not uniform on

%RAW anymore, but depends on a vector g € A" in the same way:
q(m) /vol(ZET) it r e ZET A weIl*(p,r) A [IT*(p, 1),
0 otherwise.

wreal) = |
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Simply put, we are assigning different weights on the rewards in %’R}ZT depending on the induced
optimal policy (we neglect rewards that induce more than a single optimal policy because such set
has zero volume). It can be shown that:

Theorem E.3 (OPT expert). For any MDP\R M and deterministic expert’s policy 7, define:

oPT  ._
T Momg.q = J-RUPT W, q(r)rdr.

M7
Then, after rescaling, it holds that:
1 if S€Smnp, TE(S) = a,
OPT 0 ifSESMJTEﬂTE(S) # a,

TMomp,q(5 @) = Srctrglay, . interea A7)
TR

a(m) ifs¢ Smomp-

ZWH”E]SM g

Proof. Again, the proof is completely analogous to that of Theorem[4.6] The only difference is that,
after the first passages, we end up with:

Y RMeea= XN W)l Ty (Ve ),
WE[WE]SM‘WE ﬂ'e[ﬂE]sM,ﬂ'E

as w44 18 not “uniform” over the policies. For this reason, later on in the proof, we obtain that, for
all (s,a) eS8 x A:

0 ifs€ Sy, a=mr(s),
- X qm) if s € Sppnp,a # Tr(s),
OPT
T Momp.q (8> @) el Blsp ny
- 2 q(m) otherwise,
welrels iy, ., T (8) F0
from which, after rescaling, we get the result. 0

F Sample Complexity

This appendix is organized into four parts. In Appendix [FI] [F2]and [F.3| we provide the proofs of,
respectively, Theorems|[5.1] [5.2]and[5.3] Finally, in Appendix [F.4]we provide the proof of Proposition
54

F.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1]

Estimating r?vlprﬂE correctly is equivalent to correctly estimating the support S, and the set of

state-action pairs Z a4, visited by mg in M, which can be written as:
Sitry = {s €S ‘ JteN: (p™)(s|so) > o},
ZMory = {(s7 a)eS x A ) SESMrp ATE(S) = a},
where p™® € R*¥ is the right stochastic matrix that, to each pair of states s, s’, associates

p(s'|s, mE(s)), thus (p™)t(s|sg) represents the probability of being in state s at stage ¢ when
starting from s [35]. As reported in Algorithmm our estimators for sets Sy, and 2, are:

S= {seS’Hie[[N]]jhe[[H]]: sg:s},
2:={(5,a)€8XA‘Hie[[Nﬂ,Hhe[[Hﬂ: sﬁlz,SAa;L:a}.

We want to find a minimum number of samples /N H that guarantees that, w.h.p., S=8 M, and
Z = Zp,xp- To this aim, we must first show that taking H > S is sufficient for guaranteeing that
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the dataset D, made of trajectories long H -stages, can contain all the states and state-action pairs in
min, H

the support, i.e., P, e 0:

LemmaF.1. If H > S, then pj{‘;}g > 0.

Proof. Observe that, since H > S, then:

in,H ._ . ) B

Mire = 00 Par (Ste[H]: s =3)
= i Pairg(Jte : =

seg,l\i{lw M, E( [[SH St S)

> min  min (") (s|sg).
> nin te[[s]](P )" (s]s0)

Therefore, the result can be proved by showing that, for every state s € Sy, ,,, there exists a stage
t € [S] for which the probability (p™=)*(s|so) of being in s at ¢ is strictly greater than 0. But this is
exactly the claim of Lemma[F2] This concludes the proof. O

Lemma F.2. For every state s € Sy x,, there exists a t € [S] such that (p™# )t (s|so) > 0.

Proof. By hypothesis, since s € Sy, then there always exists a ¢ € N such that: (p™=)*(s|sg) > 0.
If t < .S, then the result follows immediately, so we restrict to the case where ¢ > S. By computing
matrix (p™#)!, we can write:

(pwE)t(s|so) = 2 prE (3(2)|so)p”E(s(3)\s(2)) . .pTrE(s|s(t71)) =0,
5(2) 5(3) . s(t-Des

which is strictly positive as long as at least one specific path s, 5@, ..., 5D s has strictly
positive probability, which is the hypothesis made by contradiction:

(™) (s]s0) > 0 =
35 53 38D pre (5@ |50)pmE (5P [5P)) L pTE (s[5 > 0.
But this means that all these probabilities are strictly positive:
pE (39 E07D) > 0 Vie {2, 1),
where 3V = 59,5 = 5.

Now, if all the states 59 are distinct, then ¢ < S, because there are at most S states. Otherwise,
there exist i # i’ such that 3% = 5(*), and so we can get rid of all the terms p™* (5U)|5U~1)) for
j€{i+ 1,4}. Then, iterating this reasoning, we will end up with all distinct states, representing a

path long # < S for which (p™=) (s|s0) > 0.
This concludes the proof. O

We are now ready to upper bound the sample complexity necessity for estimating Sy, and Zaq, "

Lemma F3. Ler 6 € (0,1) and H > S. If m is deterministic, then it holds that:
Pmre (3: Sirp A Z = ZM,WE) >1-4,

with a number of trajectories:
|SM 75 |
log =5

N <

min, H

p./\/l,‘/rE

Proof. If 7 is deterministic, then observe that S=S M, implies condition z2=2z M- Thus,
we will focus on the former equality. We bound the opposite event:

Prtrs (5;& SM,,TE) —Prin, (Els € Sy, Vi€ [N], $he [H] : st = s)
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< N Pats (We [N], #he [H] : s =s)

SESM,WE

2 Z ﬁPM,ﬂE (fﬂhe [H] :si = s)

SESM,‘I\'E =1

Qoo

SGSM,WE =1

N

Z _ IIlll’lH
./\/l'n'E

SESM L0 = 1

H
= Satmp (1 =Pl

where at (1) we apply a union bound, at (2) we use the fact that different trajectories are independent

NG

of each other, at (3) we lower bound Py (Hh e[H]: s, = s) using pi\njan, which is > 0 because
of H > S and Lemmal[E]]

Forcing this probability to be at most d, and solving w.r.t. IV, we get:

min, H min, H |S./Vl,71' |
[Snrs | (1= PR )Y <6 == Nlog(l - piyy,) < —log ==
1 og |SM ﬂEl
— N> ] 1
By using that, for any z € (0, 1), we have: log -1~ > z, we get the result. O

There are some interesting observations that can be done on this sample complexity result. Specifically,
note that there is a trade-off in the choice of H. If H is large, then pj'ff;H is also large, and so NV
gets small. However, at the same time, increasing H we are using more samples since the trajectories

are longer. The number of samples is:

H [Smms |
min, H 1Og ) = :
M,

NH <

This expression can be optimized by H depending on the problem at stake, by solving:

arg min H log [Spme |
HeN:H>S p;{‘,}“ﬂg d

H
HeR:m>5 phyt

Finally, we are ready to prove the main theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Let 6 € (0, 1) and H = S. If g is deterministic, then, with probability at least 1 — 6,
it holds that 7o' = ’I“%Tﬂ_ provided that:

H log lsM [Sxmpl
NH>—""2>_290

min,
M g

,TC

Z M np suffices for having 7O = QT . O

Proof. Simply, apply Lemma L and realize from the definition of r?,'f ,, that S=8 Mg A Z=

F.2 Proof of Theorem[5.2]

We begin by proving how the error in the estimation of the policy propagates to the estimation of the
centroid:
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Lemma F.4. Assume that min , oyesx.4 Tp(als) = m);,. Let T be the estimate of policy computed
in Algorithm 2} Then, it holds that:

. I
[PME — N oo < —— 17 = 7B o
min
Proof. We can write:
PN X e = max [P, 0) —rXEE (5, @)
- log #(als) — 1 (
<s,,§§?§§A‘ og w(als) — log g (als)
= max ‘1og m(als)
(s,a)eSx Al wg(als)
1)) |7 (als) — mg(als)|
< =
(s,a)eSx.A min{7(a|s), g (a|s)}
@ 1 A
< — max |7 (als) — wg(als)|,

T in (8:0)€SxA
where at (1) we use that log(l + z) <z for x > 0. Indeed, when 7(a|s) > 7g(als), then
#(als)/mp(als) > 1, and so: log Z(L) =10g(1+ #(als) _1) < (7(als) — wr(als))/mp(als).

mg(als)
Doing similarly in the opposite case, we get the minimum at denominator. At (2) we use that
ming, g)esx.4 Te(als) = m,;, by hypothesis and the definition of 7. O

The next step consists in upper bounding the estimation error of 7g:

Lemma E.5. Let ¢, 6 € (0, 1) and assume that min s g)esx A TE(a|s) = 7). Then, it holds that:

P, (H% —mElw < e) >1-9,

with a number of trajectories:

16 10g 4SA log QSA

min, H

prE

N <

Proof. Forall (s,a) €S x A, we can write:

[#(ale) - ms(als |—\max R max{l <

L NG
s

A\./,.\\_/

- { me(als)

max{f’fs')( b |

{
max
aX{ 1 N

)

_ ‘ N(s, a)
max{1l, N(s)}

—p(als)

2 log %
max{1l, N(s)}

NG

where at (1) we use that min(, 4)esx.4 7rE(a|s) i DY hypothesis, at (2) we use that the max

operator is 1-Lipschitz, at (3) we use that, when N(s) = 0, then |7 g(als)| <1< 4/2log 5, while
when N(s) = 1, we apply the double-sided Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality (that must be applied
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because N(s) is a random variable itself), which holds w.p. 1 — /2. At (4) we note that each
N(s) ~Bin(N,Pag rp (Uio{st = s})) is Binomially distributed, so we can apply Lemma A.1

in [52]] w.p. 0/2 to get that: max{l NGIT S N W; leg 50{St 5 < ;%gnéH , where we used the
t g

definition of pﬁnﬂH in Eq. (19).

By applying a union bound, we have that the above bound for s, a holds w.p. 1 — 4. In addition, the
error above is bounded by ¢ as long as:

1610g610g5 e s N> 1610g510g5

min, H = o, min, H
N M, €D m TR

The proof is concluded through the application of a union bound over all the (s, a) € S x A. O

We conclude with the main result:

Theorem 5.2. Let e, 6 € (0,1) and H = S. Under the conditions of Theorem if Tmin = T
then, with probability 1 — 6, we have |F"* — i |, < € provided that:

2 4SA
Hlog® =3~ 16
min, 2.1
M, g min

NH >

Proof. Combining Lemma [F4] with Lemma[F3] we get the result:

16 10g 45’A log ZSA

mmH /
pM ,mg 'min

\

F.3 Proof of Theorem 5.3
The proof of Theorem [5.3]is very similar to that of Theorem[5.2] We begin by proving how the error
in the estimation of the policy propagates to the estimation of the centroid:

Lemma F.6. Assume that min , gyesx.a Te(als) = ),
in Algorithm[3] Then, it holds that, for all (s, a) € S x A:

Let T be the estimate of policy computed

N 2 .
PP (s, @) — i (s, @) < 5|7 = mE]o + L{N(s) =
min min

Proof. For all the states s € S with N(s) > 0, for all a € A, we can write:

& a) T.l/g\l[RkE (S a | = ‘log LH — log ﬂ-EMS)lS)‘

|;;BIRL(
max, 7(a'|s) max, mg(a

#(als) [+ o mx—ﬂlw

= ‘ we(als)

maxy T (a'|s)

@ 7(a
<2 max‘log 77r(a [5) )

a'eA me(a’]s)
2) =~ / _ !
D g ma |7 (d|s) — mp(d]s)]

aed min{7(a’|s), g (a’|s)}
3 2
< —— max|7(d'|s) — wp(d']s)],

Thin €A

where at (1) we use that | max, f(z) — max, g(x)| < max, |f(z) — g(z)|, at (2) we use that
log(1 + z) <z for z > 0. Indeed, when 7(a|s) = wg(als), then 7(a|s)/mg(als) =1, and so:

log ”(?‘T) 1og<1 + ”(?‘T)) — 1) < (7(als) — mg(als))/mE(als). Doing similarly in the oppo-
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site case, we get the minimum at denominator. At (2) we use that min s q)esx.4 Tr(als) = ;. by
hypothesis and the definition of 7.

Similarly, for all the remaining states s € S satisfying N (s) = 0, for all a € A, we can write:

BIRL

[ (s, a) — erE<sa|—\logwmm log

me(als) ‘
maxy mg(a’|s)
mi(als) ‘
maxy mg(a’ls)
@ og N ‘log 7(als )/ o WE(G|S)/ ’
T max, 7(a’|s) maxy Tg(a’|s)

where at (4) we use that log(7(als)/ maxy 7(a'|s)) = log(mh i, /Thi,) = 0 when N(s) = 0.

Then, carrying out the same passages as for N (s) > 1, we get the result. O

‘log

m

Now, we can upper bound |7F — 75| .

Lemma F.7. Let ¢, 6 € (0, 1) and assume that min qyesx 4 7e(als) =7 Then, it holds that:

mln

Patos (I = el <€) 216,
with a number of trajectories:

16 1Og 4SA IOg QSA

lenH
€ M,

N <

Proof. Observe that Algorithms [3]and 2] estimate 75 in the same manner. Thus, the proof of this
lemma is the same as that of Lemma O

Finally, we can prove the main result:

Theorem 5.3. Let ¢, 6 € (0, 1) and H > S. Under the conditions of Theorem[Hd.8| if Tmin = 7.,

then, with probability 1 — 6, we have ||[PP"* — 8L | < € provided that:

H10g2 8%14 33

min, H

M,

NH >

2 .
€ 7TIIlln

Proof. First, observe that, by applying the same reasoning adopted for proving Lemma[F3] it can
be shown that, with probability at least 1 — §, 1{N(s) = 0} =0 for all s € S, using a number of
trajectories:

S
log
min, H ’

p/\/l,ﬂ'E
where we also used that S, = S by hypothesis.

N <

Then, combining this result with Lemma[F.6|and Lemma [F7) through a union bound, we get the result
with a number of trajectories bounded by:

32 log SSA log 4SA log 25 33 log SSA log 4SA

mmH / min, H < mlnH ’
€ p/\/l TE Tinin M, pM TR Tnin

\

F.4 Proof of Proposition[5.4]

Proposition 5.4. For any MDP\R M’ = (S, A, s}, p', "), cost c € RS and budget k > 0, it holds
that: | maXperr, , V7 (sh; pl, ™) — mMaXrer, , V™ (sh; v, TTA,wE” < |rm— T loo/(1 — 7).
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Proof. We can write:

~ )
max V7 (so; 2/, 7™) = mmax V7 (so3 9 )| S mmax (V7 (so; 2, 77) = V(5052 7 r)
@ 1
< 1— H,;.\'m - T.T/\n/[,ﬂE HOO7

where at (1) we use the property of the maximum operator that | max, f(z) — max, g(x)| <
max, | f(z) — g(z)|, at (2) we use Holder’s inequality after having realized that V“(so, p/, ™) and

V™ (s0; P, T =, ) can be written as the dot product of some vector d € RS54 and 7™ or r7 , where
E STE?
d represents the occupancy measure of 7 in M’ [35]], and, in particular, it sums to 1/(1 — ). O

G Experimental Details

In this appendix, we provide additional experimental details and simulations that have been dropped
from the main paper due to reasons of space. In Appendix we provide a formal explanation
of how we defined and computed T\{""'> , in the experiments. In Appendix [G.2} we report the
results of the experiments conducted for MCE analogous to those provided in Figs. [Jand3]in Section
[6l Next, in Appendix [G.3] we provide some additional considerations on the difference between

the policies 77y found through our methods and 7\{'I' . Finally, we provide a comparison

with directly transferring the expert’s policy 7g to the new environment M’ and with a “best-case”
approach (Appendix [G.4), and we conclude with some additional simulations in Appendix[G.3]

Before diving into the presentation of the numerous sections of this appendix, we mention that each
experiment has been conducted in just a few seconds on a laptop with processor “AMD Ryzen 5
5500U with Radeon Graphics 2.10 GHz” with 8GB of RAM. Moreover, we remark that each policy
7y 1s defined as any policy in:

’
m ol m
TM,rg, M € ar/g;nax 4 (307p ’ TMJTE)’
melle i

and we mention that, for the simulations involving MCE and BIRL, we set 7, = 109,

i MIMIC
G.1 Definition of w3, ">\,

We computed the policy wﬂ“ﬂlg v as the policy with state-action occupancy measure d ./ e
in M’ closest to that of the expert d ¢, in M. To measure the distance between the occupancy mea-

sures, we adopted the £1-norm. Formally, we computed 7)\{*s' . by first solving the mathematical

program:

min |d = da,rp 1

deRSA
s.t.: Z d(s,a) = (1—~")1{s=s(} ++ Z Z (sls’,a")d(s',a") Vse S,
aeA s’eS a’e A
Z d(s,a)c(s,a) <k,
(s,a)eSxA

d(s,a) =0 V(s,a)eS x A,
Z d(s,a) =1,
(s,a)eSx.A
using a Linear Programming (LP) solver{ °|and then we found 7\ , , explicitly from its state-
action occupancy measure d as (see [33):

_d(s,a)
Wﬂ?ﬂg,/\/t'(ﬂ ) Z d(S a)
a’e A

"The ¢1-norm minimization problem can be recast as a LP problem [[7].
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Figure 9: From left to right: (a) 7 in M with v = 0.9, (b)-(c) ﬂ%/{wg’M/ and 7)CF in M’ with
v = 0.7, (d)-(e) MM\ and 7T in M’ with o/ = 0.99.
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Figure 10: In this series of images we consider the 7 in Fig. |3|(a), where v = 0.9. From left to
right: (a) TF/I\\/I/{N,,[TIS v with 7 = 0.9, (b) 78IRE with v/ = 0.9, (c) 7Y with 7/ = 0.9, (d) ﬂ%,{{\’#g’/w

with constraints and 7' = 0.9, (¢) 7\{* with constraints and 7/ = 0.9.

G.2 Results for MCE

In Fig. 9] we provide the analogous of the experiments reported in Fig. 2] and [3] for MCE. We remark
that the expert’s policy 7 in Fig. [0](a) is the same as the policy used for BIRL, plotted in Fig. 3] (a).
Looking at the images, we realize that 7Y\ is quite similar to TR

G.3 Additional Considerations on the Difference between 77 ., and W%{“féc M

The difference between our policies 70 . 14 and the policy WE\”/{NSS Ay that tries to match the

occupancy measure of the expert can be better visualized by looking at Fig. [T0}

Let 7 be the expert’s policy in Fig. |§| (a), with a support Sy, s c & strictly. If we consider the
problem of generalizing to an MDP\R M’ with an initial state s, falling outside Sx, ,,, then both
the policy W.I)\A/{l\ﬂg e (Fig. . (a)) and our policies ’/TMCE (Fig. . (b)) and ’/TBIRL (Fig. . (c)) try to
get back to the support Sy, . However, they do so differently. As shown in Fig. [10|(a), 7\{*2C
cares mostly on getting back to the states in the support that have been visited the most by the expert,
i.e., those with more intense blue in Fig. [3{(a). Instead, both 7)F and mR'R" are satisfied by an
arbitrary state in Spq, r,,, as shown by Fig. [10[(b)-(c). This behavior can be justified mathematically
by observing that Algorithms |z| and|§| assign to all the state-action pairs outside Sy, the minimum

possible reward values, namely:

rfl\([/tcEE (8 a’) - T.]/g\lleE (S a) IOg Tmin ~ _14,

where we replaced the value i, = 107% used in the simulations. As a consequence, 7)< and

RLRL always try to get back to the states in the support Sy, , Whose reward values is necessarily
larger than —14. However, the rewards constructed by Algorithms [2and 3] do not depend by the
probability with which the expert visited the various states in its support, i.e., d 1,5, and so, for

mNCE and 7BIRL, it is irrelevant the state s € Sy x,, in which they re-play the action/s demonstrated
by the expert
As another example consider now the presence of constraints in M’ and look at Fig. [10](d)-(e). Here,
even though ' = 0.9 is relatively small, 7\J*'C , still tries to go around the obstacle, because its
objective is to match the expert’s behavior over the whole support Spq, -, (Fig. @l (d)). Instead, as
shown in Fig. [10|(e), 7TMCE is not interested to the states beyond the obstacle if they are too distant
(in terms of +"), but it can be satisfied with states closer to the initial state sj. Observe that, if we
increase 7' = 0.99, then also 7TMCE goes around the obstacle, as shown in Fig. |§|(e).
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Figure 11: From left to right: (a) W?Q/CME for the expert’s policy 7 defined in Fig. (a). We consider
M’ with v/ = 0.7 and s}, # sg. (b) W%S_IE for the expert’s policy mg defined in Fig. (a). We
consider M’ with v/ = 0.7 and s{, = s¢. (¢)-(d) Policy " obtained through the “best-case” approach
described in Appendix [G.4] respectively in absence and presence of constraints. (e) Illustration of

Proposition

G.4 Comparison with Policy Transfer and a “Best-case” Approach

We now show how generalization to new environments and constraints is carried out by other
approaches in this specific problem setting.

Policy transfer. The first “baseline” that we consider here is ﬂ‘/gvcl” [3]], which is defined as:

ﬂ-/\/[,ﬂ'E 1

BC (als) = me(als) ifseSmry,
ERE: otherwise.

This policy is called “BC” because it represents the result of Behavioral Cloning [34,132] on 7g. As
shown in Fig. [11](a)-(b), directly transferring this policy to the new environment M’ might induce
quite meaningless behaviors in M’ regardless of whether s, # s (Fig. (a)) or not (Fig. (b)).
Moreover, note that this policy cannot even be applied in general when there are constraints in M’,
because it might not satisfy them.

A “best-case” approach. As a second “baseline”, we consider the policy 7’ obtained after carrying

out (constrained) planning in M’ with an arbitrary reward r in the feasible set RRETWE:

7 eargmax V™ (sh;p/, 7).
well,
We have constructed this reward starting from the knowledge of the policy 7 (see Fig. ] (a)) in
its support Sy -, as follows. First, we have sampled at random a deterministic policy 7 from
[75 ]S, - Next, based on Proposition [B.1} we have sampled uniformly at random the values of V' €

[~1, +1]° and A € [-0.5, +-0.5]%(A~1) (the numbers 1 and 0.5 are meaningless), and constructed r
as:

T(S, a):V(S)—’}/ Z p($/|8,a)V(S/)—{O ifa:f(s),

TS A(s,a) otherwise.

Note that this approach is representative of all the “best-case” approaches described in Section [3.2]
Fig. E] (¢)-(d) show the resulting policy 7’ in a new environment M’ respectively in absence and
presence of constraints. As clear from the images, the policies 7’ and 7 are rather uncorrelated.

G.5 Other Simulations

In this appendix, we present the result of a simulation aimed to exemplify Proposition[.9] Specifically,
we focused on BIRL and we computed the policy 73" using M’ = M, i.e., as the policy obtained
through our approach in the same environment M where the expert demonstrated 7 (see Fig. [3](a)).
The result is plotted in Fig. E] (e). In this setting, 7T]/3\£[RL can be interpreted as a “more aggressive”
g, in the sense that it aims to achieve the same objective as the stochastic expert’s policy g, but

deterministically.
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