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The paper studies the robustness properties of discrete-time stochastic optimal control under Wasserstein
model approximation for both discounted cost and average cost criteria. Specifically, we study the per-
formance loss when applying an optimal policy designed for an approximate model to the true dynamics
compared with the optimal cost for the true model under the sup-norm-induced metric, and relate it to
the Wasserstein-1 distance between the approximate and true transition kernels. A primary motivation of
this analysis is empirical model learning, as well as empirical noise distribution learning, where Wasserstein
convergence holds under mild conditions but stronger convergence criteria, such as total variation, may
not. We discuss applications of the results to the disturbance estimation problem, where sample complexity
bounds are given, and also to a general empirical model learning approach, obtained under either Markov or
i.i.d. learning settings. Further applications regarding the continuity of invariant probability measures with
respect to transition kernels are also discussed.
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1. Introduction In this paper, we study the robustness properties of discrete-time stochastic
optimal control for model approximation under various performance criteria. Specifically, we char-
acterize the relationship between the accuracy of the model approximation and the performance
loss of applying an optimal control policy for an approximate model to the true dynamics. This
robustness property is of practical importance, as learning algorithms are seldom implemented
for the true models; see e.g. [30] and [35], the latter of which shows that quantized Q-learning
algorithms for continuous spaces converge to the fixed point equation of an approximate model.

Robustness to model approximations, such as finite approximations, is a well-studied problem
with rich literature. In such cases, the approximations are often designed, e.g. by quantization,
allowing for a relatively more direct analysis; see [14, 4, 51, 49, 31] under a variety of models. In
our paper, we will build on some of the findings and constructions in [51, 49, 31]

Another important problem is model learning from experimental data. In [17, 18, 10], models
are approximated by replacing the distribution of the “disturbance process” with its empirical
estimates. [32, 36] placed the empirical consistency problem in the context of robustness to weak
convergence of kernels. Recently, further robustness questions related to the disturbance processes
have been studied under the formulation of distributionally robust stochastic control [59, 56]. In
this paper, we follow the general model approximation formulation considered in [20, 21, 32, 36, 6],
and, in particular, focus on models with Lipschitz continuous costs and transition kernels that
are continuous under the Wasserstein-1 distance. We study both discounted cost and average cost
criteria and consider applications such as state discretization and disturbance process estimation
through a unified lens. In some applications, we establish explicit sample complexity bounds. A
detailed literature review is presented later in the paper.
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1.1. Preliminaries on Markov Decision Processes We consider a discrete-time controlled
Markov process with an underlying sample space (€2, F,P), a Polish (i.e. complete, separable, and
metric) state space (X, dx) and an action space (U, dy). We endow the two spaces with their Borel
o-algebras, denoted by Fx and Fy respectively. We denote by (X x U, o(Fx x Fy)) their product
space.

DEFINITION 1 (CONTROLLED TRANSITION KERNELS). A map 7 : Fx x XxU — [0, 1] is a con-
trolled transition kernel if a) for every fixed A € Fx, the map (z,u) — T (A|z,u) is o(Fx X Fy)-
measurable, and b) For every fixed (x,u) € X x U, the map A+ T (Alz,u) is a probability measure
on (X, Fx).

We define the history (or path) space at time ¢ as (Hy, F,) := (X! x Ut,0 (F™ x Ff)). An
admissible policy at time ¢ is a measurable probability-measure-valued function v, : H; — P(U),
where P(U) is the space of probability measures on (U, Fy;) endowed with the weak topology. The
distribution of the controlled Markov process {X;,U; : t > 0} is then determined by the policies
{7¢:t >0} and the distribution of X|.

At each time ¢, a cost ¢( Xy, U;) is incurred according to some per-step cost function ¢: X x U — R.
We refer to the quadruple (X, U, T,c¢) as a discrete-time Markov decision process, abbreviated as
MDP. In this paper, we consider the fully observed optimal control problem: a decision maker
(DM) employs a sequence of admissible policies v := {v,}2,; at time ¢, the DM observes the
realized history h; := {X{0.4, Ujo1—1)} € H;, and makes a decision U, € U according to the probability
measure 7;(h;); the system incurs a cost ¢(X,,U;) and transits to a new state according to the
distribution 7 (:| Xy, U;); this process is then repeated. The goal is to minimize the accumulated
cost with respect to the control policy {7 }ien according to some performance criterion. Denote
the set of admissible policies by

Fa={{m}2y: VteN, v,: H; - P(U) measurable}.

(a). For the discounted cost criterion with discount factor 5 € (0,1), cost function ¢, transition
kernel 7, and policy +y, define:

the value function under policy ~ : Js(e, T,7)(z) :=E"" Zﬂtc(Xt, Uy)

X0:$] 5

=0
the optimal value function : J5(e, T)(x) == 1€an Ja(e, T,v)(x).
yelAa

(b). For the average cost criterion with cost function ¢, transition kernel 7, and policy +, define:

T-1
1
the value function under policy v: Jy(c,T,v)(x) =limsup TIET’"’ Z c( Xy, Uy)| Xo = :E] ,

T—o0 =0

the optimal value function : Jo (e, T)(x):= 1€an Joo(C, T, 7)(2)
yel A

Here, E77 denotes the expectation under the controlled transition kernel 7 and the policy .

1.2. Problem Statement and Contributions Consider a reference MDP (X, U, T, ¢) and a
decision maker who wants to perform optimal control. It is seldom the case that the decision maker
has complete knowledge about the MDP, specifically ¢ and 7. It is therefore natural to consider
the scheme that the decision maker first learns an approximate MDP (X,U,S,¢) using samples
from the reference MDP, obtain an optimal policy in the approximate MDP, ~; s, and apply it
to the true MDP. A critical question arises: how much performance do we lose by applying an
optimal policy derived from some approximate model? In this paper, we provide upper bounds on
the loss in terms of the estimation error of the cost function and transition kernel, and then apply
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our findings to empirical model learning. We also study the implications of our findings regarding
sample complexity bounds which relate the mismatch error to the number of samples.
Contributions.

(i) In Section 2.2.1, we show a condition under which Lipschitz continuity holds for the optimal
discounted cost value function (Theorem 4). In Section 2.2.2, we show conditions under which
Lipschitz continuity holds for the optimal average cost value function (Theorem 5 and 6).

(ii) In Section 2.3.1, we show conditions under which the robustness performance loss holds for the
optimal discounted cost value function (Theorem 7 and 8). In Section 2.3.2, we show conditions
under which the robustness performance loss holds for the optimal average cost value function
(Theorem 9 and 10, Corollary 3).

(iii) In Section 3, we relate our results to the case where robustness is in terms of the distribution
of the driving noise (Corollary 8). When the distribution is estimated by its empirical version,
we provide explicit rates of convergence in terms of the sample size under various moment
conditions (Theorem 14).

(iv) In Section 4, as a primary contribution, we establish empirical consistency and robustness to
empirical model learning, along with explicit rates of convergence results that lead to sample
complexity bounds. Specifically, we propose learning algorithms based on data and establish
empirical consistency and sample complexity results for near-optimal policies under two types
of data used for model learning: data obtained along a controlled sample path (Corollary 11
and 12), and data achieved via a device simulating the Markov kernel (Corollary 13 and 14).

(v) As a by-product of our analysis we show continuous dependence of invariant measures on
transition kernels in Section 5, recovering a result of [47], which we achieve by viewing the
problem as a control-free version of our analysis and framework.

1.3. Literature Review Stochastic control and reinforcement learning under model misspec-
ification are fundamental to their applications and have been extensively studied. For a review of
the literature concerning finite state and action spaces, we refer readers to Chapter 1 of [1] for a
review. See also related studies such as [21, 20, 22, 32, 36, 6].

In [32, 36], the authors study robustness to incorrect transition kernels, focusing primarily on
asymptotic convergence under weak convergence and setwise convergence, as well as on strong
uniformity results with respect to total variation convergence. Specifically, a robustness result is
obtained, in an asymptotic convergence sense, for the discounted cost criterion in [32] and for the
average cost criterion in [36], respectively, under continuous weak convergence of transition kernels;
uniformity results under total variation convergence are also established. A unified perspective is
given in [37], which considers quantized approximations as a special case. This robustness analysis
is further extended to continuous-time models in [45].

We also note that [38, Theorem 5.1] establishes continuity results for approximate models under
discounted cost criterion and provides a set convergence result for sets of optimal control actions.
However, this set convergence result is inconclusive for robustness without further assumptions on
the true system model. Additionally, [42] is a related work which studies the continuity of the dis-
counted cost value function for fully observed models under a general metric, known as the integral
probability metric, which encompasses both the total variation metric and the Kantorovich metric
in different configurations (which is not weaker than the metrics leading to weak convergence). An
analogous result under the average cost criterion appeared in [24].

In [19, 17, 18, 16], the authors address the following disturbance distribution approximation
problem: consider a stochastic dynamical system X,y = f(X;,U;, W;), where {W,}°, is an i.i.d
process with distribution p. If an alternative distribution v is proposed and an approximate optimal
policy is computed under v, the objective is to characterize the relationship between the robustness
performance loss and a certain distance between p and v. In [16], a robustness result is given



Zhou, Song, and Yiiksel: Robustness to Model Approximation, Learning, and Sample Complexity
4 Mathematics of Operations Research 00(0), pp. 000-000, © 0000 INFORMS

for the discounted cost criterion with the bounded-Lipschitz distance between p and v. In [19],
similar results are obtained for the average cost criterion, using either the total variation distance
or bounded-Lipschitz distance, via a minorization condition assumption.

Results on robustness to weak convergence in [32, 36] and to Wasserstein convergence in [17,
18, 10] imply empirical consistency with i.i.d. learning of models, as noted in these studies. In
[17, 18], the authors consider a learning scenario where v = n+r1 > oo 0w, is the empirical measure
of u under samples {w; },. The chosen distance between measures is Wasserstein-1 distance, with
the discounted cost criterion considered in [17], and the average cost criterion in [18]. We show
that the disturbance distribution approximation problem can be viewed as a special case of model
approximation, and through Theorem 8 and 10, we obtain results analogous to those in [17, 18],
with relaxed assumptions and improved bounds. A further related result on empirical consistency
from a different perspective is presented in [23].

In [21], the authors focus on the discounted cost criterion, with a similar result established in the
more recent work [6]. Notably, both papers use a weighted-norm-induced metric for the distance
between cost functions to account for possibly unbounded costs. In this paper, we use the sup-
norm-induced metric as the distance between cost functions and save discussions on unbounded
costs for future work. We also acknowledge that Theorem 4 and 8 originally appeared in [6] as
Corollary 1, and our Theorem 7 is a refinement of Theorem 5 of the same paper. In [20], the
authors considered model approximation under the average cost criterion, utilizing either total
variation or uniform bounded-Lipschitz distance. The authors obtained results similar to Theorem
9 by imposing contraction assumptions on Bellman operators of the reference and approximate
models. In [22], the focus is restricted to approximating transition kernels, with an upper bound
provided on the relative error of robustness performance loss.

A recently proposed approach motivated by robust stochastic optimization [43, 41, 15|, referred
to as distributional stochastic control [59, 56], considers a related, but distinct setting. The key
difference is that in distributional robustness, the disturbance distribution is allowed to vary over
time. In [59], the authors study the case of the Wasserstein ball, while in [56], both Wasserstein
and f-divergence balls are considered.

In [10], the authors consider a setting where the transition kernel admits a (x,u)-dependent
density with respect to some known reference measure p on (X, Fx), and the decision maker uses
an empirical estimate of 1 to approximate the model discretely. In [53, 60, 48, 50, 49], the authors
consider static discretizations of state and action spaces and provide error bounds for compact
state and action spaces and asymptotic analyses for more general settings. We refer readers to [49]
for a review of related results, which also obtain several regularity results under the Wasserstein
distance considered in this paper. Such discretization schemes have seen applications in analyzing
the convergence of Q-learning [33, 31, 35]. In [54], the authors consider a generalization of the
discretization scheme by introducing a class of approximate operators named averagers. However,
their results are on the continuity of average cost value iteration, and require restrictive assumptions
on transition kernels. In Section 4.1, we discuss how discretization in Wasserstein regular MDPs
with compact spaces can be viewed as a special case of Wasserstein model approximation, and thus
several results in [31] and [34] can be recovered from our analysis. This further motivates us to
propose a sampling-based discretization algorithm in the spirit of, but with distinct assumptions
and conditions from, [10], which we discuss in Section 4.2.

The key assumption in our paper is Lipschitz continuity in components of the MDPs. This has
been a standard assumption in related works [49, 6]. To our knowledge, [27] is the first paper to
study the assumption. In [46], the authors restrict their attention to Lipschitz continuous policies
and show the Lipschitz continuity of the Q-factor under Lipschitz MDP assumptions. In [44], a
policy gradient method is studied. In [2], the authors prove a continuity result on the value function
(Theorem 2, [2]), although under restrictive assumptions.
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1.4. Space of Probability Measures and Transition Kernels In this section, we collect
some facts from probability theory to make the previous and following discussions precise.

1.4.1. Convergence of Probability Measures Given a complete separable metric space
(X, dx) endowed with its Borel o-algebra, denote by P(X) the space of probability measures on it.

DEFINITION 2 (WEAK CONVERGENCE, P.292, [9]). A sequence of probability measures
{pn} C P(X) converges weakly to p € P(X) if for all continuous and bounded f: X — R,

/X £ ()paa(dr) = / F(@)u(de

DEFINITION 3 (TOTAL VARIATION DISTANCE, P.292, [9]). For two probability measures
u, v € P(X), the total variation distance between them is defined as

/f /&uww@,

where || f||co:=sup,ex|f ()| is the sup-norm of a function f: X — R.

DEFINITION 4 (WASSERSTEIN-P DISTANCE, DEFINITION 3.1.1, [12]). Let 1 <p < oo. For two
probability measures p, v € P(X), where X is locally compact and separable, assume that for some
zo € X, [ dx(x,xo)Pp(dr) < oo and [ dx(x,x0)"v(dx) < co. The Wasserstein-p distance is defined
as follows:

| —vl|[rv:=2 sup |u(A) —v(A)|= sup
AeFx [ flloo<1

1
p
W, (u,v) :=inf { </ dx(a;,y)lﬂﬂ(da;,dy)> : mis a coupling between g, V} ,
XxX

where a coupling 7 between two probability measures p, v € P(X) is defined as any probability
measure on (X2, o (Fx x Fx)) such that for any A € Fx: 7(A x X) = p(4), 7(X x A) =v(A).

REMARK 1. For p = 1, the Wasserstein distance admits a dual formulation (Kan-
torovich-Rubinstein formula, Chapter 6, [55]):

Wi (v = sup { [ 7@ i) - u(d:c»} |

1 £1lLip<1

where HfHL1p inf, 2 ex is the Lipschitz norm of a function f: X — R.

A key motivation for this paper is to show that if an MDP is regular in the Wasserstein sense,
as detailed in Section 2.4, the MDP can be approximated via sampling, and the optimal pohcles
obtained from the sampled MDPs are near-optimal. Specifically, the performance loss shares the
same diminishing rate as the distance between the empirical and population-level distributions.

If( )—fW)l
dx (z,y)

1.4.2. On the Space of Controlled Transition Kernels In this section, we discuss con-
vergence criteria in the space of controlled probability kernels that are useful later on. Note that all
controlled probability kernels can also be viewed as measure-valued functions: 7 : X x U — P(X).
Therefore, by equipping the space of probability measures P(X) with a specific convergence cri-
terion, we can extend the convergence criterion to the space of controlled probability kernels by
combining it with a criterion for function convergence. Instead of listing every possible combination,
we provide several examples to illustrate the ideas and naming conventions we use.

Example 1.1 (Pointwise weak convergence) Given a sequence of controlled probability kernels
(T,), we say T, converges pointwise weakly to a controlled probability kernel T if,

/f To(dylz,u) — / f)T(dylz,u), ¥ (z,u) € X x U, f Lipschitz and bounded.
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Example 1.2 (Uniform convergence in Wasserstein-p distance) Given a sequence of con-
trolled probability kernels (T,) and p > 1, we say T, converges uniformly in Wasserstein-p distance
to a controlled probability kernel T if sup, ,ycxxu Wao(Tn(-|2,u), T(-|z,u)) — 0.

REMARK 2 (METRICS ON SPACE OF CONTROLLED PROBABILITY KERNELS). We note here
that sup, ,)exxy Wo (T (-, ,u),S(-|z,u)) defines a metric on the space of controlled probability
kernels as a composition of ||-||« norm induced metric and Wasserstein-p distance. We refer to this
metric as Uniform Wasserstein-p distance and denote it by dy,(7,S) in later sections. We can
similarly define, for example, uniform total variation distance as

drv(T,S8):= sup |[T(|z,u) —S(|z,u)||rv.

(z,u)€(X,U)

2. Regularity of Value Functions and Robustness to Model Approximation under
Uniform Wasserstein Distance

2.1. Optimality Equations In this section, we present the basic assumptions that allow
us to characterize solutions to stochastic optimal control problems by fixed point equations, and
furthermore, allow us to restrict attention to deterministic stationary control policies v: X — U. We
denote the set of continuous and bounded measurable functions mapping from (X, Fx) to (R, B(R))

by Cb (X) .

ASSUMPTION 1. Unless otherwise noted, we assume that any MDP (X,U,T,c) in this paper
satisfies the following:
(a). U is compact.
(b). c:XxU—=Ris nonnegative bounded (||c||s< 00), and continuous on both X and U.
(c). For any v e Cy(X), [Lv(y)T (dy|z,u) is a continuous on X and U, i.e. T is weakly continuous
on X x U.

THEOREM 1 (DCOE, Theorem 5.2.1 and 5.5.2, [61]). Consider an MDP (X,U,T,c) and
a discount factor 5 € (0,1). Suppose Assumption 1 holds.
(a). The optimal discounted cost function J5(c,T) € Cy(X) is the unique solution to the following
fized point equation in v € Cy(X), which we refer to as DCOE:

o(z) = mf{ xu+5/ dy|xu)},V:E€X.

(b). There exists a deterministic stationary policy v*: X — U such that

o(z) = c(z, +6/ T(dyle, " (x)), Yz € X,

and Jg(c, T,v*)(x) = J3(c, T)(w), Vz €X.

We note that part (a) follows from the fact that if we define the right-hand side of DCOE as
an operator on C,(X), which we refer to as the Bellman operator T, it can be shown that T is a
contraction on (Cy(X), ||-]|.), i-e. for any fi, fo € Cp(X), T: Cp(X) — C,(X) satisfies

ITfi =Tfll <allfi = follo >

where g € [0,1) is a constant. Thus, by Banach fixed-point theorem (see e.g. Theorem 3.1.7 of [61]),
the DCOE admits a unique solution (see p.19 of [25]). As we discuss in Section 2.4, this fact is
important for characterizing the Lipschitz continuity of value functions under suitable assumptions.
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REMARK 3 (D1sSCOUNTED COST BELLMAN CONSISTENCY EQUATION). Given a fixed deter-
ministic stationary policy 7, we consider the equation

v(z) =c(z,y(x +5/ T (dy|z,v(x)), VoeX.

Defining the right-hand side as an operator T7, it can be shown that T is also a contraction,
and thus admits a unique solution on the set of bounded measurable functions (as v can be
discontinuous). Furthermore, the solution is Js(c, T,7). We refer to this equation as the discounted
cost Bellman consistency equation for v (see Section 1.1.2, [1]).

For the average cost criterion, we present two additional sets of assumptions, each sufficient for
the optimality equation. We apply these assumptions in different settings.

DEFINITION 5 (MINORIZATION CONDITION FOR KERNELS). The controlled transition kernel
T: Fx x X xU—[0,1] is said to satisfy the minorization condition if there exists a probability
measure p on (X, Fx) and constant € > 0 such that Vz € X, u €U, and A € Fx,

T(Alz,u) > ep(A).

THEOREM 2 (ACOE, Theorem 5.2.1 and 7.2.1, [61]). Consider an MDP (X,U,T,c) such
that T satisfies the minorization condition, and suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then there exists a
constant g and h € Cy(X) such that the following fixed point equation, referred to as ACOE, holds:

g+ h(x)= 1nf{ c(z,u) /h T (dy|z, u)},VmGX,

where g =inf cr, Joo(c, T, 7). Furthermore, there exists a deterministic stationary policy v*: X —
U such that

g+ h(@) = e(z, 7" (2)) + / h(y) T (dylz, 7" (z)), V2 €X,

and Joo(c, T,v*)(x) =g, Vo eX.

REMARK 4. We refer to (g*,h*,v*) satisfying ACOE as a canonical triplet. To emphasize the
dependence on the cost function ¢ and kernel 7, we use the following notation for the canonical
triplet: (g2, h% i) Note that gi = J (¢, T).

The above result relies on the fact that if the transition kernel satisfies the minorization condition
with a scaling constant € > 0 and minorizing probability measure p, the operator

uelU

Tv(z) := inf {c(x,u) —i—/xv(y) (T (dy|x,u) — ep(dy))} ,VeeX

is a contraction on Cb( ), and thus admits a unique fixed point. We let h be the fixed point of T,
and let g := efx p(dz). It is then clear that g and h satisfy ACOE.

REMARK 5 (AVERAGE CoST BELLMAN CONSISTENCY EQUATION). Similar to the case of
DCOE, under the minorization condition, for a fixed deterministic stationary policy -y, the operator

T'(z) = e(z,7(2)) + / v(y) (T(dylz,4(2)) — ep(dy)), Ve € X

is a contraction operator. Following the above constructive approach, we have that there exists a
constant g7 and a bounded measurable function h” such that

g+ 1(2) = e(z,y(x)) + / W (4) T (dylz, 7(2)),

where g7 = J.(¢, T,7). We refer to this equation as the average cost Bellman consistency equation.
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ASSUMPTION 2 (Assumption 5.4.1 of [26]). For an MDP (X,U,T,c), there exists a state
z € X and constants o€ (0,1), M >0 such that

(1= 8)J5(e, T)(=) < M,V B € [or1).

Moreover, there exists a constant N >0 and a nonnegative function b: X — R such that with

h@(C,T)([L‘) = JE(C,T)({B) —JE(C, T)(Z)’
—N <hg(c,T)(z) <b(z), VzeX, B €a,l).

We note that the first part of the assumption is implied by Assumption 1, under which the per-step
cost is bounded. A direct consequence of Assumption 2 is the following:

LEMMA 1 (Lemma, p.88 of [26]). Under Assumption 2 for the MDP (X, U, T ,c), there exists
a sequence B(n)— 1 such that

lim (1—=65(n)) J5(e, T)(x) = go.r = (e, T), Vo € X,
THEOREM 3 (ACOE, Theorem 7.3.3, [61]). Under Assumption 1 and 2 for the MDP
(X, U, T,c), there exists a triplet (g*,h*,v*), where g* is a constant, h* € Cy(X), and ~v* is a deter-
ministic stationary policy, such that g* =inf,cr, Joo(c, T,7)(x), and Joo(c, T,7v*)(x) =g*, Vo € X.

2.2. Continuity of Optimal Value Functions We begin with continuity results for opti-
mal value functions, which serve as important intermediate steps in our robustness analysis in
Subsection 2.3. We consider the discounted cost criterion in Subsection 2.2.1 and the average cost
criterion in Subsection 2.2.2. Additionally, we note similar analyses in [36, 32].

2.2.1. Discounted Cost Criterion

THEOREM 4. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds for two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and
(approzimation) (X,U,S,¢). If J;(c,T) is Lipschitz continuous, then

* X /A 1 ~ /8 *
| J,B(Ca T) - J,B(C7S)HOO < 1— BHC - CHOO—F@ HJB(C7 T)Hsz dW1 (T7S)
Proof. For ease of notation, we use the following abbreviation:
ve,ri=J3(¢,T), ves:=J5(E8). (1)

By Theorem 1, we have that for any = € X:

) = it (e, 48 [or (T Ne,0)  vesto) = inf (el +5 [[us()S (k)]
Therefore, by triangular inequality, we have that for any = € X:

|ve,7(2) — ve,s(@)|< supe(z,u) — é(z, u)| + B sup
uel uel

<|le = &||so+Bsup /UC,T(QJ’)T(dm’]aj,u)—/vc,T(a:’)S(dx’]a:,u)
uelU

Ve ()T (d2' |z, u) —/véyg(az’)S(d:ﬂx,u)

—i—/vc,T(aj')S(dx’]a:,u)—/v@)s(az')S(dx']a;,u)

< lle — &+ Bsup / v (&) T (A, u) — / v ()8 (A, )
uel
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+ B sup

uelU

/UC,T(x’)S(d:E’|3:,u) _/Ué7$(x/)8(d$/|x,u)

Due to the dual formulation of Wi, we have that for any x € X:

Ve 7(2) = ve.s (@) <le = €[t Blve 7 ipsup V1 (T (-, w), S(-|, u)))

#sup ([ Ioer (o) - ves(] S

uelU

< e = el Bl rllipchos (7.8) + S5 (suplr(0) ~ v ()

uelU \zeX

=lle = ClloctBllve 7llLipdw: (T 8) + Bsuplve 7(z) = ve ()]
x€

Finally, if we take the supremum over all z € X on the left-hand side and by boundedness of v, 7
and vs s, which follows from ||¢||, ||¢]|co< 00, We can reorganize and obtain

1
sup|ve () —ves(2)|<
xeg’ 7(%) —ve,s()] 5

. p
lle = élloct 35 lverlLipdw, (T S).
O

2.2.2. Average Cost Criterion In the following, we first provide an extension of Theorem
4 to the average cost criterion under the minorization condition (Definition 5). Next, we present
an alternative approach based on Theorem 4 that allows us to achieve a similar result without the
minorization condition, utilizing Lemma 1.

AssuMPTION 3 (Minorization Condition for Weak Model Approximation). Given two
controlled markov processes, (reference) (X, U,T) and (approzimation) (X,U,S), we assume there
exists a constant € >0 and probability measures p, T € P((X,Fx)), such that Vz € X, u €U, and
A € Fx, the following hold T (Alx,u) > ep(A), S(A|x,u) > er(A).

THEOREM 5. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds for two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and
(approximation) (X, U,S,¢é), both of which also satisfy Assumption 3 with some scaling constant
€ > 0 and minorizing probability measures p and T respectively. Denote by the pairs (g;‘)T,h;T)
satisfying

e (x) = inf (c<x,u> + [ W) (T o) - ep(dw)) forw €%, gty =e [ hr@)plr),

uelU

and (ggys,hgs) satisfying

uelU

h} s(x) = inf <é(x,u) + /X h:s(x') (S(da'|z,u) — e7’(d3:'))> forzeX, gis= E/Xhzs(x’)T(dw'),

whose eristence is guaranteed by Theorem 2. If hy r is Lipschitz continuous, we have

|

1 R . *
iy = hisll < 2 (e = el Izl L dn (T.8)) + 1527l g Wa (0.7,

9:,7_92,3‘ <|le— ¢t ‘ hz,ﬂ Lip dw, (T, S).

Proof. Define T'(:|z,u) :=T (-|z,u) —ep(-) and §'(-|z,u) =S(-|z,u) —er(-) for z € X,u € U. Apply-
ing the minorized fixed point equation, we have that for any x € X:

he (@) — his(z)| < sup (@, u) — &, u)|
ue
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+ sup

uelU

[z (T )~ eplae)) - [ o) (S(a' k) = x|

<lle=ellstsup | [ he (@) (Tl = erlde')) = [ h2o(e!) (S(d' o) = erlde’)
+ [ p@ertan) = [ 1 @)epta)
<lle=ellstsup| [ 1@ T ) = [ e s(@)S (@'
| eyt = [ et

@) T (de |, ) — / b o(a)S'(de' 2, w)|

+e€

<lle—éllsoteln

c, THLlp Wl (p’ ) + Sup /
where in the last step we apply the dual formulation of Wasserstein-1 distance. We now focus on

the last term. By the triangle inequality and the dual formulation of the Wasserstein-1 distance,
we have that for any x € X:

sup

/ B (2T (de |y ) — / he s(2')S'(da'|, u)

uelU X

< sup / he (&) T (de |z, u) — / B (2)S (da' |, u) + / he 1 (@)S (de' |, u) — / B2 o(2')S' (da |, u)
X X

<sup /Xhz)T(az’)T'(dxﬂx,u)—/XhZ)T( NS'(dx'|x,u) / +(2")S'(dz' |z, u) /h )8’ (dz' |z, u)
<sup /Xh:T(az’) (T'(dz' |z, u) + eT(dz')) — /X h:r(2') (S8 (da' |z, u) 4 eT(da’ ))‘

+ sup

uel uelU

uelU
s [ (1) =i sla) (Sl o) ~ ()
uel X
<[l sw OV (TClava),SClaa) + [ sup b r () = htola')| (S(do'e,) - er(de')
(z,u)eXXU X uelU
:|h:,THLipdV\ﬁ(T’S)“'(l_e)‘th h: SH
Thus, | sy —h: SH <= <||c—c||oo+| CTHLlde1 TS) CTHLlpV\Jl(p, 7). We proceed to

bound the other term of concern:

gor—Gis|=e /hZT( ")p(da’) — /hzT +/Xh /h’c‘s( Nr(dz')
Se€ cT‘LlpWI (pa
<|le—¢lloot|

,sHOO

he 7\ Lip @, (T S) +2eW) (p, 7).

We note that the second bound holds for any € > 0, and therefore

gir— gc$\<mf(uc—cuoo

=lle=¢flo

B 7| Lip D (T 8) + 26, (p, 7 ))
her||pip dw (T S).

O

Next, we present an approach to achieve similar results under different assumptions, utilizing
Lemma 1.

THEOREM 6. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds for two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and
(approzimation) (X,U,S,¢). Further, assume that there exists a constant o € (0,1) such thatV 3 €
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[, 1),
Bn(x) =1 such that (1 — B.(2))J}, ,y(&8)(x) = g% s, then

175 (e; T) = T2 (@.8)ll. < lle—elloct <},gﬂ 175 (e, T)Hmp) A, (T, 5)-

Proof. By Theorem 4, for any ( € [a, 1), we have

[(1=8) (J5(e. T) = T5(6.8) | < le—elloetB |75 (e, T)| i dw, (T S).

‘Jg(c, T)HLip < 00, limg_q HJB*(C, T)HLip exists, and for any x € X there exists a sequence

Consider the term (1 — 8, (x))J;, (¢, T)(z). Since J5(c, T) is Lipschitz V 8 € [o, 1), we can pick
an arbitrary z € X to satisfy Assumption 2, and thus by Lemma 1, we have that g} is a limit
point of (1 — S,(z))J}, (¢, T)(x) for any z € X. This implies that for each z € X, we can pick a

subsequence 3, ) — 1 such that

lim (1 — Bnk(x))Jgnk(m)(c, T)x)—=g.r VreX,

k—o0

lim (1= B, (2))J3, @(&8)(x) = gis, VreX.

k—o0

Fixing this subsequence and by Theorem 4, we have

sup (1= B, (@)) (I3, 0 (€ TI@) = Th, (1 (:8) (@)

zeX

< e = ellatBuu @) |3, (T dwi (T.S).
Now for each x € X, by continuity of the absolute value function, it is clear that

lim |(1—8,,(x)) <J;§nk @ (¢ T)(@) - ‘]Enk(@(é’ S)(x))‘

k—o00

<lle—2llot (};ﬁn{ |75 (. T)HLip> dw, (T, S).

Finally, by the definition of the subsequence, we have

gt~ e <lle=ellat (1 |56 Tl ) o (7.5).

O

Regarding the existence of sequence ,(z) — 1 such that (1 — 8,(x))J;, (¢, S)(z) = gi s, a suf-
ficient condition is that Js(¢,S) is also Lipschitz continuous for all 5 sufficiently close to 1. We
discuss a particular application in which this assumption holds in Section 3.1. However, we do not
impose such an assumption in the statement, as we hope to provide more relaxed conditions. We

will save further discussions for future work.

2.3. Robustness Performance Loss We now use the continuity results discussed in Section
2.2 to establish our main results: an upper bound on the performance loss incurred by applying
a policy that is optimal with respect to an approrimate MDP. This bound is expressed in terms
of the distance between cost functions and the uniform Wasserstein-1 distance between transition

kernels.
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2.3.1. Discounted Cost Criterion

THEOREM 7. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds for two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and
(approvimation) (X,U,S,¢). If J3(c,T) is Lipschitz continuous, then

2+ (T8 =28

1= p) >

25~ (2~ drv(T. )5
-5

Proof. For ease of notation, we adopt the abbreviations in (1), and let Ugi(:ﬂ) =Js(e, T, vis) ()
for x € X. By the triangle inequality and Theorem 4, we have:

[J5(e, Toves) = (e, | <

T iy i (T S):

cS
Ve,7 — c,THoo:
vﬁjf——v@,sHoole_ﬂHc—éHm - ﬂ‘

veF —ves|| .+ lves —verll

S
U7 —Ves + Vs — Ve TH < ‘

(e Dl ip @, (T-S):

<

Thus, we only need to bound ‘ vi’f— —Vss HOO By the discounted cost Bellman consistency equation,

we have:
5 e) = el o)+ [ 5T o(a), for e,
ves(x) = (2, 7; 5(2)) +ﬂ/Ua,s(xl)S(da?’\x,’yés(x)), for z € X.

Therefore, for all x € X, we have

S (2) — v () < el () — s (@) 4 \ [ 0856 = vesla!) Tl o(0)
[ vnsle!) (T3 5(0) = S(a 7))
<Jle—éllts \ [ 055 —ves@) Tl 5(2)

+8| [[weste!) (Tl 22 5(0) —S(dm'\mz,s(x»)‘
<5\ [ 6556 —vas@) T2 (o)
/ v (&) (T(d' 2,72 (2)) — S(da 1,72 5 ()

+ﬁ‘ [ (el = veara)) (T, () = S(dz,7 o ))\+|c—é||oo
o5 (@) — ves(2) |+ﬁ||w||Llp sup (Wi (T (|, w), S(|a, )

< lle = dlleot (z,u) EXXU
s vl o [ 169 (T(@22.7:5(0) ~ S(des(2))
< lle— llart 81055~ vl + Bllver i, (T,8) + 8y (T ) oo —ve
<p| CT—vcsHm+”(d”ff’;)‘”ﬁuc—ww P TS =D o, o (T S).

Then, taking the supremum over x € X on the left-hand side and rearranging terms, we have

055 —ves|| < 1+ (drv(7T,8)-1)8 B+ (drv(T,S)—1) B
N () (157

lle—élloot

’ ‘UC,T‘ ’Llde1 (7—7 S) .
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Therefore, we have

i} . 24 (dry(T,S)—2)8 R
16(T %s) = T3 (e, Tl . < T lle = &l

28— (2—drv(T,S)) B |
(1-p)?

| o (T S).

Specifically, using the fact that drv(7,S) <2, we obtain the following:
COROLLARY 1. Consider the same setup and conditions as in Theorem 7. Then we have

2 e 2p
~ = =pple At —gp I

We note that the above theorem addresses the case that the approximate value function may
not be Lipschitz. However, if we multiply the above upper bound by 1 — 8 and let § — 1, it would
diverge to oo. Therefore, we cannot directly extend this result to the average cost criterion using the
vanishing discount factor approach. Next, we present a theorem for the case where the approximate
model is also Lipschitz, which allows for such an extension.

THEOREM 8. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds for two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and
(approximation) (X,U,S,¢). If both J;(c,T) and J;(¢,S) are Lipschitz continuous, then

[ 7(c, T\ 72s) = T5(e, T

C T HLlpdwl(T S)

HJg(C, Ta 7;‘) - JE(Ca T)H

1 ., s . .
S gglledlet 125 (1736 Dll gy I pip) dwi (T.S).
Proof. Recall the notations in the proof of Theorem 7. By a similar argument, after applying the
triangle inequality, we only need to bound ||v, T — g, 5” Again due to the following fixed point

equations

veS (@) = c(x,7; 5(w +ﬁ/ T(de' |2, 7] 5(x)), for z€X,
UCS( )76({1; fYCS +/8/ CS dx/‘xf')/cs( )), fOl“a:GX,

we obtain that for any z € X,
oS (@) — vs.s (@) < B \ [ 0556~ ves@) T 5(2)
ves (@) (T(da' 77 5 2)) s<dx/|x,vz,5<x>>)\

veir ~ Vel +0 ' [ veste!) (T (o)) —&dw'!xmgs(a:)))\
5(¢, S) HLip dy, (Tn 8)7

S
v T‘”&SHOO

which implies
es p
Vo — chH _1—5|J

6, ) |Lip A (TS). (2)

Finally, together with Theorem 4, we have

2 8)Lip ) o (TS).

O

* * 1 A B *
1 75(e: Tvi6) = T3(e Dl < 7=5lle = ellt 125 (17560 Dl
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REMARK 6. By Theorem 4, if we assume the Lipschitz continuity of J3(¢,S), then

7567 = T3S < glle = ellact 125 156 Sl o (7.5).

1
1-p
Furthermore, by the intermediate result (2) in the above proof, assuming only the Lipschitz con-
tinuity of J;(¢,S), we have:

| T5(c, T v5) — J3(c, T)|

1 . 2 ./ n
o < gl el g 1506 )i s (7.5).

This recovers part (2) of Corollary 1 in [6].

2.3.2. Average Cost Criterion As discussed earlier, due to the (1 —3)? term in the denom-
inators of the upper bounds in Theorem 7, we cannot directly extend Theorem 7 to the average
cost criterion. In the following, we first provide an extension of Theorem 7 under the average cost

criterion via the minorization approach, and then extend Theorem 8 using the vanishing discount
factor approach.

THEOREM 9. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds for two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and
(approximation) (X,U,S, ¢), both of which satisfy Assumption 3 with a scaling constant € >0 and
minorizing probability measures p and T respectively. We consider the pairs (gjﬂ—, hZ)T) satisfying

B (x) = inf <C(w,U) + / B (') (T (de |2, u) — ep(dm’») forzeX, giy=c / B (@ )o(de’),

uelU

and assume the existence of a deterministic stationary policy ; s such that (g; s,h: s,7:s) satisfies
tste) = it (e + [ o) (S(a'0) — ).
— il (@) + [ B s(e!) (S o (@) — er(da)  for 2 € X,
Qz,s = e/xhé,s(w')T(dx’),
and (gi’f-, hz“;) satisfying
5 ) = clanio(o) + [ B ) (Tl o o(a)) — ep(de’) forw e X, g5 = [ 5 (a)plda).

X

If b} + is Lipschitz continuous, we have

é * 1 ~ *
gc:f— - gc7T| < <1 + EdTV(Ta S) + ||p - T||TV> (HC - CHoo + | hc,THLZp dW1 (T’S)>

hZTHLz’p) Wi(p, 7).

1
+ (drv(T28)+ Zllo = rllav ]

Proof. By the triangle inequality and Theorem 5, we have:

95 — gis| +9ts — g5 7]
h:THLip dw, (T, S).

Applying the two fixed point equations, we have that for z € X

9er—9is T 9hs — 9] <

97— gir|= T
9.7 — grs| lle—élloot|

<

e () — bt s (@) < e, 7 s (@) — e, 7E s (@) + ‘/hﬁj‘?(ﬂf’) (T(da' |z, 75 (x)) — ep(da’))
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= [ sl (Sl (@) - er(da)
<lle—éll.+ ‘/ (R (@) = hi s(2)) (T(da' |2, 75 (@) — ep(da’))
+ / hi s(2') (T(d2'|z,v5(2)) — S(da'|z, v5(x) + er(da’) — Eﬂ(dfv'))‘
<lle—eél+ =€) |heF —his
+ /hi,r(x') (T (d'|w,y5(x)) — S(da'|w, v5(x) + er(da’) — ep(da?'))‘
+ /(hZ,s(fv’) — R (2) (T (da' |2, 75 (x)) —S(div’lfvm}(x))‘
| [ (125 = e ) (r () = ot
<lle—elloo+ (1= ) A5 = s + 102 714 (o, (T-.8) + Wi (o, 7)
+ ||hs = his|| (dov (T, S) +ellp—7llpy)
After rearranging terms, we obtain
¢ * 1 ~ *
g5 — sl << ﬁuc = ellc {11 7l (o, (T.8) 4+ Wi (p. 7))
+||hig - hZ,sHOO (drv(T,S) +ellp=7lpy)) -
Finally, we have
9.7 = el Sellher —hisll
< lle =l + |8 7 llLip (dwi (T S) + eWi(p, 7)) +[|he 7 = his||  (drv (T, S) +ellp—=7l1y)
1 A *
< (1 2arv (o) o= rlev ) (o=l + 12 i o (7.5))
1 *
+ <dTV(T,5) + EH’O_ Tllrvte| hc,THLip> Wi(p,7),
where at the second step we apply the inequality in Theorem 5. O

Using the fact that dry(7,S) <2, we obtain the following corollary:

COROLLARY 2. Consider the same setup and conditions as in Theorem 9. Then we have

é x 2 . x 2 .
I <3+ E) <||C—C||Oo +] hc,THLipdwl(Tas)) + <2+ < +e| hc,THLip> Wi(p, 7).

Next, we extend Theorem 8 to the average cost criterion using the vanishing discount factor

approach.

THEOREM 10. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds for two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and

(approzimation) (X,U,S,¢). Suppose the ACOE for (X,U,S,¢) is satisfied with a deterministic

stationary policy v 5. If there exists a constant a € (0,1) such thatV 3 € [a, 1), both ‘

T5e, D ip <

0o, limg_,; HJ;(C, T)HLz'p and limg_,; HJ;(&, S)HLip exist, and for any x € X there exists a sequence

Ba(@) =+ 1 such that (1~ Bu(@))Js,o) (e, T i) (@) = g7, then

|5 (e, T) = T (e, Tovis) ||
<|le = &l|oot <éi£nl (|75 (c, T)HLip + lim |75(2,8)

Lip) dWl (T’ S) .
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Proof. The proof proceeds in a similar manner as that of Theorem 6, with the modification that
for the discounted cost result, we use Theorem 8 instead of Theorem 4. ]

We note that, in general, no assumption necessarily ensures that Jz(c, 7,7} s) is Lipschitz. Con-
sequently, it is not immediately clear under what conditions there exists, for any = € X, a sequence
Bn(z) — 1 such that (1 — B,(x))Js,@)(c, T,vis)(x) — gif- We now present an assumption con-
cerning the ergodicity of approximate kernel S, under which this result holds.

ASSUMPTION 4. For the approximate model (X, U, S, ¢), assume that for any deterministic sta-
tionary policy vy, the induced Markov chain with transition kernel S(-|x,~v(x)) is positive Harris
recurrent and admits at least one invariant probability measure.

LEmMA 2 (Ergodicity for Positive Harris Recurrent Chains, Theorem 17.1.7 of [40]).
For a Markov chain {X, : n >0}, which admits at least one invariant probability measure, the
following statements are equivalent: a) The chain is positive Harris recurrent. b) There exists an
invariant probability measure w such that for all f € L1(m) and every initial distribution p,

P(,}Eilon—ﬂ /f ) L

LEMMA 3 (Abelian Inequality, Lemma 5.3.1 of [26]). Let {c:}ien be a sequence of non-
negative numbers and 3 € (0,1). Then

liminf — th < hmlnf 1-— Zﬂtct < hmsup (1— Zﬁtct < limsup — th

n—oo N n—oo T

COROLLARY 3. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds for two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and
(approzimation) (X,U,S,¢), and that the approrimation satisfies Assumption 4. Assume further
that the ACOE for (X,U,S,¢) is satisfied with a deterministic stationary policy ~;s. If there
exists a constant o € (0,1) such that ¥ p € [a,1), ||J}(c, T)HLip <00, limg_,1 || J5(c, T) ‘Lip exists,
limg_,q HJ;(&,S)HLW exists, then

[ 72(e;T) = Tale, Tovis)|l . < lle —élloot <}}gll 175 (e, | g + Lim HJ;(@S)\\L@) dw, (T S).

Proof Due to Theorem 10, it suffices to show that for any = € X: limg_1(1 - 3)Js(c, T,7is)(x) =
gc. . As the induced kernel T7%s satisfies Lemma 2 (a), for any = € X:

P <1im % Zc(Xi,vé‘,s(Xi)) Z/C(ymé‘,s(y))ﬂ(dy)> =

where Xy =2 a.s. and {X;,7 > 0} is a Markov chain with kernel 77%s. Furthermore, since ¢ is
assumed bounded, the family of time averages (i.e., the left-hand side) are uniformly bounded by
[l¢]|oo, and thus satisfy uniform integrability. Therefore, we also have

n

ZC(Xu’Y;,s(Xi))] —AC(y,WZ,s(y))ﬂ(dy)-

=0

lim —E

n—oo N,

Then, by the definition of the average cost criterion,

n

Zc<Xi,v;:s<Xi>>] - / (725 () (dy),

=0

¢ 1
92,’? =Joo(e, Ty ve,s)(x) = lim —IE

n—oo 1, +
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where 7 is an invariant probability measure of Tes. Now, by the definition of the discounted cost
criterion and Lemma 3, we further have

limsup(1 — B)Js(c, T, 7:s)(z) = limsup(1l — B Zﬂl/ (755 (1) Te5" (dyl )

B—1 B—1

<limsup Z/ c(y, 755 ()Tes (dylo) = g5
n—oo
Finally, since the limit of the right-hand side exists, we conclude the proof by Lemma 3. O

2.4. Conditions Leading to Lipschitz Regularity In previous subsections, we often
assumed that for the reference MDP (X, U, T,c), J;(c, T) is Lipschitz continuous. In this section,
we present a sufficient condition for such Lipschitz continuity to hold. To our knowledge, these
results are first introduced in [27], and one of the main results is also presented in [49]. For the
case of average cost, see [7].

AssSUMPTION 5 (Wasserstein Regular MDP). Consider an MDP (X,U,7T,c) and a dis-
count factor < 1. In addition to Assumption 1, assume the following holds:
(a). For anyueU, c:XxU—R is HCHLZ'p—Lipschitz continuous as a function of x.
(b). ForanyueU, T: XxU— P(X) is ||THLZ'p-Lipschz'tz continuous as function of z, with respect
to Wasserstein-1 distance, i.e.

Wi (T (s w), T(ly, w) < IT N pp dx(,y), Vue U, z,y € X.

(e). BIT iy <1.

LEMMA 4 (Theorem 4.37 of [49]). For an MDP (X,U,T,c) and a discount factor 5 <1
lell ip
BTN Lip
By combining Lemma 4 with Theorem 4, Theorem 7 and Theorem 8, we immediately have the
following corollaries for the 8-discounted cost case.

COROLLARY 4. Consider two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and (approzimation) (X,U,S,¢).
Suppose that the reference satisfies Assumption 1 and 5, and that the approrimation satisfies
Assumption 1. Then

satisfying Assumption 5, v, = Jj(c,T) is -Lipschitz.

1 Bllell Lip
JHe.T) = Ji(6,8 — ¢l . (T, S),
I73te. 1) =73 9o < 75 e~ At =gy =57 2 7O
2 281lell Lip
J, “s)—J; ——|lc— ||~ d ,S).
15T mis) = Jite: Dl = =pyalle = Aot T =gpa=a 17 ™ %)

COROLLARY 5. Under Assumption 1 and 5, for two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and (approx-
imation) (X,U,S,¢), we have

1 . 8 llell zip IE=
J Ta g _J* 7T é - oo+ + - d 1 T’S :
176(Tn28) = Ta(e Tl < g5 lle—ellet 15 <1—5\|T\|Lip = A8l ) ™ (79

We now present results for the average cost criterion case.

ASSUMPTION 6.  In addition to Assumption 5, assume |||, <1.
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The following is an analog of Lemma 4 for the average cost criterion, and can be derived as a
corollary of Lemma 4 and [7, Lemma 2.2].

LEMMA 5. Consider an MDP (X,U,T,c) satisfying Assumption 6. Let g € R and h € Cy(X)
satisfy:

g+ h(z)= inf <C(:E,u)+ /X h(y)T(dy|x,u)> Jor zEX.

lell Lip

T

Proof. We first note that the existence of of g € R and h € C,(X) is guaranteed by [7, Lemma 2.2],
since Assumption 6 is stronger than [7, Assumption 9]. Furthermore, the proof of [7, Lemma 2.2]
is constructive: for each 8 € (0,1) and some fixed z, € X, we can define

hs(x) == Jg(x) — Ja(xo).
For a sequence {3(k)},en such that lim,_,. S(k) =1, we define h(x) := limy_, hgu)(z). Since

[ell

Then, h is -Lipschitz.

Li . . .
ﬁ-LlpSChl‘cz functions, {hs(z): B €

Lemma 4 implies {hg(z): € (0,1)} is a family of
(0,1)} is equicontinuous. Therefore the limit is well-defined for different sequences {8(k) }ren, and
IllLip
o 1*||7—|\Lip
. . . “Lip
Lipschitz functions, we have Hh”Lip < W O
REMARK 7. Note that Lemma 5 is also proven in [34, Theorem 3.5] under the assumption that
T satisfies the minorization condition. The above proof demonstrates that this assumption is not
necessary.
By combining Lemma 5 with Theorem 5, Theorem 6, Theorem 9 and Theorem 10, we immedi-
ately have the following corollaries for the average cost case.

COROLLARY 6. Consider two MDPs, (reference) (X,U,T,c) and (approzimation) (X,U,S,¢).
Suppose that the reference satisfies Assumption 1 and 6, the approrimation satisfies Assumption 1,
and both satisfy Assumption 3 with some scaling constant € >0 and minorizing probability measures
p and T respectively. Denote by the pairs (g;‘_’T, hi,T) and (92.,57 th) satisfying ACOFE as in Theorem
2. We have

|

furthermore, hg) converges to h uniformly. Since h is the uniform limit of a sequence of

1 ) llell 1, lell .;
hir—his|. < (IIc— oot ——=dy, (T,S) | + ———=L— W, (p,7),

e =715 =715
) llell 1;
gz,7_92,5| SHC_CHOO—FI P dW1(T7S)
s

Furthermore, if there exists ;s such that (gg‘)s,hzs,vgs) forms a canonical triplet, and let
(gi’i,hi:i) satisfies

he (@) = e(, 7 s(2)) + / h (@) (T(da'|e, 77 s (2)) — ep(da')), g7 =e /X he (2')p(da’),

we have

é | el
g5 gt < <1+—dw<’r,s>+||p—¢||w) e+ — L g (T, 5)
‘ =175
. lell,
+ [ dev (T, 8) + = |lp — 7llrv+e—al— | Wi (p, 7).
‘ =75
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||C||Lip
1—,6’||T||Lip

. This allows us to use the vanishing discount factor

Note that under Assumption 5, for any 8 € (0,1), J5(c,T) is

lellLip
Lip — N7
results under Wasserstein regular MDPs. Specifically, for scenarios that both the reference and
approximation model satisfy Assumption 6, we have the following;:

-Lipschitz continuous,

and thus limg_, ||J5(c, T)|

COROLLARY 7. Under Assumption 1 and 6, for two MDPs, (reference) (X, U, T,c) and (approz-
imation) (X, U, S, @),

HCHLip dyw, (T, S)
Wl 9 *

JE (e, T) = J5 (68|l < le— &) |oot —arb—
175 (c;T) (&8l < lle—e¢ll 75

If further suppose that there exists deterministic stationary policy v; s such that ACOE for approz-
tmate model is satisfied, then

||C||Lip + HéHLiP
1- HTHLz'p 1- HSHLiP

|75 (e, T) = (cT%s)stHc—éHw( )dwl(T,S).

We now present a sufficient condition for the Wasserstein continuity of transition kernel.

LEMMA 6. Consider the stochastic dynamical system
X1 = f( X, U, Wy) fort >0, where {W;}2, is an i.i.d process with distribution p € P(W).

For x € X, u € U and A C Fx, define T,(Alx,u) = p(f, .(A)), where f i (A) :={weW:
flx,u,w) € A}. Assume that for any we U, w e W, f(-,u,w): X—>Xz’s||f||LZ y-Lipschitz con-
tinuous. Then for any u € U, the transition kernel T (-|x, u) is HfHsz —szschztz contmuous as a
function of x, with respect to Wasserstein-1 distance, i.e. ¥V xz,y € X,

Wi (T (Lo, ) T Ly ) < 11| Lipi ().

Proof. By the dual formulation of W, we have
T, TCy ) = s ([ stz [ o)
[ ottt onutn) - [ o0t
[ o Niewwutan) - [(@o i)
A w))—(gof)(y,u,w»m(dw))
[ 1lipeseContcn) ) =1 i o)

= sup
lollLip<1

= sup
lgllLip<?

sup

IIQI|L1p<1

sup
||g||L1p

/_\/\/_\/\

0

In the same spirit as the above proof, we note the following Lemma that shows Assumption 1, in
general, holds for continuous stochastic dynamical systems.

LEMMA 7. Consider the stochastic dynamical system as in Lemma 6. If for each w e W, f
is continuous as a function on X x U, then the transition kernel T (-|x,u) = u (f;i()) 1s weakly
continuous on X x U.
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Proof. It suffices to show for a sequence {(x,,, u,) }neny and some (z,u) € X x U such that dx(x,,,z) —
0 and dy(u,,u) — 0, we have for any g € Cy(X), [, g(x)T (dz|z,,u,) = [, 9(2)T (dz|z,u). By the
definition of T, it suffices to show

/X 9 (2, ) ) = / o (20, w) (). 3)

By continuity of g and the assumption that for each w € W, f is continuous on X x U, we have that
for each w € W, g(f (2, tn,w)) = g(f(x,u,w)). That is, g(f(x,,u,,w)) converges to g(f(z,u,w))
point-wise as a function on W. Then by boundedness of g and the Dominated Convergence Theo-
rem, we have that (3) holds. O

The applications of the above two lemmas are detailed in Section 3.1.

3. Application to Robustness to Noise Distribution and Empirical Noise Esimation
In this section, we consider the disturbance approximation and the associated robustness properties
as discussed in [17, 18, 16, 10]. Specifically, we consider the following stochastic dynamical system:

X1 = f(Xy, U, W,) for t >0, where {W,;}°, is i.i.d. with some distribution p. (4)

Here, {W,}°, is referred to as the disturbance process. Consider a decision maker who has knowl-
edge of f and the true cost function ¢, but has no information about the distribution u. However,
we assume 4 can be estimated, say, from realized samples {w;}}_,. The decision maker computes
an optimal policy using an estimated distribution v, which may depend on the observed samples,
and we want to upper bound the robustness performance loss by the distance between y and v. We
show that this estimation scheme can be viewed as estimating the kernel, and thus the performance
loss can be obtained via results from the previous section. We detail this discussion in Section 3.1.

3.1. Robustness to Noise Distribution Approximations To reduce the problem to the
Wasserstein model approximation, we first note the following relationship between the distance of
disturbance distributions and the distance between their corresponding transition kernels.

LEMMA 8. Given two probability measures p,v € P(W) and a measurable function f: X x U x
W — X, we define the transition kernels as follows: for x € X, u €U and A C Fx,
Tu(Alz,w) = p(fru(A), To(Alz,u) = v(f;.(A4)), where [ (A):={weW: f(z,u,w) € A}.

Assume that for any (z,u) € X x U, f(z,u,-) is ||f||Ll-p(W)-Lipschz'tz continuous on W. Then we
have

dw, (T To) < A1 Loy Wa (1, v).-

Proof. By the dual formulation of Wasserstein-1 distance,

/g(y)%(dy!w,w—/g(y)ﬂ(dy!wau)

SuPWl(%("xau)a%(“%U)):SUP sup

@ zu |lgllgip<1

[ttt - [ g(f(x,u,w»u(dw)‘

=sup sup
z,u [|g]|Lip<1

<sup sup
zu gl ip <IN Lipew)

/g(x,u,w)u(dw)—/g(x,u,w)u(dw)‘
Nflipesie s | [ ot wutin) - [ o)
zu ||g(z,u, ) ||Lip<
= HfHLip(W)Sﬁfwl(NaV) = HfHLip(W)Wl(M7V)'
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Note that by Lemma 6, both 7, and 7, are ||f HLI ,-Lipschitz continuous. Therefore, if the
cost c¢ is Lipschitz continuous, we can conclude by Lemma 4 that for discount factor S such that
ﬂHfHLle < 1, both JB(C,T) and J;(c,7T,) are Lipschitz continuous. This allows us to apply
Corollary 5 and 7. We formalize the statement below.

COROLLARY 8.  Consider two stochastic dynamical systems (reference) X1 = (X, Uy, Wy)
and (approzimation) X1 = f( Xy, Uy, W,), where {W,}22, ~ pu, {W,}32, ~ v are both i.i.d processes,
and f is HfHsz -Lipschitz continuous on X, continuous on U, and HfHLZp(W) -Lipschitz con-
tinuous on W. Denote their transition kernels by T, and T, respectively. Let U be compact and
c¢: XxU—=R be a common cost function such that c is ||c||LZp-szschztz continuous as a function
of X, and continuous as a function on U. Let 5 € (0,1), such that ﬂHfHLz'p(x)< 1, be given, and
denote the deterministic stationary optimal policy for the approximate system under discounted
cost by 73,,- Then we have

281lell Lipl AN Lipew
(1= B)(1 =Bl Lipe)

In addition, suppose that HfHsz(x)< 1, and that there exists a deterministic stationary policy v},
such that the ACOE equation for the approximate model is satisfied. Then

2Aellziplfipon ,
1 ) .
1— HfHLz'p(X)

HJ[}*(C7771) - JB(C77;L77;,U)“w -

Wi (u,v).

175(¢5 T) = Jooles T 1) |l oo <

3.2. General Sample Complexity Bounds

3.2.1. Wasserstein Convergence of Empirical Measures Suppose that we do not know
the probability measure € P(W), but we can observe an i.i.d sequence {W;}:°, such that for any
t >0, W; ~ p. Then a natural way of estimating u is to use empirical measures (see e.g. [13]):

n—l—lzéwt , forn>0, (5)

where for any A € Fy and w € W, §,(A) := 1{w € A}. The rates at which empirical measures
converge to the true probability measure in Wasserstein distance are well studied [13, 57, 8|. Here
we collect several technical results from [13] that will be used later. The original results are stated
for the general Wasserstein-p distance, but we focus on the case p=1.

THEOREM 11 (Mean Convergence Rate of Empirical Measure, Theorem 1 [13]). Let
p € P(RY), and denote the q-th moment of pu by M,(p) := [pal@|p(dz). If there exists ¢ > 1 such
that M,(u) < oo, then there exists a positive constant C depending on d and q such that for all
n>1,

n~1/2 4 p-(a-/a, ifd<2,q#2,
E (Wi (1, 1)) < CM) (1) S =2 log (14+n) +n-@ Ve if d=2, g2,
n-Vd 4 p-e-D/a ifd>2, q#d/(d—1).

For the concentration of empirical measure, we state the results under two sets of assumptions.
THEOREM 12 (Concentration under Exponential Integrablllty, Theorem 2 [13]). Letpuc
P(R?). Suppose there exists a > 1 and b >0 such that 4 = [,q """ u(dzx) < co. There emists
positive constants C' and c that depends on d, a, b, and &,, such that for alln>1 and € € (0,1),
exp{—cne?}, if d<2,
B (Wt ptn) > ) < C{ expl—cn(e/log(2+1/e))2}, if d=2,
exp{—cne?}, if d> 2.



Zhou, Song, and Yiiksel: Robustness to Model Approximation, Learning, and Sample Complexity
22 Mathematics of Operations Research 00(0), pp. 000-000, © 0000 INFORMS

THEOREM 13 (Concentration under Moment conditions, Theorem 2 [13]). Let u €
P(R?). Suppose there exists q > 2 such that M,(j) < oo, There exists positive constants C and ¢
that depends on q and M,(p), such that for alln>1 and € € (0,1),

exp{—cne?}, if d<2,
P (Wi (p; pn) > €) < Cnlne)” @79 + C ¢ exp{—en(e/log(2+1/€))*}, if d=2,
exp{—cne?}, if d>2.

On the other hand, empirical measures do not, in general, converge in total variation if the true
probability measure admits a density with respect to Lebesgue measure \.

3.2.2. Sample Complexity Bounds on Robustness to Empirical Noise Distribution
Estimation Recall the stochastic dynamic system in (4), where the function f is known but the
disturbance distribution p is unknown. Denote by 7, the associated controlled transition kernel.

Assume that we can observe an i.i.d sequence {W,}?°, such that for any ¢ >0, W, ~ u, and that
we use the empirical measures {y,, : n >0} in (5) to estimate p. For n > 0, given the estimate p,,,
we consider the following stochastic dynamic system:

)~(t+1 = f(E(vt, ﬁt,wt) for t >0, where {Wt}io is i.i.d. with distribution pu,,

and denote by 7, the associated controlled transition kernel. Since the cost function c is assumed
known, we can solve the (-discounted cost and the average cost MDP (X,U,7,,,c), and denote
the solutions by ~3 , and v, , respectively.

We now combine Corollary 8 with Theorem 11, 12, and 13 to establish a comprehensive result on
the rate estimate of robustness performance loss resulting from empirical disturbance estimation.

THEOREM 14 (Convergence Rate of Robustness Performance Loss). Assume f in (4)
is ||f||Ll-p(X)-Lz'pschitz continuous on X, continuous on U, and ||f||Ll-p(W)-Lipschz'tz continuous
on W. Let U be compact and ¢: X x U— R be a known cost function such that c is HCHLip’
Lipschitz continuous as a function of X, and continuous as a function on U. Let 8 € (0,1) such
that BHJCHLip(x)< 1 be given.

(a). If there exists ¢ > 1 such that M,(p) < oo, then there exists a positive constant C depending
ond, q, i, 3, ||C||Lz’p’ ||f||Lip(x)’ and ||f||Lip(W)’ such that for all n > 1,

n~Y2 4 p(@-D/a ifd<2,q#2,
E [0, T ) = Tl T[] €O nt2log (Lm) +n-0-bin,if d=2, g2
n-Vd 4 a0 ifd>2, q#d/(d—1).

(b). If there exists a>1 and b>0 such that &, < 0o, then there exists a positive constant C' that
depends on d, a, b, and &,;, and another positive constant c, which in addition depends on f3,
||C||Lip’ ||f||Lip(x)’ and ||f||Lip(W)’ such that for alln>1 and e € (0,1),

exp{—cne?}, if d<2,
P (a6 T ) — S5 T > ) <O expi—en(e/log(2+ 1/}, if d=2,
exp{—cne?}, if d> 2.

(c). If there exists ¢ > 2 such that M,(p) < oo, then there exists a positive constant C that depends
on q and M,(p), and a positive constant ¢, which in addition depends on (3, Hc”Lz’pr HfHLip(x)’
and ||f||Lip(W)’ such that for alln>1 and e € (0,1),

P (e, Tou ) = T3 T > €) <
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exp{—cine?}, if d<2,
Cn(neye) =729 + O exp{—cin(e/log(2+1/€))%}, if d=2,
exp{—cinet}, if d> 2,

where = (1= 8) (1= BIIf || Lipe )/ (280l Lipll | ipgen ) -

Additionally, assume ||f||Lip(x)< 1. Then the results in Part (a) and (b) hold under the average
cost criterion if we replace Jg, Jj, and v; . by Joo, J5,, and 75, ., respectively; in both cases,
C no longer depends on B. Further, the result in Part (¢) holds under the average cost criterion
if we replace Jg, J5, V.., and ca by Joo, JZ, Vi, and (1— ||f||Lip(x))/(2||c||Lip||f||Lz’p(W))f
respectively; in this case, c; no longer depends on 5.

Example 3.1 Let u be the standard Normal distribution on R. It is known that all moments of

4;
the Lebesgue measure on (R, B(R)). Thus, both Theorem 11 and 12 apply to pu and its empirical
measures. By Theorem 14, we have that for any discount factor 8 € (0,1) such that ﬁ||f||LZ-p(X)< 1,

W are finite, and with a =2, b= 3, we also know &, = \/%7 fReXp{—%} Adzx) < 0o, where X is

B |50 T~ (e T ) ] =00 ), "
P ([ 75(e: T) = Ts(e: T Vi) ||, > €) = O (exp{—ene’})

where ¢ is a constant depending only on u, B, HCHLZ'p, Hf”Lip(W)’ and HfHLz'p(x)

Assume, in addition, ||f||Lip(x)< 1. For the average cost problem, the inequalities in (6) continue
to hold if we replace Jg, J§, and v5 , by Juo, J3,, and 7%, ., respectively. In this case, ¢ does not
depend on .

Similarly, if u is the standard multivariate Normal distribution on R? with d > 2, the rates in
(6) become O (n="/*) and O (exp{—cne?}), respectively.

3.3. Case where Model and Noise are Learned Simultanenously In this section, we
again consider the dynamic system in (4), but assume that both the function f and the distribution
(1 are unknown.

We start with a lemma that bounds the Wasserstein-1 distance between two controlled transition
kernels corresponding to different models with the same disturbance distribution. For a measurable
function f: XxUxW =X, z€X, ucU and A C F, recall that f_ | (A) :={weW: f(z,u,w) €
A}.

LEMMA 9. Let f, g: XxUx W — X be measurable and p € P(W) be a probability measure.
Define the controlled transition kernels as follows: for x € X, ue€ U and A C Fx,

Tru(Alz,u) == p (f74(4))  Tou(Alz,u) = (g;,(4)) -
Then dy, (T Tgn) I = glloo-

Proof. By the dual formulation of the Wasserstein-1 distance,

B(y) Tyl u) — / h() T, u(dyle, )

sup Wi (Ty (@, ), Ty, (-2, u)) = sup  sup
2 w2 ||hllLip<1

=sup sup
2 kLSt

<sup sup / I(f (2 u,w)) — h(g(,u, w)) | u(dw)
zu b <t

[ 1wt - [ h(g(x,u,w»u(dw)\
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<sup [ 1f(@u,0) = gl w) ()
< sup f (2, u,w) — g(fl? w,w)| = [|f = glls-
A context in which Lemma 9 proves useful is the following additive noise model:
X1 = (X, Up) + W, for t >0, where {W,};2, is i.i.d. with some distribution p,

and f is assumed to be continuous on U and || f HLlp(X) -Lipschitz continuous on X. Suppose the
decision maker (DM) does not know the model f or the distribution p, but based on data, the DM
estimates f by some estimator fn leen an estimated model fn, the DM can then estimate the
distribution p by the following “noisy” empirical measure

1 n—1
) Z(;(S(Xiﬂfn(Xi-,Ui))(')'

For each realized sample path with outcome w € €2, with a coupling that associates X;;(w) —
fu(Xi(w), Ui (w)) with W;(w), we can show that the noisy empirical measure is still a good estimator
for pu as long as ||f — ful|e is small:

Mill(ﬂn(w)7 :U’) S Wl (ﬂn(w)7 :U’n(w)) + Wl (Mn(w)7 :U’)
Xii1(w) = fa(Xi(w), Us(w)) = Wi(@)| + Wi (i (@), 1)

where we recall the empirical measure p,, in (5). Under such an estimation scheme, we consider
the approximate model:

Xt+1 fn <Xt, Ut> + Wt for t >0, where {Wt}t o is 1.i.d. with some distribution f,.

We assume that the DM knows the true cost function, and denote by 7} G f the optimal solution

to the associated B-discounted cost MDP. If £, is continuous on X x U, by Theorem 7 and Lemma
9, we have

2 ([ 736,730 = o6 T )] > €) = O (B (o, (T30 T ) > )
= O (B (dw, (T1s T ) + s (Trs Ty ) > €)= O (B(Walpaanpn) > 5 ) + B (I1f = Full> 5) ) -

where the involved constants depend on f3, ||c||Lip, ||f||Lip(x)’ and ||f||Lip(W)' Note that the first
term in the last expression above can be bounded using the concentration result in either Theorem
12 or Theorem 13. For bounding the uniform estimation error || f — f,,||o, We refer readers to [52, 39]
for the rich nonparametric estimation literature. We note, however, that for the additive noise
model, the classical theory requires i.i.d samples of triplets (X;, U;, X;41)7— . One cannot obtain the
i.i.d samples along a single sample path; instead, the system needs to be restarted independently
for n times. We defer rigorous analysis and results on convergence rates to future work.
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4. Model Approximation, Empirical Model Learning, and Sample Complexity In
this section, we introduce a more general learning framework in which the model itself is learned
from data. We begin by reviewing model approximation with finite model representations, noting
that some cases fall within the scope of our general robustness results. We then propose learning
algorithms to estimate the quantized model from data, establishing empirical consistency and
sample complexity bounds. The generality of these results appears to be novel in the literature.

4.1. Quantized Approximations In this section, we briefly review the state quantization
scheme, which was first introduced, to our knowledge, in [51, Section 3] (see also [31, Section 2.3]).
The results will also be useful when we develop two general learning algorithms in the following
section.

We demonstrate that the near-optimality of such quantization, as shown for the discounted cost
problem in Theorem 6 of [31] (which slightly refines [49, Theorem 4.38]) and for the average cost
problem in Theorem 3.5 of [34], can be considered as special cases of Theorem 7 and Theorem 9,
respectively. For simplicity, we assume that U is a finite set, which does not restrict generality if
we consider a compact action space (see Chapter 3 of [49]).

Consider a state space X and an M-partition of it, {B;},. For each partition B;, we pick some
representative element y; € B;. A quantizer is then a map ¢q: X — {y;}}2,, where

q(x)=vy; ifand only if x€ B,.

Given a weighting measure 7 € P(X), assuming 7(B;) > 0 for 1 <: < M, we denote its restriction
on each quantization bin B; by 7;:

VACB;, #i(A)=r(A)/n(B;). (7)

Then we define a new finite state MDP, ({y;}22,, U, 7™, ¢™M), where ¢™ and T*™ are defined
as follows: for 1 <i,j5 < M,

M= [ ela)ilde). Tl = [ T80 (d). Q

%

We denote by 'yg’M and 7™ the optimal policy for the discounted (by () and the average cost

MDP ({y;}M,, U, T™M ™M) respectively. Next, we define the piecewise constant extension of such
a finite model to the original state space as in [51, Section 3].

DEFINITION 6 (PIECEWISE CONSTANT EXTENSION I). For 1<i< M, x€ B;, uc€ U, and A€
Fx, we define

@) =M ), T (Afr) = [ T(Alz ) (d2)
B;

and further

VoM (@) =5 M), M (@) =DM ().

As discussed in [51, Section 3], vg’M and v%" are the optimal policies for the discounted (by 3)

and the average cost MDP (X U,7mM, W), respectively.

We note that the transition kernel under piecewise constant extension is, in general, not weakly
continuous, so Assumption 1 does not apply to the approximate model. As a remedy, for the
discounted problem, we adopt Assumption 2.1 of [25], which automatically holds for the piecewise
constant model under Assumption 1 with a finite action set U. For the average cost problem, in
addition to Assumption 2.1 of [25], Assumption 3.1(4) of [25] also holds if the original kernel T
is minorized as in Definition 5. Therefore, we can invoke optimality equations for the piecewise
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constant model for both problems, which means that all our results hold when using the piecewise
constant model as an approximation. We further define the quantization error:

— /
o= 122)1%%,?531- dx(z, ). (9)

The following approximation error is noted in [34]:
LEMMA 10 (Lemma 3.3, [34]). Under Assumption 5(a) and (b),
o=l llell apbars oy (T T7) < [T i O
Therefore instantiating Theorem 7 and 9 in view of Lemma 10, we have the following:

COROLLARY 9 (Theorem 6, [31]). Under Assumption 1 and 5,

2l Ly

Js(e, T, /o™y = T5(e, T < Sar-
|0 725 = ie || < = gpa—a
Proof. Combining Corollary 4 and Lemma 10:
- 2 - 28 lellLip -
) _TJ* < - _ e, M ™, M
[7ste. 775~ Tite D < g gplle2 et TP ATy T
2llel Lip 28l I Thip ey
M = M-

S T A B BT L) ™ T (L= AP(1— B T L)

O

The same also applies to the average cost problem; for corresponding results, see [34, Theorem
3.5], which can be viewed as a counterpart to Theorem 9 when the approximate model is obtained
through finite model approximation.

COROLLARY 10 (Theorem 3.5, [34]). Suppose that T is minorized as in Definition 5. Under
Assumption 1 and 6,

- ell v
HJ* (e, T,y — (c,T)H <(1+2 Mellzip Sar.

Proof. By construction, as per Definition 6, if 7 satisfies the minorization condition with a minoriz-
ing measure p and scaling constant €, then 7™M also satisfies the minorization condition with the
same minorizing measure and scaling constant. Consequently, the proof is complete by Corollary
6, where we upper bound the total variation distance between measures by 2. O

4.2. Simultaneous Finite Model Approximation and Finite Model Learning In this
section, we focus on the case where the quantized model in (8) is unknown and needs to be
learned from data. We consider two scenarios regarding data availability: (i) a single trajectory of
a controlled Markov process and (ii) independent transitions where a simulation device is available
for each initial state and action.

For either case, our goal is to show the robustness of the optimal policies derived from simulta-
neous finite model approximation and the learning of these approximate finite models obtained via
empirical estimates. For the former, we present asymptotic empirical consistency results, whereas
for the latter we provide explicit sample complexity bounds that relate performance loss to the
number of samples.

As noted earlier, a related approach is presented in [10], which involves a different construction
for scenarios where the model is known and satisfies an absolute continuity condition with respect
to a reference measure. This construction aims to obtain a finite model by utilizing empirical data
collected from the reference measure. Together with the known density, the empirical measure is
used to construct a finite model.
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Algorithm 1 Sampling a Wasserstein Regular MDP along a Single Trajectory

Require: Simulation Length N and ergodic exploration policy

1: foralln=1,...,N—1do

2: Observe (Xm Un,C,, X,11) that evolves according to the true kernel 7" and policy
3: end for

4 Set %N(iji’u) — N n{aneB Xn€B;,Un=u}

SN L 1{XnEB;,Un=u}
Zn 0 Cn]l{XnGB JUn=u}
PR n=0 } 1{Xn€B;,Un=u}

5. Set én(yi,u) ==

6: return (Ty,¢y)

4.2.1. Empirical model learning from a single trajectory Lety € P(U) be a probability
mass function on U such that for u € U, y(u) > 0. v may be viewed as a state-independent control
policy. We observe a Markov chain (X,,,U,,C,),0 <n < N, whose dynamics are determined by the
kernel 7 and policy +, as shown in Algorithm 1. Specifically, for each x € X, u,u' € U, and A C X,

P(X,11 €A, Uppr=v|X,,=2,U,=u)=T(A|lz,u)vw, C,=c(X,,U,).
Define the following estimators for 1 <i¢,5 < M and u €U,

N—-1
. neo H{X,41€B;,X,€B;,U,=u} |
Frelwslyss ) 1= 2zazo L En1 € 5, e u) =

SN0 1{X, € B, U, =u}
SN 1{X, € B, U, =u} '

SN U1{X, € B, U, =u}

Given the learned MDP (7A’N,6N), we can solve the finite state space MDP for the optimal g-
discounted cost policy 4y s and the optimal average cost policy Yn, ... We then extend them to the
original state space as in Definition 6, and denote the extensions by 4y 5 and Ay -

Next, we show that the extended policies are robust. We assume (X,,,U,,),n > 0 is Harris positive
recurrent with a unique invariance distribution 7, such that 7(B;) > 0 for 1 <7 < M. It is important
to note that we do not need to know 7 above (as the model is unknown); this is just used for
analysis purposes in the following discussion. Then by Theorem 17.1.7 in [40] and Corollary 2.9 in
[11], for 1<4,j <M and u e U,

. [ T(Bjlz,u)m(dz)y,
T (ylys, ) <= == T w(da)y =T (y;lys,u),
B u

e fBi c(x,u)%(da:)’yu_ o
o) = Ly mdeyy, © (

where 7™M (y;|y;,u) and ¢™™ (y;,u) are defined in (8).
We extend the cost function ¢y to the original state space as in Definition 6, and denote it as
¢n. We adopt a different extension for the kernel for technical analysis. Denote by Qg := {3, },.
DEFINITION 7 (PIECEWISE CONSTANT EXTENSION II). LetS: Fg,, xQu xU—[0,1] be a con-

trolled transition kernel. Define its piecewise constant extension S : Fx x X x U — [0, 1] as follows:
fori=1,....M,z€ B;, uc U, and A € Fx,

(10)
yi7u)7

5(A|:E,u) = ZS(yﬂyi,U)]l{yj € A}

It is clear that Anp and Ay are the optimal discounted cost and average cost MDP
(X,U,'?-N,a). s

We compare the original and learned MDP, ie., (7,¢) and (Tw,éx), through the finite model
approximation (7™M ¢mM); see (8). We start with the discounted problem. Recall §,; from (9).
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LEMMA 11. Under Assumption 5(b), dwl(m,'r) <A+ NT Lp)omr-
Proof. Fix an arbitrary f:X — R with ||f||Lip§ 1,ueU and x € B; with 1 <7< M. Note that

/f T”M (dz|z,u) / Zf y;) T (Bj|w,u)m; (dw).

Bi j—=1

For any w € B;, we have

T (Bj|lw,u) /f T (dz|x,u)

£) = £ Tdehw,) + [ FIT (@)~ [ ) T(dele, )| < (4Tl

which completes the proof. O

COROLLARY 11. Suppose dy; — 0 as M — oco. Under Assumption 1 and 5,

]P’( lim limsup ||Js(c, T, 9n,5) — JE(C,T)HOO —O> =

*}OONOO

Proof. Fix some outcome w € Q such that (10) holds. Since M and U is finite, we have that
limsupy ., |[c™™ — éx]|s= 0, and that

limsup dyy, (T™", 7A’N) =limsup sup dwl(T’“M(-|yi,u),7A’N(-|yi,u)) =0.
N—oo Nooo 1<i<M,ucl

By the triangle inequality, and due to the definition of extensions in (7),
Ay, (T, Twe) < Ay (T, T™M) + dyy, (T Ty (11)

Then due to Lemma 10 and Lemma 11,
lijrvnsupHc—aHooé lelluipdar,  limsup dyy, (T To) <1+ 1T Lip)0n
— 00

Then the proof is complete by Corollary 4. O

Finally, we focus on the average cost problem. Assume the reference kernel 7 satisfies the
minorization condition in Definition 5 with some probability measure p and scaling constant e.
We first find a minorization measure 7 for the approximating kernel 7™ and then bound the
Wasserstein-1 distance between p and 7

LEMMA 12.  Assume there exist a constant € >0 and a probability measures p € P(X), such that
VezeX, uelU, and A€ Fx, T(Alz,u) > ep(A). Define the following probability measure 7™

Z,o D1{y; € A},  for any A€ Fx.

Then for any x € X, ue U and A € Fx,

ToM (Ale,u) = er (A) and Wi(p, 7)< duy.
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Proof. For any A€ Fx, ue U and x € B; with 1 <i < M, by definition,
T”MA]a:u Z/TB\xum(da: ]l{yjeA}>Z/ ) 7i(de) 1{y; € A}.

Since 7;(B;) =1 for 1 <i < M, we have T=M(A|x,u) > er™ (A).
Further, for any f:X — R with ||f||Lip§ 1, by the triangle inequality,

\ [ t@otdn) - [ sy <i / F@ptda) =1 <Z / (@) — £(;)lp(da),

which can be further bounded by d5;. The proof is complete. O

COROLLARY 12. Suppose that assumption 6 and the minorization condition in Definition 5
hold for the reference MDP (X, U, T,c), and that 6y — 0 as M — oo. Under Assumption 1 and 6,

< lim limsup ||Jw(c, T, 4n,00) —J;(C,T)HOO :0> =

M—=oo Nooo

Proof. Fix some outcome w € € such that (10) holds. First, fix some M. Due to Lemma 12, there
exists some N*, depending on w and M, such that for N > N*,

Ta(Alz,u) > %TM(A), for x € X, ue U and A € Fx.
The proof is completed by a similar argument as for Corollary 11, Corollary 6, and Lemma 12. [

4.2.2. Empirical model learning from independently generated transition data Let
m € P(X) be a given weighting measure, such that m(B;) >0 for 1 <i< M. For 1 <i< M, we
denote its restriction on bin B; by 7; as defined in (7). We consider the data collected under the
scheme described in Algorithm 2. Specifically, for each 1 <¢ < M and action v € U, we have N
independent triplets of observations, (Xj u, Yiiu,, ¢(Xkiu,uw)),1 <k <N, where

Xk,i,u ~ 7Aria Yk,i,u|Xk,i,u ~ T('|Xk,i.,u7 U)

Note that in the above 7; has its full measure on B, and that the total numberA of triplets is
M x |U|xN. Given the data, the estimated controlled kernel and cost function (7y,¢éy) on the
quantized space {y;}2, are defined as follows. For each 1 <7< M and action u € U,

N N

« 1 .
C(Xk7i)u,’ll), TN(yJ’y“U) = N Z ]I{Yk%u c Bj}, for 1 S] S M. (12)

1 k=1

R 1
en(Yinu) = N
k=
As in the previous section, we can solve the finite state space MDP ({y;}X 1,[U,7A’N,6N) for the
optimal S-discounted cost policy 4y s and the optimal average cost policy Jn ... We then extend
them to the original state space, denoted as Yy s and Yy, which are the optimal policies for

(X,1, fN,a), where we recall the extension of kernel Ty in Definition 7.

Next, we show the extended policies are robust with non-asymptotic upper bounds. For simplic-
ity, we assume X C R? for some d > 3; the discussions for d = 1,2 are similar. Further, assume that
for some constant L >0,

sup[|z[|[< L, ||cfl< L. (13)
zeX
We first bound the error due to quantization and learning. For a random variable Z, define its

¥, norm for p > 1 as follows: | Z|y,:= inf{C > 0:exp(|Z/CJ?) < 2}; see Chapter 2.2 in [58]. As
discussed in Chapter 2.2 of [58], for some constant C', that only depends on p, E|Z|< C||Z||y, .
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Algorithm 2 Sampling a Wasserstein Regular MDP with Restart

Require: number of repetitions NV for each state and action pair
1: for alli=1,...,M do
for all u €U do
for all k=1,..., N do
Sample Xy, ; ., ~7;
Sample 1.i.d Yy~ T (| Xkiw, )
Obtain cost ¢( Xy ., u)
end for
Set éAN(yi,u) = SO (X 1)
Set T (yjlyi,u) == % ngvzl 1{Yy;.,€B;} for j=1,2,...,.M
10: end for
11: end for
12: return (Ty,éy)

LEMMA 13. Under Assumption 5(a) and (b), for some constant C that depends only on d, L,

~ 1 MU 1/2
E [[le — énlloe] < llell ipoas +C (ﬁT\D> |
Ta log(M|U])\ /"
E [dwﬂ, TN)} < (14| Tl )0 +C (M)

Proof. In this proof, C denotes constants, only depending on d and L, which may vary from line
to line. For 1 <i< M and u €U,

Ele(Xgii,u)] =c™M(y;,u), for 1 <k <N,

where ¢™M is defined in (8). Due to independence, since ||c||, < L, by Hoeffding’s inequality (see,
e.g., Theorem 2.8 in [5]), P (\/—|6N(yl, u)—c™ M(yl, w)|> t) < 2¢=*/CL*) | which, by Lemma 2.2.1

in [58], implies that H\/_|CN(yZ, w) —c™M(y;,u < (6L*)'/2. Thus, by Lemma 2.2.2 in [58],

E[ sup V' N|en (ys,u) — ™M (yi,u }<0\/1ogM|U

1<i<M,uel

which implies the first statement due to Lemma 10 and the triangle inequality. Next, we focus on
the second statement. For 1 <i< M and u € U, we have

P(Yk,i,u S BJ) = Tﬁ7M(yj|yi,U), fOI' 1 S] S M, 1 S k S N, (14)

where 7™M is defined in (8) Thus, Ty (-|y;,u) is the empirical distribution of a random sample of
size N from 7™M (-|y;,u), both of which are defined on {y;}}Z,. By the definition of L in (13),

M

L J—
S el T (g, 1) < exp(L).
=1

Thus since d > 3, by Theorem 2 in [13], for all z > 0,

B (N"dyy, (T (o w). T (Jyiow) ) 2 @) < Coxp(—a/O),
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which, by Lemma 2.2.1 in [58], implies that HNl/ddW1 (TN(-|yZ—,u),T”’M(-|yi,u)>‘
result, by Lemma 2.2.2 in [58],

<(C. As a
L]

B [, (20, 77)] = | _sup dy (T o). TGl | < Cllog(aiol a2

1<i<M,u€l
Then the proof is complete due to Lemma 11 and the triangle inequality (11). O

COROLLARY 13. Under Assumption 1 and 5,

o 1/2 o 1/d
E(HJﬁw,fr,m—J;<c,fr>um>gc<5M+<%> \ (st )

where C is a constant, depending only on (3, ||C||Lip’ HTHL’ip’ d and L.
Proof. Tt follows from Corollary 4 and Lemma 13. O

Recall that d,, is the quantization error in (9). By a volume argument, due to the definition of
L in (13), there exists a quantization scheme such that

S < (M/C)~H1, (15)
for some constant C, depending only on d and L. Under this assumption, if
N =CMlog(M|UJ), (16)

then we have

1/d
E ([ Js(e, T 3w — J3(e. Tl ) <€ (M‘l/d+ (=) ) <oM

Note that the choice of N in (16) balances the error due to finite model approximation and due
to finite model learning for a given, large M. The expected regret is of order M~/
Finally, we consider the average cost problem. Define

ko = min { T (y;|yi,u) : (4, 5,u) € Tus } (17)

where Zy; :={1 <i,j < M,ue€U:T™M(y;ly;,u) > 0}. Thus, ks is the smallest non-zero element
in {7T™M(y;ly;,u):1<4,5 < M,u€cU}, where T™M is defined in (8). Further, define the event

A 1
evi= U {Tun <57l (18)
1<i,j<M,ucl

We can upper bound the probability of €y s, and on its complement, Ty is minorized. Recall the
probability measure 7 in Lemma 12.

LEMMA 14. The following upper bound holds: P (Ex ) < 2M?|U|exp (— Nk /10). Further, sup-
pose the minorization condition in Definition 5 hold for the reference MDP (X, U, T, ¢). On the

event (En.a1)¢, for any € X, u €U and A € Fx, T (Alz,u) > (e/2)7M(A).
Proof. For each (i,7,u) € Iy, in view of (14), by Bernstein’s inequality [58, Lemma 2.2.9],
P (| T wslyesw) = T (g, )| = 27T (g, ) ) < 2exp(=Nrar/10).

Then the first statement follows from the union bound. Further, the second statement follows from
the definition of £y s in (18) and Lemma 12. O



Zhou, Song, and Yiiksel: Robustness to Model Approximation, Learning, and Sample Complexity
32 Mathematics of Operations Research 00(0), pp. 000-000, © 0000 INFORMS

COROLLARY 14. Suppose Assumption 6 and the minorization condition in Definition 5 hold
for the reference MDP (X,U,T,c). Under Assumption 1 and 6,

E [|[Joc(e; T An ) = T2 (e, T ]

1/2 1/d
<C <5M + <w> + <w> ) + ALM2|Ujexp(— Niar/10).

where C is a constant, depending only on €, ||c|| ;. Tl . d and L.
Proof. By the definition of L in (13), due to Lemma 14,
E [||Joo (e, T AN.00) = T (e T|| L s Enane] < 2LP (Ena) < ALM?|Ulexp(—N£ip/10).

On the event (Ey )", by Lemma 14, T is minorized by the probability measure 7™ with constant
€/2. Thus, by Corollary 6, Lemma 13, and Lemma 12,

o 1/2 o 1/d
E [|J(e. T 3v) = Sl T s (Ewan)] <€ <5M+ () (R ) ) .

Then the proof is complete. O

Assume 0, satisfies (15), and ky in (17) satisfies Ky > 1/(CM) for some constant C >
0. Then if we choose N as in (16) for some large enough constant C, then again we have
E [||Joo (e, T AN .00) = J2 (e, T)|| ] S CMH1,

5. Concluding Remarks In this paper, we consider the Wasserstein model approximation
problem, where we upper bound the performance loss of applying an optimal policy from an approx-
imate model to the true dynamics. This loss is bounded by the sup-norm-induced metric between
the approximate and true costs, as well as the Wasserstein-1 distance between the approximate and
true transition kernels. We study both the discounted cost and average cost criteria. Based on these
results, we develop empirical model learning algorithms, establish their empirical consistency, and
obtain sample complexity bounds. Additionally, we recover and generalize several existing results
on continuous dependence, robustness and approximations.

An extension of the present work would be robustness of finite step value iteration, which gen-
eralizes [47], as clarified in the following observations. Consider applying Corollary 7 to the setup
where ¢= ¢ and both the true and approximate system are control-free, i.e.

c(x,u) = c(x), T(|z,u) =T(|z), S(|lz,u) = S(|z).

Further, suppose both probability kernels admit invariant probability measures, and denote them
by pr and ps, respectively. By the result in Corollary 7, we have the following bound

/X e()pr(der) - / o(2)ps(de)| < —MLD o oW, (T (), S(a)).

<
X 1= |Tlpip wex

We note that the choice of the cost function is arbitrary as long as it is Lipschitz. Restricting our
attention to those with Lipschitz constant less than or equal to 1, and taking supremum over such
cost functions on both sides, we have

1
Wilpr ps) < 1 sup O (T(Je), S(10))).
T aer
This recovers Corollary 3.1 of [47] in an unweighted form. It is therefore natural to consider that a
performance bound for finite-step approximate value iteration would be analogous to Theorem 3.1
in [47]. Additional future research directions include applying the approximation scheme within a
parametric setting, as explored in a recent work [3], and non-asymptotic analog of Section 4.2.1,
in view of recent works [29, 28].
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