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Abstract

We consider the problem of maximizing the expected average reward obtained
over an infinite time horizon by n weakly coupled Markov decision processes. Our
setup is a substantial generalization of the multi-armed restless bandit problem
that allows for multiple actions and constraints. We establish a connection with
a deterministic and continuous-variable control problem where the objective is to
maximize the average reward derived from an occupancy measure that represents
the empirical distribution of the processes when n → ∞. We show that a solution
of this fluid problem can be used to construct policies for the weakly coupled
processes that achieve the maximum expected average reward as n → ∞, and we
give sufficient conditions for the existence of solutions. Under certain assumptions
on the constraints, we prove that these conditions are automatically satisfied if
the unconstrained single-process problem admits a suitable unichain and aperiodic
policy. In particular, the assumptions include multi-armed restless bandits and a
broad class of problems with multiple actions and inequality constraints. Also, the
policies can be constructed in an explicit way in these cases. Our theoretical results
are complemented by several concrete examples and numerical experiments, which
include multichain setups that are covered by the theoretical results.
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1 Introduction

Consider n identical discrete-time Markov decision processes with finite state and action
spaces. Given the states and actions for all the processes, the states reached at the next
time step are mutually independent. Nevertheless, the processes are not independent since
there exist linear constraints that couple the selection of actions across the processes. The
objective is to maximize the expected average reward obtained over an infinite time horizon
by selecting the actions in a suitable way that respects the constraints.

The latter setup can be used to model a wide range of applications, including the
healthcare, queueing, supply chain and scheduling problems considered in [13,15,19,20,22].
The processes typically represent independent agents, projects or tasks which use shared
resources of different types. Selecting an action for a process determines the amount of
resources of each type that the process will use over the current time step, as well as
the average reward that the process will produce. The constraints can be used to impose
conditions on the total amount of each resource that should be used at each time step;
e.g., the total amount of resource used may not exceed the amount that is available.

The set of weakly coupled Markov decision processes can be regarded as a single Markov
decision process without any constraints, where the constraints are implicitly imposed in
the definition of the action space associated with each state. Thus, an optimal policy for the
weakly coupled processes can be obtained by leveraging dynamic programming techniques.
However, the optimal policy hardly ever admits a closed form expression, and the time
required to compute the policy numerically can often be exceedingly large as it depends
exponentially on the number of processes n. This creates a strong incentive for studying
simple policies that may not be optimal but become optimal as n → ∞.

While weakly coupled processes have been considered before, the focus has been on
problems with finite time horizons or multi-armed restless bandits where only two actions
are possible and there is a single constraint with a specific structure. In particular, we are
not aware of any previous results for problems with multiple actions and constraints where
the goal is to maximize the expected average reward over an infinite time horizon. The
results provided here concern this class of problems and hold under assumptions which are
weaker than those that are standard in the multi-armed restless bandits literature.

1.1 Overview of the main results

Using standard arguments, we establish that a linear program yields an upper bound for
the expected average reward that any policy can provide. Then we prove that a solution of
a deterministic and continuous-variable control problem can be used to construct policies
for the weakly coupled processes that achieve this upper bound in the limit as n → ∞.
We further analyze this fluid problem and derive sufficient conditions for the existence of
solutions, as well as structural properties that help to construct a solution.
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Under certain assumptions on the constraints of the problem, we show that the latter
conditions are automatically satisfied if the unconstrained single-process problem admits
a suitable unichain and aperiodic policy; such a policy may exist even if the single-process
problem is multichain. The assumptions include multi-armed restless bandit problems and
a broad class of problems with multiple actions and inequality constraints. In both of
these cases we provide a simple procedure for constructing asymptotically optimal policies,
which we apply to concrete examples and evaluate numerically.

1.1.1 Mean-field limit and asymptotic optimality

An important characteristic of the weakly coupled processes considered here is that
processes in the same state react to the same action in an identically distributed way.
In view of this property, we describe the states of all the processes through a occupancy
measure or state frequency vector that reflects the empirical distribution of the states.
Moreover, we focus our search for asymptotically optimal policies on the class of policies
which are defined by mappings that assign to each state frequency vector a state-action
frequency vector, i.e., a vector that for each state and action indicates the fraction of
processes that are in the given state and for which the given action is selected.

Such a mapping determines a transition kernel that governs the evolution of the state
frequency vector as a discrete-time Markov chain. Assuming that the mapping converges
uniformly as n → ∞ to a continuous function that we call fluid control, we show that
the latter stochastic process converges weakly to a nearly deterministic process dubbed
fluid trajectory. More precisely, a fluid trajectory has a possibly random initial condition
but evolves over time in a deterministic manner, as a discrete-time dynamical system that
is governed by the fluid control. The values taken by a fluid trajectory are occupancy
measures in a probability simplex and applying the fluid control to any such measure
yields a distribution of state-action pairs which satisfies the constraints of the problem,
because the fluid control is the limit of mappings which satisfy the constraints.

The latter mean-field limit connects the weakly coupled Markov decision processes with
the above-mentioned fluid problem. Specifically, the fluid problem is to find a continuous
fluid control such that the expected reward of any fluid trajectory converges to the upper
bound provided by the linear program. Assuming that such a fluid control exists, we use
an interchange of limits argument to prove that asymptotically optimal policies can be
obtained by constructing mappings that converge uniformly to the fluid control.

It follows from the latter result that the problem of finding asymptotically optimal
policies can be decomposed into the following subproblems. First, find a fluid control that
solves the fluid problem. Second, construct a discrete approximation of the fluid control
for each n. In the case of multi-armed restless bandit problems or the class of problems
with multiple actions and inequality constraints mentioned earlier, we establish that the
second step can be carried out following a straightforward rounding procedure.
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1.1.2 Structure of optimal fluid controls

In order to find suitable fluid controls, we fix an occupancy measure that solves the linear
program and search for continuous fluid controls such that all fluid trajectories converge
to this optimal occupancy measure. For this restricted version of the fluid problem, we
derive a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of solutions. The condition
involves the set of occupancy measures that assign zero mass to some state in the support
of the optimal occupancy measure; this set is contained in the boundary of the simplex.
We prove that a solution of the restricted fluid problem exists if and only if there exists a
fluid control such that no fluid trajectory is contained in the latter set. Furthermore, we
give an explicit expression for a solution using the latter auxiliary fluid control.

Loosely speaking, we solve the restricted fluid problem by expressing every occupancy
measure as the sum of two nonnegative measures, such that the first measure is a multiple
of the optimal occupancy measure with maximal total mass. The solution of the restricted
fluid problem is the fluid control that at each time step keeps the first measure unchanged
and applies the auxiliary fluid control to the second measure. The property of the auxiliary
fluid control ensures that the first measure absorbs mass from the second measure over time.
As a result, all fluid trajectories converge to the optimal occupancy measure.

The latter global attractivity result reduces the problem of finding an optimal fluid
control to that of finding an auxiliary fluid control. For problems with general constraints,
we consider auxiliary fluid controls that can be expressed as a convex combination of two
other fluid controls. The first one is based on a policy for the unconstrained single-process
problem, whereas the purpose of the second one is to ensure that the convex combination
complies with the constraints. We prove that the convex combination yields an auxiliary
fluid control, with the desired property, if the policy for the unconstrained single-process
problem is unichain, aperiodic and such that the unique irreducible class contains all the
states that are in the support of the optimal occupancy measure.

It is difficult to provide an explicit expression for the auxiliary fluid control without
imposing some assumptions on the structure of the constraints, because the fluid control
must comply with the constraints. We obtain explicit expressions in two important cases:
multi-armed restless bandits and a class of problems with multiple actions and inequality
constraints. The latter inequality constraints must have nonnegative coefficients, which
can be interpreted as amounts of resources that are consumed by the different actions.
Also, there must exist an action that does not consume any resources.

1.2 Related work

As noted earlier, the study of weakly coupled Markov decision processes with multiple
actions and constraints has focused on scenarios with finite time horizons. In this context,
several papers have studied linear programming and Lagrange decomposition techniques
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for obtaining approximate solutions and bounds; e.g., as in [1, 13, 15]. Recently, [4, 5, 10]
have obtained asymptotic optimality results and performance bounds that depend on the
number of processes and the time horizon; here the formulation in [4] allows for exogenous
signals that affect the constraints, rewards and transition probabilities. Similar asymptotic
optimality results and performance bounds have been established in the more restrictive
scenario where there is a single constraint. In this setting, [3,9,29] have considered problems
with two actions, whereas [26,28] have studied problems with more than two actions. It is
worth noting that the setups considered in [3–5] allow for heterogeneous processes, as well
as time-dependent constraints, rewards and transition probabilities.

The problems studied in the above papers are substantially different from the ones
considered here, where rewards are averaged over an infinite time horizon. In particular,
the initial state and the length of the time horizon affect the optimal value and policy of
a problem with a finite time horizon. In contrast, the expected average reward over an
infinite time horizon is often not affected by the initial state, and the length of the time
horizon is meaningless. Further, the structure of the transition kernels plays an important
role in problems with the expected average reward criterion but is not particularly relevant
when the time horizon is finite. Similar remarks apply to problems with an infinite time
horizon and the discounted reward criterion, which can be regarded as problems with a
finite but random time horizon. Such problems have been analyzed in [3, 5] by truncating
the time horizon and applying results for problems with a finite time horizon.

To the best of our knowledge, the expected average reward criterion has only been
considered when the processes are coupled by a single constraint. The focus has been on
the multi-armed restless bandits introduced by Whittle, which have two actions and a single
constraint that fixes the numbers of processes or arms that must select each action. In the
seminal paper [25], Whittle defined an index policy for multi-armed restless bandits where a
technical condition known as indexability holds, and conjectured the asymptotic optimality
of this policy. A counterexample for this conjecture was provided in [24]. However, [24]
also established that the conjecture is true when a dynamical system defined by the index
policy has a global attractor; [24] also assumed the ergodicity of the single-arm problem.
Exponentially small bounds for the optimality gap where provided in [8] when the same
assumptions hold and the global attractor satisfies a nonsingularity condition. In addition,
[16] generalized the asymptotic optimality result to multi-armed restless bandit problems
with multiple actions and a single constraint with a specific structure.

The Whittle index policy is contained in the class of LP-priority policies introduced
in [23]. The latter paper establishes that an LP-priority policy is asymptotically optimal if
the problem is unichain and a uniform global attractor property holds, while [9] provides
performance bounds. LP-priority policies can be more generally applied than the Whittle
index policy since they do not depend on the indexability condition. However, both policies
depend on a global attractivity property that must be checked for each problem instance.
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Recently, [17] proposed a simulation-based policy and established asymptotic optimality
results and performance bounds without the unichain and global attractivity assumptions.
Instead, [17] introduces a synchronization assumption that we discuss in Section 5.

As alluded to earlier, some of our results rely on a global attractivity property similar to
that required for the asymptotic optimality of the Whittle index and LP-priority policies.
This property is stated as an assumption in [8, 9, 23, 24]. In contrast, we prove that our
global attractivity property holds for multi-armed restless bandits where the unconstrained
single-arm problem admits a suitable unichain and aperiodic policy. Furthermore, we do
not assume that all policies are unichain as in [8, 9, 23, 24]. It is difficult to compare our
asymptotic optimality conditions with the synchronization assumption introduced in [17]
since the latter is not entirely understood. Nevertheless, we provide an example where our
policy is asymptotically optimal whereas that considered in [17] is not. We also recall that
our results apply to more general problems with multiple actions and constraints.

Some of the above papers prove exponentially small bounds for the optimality gap as
a function of the number of arms n. Such bounds were first derived in [9] for multi-armed
restless bandits with finite time horizons. For problems with infinite time horizons, [8, 9]
have obtained exponentially small bounds for the optimality gaps of the Whittle index and
LP-priority policies. Besides the asymptotic optimality conditions discussed earlier, [8, 9]
require that the solution of a linear program relaxation is nondegenerate in a suitable sense.
Recently, [18] has proposed a two-set policy with the same performance guarantees under
weaker assumptions: the uniform global attractor property required in [8, 9] is replaced
by a local stability property which is further shown to be necessary for a broad class of
problems. The two-set policy splits the arms into two sets such that the occupancy measure
of the first set resembles an optimal occupancy measure. Then different subroutines are
applied to each set, so that the size of the first set increases over time. This is similar
in spirit to the fluid control described in Section 1.1.2, but the two-set policy is defined
directly for discrete systems, making the split and subroutines more complex.

At approximately the same time as the conclusion of this work, similar results were
derived independently in [27] for the special case of multi-armed restless bandits. The latter
paper also uses a deterministic control problem to construct policies that are asymptotically
optimal, and the align and steer policy considered in [27] belongs to the class of policies
analyzed in the present paper. However, the proof techniques are significantly different.
The approach of [27] is motivated by the certainty equivalence control principle of control
theory and the proofs are based on the so-called Stein’s method. In contrast, our approach
is motivated by mean-field arguments and our proof techniques combine mean-field limits
with interchange of limits and global attractivity arguments. Our results are more general
and our approach has the advantage of establishing an explicit connection between the
weakly coupled processes and the fluid problem, through mean-field limits.

6



Asymptotically Optimal Policies for Weakly Coupled Markov Decision Processes Goldsztajn and Avrachenkov

1.3 Organization of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we define the weakly coupled
Markov decision processes formally and we discuss standard properties of optimal policies
and a linear program relaxation. In Section 3 we prove the mean-field limit and asymptotic
optimality results assuming that a solution of the fluid problem is available. In Section 4
we establish sufficient conditions for the existence of solutions and we obtain structural
properties that help to construct a solution. In Section 5 we give concrete examples and
evaluate the performance of our policies through numerical experiments. In Section 6 we
provide some concluding remarks. Some results are proved in Appendix A and some details
about the numerical examples are given in Appendix B.

2 Problem formulation

We consider the problem of maximizing the expected average reward obtained over an
infinite time horizon by n identical discrete-time Markov decision processes. Each process
has the same finte action space A and state space S. Given the states and actions for all
the processes, the states reached at the next time step are mutually independent, and the
probability that a process moves to state j given that it is in state i and action a is selected
for it is denoted by p(j | i, a). However, the processes are not independent since there exist
linear constraints that couple the selection of actions across the processes.

The action and state of process m ∈ {1, . . . , n} at time t ∈ N are the random variables
denoted by An(t,m) and Sn(t,m), respectively. We further define

xn(t, i) := 1
n

n∑
m=1

1{Sn(t,m)=i} and yn(t, i, a) := 1
n

n∑
m=1

1{Sn(t,m)=i,An(t,m)=a} (1)

for all t ∈ N, i ∈ S and a ∈ A. For each time t, the fraction of processes in state i is given
by the former quantity, while the latter quantity represents the fraction of processes that
are in state i for which action a is selected. In particular, xn(t) ∈ R

S and yn(t) ∈ R
S×A

are vectors describing the state and state-action frequencies at time t, respectively.
Consider matrices {Cn(a) : a ∈ A} and {En(a) : a ∈ A} with rows indexed by i ∈ S,

such that the former matrices have p columns and the latter matrices have q columns.
Further, let dn and fn be row vectors with p and q entries, respectively. The processes are
weakly coupled by the following p equality constraints and q inequality constraints:

∑
a∈A

yn(t, a)Cn(a) = dn for all t ∈ N, (2a)
∑
a∈A

yn(t, a)En(a) ⪯ fn for all t ∈ N. (2b)

In the above expressions yn(t, a) := (yn(t, i, a) : i ∈ S) represents a row vector, and the
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notation ⪯ in the second line refers to the componentwise inequality.
At each time, a reward r(i, a) is obtained by each process in state i for which action a

is selected. Informally speaking, we must select the actions over time to maximize

lim
T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

1
n

n∑
m=1

E[r (Sn(t,m),An(t,m))] = lim
T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

∑
a∈A

E[yn(t, a)]r(a), (3)

while complying with the constraints (2); the objective will be formally stated in the next
section, where the existence of the limits is addressed. The expression on the left is called
gain and represents the expected reward per unit of time obtained by one process, averaged
across all the processes and over time. On the right, r(a) := (r(i, a) : i ∈ S) is a column
vector, and the equality follows from the definition of the state-action frequencies.

For example, the processes could represent projects that are carried out in parallel and
produce revenues or expenses over time; the latter correspond to negative rewards. The goal
is to provide a policy for selecting the actions over time in a way that maximizes the average
profit obtained per unit of time in the long-run. If the matrices and vectors in (2) are
nonnegative, then the relations in (2) can be interpreted as constraints in the allocation of
p+q resources. Namely, performing action a when a project is in state i involves Cn(i, k, a)
units of resource k ∈ {1, . . . , p} and En(i, l, a) units of resource p+l ∈ {p+1, . . . , p+q}. For
instance, suppose that these resources are employees and trucks, respectively. Then there
are ndn(k) employees and nfn(l) trucks in total. Also, (2a) says that all the employees
must work in some project and (2b) says that it is not necessary to use all the trucks.

If A = {0, 1} and one of the following conditions holds, then the set of weakly coupled
Markov decision processes is called multi-armed restless bandit.

(a) There is a unique equality constraint and there are no inequality constraints. Also,
the unique equality constraint satisfies that

ndn ∈ {1, . . . , n} while Cn(i, 0) = 0 and Cn(i, 1) = 1 for all i ∈ S.

(b) There is a unique inequality constraint and there are no equality constraints. Further,
the unique inequality constraint satisfies that

fn ∈ [0, 1] while En(i, 0) = 0 and En(i, 1) = 1 for all i ∈ S.

In the above expressions dn and fn are scalars, and Cn(a) and En(a) are column vectors
for each a ∈ A. As noted in Section 1, multi-armed restless bandit problems have received
considerable attention, under either of the latter conditions. The setup consider in the
present paper is significantly more general.
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2.1 Existence of optimal policies

The weakly coupled processes can be regarded as a single Markov decision process with
finite state and action spaces. Specifically, the state space is Sn and the action space for
a given state is the subset of An where the coupling constraints (2) hold. More precisely,
a state (i1, . . . , in) ∈ Sn and a tuple (a1, . . . , an) ∈ An uniquely determine a vector y of
state-action frequencies as in (1). The action space at a given state (i1, . . . , in) is the subset
of An such that the state-action frequency vector y satisfies (2).

Consider the sets ΠSD
n ⊂ ΠSR

n ⊂ ΠHR
n of stationary and deterministic, stationary and

randomized and history-dependent and randomized policies for the latter Markov decision
process; see [21, Section 2.1.5] for precise definitions. Loosely speaking, stationary policies
select actions using solely the current state, whereas the history-dependent policies select
actions using the current state and the history of all past states and actions. Randomized
policies can be regarded as mappings that assign to each state, or history of states and
actions, a probability distribution defined over the action space of the current state; an
action is then sampled from this distribution. The policy is called deterministic if the latter
probability distribution is always concentrated at a single action.

It follows from [21, Proposition 8.1.1] that the gain

gπ
n(s) := lim

T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

1
n

n∑
m=1

Eπ
s [r (Sn(t,m),An(t,m))] = lim

T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

∑
a∈A

Eπ
s [yn(t, a)]r(a)

exists for all policies π ∈ ΠSR
n and initial states s ∈ Sn, i.e., the limits in (3) exist. Here

the expectation is taken with respect to the Markov chain defined by the initial state and
the stationary and randomized policy. Also, [21, Theorems 9.1.7 and 9.1.8] imply that

g∗
n(s) := sup

π∈ΠSD
n

gπ
n(s)

is attained simultaneously for all s ∈ Sn by some π∗ ∈ ΠSD
n , and [21, Theorem 9.1.6] yields

g∗
n(s) = sup

π∈ΠHR
n

lim sup
T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

1
n

n∑
m=1

Eπ
s [r (Sn(t,m),An(t,m))].

In other words, there exists a stationary and deterministic policy π∗ that has maximal
gain across all the initial states. This policy maximizes the expressions in (3) over the set
of policies for which the limits exist and provides a larger expected average reward than
any history-dependent and randomized policy, as stated in the previous equation.

An optimal policy π∗ does not typically admit a closed form expression. While π∗ can be
computed numerically using dynamic programming, the computation time is exponential
in the number of processes n and thus exceedingly large in many applications. This creates
an incentive for simple policies that perform well when n is large.
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2.2 Fluid relaxation

In this paper we analyze a class of policies that are easy to compute and asymptotically
optimal, i.e., they achieve the maximum gain as n → ∞. For this purpose we adopt the
following assumption throughout the paper. It says that (2) is consistent in the limit.

Assumption 1. For each a ∈ A, the following limits exist and are finite:

C(a) := lim
n→∞

Cn(a), d := lim
n→∞

dn, E(a) := lim
n→∞

En(a) and f := lim
n→∞

fn.

Let e ∈ RS denote the column vector with each of its entries equal to one. The processes
of state and state-action frequencies xn and yn take values in

X :=
{
x ∈ [0, 1]S : xe = 1

}
and Y :=

{
y ∈ [0, 1]S×A :

∑
a∈A

y(a)e = 1
}
,

respectively; x and y(a) = (y(i, a) : i ∈ S) are regarded as row vectors. For each a ∈ A, let
P (a) denote the matrix such that the entry (i, j) is p(j | i, a). The following linear program
is called the fluid relaxation and will play an important role throughout the paper.

maximize
y∈Y

∑
a∈A

y(a)r(a)

subject to
∑
a∈A

y(a)P (a) =
∑
a∈A

y(a),
∑
a∈A

y(a)C(a) = d,

∑
a∈A

y(a)E(a) ⪯ f.

(4)

The optimization variables y(i, a) can be interpreted as

lim
n→∞

lim
T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

E[yn(t, i, a)]

when the limits exist. The first constraint in (4) is a balance equation that is satisfied by
long-run averages as defined by the inner limit; see the proof of the next proposition. The
other constraints say that these long-run averages must satisfy (2) as n → ∞. Moreover,
the objective of the problem can be interpreted as the limiting gain.

The following proposition says that the optimal value gr of the fluid relaxation is an
upper bound for the gain of the weakly coupled Markov decision processes as n → ∞. An
intuitive explanation of this result, based on the above interpretation of (4), is that the
constraints (2) must hold at each time and for each sample path, whereas the constraints
of (4) are only imposed to long-run averages, thereby relaxing the problem. The proof of
the proposition is standard but we provide it in Appendix A for completeness.
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Proposition 1. For each a ∈ A and some fixed n, suppose that

Cn(a) = C(a), dn = d, En(a) = E(a) and fn = f. (5)

Then g∗
n(s) ≤ gr for all s ∈ Sn. In the general case where (5) may not hold, we have

lim sup
n→∞

sup
s∈Sn

g∗
n(s) ≤ gr. (6)

In the following two sections we will establish that the inequality in (6) is in fact an
equality under mild assumptions. Moreover, we will provide stationary policies for the n
weakly coupled processes with gains that approach gr as n → ∞.

3 Asymptotic optimality

An important characteristic of the weakly coupled processes is that two processes in
the same state will react to the same action in an identically distributed way. Therefore,
it makes sense to focus the search for asymptotically optimal policies on a class of policies
that do not distinguish between two processes that are in the same state. More precisely,
we may restrict our attention to stationary policies which can be defined by mappings
that assign to each state frequency vector a state-action frequency vector. Mean-field
theory suggests that then the state and state-action frequency processes xn and yn behave
deterministically in the limit as n → ∞, which motivates the next definition.

Definition 1. Consider a function ϕ : X −→ Y and let us use the short-hand notation
ϕ(x, a) for y(a) when y = ϕ(x). The latter function is called a fluid control if

∑
a∈A

ϕ(x, a) = x,
∑
a∈A

ϕ(x, a)C(a) = d and
∑
a∈A

ϕ(x, a)E(a) ⪯ f for all x ∈ X.

The fluid trajectory induced by a fluid control ϕ and an initial condition x0 ∈ X is the
sequence {x(t),y(t) : t ∈ N} defined recursively by:

x(0) = x0, y(t) = ϕ (x(t)) and x(t+ 1) =
∑
a∈A

y(t, a)P (a) for all t ≥ 0.

The deterministic vectors x(t) and y(t) can be regarded as the fluid counterparts of
xn(t) and yn(t), respectively, while ϕ is the counterpart of a policy that assigns to each
state frequency vector x a state-action frequency vector ϕ(x). The first condition imposed
on ϕ is that the state-action frequencies must be consistent with the state frequencies,
whereas the other two conditions enforce the constraints (2) with the matrices and vectors
therein replaced by the limits in Assumption 1. The dynamics defining a fluid trajectory
state that the fluid control ϕ determines the state-action frequencies y(t) as a function of
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the state frequencies x(t), and then x(t+ 1) is obtained analogously to

E[xn(t+ 1)] =
∑
a∈A

E[yn(t, a)]P (a).

This equation holds for the n processes and any given policy, provided that the expectations
are conditional on the policy and the initial states of all the processes.

Note that xn and yn take values in the discrete spaces

Xn :=
{
x ∈ X : nx ∈ ZS

}
and Yn :=

{
y ∈ Y : ny ∈ ZS×A

}
,

respectively. In general, a fluid control may not define a policy for the n weakly coupled
processes because its values may be outside of Yn or not satisfy (2). However, a principled
way of obtaining policies that do not distinguish between processes in the same state is to
first search for a fluid control ϕ : X −→ Y and then construct functions ϕn : Xn −→ Yn

that resemble ϕ and define admissible policies for the n processes.

Definition 2. Consider functions ϕn : Xn −→ Yn and let us use the short-hand notation
ϕn(x, a) for y(a) when ϕn(x) = y, as for fluid controls. Also, assume that

∑
a∈A

ϕn(x, a) = x,
∑
a∈A

ϕn(x, a)Cn(a) = dn and
∑
a∈A

ϕn(x, a)En(a) ⪯ fn if x ∈ Xn.

The functions {ϕn : n ≥ 1} are discrete controls associated with a fluid control ϕ if

lim
n→∞

max
x∈Xn

||ϕ(x) − ϕn(x)|| = 0;

the norm || · || can be arbitrary.

The mapping ϕn assigns to each x ∈ Xn a state-action frequency vector ϕn(x) ∈ Yn

that satisfies the constraints (2). We say that a policy π ∈ ΠSR
n realizes ϕn if

yn(t) = ϕn (xn(t)) for all t ≥ 0

when π is used. A policy that realizes ϕn can be obtained by computing yn(t) as above and
then selecting the nyn(t, i, a) processes that use action a in state i uniformly at random
among all the processes in state i. While a policy that realizes ϕn is generally not unique,
the gain and the joint law of the processes xn and yn are the same for any such policy;
they are determined by ϕn and the initial state frequencies. Hence, we will focus on the
mappings ϕn without specifying the policies that realize these mappings explicitly.

Later on in this section, we will assume that a fluid control ϕ is available, and that ϕ

12
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is a continuous function such that every fluid trajectory satisfies

lim
t→∞

∑
a∈A

y(t, a)r(a) = gr, (7)

regardless of the initial condition. Using mean-field arguments, we will prove that the gain
of any discrete control ϕn associated with ϕ approaches gr as n → ∞; we will not require
any conditions on the discrete controls besides those already stated in Definition 2.

In view of the latter result, the problem of finding asymptotically optimal policies can
be decomposed in the following two subproblems.

(a) Fluid problem: construct a continuous fluid control ϕ that satisfies (7).

(b) Approximation problem: construct discrete controls ϕn as in Definition 2.

Section 4 will focus on (a), which is the hardest. Then the discrete controls in (b) can be
defined by letting ϕn(x) be the solution of the following optimization problem:

minimize
y∈Yn

||y − ϕ(x)||

subject to
∑
a∈A

y(a) = x,

∑
a∈A

y(a)Cn(a) = dn,∑
a∈A

y(a)En(a) ⪯ fn.

However, simpler rounding procedures are possible under certain conditions; two such
procedures and the corresponding conditions are discussed in Section 4. A final step would
be to define policies πn that realize the discrete controls ϕn, but this is straightforward;
e.g., it can be done through the random sampling procedure mentioned earlier.

3.1 Mean-field limit

Consider discrete controls ϕn associated with a fluid control ϕ. As observed earlier,
the joint distribution of the state and state-action frequency processes associated with any
policy that realizes ϕn is completely determined by ϕn and the initial state frequencies.
Further, xn is a discrete-time Markov chain and yn(t) = ϕn (xn(t)) for all t ≥ 0. Below we
provide a convenient construction of these two processes.

For this purpose we consider a collection
{
Bl

t(j | i, a) : l ≥ 1, t ≥ 1, i, j ∈ S, a ∈ A
}

of
Bernoulli random variables with the following two properties. First,

Bl
t(j | i, a) = 1 and Bl

t(k | i, a) = 0 for all k ̸= j with probability p(j | i, a)

for all l ≥ 1, t ≥ 1, i ∈ S and a ∈ A. Second, the random vectors
(
Bl

t(j | i, a) : j ∈ S
)

are

13
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independent across l ≥ 1, t ≥ 1, i ∈ S and a ∈ A. The same collection of random variables
can be used to construct the state and state-action frequency processes for any given n,
and thus the notation does not account for the number of processes n.

At each time t, there are nyn(t, i, a) processes in state i with action a selected, which
we arrange according to their indexes. We postulate that the process with the lth largest
index is in state j at t + 1 if Bl

t+1(j | i, a) = 1, which endows xn(t + 1) with the desired
distribution. More specifically, we construct xn and yn recursively as functions of xn(0)
and the above Bernoulli random variables, such that for each t ≥ 0 we have:

yn(t) = ϕn (xn(t)) and xn(t+ 1, j) = 1
n

∑
i∈S

∑
a∈A

nyn(t,i,a)∑
l=1

Bl
t+1(j | i, a) for all j ∈ S.

We further define

zn(t+ 1, j) := 1
n

∑
i∈S

∑
a∈A

nyn(t,i,a)∑
l=1

[
Bl

t+1(j | i, a) − p(j | i, a)
]

for all t ≥ 0 and j ∈ S. Then we can write

xn(t+ 1) = zn(t+ 1) +
∑
a∈A

yn(t, a)P (a) for all t ≥ 0. (8)

Clearly, zn(t) has mean zero for all t ≥ 1; it is possible to check that zn is in fact
a martingale difference with respect to the natural filtration, but this will not be used
explicitly. The next lemma bounds the variance of zn(t) and is proved in Appendix A.

Lemma 1. Consider the constants

qmin(j) := min
i∈S,a∈A

[1 − p(j | i, a)] ≤ max
i∈S,a∈A

[1 − p(j | i, a)] =: qmax(j) for all j ∈ S.

For each t ≥ 1 and j ∈ S, we have

qmin(j)
n

E[xn(t, j)] ≤ E
[
z2

n(t, j)
]

≤ qmax(j)
n

E[xn(t, j)].

The lemma will be used in the proof of the following proposition, which establishes that
the fluid trajectories defined by the fluid control ϕ are the mean-field limit of the state and
state-action frequency processes xn and yn determined by ϕn. More precisely, the latter
processes converge weakly to fluid trajectories provided that the initial state frequency
vectors xn(0) have a limit in distribution as n → ∞.

Proposition 2. Assume that ϕ is continuous and there exists a random variable x0 with
values in X such that xn(0) ⇒ x0 as n → ∞. Furthermore, suppose that x0 is defined
on some set Ω and for each ω ∈ Ω let {x(ω, t),y(ω, t) : t ≥ 0} be the fluid trajectory with

14
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x(ω, 0) = x0(ω), which defines two stochastic process. Then we have

xn(t) ⇒ x(t) and yn(t) ⇒ y(t) as n → ∞ for all t ≥ 0.

Proof. We proceed by induction, assuming that xn(t) ⇒ x(t) as n → ∞ and then showing
that yn(t) ⇒ y(t) and xn(t+ 1) ⇒ x(t+ 1). Clearly, the assumption holds for t = 0.

Assume that xn(t) ⇒ x(t) as n → ∞ and let ζ : RS×A × X −→ R
S×A be defined by

ζ(w, x) := w+ϕ(x). If we let wn(t) := ϕn (xn(t))−ϕ (xn(t)), then yn(t) = ζ (wn(t),xn(t)).
Moreover, wn(t) ⇒ 0 as n → ∞ by Definition 2, because

||wn(t)|| ≤ max
x∈Xn

||ϕn(x) − ϕ(x)|| .

By [2, Theorem 3.1], we have (wn(t),xn(t)) ⇒ (0,x(t)) as n → ∞; see [14, Lemma 9] for
further details. The continuous mapping theorem yields yn(t) ⇒ ζ (0,x(t)) = y(t).

Lemma 1 implies that zn(t+ 1) ⇒ 0 as n → ∞ since

P
(
||zn(t+ 1)||22 ≥ ε

)
≤
E
[
||zn(t+ 1)||22

]
ε

≤ E[||xn(t)||1]
nε

≤ 1
nε

for all ε > 0.

Therefore, (yn(t), zn(t+ 1)) ⇒ (y(t), 0) as n → ∞ by [2, Theorem 3.1]. Consider now the
continuous function η : RS×A ×R

S −→ R
S such that

η(y, z) := z +
∑
a∈A

y(a)P (a).

Then xn(t + 1) = η (yn(t), zn(t+ 1)) by (8), and it follows from the continuous mapping
theorem that xn(t+ 1) ⇒ η (y(t), 0) = x(t+ 1) as n → ∞.

3.2 Asymptotic optimality result

The next lemma assumes that the fluid control ϕ is continuous and satisfies (7). Under
these assumptions, the lemma establishes that the gain achieved by the discrete control ϕn

approaches the optimal value of the fluid relaxation gr as n → ∞ whenever xn(0) has a
stationary distribution for each n; at least one stationary distribution for the Markov chain
xn always exists since its state space is finite, but this distribution may not be unique.
The proof of the lemma relies on the mean-field limit obtained in Proposition 2.

Lemma 2. Assume that ϕ is continuous and that every fluid trajectory satisfies

lim
t→∞

∑
a∈A

y(t, a)r(a) = gr,

regardless of the initial condition. Also, assume that xn(0) is distributed as a stationary

15



Asymptotically Optimal Policies for Weakly Coupled Markov Decision Processes Goldsztajn and Avrachenkov

distribution of xn, and thus xn is stationary. Then we have

lim
n→∞

∑
a∈A

E[yn(t, a)]r(a) = gr for all t ≥ 0. (9)

Proof. Consider the following limits in distribution:

∑
a∈A

yn(t, a)r(a) ⇒ gr as n → ∞ for all t ≥ 0. (10)

For each t ≥ 0, the sequence of random variables on the left-hand side, with t fixed and n

varying, is uniformly integrable since it is uniformly bounded:∣∣∣∣∣∑
a∈A

yn(t, a)r(a)
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |S||A| max

i∈S,a∈A
|r(i, a)|. (11)

We conclude that (10) implies (9), so it suffices to prove (10). Because xn is stationary,
the following random variables are identically distributed:

∑
a∈A

yn(t, a)r(a) =
∑
a∈A

ϕn (xn(t), a) r(a) ∼
∑
a∈A

ϕn(xn(0), a)r(a) =
∑
a∈A

yn(0, a)r(a).

Hence, it is enough to prove that (10) holds for t = 0.
It follows from (11) that

{∑
a∈A

yn(0, a)r(a) : n ≥ 1
}

is tight, and thus every subsequence has a further subsequence that converges weakly. We
will establish (10) for t = 0 by showing that the weak limit of every convergent subsequence
is gr, i.e., the random variable equal to gr with probability one.

Suppose that L ⊂ N and gL are such that

∑
a∈A

yl(0, a)r(a) ⇒ gL as l → ∞ while l ∈ L. (12)

More specifically, gL is the limit associated with the convergent subsequence indexed in L,
and the subscript indicates that this limit could in principle depend on the specific set of
indexes L. The random variables {xl(0) : l ∈ L} are tight because they are all supported
on the compact set X. Therefore, we may assume without any loss of generality that there
exists a random variable xL such that xl(0) ⇒ xL as l → ∞.

Define ξ : R×R
S −→ R by

ξ(w, x) := w +
∑
a∈A

ϕ(x, a)r(a).
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Note that ξ is a continuous function and satisfies that

∑
a∈A

yl(0, a)r(a) = ξ

(∑
a∈A

ϕl (xl(0), a) r(a) −
∑
a∈A

ϕ (xl(0), a) r(a),xl(0)
)
.

The first argument of ξ converges to zero in probability as l → ∞ by Definition 2, because∣∣∣∣∣∑
a∈A

ϕl (xl(0), a) r(a) −
∑
a∈A

ϕ (xl(0), a) r(a)
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ max

x∈Xl

||ϕl(x) − ϕ(x)||
∑
a∈A

||r(a)|| .

It follows from [2, Theorem 3.1] and the continuous mapping theorem that

∑
a∈A

yl(0, a)r(a) ⇒ ξ (0, xL) =
∑
a∈A

ϕ(xL, a)r(a) as l → ∞ while l ∈ L.

We conclude from (12) that the following equality in distribution holds:

gL ∼
∑
a∈A

ϕ (xL, a) r(a).

Suppose that xL is defined on a set Ω, and for each ω ∈ Ω let {x(ω, t),y(ω, t) : t ≥ 0}
be the fluid trajectory starting at x(ω, 0) = xL(ω). It follows from Proposition 2 that
xl(t) ⇒ x(t) as l → ∞ for all t ≥ 0. Because xl is a stationary process, xl(t) ∼ xl(0) for
each t ≥ 0, and this implies that x(t) ∼ xL. We conclude that

∑
a∈A

y(t, a)r(a) =
∑
a∈A

ϕ (x(t), a) r(a) ∼
∑
a∈A

ϕ (xL, a) r(a) ∼ gL for all t ≥ 0.

By assumption,

lim
t→∞

∑
a∈A

y(t, a)r(a) = gr with probability one.

In particular, the limit also holds in distribution, which implies that gL ∼ gr, i.e., gL = gr

with probability one. This completes the proof of the lemma.

We can now prove the asymptotic optimality result.

Theorem 1. Suppose that ϕ is continuous and that every fluid trajectory satisfies

lim
t→∞

∑
a∈A

y(t, a)r(a) = gr,

regardless of the initial condition. For arbitrary and possibly random vectors xn(0) of initial
state frequencies, the gain achieved by the discrete controls ϕn approaches the optimal value
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gr of the fluid relaxation as n → ∞. Specifically,

lim
n→∞

lim
T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

∑
a∈A

E[yn(t, a)]r(a) = gr.

Proof. By [21, Proposition 8.1.1], there exist random vectors xs
n such that the distribution

of xs
n is stationary for the Markov chain xn and satisfies that

lim
T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

∑
a∈A

E[yn(t, a)]r(a) =
∑
a∈A

E[ϕn (xs
n, a)]r(a).

More precisely, the distribution of xs
n is a convex combination of the rows of the limiting

matrix associated with the Markov chain xn. If xn(0) is deterministic, then the distribution
of xs

n is given by the row of the limiting matrix associated with state xn(0). In general,
the distribution of xs

n is the convex combination of the rows such that the weight of the
row associated with state x is the probability that xn(0) = x. The law of xs

n is stationary
because the rows of the limiting matrix define stationary distributions.

Consider now the stationary Markov chains xn with initial distributions xs
n. Then

lim
n→∞

∑
a∈A

E[ϕn (xs
n, a)]r(a) = lim

n→∞

∑
a∈A

E[yn(0, a)]r(a) = gr

by Lemma 2, which completes the proof.

The following corollary is a straightforward consequence of Theorem 1.

Corollary 1. Let y∗ be an optimal solution of the fluid relaxation (4), and suppose that ϕ
is continuous and such that all fluid trajectories satisfy that

lim
t→∞

y(t) = y∗, (13)

regardless of the initial condition. For arbitrary and possibly random initial state frequency
vectors xn(0), the limit of the gain achived by ϕn is given by:

lim
n→∞

lim
T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

∑
a∈A

E[yn(t, a)]r(a) = gr.

Proof. Since y∗ is an optimal solution of the fluid relaxation and y(t) → y∗ as t → ∞ for
all fluid trajectories, the assumptions of Theorem 1 hold.

In the context of multi-armed restless bandits, a property called the uniform global
attractor property is analogous to (13). This property is used to establish the asymptotic
optimality of both the Whittle index policy in [8,24] and the LP-priority policies in [9,23];
further conditions are also required, such as the single-arm and multi-arm problems being
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unichain. The uniform global attractor property for the latter policies must be checked
individually for each problem instance, and there are remarkably simple instances where
the property does not hold. One such instance, where the single-arm problem has three
states and is ergodic, is provided in [7] and is also considered in Section 5.

In the following section we will construct continuous fluid controls that satisfy (13)
when a technical condition holds. Unlike the uniform global attractor property required
by the Whittle index and LP-priority policies, our condition holds automatically for a broad
class of problems. In particular, the condition always holds for multi-armed restless bandit
problems where the unconstrained single-arm problem admits a policy that is unichain,
aperiodic and such that its unique irreducible class contains the set defined below.

Definition 3. Given an optimal solution y∗ of the fluid relaxation (4), we define

x∗ =
∑
a∈A

y∗(a) and S∗
+ := {i ∈ S : x∗(i) > 0} . (14)

We emphasize that the above-mentioned policy need not comply with the constraints
in (2) nor maximize the accumulated reward in any way. The only requirements are that
the policy is unichain, aperiodic and such that all transient states are outside of S∗

+.

4 Fluid controls

Consider an optimal solution y∗ of the fluid relaxation and define

L(y) :=
∑
a∈A

y(a)P (a) and x∗ :=
∑
a∈A

y∗(a) = L (y∗) ∈ X.

Note that L : RS×A −→ R
S is linear and that the latter equality holds since y∗ is a solution

of the fluid relaxation. In addition, define β : RS
+ −→ [0,∞) by

β(x) := max {λ ≥ 0 : λx∗ ⪯ x} .

We prove the next lemma in Appendix A.

Lemma 3. The following properties hold.

(a) If x ∈ X and x ̸= x∗, then [1 − β(x)]−1 [x− β(x)x∗] ∈ X.

(b) The function β is continuous.

Given an auxiliary fluid control ψ, we can define another fluid control ϕ by letting

ϕ(x) := β(x)y∗ + [1 − β(x)]ψ
(
[1 − β(x)]−1 [x− β(x)x∗]

)
for all x ∈ X; (15)
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here ϕ (x∗) := y∗, i.e., the second term on the right-hand side is zero if β(x) = 1. It is
straightforward to check that ϕ is indeed a fluid control when ψ is.

Remark 1. The align and steer policy considered in [27] has the same structure as the
fluid controls ϕ defined by (15); the maximum alignment coefficient and πsteer policy in [27]
correspond to our β and ψ, respectively. However, there are noticeable differences between
[27] and the present paper. First, the results in [27] concern multi-armed restless bandits
and assume that πsteer has a specific form which is linear, whereas we study problems
with multiple actions and constraints and let the auxiliary fluid control ψ be general.
Second, [27] does not prove a global attractivity property like (13), but uses techniques
based on Stein’s method and [11,12] to prove an asymptotic optimality result. In contrast,
we provide a necessary and sufficient condition on ψ for the global attractivity property
(13) to hold; this leads to an asymptotic optimality result by Corollary 1.

Note that every fluid trajectory satisfies that

y(t) = ϕ (x(t)) and x(t+ 1) = L (y(t)) = L (ϕ (x(t))) for all t ≥ 0.

Furthermore, (13) holds if and only if x(t) → x∗ as t → ∞, and the latter property
holds if and only if β (x(t)) → 1. In the next sections we provide conditions on ψ for
these properties to hold. First we consider problems with general constraints and then we
provide more direct conditions for specific sets of constraints.

4.1 General constraints

We adopt the following notation for the composition of functions:

η ◦ ζ(x) := η (ζ(x)) , ζ0(x) := x and ζk(x) := ζ ◦ ζk−1(x) for all k ≥ 1,

whenever the expressions on the right-hand sides are well-defined.

Condition 1. The fluid control ψ is continuous. Moreover, consider the set

Z := {x ∈ X : β(x) = 0} =
{
x ∈ X : x(i) = 0 for some i ∈ S∗

+

}
.

For each z ∈ Z, there exists t ≥ 1 such that (L ◦ ψ)t (z) /∈ Z.

Observe that the assumptions of Corollary 1 cannot be satisfied if the fluid control
does not satisfy Condition 1. Indeed, a fluid control that does not satisfy Condition 1 is
either discontinuous or such that some fluid trajectory is contained in Z and thus does
not satisfy (13). The following theorem proves that the existence of a fluid control that
satisfies Condition 1 is not only necessary for Corollary 1 but also sufficient.
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Theorem 2. The existence of a fluid control that satisfies Condition 1 is necessary and
sufficient for Corollary 1. Moreover, if ψ satisfies Condition 1 and ϕ is as in (15), then ϕ

is a continuous fluid control such that (13) holds, and thus Corollary 1 holds.

Proof. As noted earlier, it is straightforward to check that ϕ is a fluid control. Further,
Lemma 3 and Condition 1 imply that ϕ is continuous at x for all x ̸= x∗. In order to prove
that ϕ is continuous at x∗, suppose that xk → x∗ as k → ∞ with xk ∈ X \ {x∗}. Then

lim
k→∞

β (xk) = 1 and
∣∣∣∣∣∣ψ ([1 − β(xk)]−1 [xk − β(xk)x∗]

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

= 1 for all k ≥ 1.

It follows that ϕ(xk) → y∗ = ϕ (x∗) as k → ∞, and thus ϕ is continuous.
It only remains to prove that every fluid trajectory satisfies that y(t) → y∗ as t → ∞,

and for this purpose it suffices to show that β (x(t)) → 1 as t → ∞. We will do this by
assuming that the latter property does not hold and arriving to a contradiction.

Suppose then that β (x(t)) ↛ 1 as t → ∞ for some fluid trajectory, and note that the
function t 7→ β (x(t)) is nondecreasing since

x(t+ 1) = L ◦ ϕ (x(t))

= β (x(t))x∗ + L
(
[1 − β (x(t))]ψ

(
[1 − β (x(t))]−1 [x(t) − β (x(t))x∗]

))
,

where the last term is in X ⊂ R
S
+. Therefore, there exists

γ := lim
t→∞

β (x(t)) < 1. (16)

Because X is a compact set, there exist xγ ∈ X and some sequence {tk ∈ N : k ≥ 1}
such that we have x (tk) → xγ as k → ∞. Furthermore,

β (xγ) = lim
k→∞

β (x (tk)) = γ.

Let
{
xγ(t),yγ(t) : t ∈ N

}
be the fluid trajectory such that xγ(0) = xγ. Then

β (xγ(t)) = γ for all t ∈ N. (17)

Indeed, assume that β (xγ(t)) > γ for some t ≥ 0, and note that

lim
k→∞

x (t+ tk) = lim
k→∞

(L ◦ ϕ)t (x (tk)) = (L ◦ ϕ)t (xγ) = xγ(t)

because ϕ is continuous. If (17) failed, then (16) would fail as well since

lim
k→∞

β (x (t+ tk)) = β (xγ(t)) > γ.
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Define z(t) := (1 − γ)−1 [xγ(t) − γx∗] ∈ Z for all t ∈ N. Then

z(t+ 1) = (1 − γ)−1 [xγ(t+ 1) − γx∗]

= (1 − γ)−1 [L ◦ ϕ (xγ(t)) − γx∗]

= (1 − γ)−1
[
γx∗ + L

(
(1 − γ)ψ

(
(1 − γ)−1 [xγ(t) − γx∗]

))
− γx∗

]
= L ◦ ψ (z(t)) = (L ◦ ψ)t+1 (z(0)) for all t ∈ N,

where we used the linearity of L. Condition 1 implies that z(t) /∈ Z for some t ≥ 1, but
this is only possible if β (xγ(t)) > γ and thus contradicts (17).

The following definition can be helpful for checking Condition 1.

Definition 4. Let π := {π(a | i) ∈ [0, 1] : i ∈ S, a ∈ A} be a set of constants such that

∑
a∈A

π(a | i) = 1 for all i ∈ S.

Consider diagonal matrices {Dπ(a) : a ∈ A} such that Dπ(i, i, a) := π(a | i) for all i ∈ S

and a ∈ A. We may define a function ψ1 : X −→ Y by letting

ψ1(x, a) := xDπ(a) for all x ∈ X and a ∈ A,

where ψ1(x, a) is a short-hand notation for y(a) when ψ1(x) = y. The fluid control ψ is
purely based on π if ψ = ψ1, and we say that ψ is partially based on π if there exist a
constant γ ∈ (0, 1) and a function ψ2 : X −→ Y such that

ψ(x) = γψ1(x) + (1 − γ)ψ2(x) for all x ∈ X. (18)

The set of constants π corresponds to a stationary policy for a single-process problem
without constraints. In particular, π(a | i) can be interpreted as the probability that action
a is selected whenever the process is in state i. If ψ is purely based on π, then

x
∑
a∈A

Dπ(a)C(a) = d and x
∑
a∈A

Dπ(a)E(a) ⪯ f

must hold for all x ∈ X for ψ to be a fluid control. However, these conditions need not
hold when ψ is only partially based on π as in (18) because the function ψ2 can help to
satisfy the conditions in Definition 1, particularly the constraints of the problem.

Condition 2. The fluid control ψ is continuous and partially based on a set of constants
π as in Definition 4. Consider the matrix Pπ such that

Pπ(i, j) :=
∑
a∈A

π(a | i)p(j | i, a) for all i, j ∈ S.
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This matrix is unichain, aperiodic and such that S∗
+ is inside the unique irreducible class.

Remark 2. Suppose that a policy π for the unconstrained single-process problem has the
above properties and consider the policy ν that always selects each action with the same
probability, regardless of the current state. It is easy to check that this policy also has
the properties listed in Condition 2 since the arrows in the transitions diagram for π are
a subset of the arrows in the transitions diagram for ν. Therefore, there exists a policy π
that is unichain, aperiodic and such that the unique irreducible class contains S∗

+ if and
only if the specific policy ν defined earlier has these properties.

The following corollary follows from Theorem 2.

Corollary 2. Let ψ be a fluid control satisfying Condition 2 and ϕ be as in (15). Then ϕ

satisfies the assumptions of Corollary 1.

Proof. It is enough to establish that Condition 2 implies Condition 1. For this purpose we
will prove that for all z ∈ X and k ≥ 0, we have

(L ◦ ψ)k (z) = γkzP k
π + (1 − γ)wk(z) with wk(z) ∈ RS

+. (19)

Condition 2 implies that Pπ has a unique stationary distribution xπ ∈ X that assigns
positive probability to all i ∈ S∗

+. Furthermore, zP k
π → xπ as k → ∞ for each initial

distribution z ∈ X. Therefore, there always exists k ≥ 1 such that the right-hand side of
(19) assigns positive probability to all i ∈ S∗

+, and thus (L ◦ ψ)k (z) /∈ Z.
It only remains to prove that (19) holds for all k ≥ 0. For this purpose fix z ∈ X and

note that (19) holds for k = 0. We now proceed by induction, assuming that (19) holds
for some k and showing that it then holds for k + 1 as well. First note that

(L ◦ ψ)k+1 (z) = γL
(
ψ1
(
(L ◦ ψ)k (z)

))
+ (1 − γ)L

(
ψ2
(
(L ◦ ψ)k (z)

))
.

We may compute the first term on the right-hand side by noting that

L ◦ ψ1(x) =
∑
a∈A

xDπ(a)P (a) = xPπ for all x ∈ X.

Since (19) holds for k, the previous equation implies that

γL
(
ψ1
(
(L ◦ ψ)k (z)

))
= γL

(
ψ1
(
γkzP k

π + (1 − γ)wk(z)
))

= γk+1zP k+1
π + γ(1 − γ)wk(z)Pπ.

It follows that (19) holds for k + 1 with

wk+1(z) := γ(1 − γ)wk(z)Pπ + (1 − γ)L
(
ψ2
(
(L ◦ ψ)k (z)

))
.
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The first term on the right-hand side is in RS
+ since wk(z) ∈ RS

+ and Pπ has nonnegative
entries. Also, the second term is in RS

+ as well since L ◦ ψ and L ◦ ψ2 map X into X.

Suppose that the fluid control ϕ is defined as in (15) in terms of some fluid control
ψ that satisfies Condition 2. The functions ψ1 and ψ2 defining ψ play different roles in
ensuring that the assumptions of Corollary 1 hold. Informally speaking, ψ1 is responsible
for preventing β (x(t)) from getting stuck at a value strictly smaller than one when x is a
fluid trajectory, which is necessary for (13). On the other hand, ψ2 ensures that ψ complies
with the constraints of the problem and thus is indeed a fluid control.

The function ψ1 is completely determined by the constants π, which correspond to a
stationary policy for a single process without constraints. Such a policy can be found by
inspecting the transitions diagrams of a single process for the different actions. In contrast,
the choice of ψ2 depends on the constraints of the problem. In the following two sections
we provide rules for defining ψ2 when the constraints have specific structures.

4.2 Inequality constraints

In this section we impose the following assumption on the constraints.

Assumption 2. The equality constraints are trivial, i.e., we have C(a) = 0 for all a ∈ A

and d = 0. In addition, the matrices E(a) are nonnegative, the vector f has strictly
positive entries and there exists 0 ∈ A such that E(0) = 0.

As noted in Section 2, constraints with nonnegative coefficients as in Assumption 2
can be interpreted as resource allocation constraints. Besides nonnegative coefficients, the
assumption imposes two further conditions. The first condition is that there are no equality
constraints, which means that it is not compulsory to fully consume any of the resources.
The second condition is that there exists an action 0 ∈ A that does not consume any of the
resources, and can often be interpreted as doing nothing. In this setup, a fluid control that
satisfies the assumptions of Corollary 1 exists if the unconstrained single-process problem
admits a unichain and aperiodic policy such that the unique irreducible class is contained
in S∗

+. The following proposition proves this; the proof is provided in Appendix A.

Proposition 3. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds and there exists a set of constants π as
in Definition 4 such that the associated matrix Pπ satisfies Condition 2. Define

γ := min
{

1, f(k)
E(i, k, a) : E(i, k, a) ̸= 0

}
∈ (0, 1]

and ψ2 : X −→ Y such that ψ2(x, 0) := x and ψ2(x, a) := 0 for a ̸= 0. Then Condition 2
holds for the mapping ψ defined by

ψ(x, a) := γxDπ(a) + (1 − γ)ψ2(x, a) for all x ∈ X and a ∈ A.
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The proposition gives an expression for a fluid control that satisfies Condition 2. If the
constraints (2) do not depend on n, then the following remark provides a simple rounding
procedure for defining asymptotically optimal discrete controls.

Remark 3. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition 3 hold and

En(a) = E(a) for all a ∈ A and fn = f for all n ≥ 1.

Let ϕ and ψ be as in (15) and Proposition 3, respectively, and define ϕn : Xn −→ Yn by

ϕn(x)(i, a) := ⌊nϕ(x)(i, a)⌋
n

for all a ̸= 0 and ϕn(x)(i, 0) = x(i) −
∑
a̸=0

ϕn(x)(i, a)

for all x ∈ Xn and i ∈ S. In addition, note that

max
x∈Xn

||ϕ(x) − ϕn(x)||∞ ≤ |A|
n
.

Note that ϕn(x) puts less weight on the actions a ̸= 0 than ϕ(x), and thus ϕn(x) satisfies
(2) for all x ∈ Xn. Hence, the functions ϕn are discrete controls for ϕ. It follows from
Corollary 1 and Proposition 3 that these discrete controls are asymptotically optimal.

4.3 Multi-armed restless bandits

Next we consider multi-armed restless bandit problems with an equality constraint, as
stated in the following assumption. Note that multi-armed restless bandit problems with
an inequality constraint are already covered by Assumption 2.

Assumption 3. The action space is A = {0, 1} and there is a unique equality constraint:

d ∈ (0, 1), C(i, 0) = 0 and C(i, 1) = 1 for all i ∈ S;

In addition, the inequality constraints are trivial, i.e., E(a) = 0 for all a ∈ A and f = 0.

In this case there is a unique resource which must be fully consumed and there are
only two actions. As in Section 4.2, there exists an action 0 ∈ A that does not consume
the resource and can often be interpreted as doing nothing. In contrast, the other action
consumes one unit of resource per arm, regardless of the state in which the arm is. The
following proposition provides a fluid control that satisfies the assumptions of Corollary 1
if the unconstrained single-arm problem has a unichain and aperiodic policy such that the
unique irreducible class is contained in S∗

+; the proof is provided in Appendix A.
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Proposition 4. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds and there exists a set of constants π as
in Definition 4 such that the matrix Pπ satisfies Condition 2. Define ψ2 : X −→ Y by

ψ2(x)(i, 1) :=
d−∑

j∈S x(j)dπ(1 | j)
(1 − d)∑j∈S x(j) [1 − dπ(1 | j)]x(i) [1 − dπ(1 | i)]

and ψ2(x)(i, 0) := x(i) − ψ2(x)(i, 1) for all i ∈ S. Condition 2 holds with

ψ(x, a) := dxDπ(a) + (1 − d)ψ2(x, a) for all x ∈ X and a ∈ A.

The following remark provides a simple rounding procedure for defining asymptotically
optimal discrete controls using the fluid control defined above.

Remark 4. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition 4 hold and that

dn = ⌊dn⌋
n

for all n ≥ 1,

which is typically assumed for multi-armed restless bandit problems. Let ϕ and ψ be as in
(15) and Proposition 4, respectively, and define ϕn : Xn −→ Yn as follows. First let

θn(x, i) := ⌊dn⌋ −
∑
i∈S

⌊nϕ(x)(i, 1)⌋ −
i−1∑
j=1
1{nϕ(x)(i,1)/∈Z} for all x ∈ Xn and i ∈ S,

where we have enumerated the states, i.e., S = {1, . . . , |S|}. Then define

ϕn(x)(i, 1) :=


ϕ(x)(i, 1) if nϕ(x)(i, 1) ∈ Z,
1
n

[⌊nϕ(x)(i, 1)⌋ + 1] if nϕ(x)(i, 1) /∈ Z and θn(x, i) > 0,
1
n

⌊nϕ(x)(i, 1)⌋ otherwise.

and ϕn(x)(i, 0) := x(i) − ϕn(x)(i, 1) for all x ∈ Xn and i ∈ S. This can be interpreted
algorithmically as follows. In a first stage, we let ϕn(x)(i, 1) = ⌊nϕ(x)(i, 1)⌋ /n for all i ∈ S,
and thus we lack θn(x, 1) processes for which action 1 is selected in order to exhaust the
budget ⌊dn⌋. In a second stage, we consider the states i in increasing order and increase
ϕn(x)(i, 1) for some states until the budget is exhausted. We increase ϕn(x)(i, 1) by 1/n
if the budget has not been exhausted yet and nϕ(x)(i, 1) /∈ Z; note that the remaining
budget when state i is considered equals θn(x, i). It is easy to check that

max
x∈Xn

||ϕ(x) − ϕn(x)||∞ ≤ 1
n

and that ϕn(x) satisfies the unique equality constraint for all x ∈ Xn. Thus, the functions
ϕn are discrete controls for ϕ. We conclude from Corollary 1 and Proposition 4 that these
discrete controls are asymptotically optimal.
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5 Examples

Sections 4.2 and 4.3 describe clear procedures for obtaining asymptotically optimal
discrete controls in the cases of resource allocation inequality constraints and multi-armed
restless bandits, respectively. In both cases the procedure involves the following steps.

(a) Compute an optimal solution y∗ of (4) and define x∗ and S∗
+ as in (14).

(b) Find some policy π for the unconstrained single-process problem that is unichain,
aperiodic and such that the unique irreducible class contains S∗

+.

(c) Use π to define a fluid control ψ as in Proposition 3 or 4, depending on the type of
problem, and define a fluid control ϕ as in (15); this solves the fluid problem.

(d) Compute a discrete control ϕn by rounding the fluid control ϕ as in Remark 3 or 4,
depending on the type of problem; this solves the approximation problem.

Step (a) can be carried out numerically. Remark 2 can be used to check whether a policy
π as in step (b) exists, and in that case it is possible to take π = ν with ν as in Remark 2.
Another good candidate policy π is given by

π(a | i) =


y∗(i,a)
x∗(i) if x∗(i) > 0,
1

|A| if x∗(i) = 0.
(20)

This policy is attractive because it has the nice property that x∗Dπ(a) = y∗(a) for all
a ∈ A. The remaining steps (c) and (d) are straightforward to carry out.

In the following two sections we use the above procedure to obtain discrete controls for
concrete problem instances; in all the cases the policy (20) satisfies Condition 2. First we
consider a problem with multiple actions and resource allocation inequality constraints as
in Section 4.2, and such that the single-process problem is multichain. Then we consider
multi-armed restless bandit problems, focusing on different problem instances where the
policies proposed in [17, 23, 25] are not asymptotically optimal. The discrete controls
satisfy the assumptions of Proposition 3 or 4 in all the cases and therefore are provably
asymptotically optimal, as is confirmed by our numerical experiments.

5.1 Multiple actions and constraints

Consider a fleet of n electric taxis and suppose that each process describes the battery
level of a taxi. Namely, S = {0, . . . , 7} are the battery levels and Sn(t,m) represents the
battery level at time t of taxi m. Also, the actions A = {0, 1, 2} are: to deploy the taxi at
the airport, to deploy the taxi at the city center and to charge the taxi, respectively.
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The battery level of a taxi that is being charged increases at a constant rate, whereas
that of a deployed taxi decreases by a random amount. More precisely, the distribution of
Sn(t+ 1,m) given that An(t,m) = a and Sn(t,m) = i is known and given by:

Sn(t+ 1,m) = max {i+ 2, 7} if a = 2,
Sn(t+ 1,m) ∼ min {i−Xi,a, 0} if a ̸= 2.

The random variable Xi,a represents the power consumed by a taxi during period t, and
tends to be larger for taxis that are deployed at the airport. Specifically, Xi,a has a Poisson
distribution with a mean that depends on a in the following way:

P (Xi,a = k) := λk
ae−λa

k! for all k ≥ 0 with λa :=

 2 if a = 0,

1 if a = 1.

At most 70% of the taxis can be charged simultaneously since there are limited charging
spots, and the taxi company has agreed with the city hall to deploy at least 10% of the
fleet at the airport. These constraints can be formulated in such a way that Assumption 2
holds, i.e., by requiring that the following inequalities hold for all t ≥ 0:

∑
i∈S

yn(t, i, 2) ≤ 0.7,
∑
i∈S

[yn(t, i, 1) + yn(t, i, 2)] ≤ 0.9.

Finally, the rewards are given by

r(i, 0) = b0P (Xi,0 < i) − c0P (Xi,0 ≥ i) if a = 0,
r(i, 1) = b1E

[
Xi,11{Xi,1<i}

]
− c1P (Xi,1 ≥ i) if a = 1,

r(i, 2) = −c2 if a = 2,

The constants ba and ca can be interpreted as revenues and costs, respectively. On the one
hand, taxis deployed at the airport do one trip per period and charge a flat fare b0 := 3,
whereas taxis deployed at the city center charge b1 := 2.5 per unit of distance traveled.
On the other hand, a cost c2 := 2 is paid for charging a taxi and penalties c0 := 3 and
c1 := 2 are incurred if a taxi is deployed and completely depletes its battery. The rewards
are plotted on the left panel of Figure 1.

Because the constraints of the problem do not depend on the number of taxis n, it
follows from Proposition 1 that the optimal value gr = 0.8911 of the fluid relaxation is an
upper bound for the gain of any policy. The optimal solution y∗ of the fluid relaxation
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Figure 1: The left panel shows the reward obtained per process and per time step as a function of the
state of the process and the action selected. The right panel charts the optimal value of the fluid relaxation
and the gain of the discrete control ϕn; the solid line is the curve y = gr − 9.44/x0.72. The gain of the
discrete control ϕn was computed by simulating systems where all the batteries are initially empty.

that we used to construct a discrete control ϕn is as follows:

y∗ =


0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1000
0 0 0 0 0 0 0.3236 0.2095

0.0009 0.0023 0.0100 0.0343 0.1004 0.2189 0 0


The constraint that 10% of the fleet is deployed at the airport is satisfied with equality,
whereas the other constraint is satisfied with a strict inequality; approximately 37% of the
taxis are being charged while 53% of the taxis are in the city center.

Although the single-process problem is mutichain, it is straightforward to check that the
policy defined by (20) satisfies Condition 2. It follows that asymptotically optimal discrete
controls ϕn can be obtained as explained in Remark 3. The right panel of Figure 1 compares
the gains of these discrete controls against the upper bound gr for different values of n;
the gains of the discrete controls were computed by simulating the processes and averaging
the rewards. The plot confirms that the gain of our discrete controls approaches the upper
bound, and suggests that the optimality gap is approximately O (1/n0.72).

5.2 Multi-armed restless bandits

Next we consider multi-armed restless bandit problems where the budget constraint is
an equality constraint, and we compare our discrete controls with the following policies:
the Whittle index policy defined in [25], the LP-priority policies proposed in [23] and the
Follow-The-Virtual-Advice (FTVA) policy defined in [17]. The asymptotic optimality of
these policies has been established in [8, 9, 17,23,24] under the following conditions.

(a) For the Whittle index and LP-priority policies, the Markov decision process formed
by n arms must be unichain for all n as required in [8,9,23,24]; in fact, some of these
papers even assume that each arm is ergodic.

(b) For the Whittle index policy, the unconstrained single arm must satisfy a condition
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known as indexability, without which the policy is not well-defined; see [25].

(c) For the Whittle index and LP-priority policies, a discrete-time dynamical system
must satisfy a uniform global attractor property similar to (13); see [8,9,23,24]. We
do not assume that (13) holds but prove (13) under the assumption of Proposition 4.

(d) For the FTVA policy, the synchronization assumption defined in [17] must hold.

The synchronization assumption pertains to a single-arm problem with a relaxed budget
constraint, which must hold on average and not at each time step. Loosely speaking, a
system formed by a leader and a follower arm is considered, where the follower arm always
selects the same action as the leader arm. The assumption is that there exists an optimal
policy, for the aforementioned relaxed single-arm problem, that is unichain and such that
the mean time until the leader and follower arms are in the same state is finite.

Conditions (a)-(c) are significantly stronger than the assumption of Proposition 4, which
only requires that the unconstrained single-arm problem admits a unichain and aperiodic
policy such that the unique irreducible class contains S∗

+. On the other hand, condition (d)
is not entirely understood. However, the synchronization assumption seems to be connected
with the existence of suitable aperiodic policies for a single arm; see [17, Appendix C].

Each of the conditions (a)-(d) is violated in one of the examples presented below, and
each of the policies for multi-armed bandit problems mentioned above is not asymptotically
optimal in one of the examples. In contrast, the assumption of Proposition 4 holds in all
the examples, and thus our discrete controls are provably asymptotically optimal.

5.2.1 Counterexamples to Whittle index and LP-priority policies

In this section we consider two examples where the number of states is three and the
single-arm problem is ergodic. Further, the transition probability matrices have positive
entries; these matrices, the rewards and the constraints are provided in Appendix B.

The first example has been considered in [6,17] and is nonindexable. In particular, the
Whittle index policy is not well-defined. The left panel of Figure 2 compares the gain of
different policies with the optimal value gr = 0.3437 of the fluid relaxation, which is an
upper bound for the gain of any policy. The LP-priority policy is clearly the best of the
policies considered for this particular problem instance, with an optimality gap that seems
to shrink as O (1/n1.3). Our discrete control and FTVA perform similarly. Although FTVA
is slightly better, the optimality gap of both policies decays approximately as O (1/n0.48).
Nonetheless, it is worth observing that all three policies perform extremely well, with
optimality gaps that are less than 3% for n = 200 and less than 1% for n = 2000.

The second setup has been considered in [7, 17] and is an example where the uniform
global attractor property does not hold for the Whittle index and LP-priority policies,
which in this case are exactly the same policy. The plot in the right panel of Figure 2
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Figure 2: The left panel and right panels correspond to the nonindexable problem and the problem
where the uniform global attractor property does not hold for the Whittle index and LP-priority policies,
respectively. The solid lines are curves of the form y = gr − b/xc. In the left panel c = 0.48 for the two
lower curves and c = 1.3 for the upper curve, and in the right panel c = 0.46.

shows that these policies are not asymptotically optimal for this problem instance. In
addition, FTVA and our discrete control have almost the same gain, and their optimality
gaps seem to decay approximately as O (1/n0.46).

5.2.2 Counterexample to Follow-The-Virtual-Advice

We now consider an example where the synchronization assumption does not hold and
the single-arm problem is multichain. Specifically, the budget constraint is d = 0.25, the
transition probabilities are depicted in Figure 3 and the rewards are given by

r =
0 0 1 0 1
0 0 0 1 0

 .
In order to show that the synchronization assumption does not hold, let us consider

the single-arm problem with the relaxed budget constraint, i.e., action 1 must be selected
25% of the time. Consider also the following policy for this problem:

π(0 | i) = 1 if i ∈ {2, 4} and π(1 | i) = 1 if i ∈ {0, 1, 3}.

This policy is unichain and aperiodic, and the probability that action 1 is selected in steady
state is 0.25. Hence, π is a feasible solution, and it is easy to check that its gain is 1, which
is clearly the maximum gain that any policy can achieve. It is also possible to check that
any other policy with gain 1 must coincide with π in states 2, 3 and 4. Moreover, the set
{2, 3, 4} must be absorbing for the Markov chain associated with the policy.

Suppose now that a leader arm uses one of the optimal policies while a follower arm
always selects the same action as the leader arm. Assume also that the leader and follower
arms are in states 2 and 0 at time zero, respectively. Since the leader arm remains within
{2, 3, 4}, it can never select action 1 two times in a row, and therefore the follower arm can
never leave {0, 1}. It follows that the synchronization assumption does not hold. Moreover,
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Figure 3: The diagrams depict the transition probabilities for both actions. The plot compares the
optimal value of the fluid relaxation and the gain of several policies. The solid lines are curves of the form
y = gr − b/xc, with c = 0.48 for our discrete control ϕn and c = 0.50 for the LP-priority policy. The gains
were computed by simulating systems where all the arms start at state zero.

the plot in Figure 3 shows that FTVA is not asymptotically optimal.
According to their Whittle indexes, the states are ordered as (3, 0, 1, 4, 2) from the

highest to the lowest index. Selecting action 1 by prioritizing the states in this way leads
to a gain of zero when all the arms are initially in state 0, because the arms are stuck
in states 0 and 1. If we instead arrange the states as (3, 1, 0, 2, 4) or (3, 1, 0, 4, 2), then
we get LP-priority policies that are asymptotically optimal with an optimality gap that is
roughly O (1/n0.50). However, there are no results that rigorously establish this asymptotic
optimality because the example considered here is multichain and all the available results
concern unichain setups. In contrast, ϕn is provably asymptotically optimal and the plot
in Figure 3 indicates that the optimality gap decays approximately as O (1/n0.48).

6 Concluding remarks

We have established that asymptotically optimal policies for weakly coupled Markov
decision processes can be obtained essentially by solving a fluid counterpart of the problem
and then constructing discrete approximations of the solution. We have further derived
sufficient conditions for the existence of a fluid control that solves the fluid problem and
structural properties that help to construct such a fluid control. Moreover, we have used
these conditions and structural properties to construct asymptotically optimal policies
for multi-armed restless bandits and a broad class of problems with multiple actions and
inequality constraints. In these setups, we showed that a sufficient condition for asymptotic
optimality is that the unconstrained single-process problem admits a suitable unichain and
aperiodic policy; and we provided multichain examples where this condition holds.

While most of our results hold for problems with general constraints, the asymptotically
optimal policies are constructed explicitly only for multi-armed restless bandits and the
above-mentioned class of problems with multiple actions and inequality constraints. An
interesting topic for future research is the explicit construction of asymptotically optimal
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policies for problems with a different structure. In addition, it is interesting to study how
the optimality gap of our policies depends on the number of processes. Our numerical
experiments suggest that this dependence may vary across different problems.

Appendix A Proofs of various results

Proof of Proposition 1. Let π ∈ ΠSR
n and s ∈ Sn. By [21, Proposition 8.1.1],

yn(i, a) := lim
T →∞

1
T

T −1∑
t=0

Eπ
s [yn(t, i, a)] (21)

exists for all i ∈ S and a ∈ A; the limit clearly depends on the specific policy π and initial
state s, but we omit them from the notation for brevity. We claim that

∑
a∈A

yn(a)P (a) =
∑
a∈A

yn(a), (22a)
∑
a∈A

yn(a)Cn(a) = dn, (22b)
∑
a∈A

yn(a)En(a) ⪯ fn, (22c)

yn ∈ Y. (22d)

Suppose that (22) holds for all the stationary policies π and initial states s. If (5) also
holds, then yn is a feasible solution of the fluid relaxation, and thus

gπ
n(s) =

∑
a∈A

yn(a)r(a) ≤ gr.

Since the stationary policy π and initial state s are arbitrary, this proves the first claim
of the proposition. For the second claim, we argue by contradiction. If (6) does not hold,
then there exist stationary policies and initial states {πk, sk : k ∈ K} such that

lim
k→∞

gπk
k (sk) > gr,

where K ⊂ N is infinite. Define yk in terms of πk and sk as in (21). It follows from (22)
and the compacity of Y that the sequence {yk : k ∈ K} has a limit point y that is a feasible
solution of (4). By taking a subsequence, we may assume without any loss of generality
that yk → y as k → ∞, which leads to the following contradiction:

lim
k→∞

gπk
k (sk) = lim

k→∞

∑
a∈A

yk(a)r(a) =
∑
a∈A

y(a)r(a) ≤ gr.

It only remains to prove that (22) holds for all π ∈ ΠSR
n and s ∈ Sn. We only prove
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(22a) since the other properties follow from similar arguments. For this purpose note that

∑
a∈A

Eπ
s [yn(t, a)]P (a) =

∑
a∈A

Eπ
s [yn(t+ 1, a)] for all t ≥ 0

by (1). Taking the Cesàro limit as t → ∞ on both sides of the equation, we conclude that
the vector yn defined by (21) indeed satisfies (22a).

Proof of Lemma 1. Consider the random variables

U l
t(j | i, a) := Bl

t(j | i, a) − p(j | i, a) and V l
t (i, a) := 1{nyn(t−1,i,a)≥l}.

Now let us fix t ≥ 1 and j ∈ S, and note that we may write

zn(t, j) = 1
n

n∑
l=1

∑
i∈S

∑
a∈A

W l
t (j | i, a) with W l

t (j | i, a) := U l
t(j | i, a)V l

t (i, a).

If l1 ̸= l2, i1 ̸= i2 or a1 ̸= a2, then

E
[
W l1

t (j | i1, a1)W l2
t (j | i2, a2)

]
= E

[
U l1

t (j | i1, a1)
]
E
[
V l1

t (i1, a1)W l2
t (j | i2, a2)

]
= 0

because U l1
t (j | i1, a1) is independent of yn(t− 1) and U l2

t (j | i2, a2). Furthermore,

E
[(
W l

t (j | i, a)
)2
]

= E
[(
U l

t(j | i, a)
)2
]
E
[(
V l

t (i, a)
)2
]

= [1 − p(j | i, a)] p(j | i, a)P (nyn(t− 1, i, a) ≥ l)

for all l ≥ 1, i ∈ S and a ∈ A. We conclude that

E
[
z2

n(t, j)
]

= 1
n2

n∑
l=1

∑
i∈S

∑
a∈A

[1 − p(j | i, a)] p(j | i, a)P (nyn(t− 1, i, a) ≥ l)

≤ 1
n2

∑
i∈S

∑
a∈A

qmax(j)p(j | i, a)E[nyn(t− 1, i, a)] = qmax(j)
n

E[xn(t, j)].

The other inequality is obtained using similar arguments.

Proof of Lemma 3. Suppose that x ∈ X and x ̸= x∗. Then

β(x) = β(x)x∗e ≤ xe = 1,

where e is the column vector of ones. It is clear that β(x) ̸= 1 since otherwise x = x∗, so
we conclude that 1 − β(x) > 0, and thus (a) follows from

[1 − β(x)]−1 [x− β(x)x∗] e = 1.
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Recall that S∗
+ := {i ∈ S : x∗(i) > 0}. For each λ ≥ 0, we have:

β−1 ((λ,∞)) =
{
x ∈ RS

+ : x(i) > λx∗(i) for all i ∈ S∗
}
,

β−1 ([λ,∞)) =
{
x ∈ RS

+ : x(i) ≥ λx∗(i) for all i ∈ S∗
}
.

These sets are open and closed in RS
+, respectively. Therefore,

β−1 ((λ, µ)) = β−1 ((λ,∞)) \ β−1 ([µ,∞)) and β−1 ([0, µ)) = R
S
+ \ β−1 ([µ,∞))

are open in RS
+ for all λ ≥ 0 and µ > 0, which proves (b).

Proof of Proposition 3. We only need to check that ψ is a fluid control. First note that

∑
a∈A

ψ(x, a) = γx
∑
a∈A

Dπ(a) + (1 − γ)x = x for all x ∈ X.

Furthermore, the inequality constraints hold since

∑
a̸=0

∑
i∈S

γx(i)π(a | i)E(i, k, a) ≤ γmax {E(i, k, a) : i ∈ S, a ̸= 0} ≤ f(k) for all x ∈ X

and all k smaller than or equal to the dimension of f . Hence, Definition 1 holds.

Proof of Proposition 4. Since d < 1, we have

ε := min
i∈S

[1 − dπ(1 | i)] > 0.

Hence, the denominator in the definition of ψ2(x)(i, 1) is lower bounded by (1 − d)ε. This
implies that ψ2 is well-defined, and clearly also continuous.

It only remains to check that ψ is a fluid control. First note that

∑
a∈A

ψ(x, a) = dx
∑
a∈A

Dπ(a) + (1 − d)
∑
a∈A

ψ2(x, a) = dx+ (1 − d)x = x

because ψ2(x, 0) + ψ2(x, 1) = x by definition. Moreover,

∑
i∈S

ψ(x)(i, 1) =
∑
i∈S

x(i)dπ(1 | i) +
∑
i∈S

(1 − d)ψ2(x)(i, 1)

=
∑
i∈S

x(i)dπ(1 | i) +
∑
i∈S

d−∑
j∈S x(j)dπ(1 | j)∑

j∈S x(j) [1 − dπ(1 | j)]x(i) [1 − dπ(1 | i)] = d,

which means that ψ complies with the unique equality constraint.
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Appendix B Details about the examples

The transition probability matrices for the nonindexable example of Section 5.2.1 are:

P (0) =


0.0050 0.7930 0.2020
0.0270 0.5580 0.4150
0.7360 0.2490 0.0150

 and P (1) =


0.7180 0.2540 0.0280
0.3470 0.0970 0.5560
0.0150 0.9560 0.0290

 .

In addition, the budget constraint is d = 0.5 and the rewards are given by

r =
 0 0 0
0.6990 0.3620 0.7150

 .
The transition probability matrices for other example of Section 5.2.1 are:

P (0) =


0.0223 0.1023 0.8754
0.0343 0.1718 0.7940
0.5232 0.4552 0.0215

 and P (1) =


0.1487 0.3044 0.5469
0.5685 0.4112 0.0204
0.2527 0.2731 0.4742

 .

Also, the budget constraint is d = 0.4 and the rewards are given by

r =
 0 0 0
0.3740 0.1174 0.0787

 .
References

[1] D. Adelman and A. J. Mersereau, “Relaxations of weakly coupled stochastic dynamic
programs,” Operations Research, vol. 56, no. 3, pp. 712–727, 2008.

[2] P. Billingsley, Convergence of probability measures. John Wiley & Sons, 1999.

[3] D. B. Brown and J. E. Smith, “Index policies and performance bounds for dynamic
selection problems,” Management Science, vol. 66, no. 7, pp. 3029–3050, 2020.

[4] D. B. Brown and J. Zhang, “Dynamic programs with shared resources and signals:
Dynamic fluid policies and asymptotic optimality,” Operations Research, vol. 70, no. 5,
pp. 3015–3033, 2022.

[5] ——, “Fluid policies, reoptimization, and performance guarantees in dynamic resource
allocation,” Operations Research, 2023.

[6] N. Gast, B. Gaujal, and K. Khun, “Testing indexability and computing Whittle and
gittins index in subcubic time,” Mathematical Methods of Operations Research, vol. 97,
pp. 391–436, 2023.

36



Asymptotically Optimal Policies for Weakly Coupled Markov Decision Processes Goldsztajn and Avrachenkov

[7] N. Gast, B. Gaujal, and C. Yan, “Exponential convergence rate for the asymptotic
optimality of Whittle index policy,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2012.09064, 2020.

[8] ——, “Exponential asymptotic optimality of Whittle index policy,” Queueing Systems,
vol. 104, no. 1, pp. 107–150, 2023.

[9] ——, “Linear program-based policies for restless bandits: Necessary and sufficient
conditions for (exponentially fast) asymptotic optimality,” Mathematics of Operations
Research, 2023.

[10] ——, “Reoptimization nearly solves weakly coupled markov decision processes,” 2024.

[11] N. Gast, D. Latella, and M. Massink, “A refined mean field approximation of syn-
chronous discrete-time population models,” Performance evaluation, vol. 126, pp. 1–
21, 2018.

[12] N. Gast and B. Van Houdt, “A refined mean field approximation,” Proceedings of the
ACM on Measurement and Analysis of Computing Systems, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 1–28,
2017.

[13] Y. Gocgun and A. Ghate, “Lagrangian relaxation and constraint generation for allo-
cation and advanced scheduling,” Computers & Operations Research, vol. 39, no. 10,
pp. 2323–2336, 2012.

[14] D. Goldsztajn, S. C. Borst, and J. S. H. van Leeuwaarden, “Fluid limits for interacting
queues in sparse dynamic graphs,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.13054, 2024.

[15] J. T. Hawkins, “A langrangian decomposition approach to weakly coupled dynamic
optimization problems and its applications,” Ph.D. dissertation, Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology, 2003.

[16] D. J. Hodge and K. D. Glazebrook, “On the asymptotic optimality of greedy index
heuristics for multi-action restless bandits,” Advances in Applied Probability, vol. 47,
no. 3, pp. 652–667, 2015.

[17] Y. Hong, Q. Xie, Y. Chen, and W. Wang, “Restless bandits with average reward:
Breaking the uniform global attractor assumption,” in Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, vol. 36. Curran Associates, Inc., 2023, pp. 12 810–12 844.

[18] ——, “When is exponential asymptotic optimality achievable in average-reward rest-
less bandits?” arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.17882, 2024.

[19] N. Meuleau, M. Hauskrecht, K.-E. Kim, L. Peshkin, L. P. Kaelbling, T. Dean, and
C. Boutilier, “Solving very large weakly coupled markov decision processes,” in Fif-
teenth National Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 1998, pp. 165–172.

37



Asymptotically Optimal Policies for Weakly Coupled Markov Decision Processes Goldsztajn and Avrachenkov

[20] J. Patrick, M. L. Puterman, and M. Queyranne, “Dynamic multipriority patient
scheduling for a diagnostic resource,” Operations research, vol. 56, no. 6, pp. 1507–
1525, 2008.

[21] M. L. Puterman, Markov decision processes: discrete stochastic dynamic programming.
John Wiley & Sons, 2014.

[22] M. Salemi Parizi, “Approximate dynamic programming for weakly coupled markov
decision processes with perfect and imperfect information,” Ph.D. dissertation, Uni-
versity of Washington, 2018.

[23] I. M. Verloop, “Asymptotically optimal priority policies for indexable and nonindex-
able restless bandits,” The Annals of Applied Probability, vol. 26, no. 4, pp. 1947–1995,
2016.

[24] R. R. Weber and G. Weiss, “On an index policy for restless bandits,” Journal of
Applied Probability, vol. 27, no. 3, pp. 637–648, 1990.

[25] P. Whittle, “Restless bandits: Activity allocation in a changing world,” Journal of
applied probability, vol. 25, pp. 287–298, 1988.

[26] G. Xiong, J. Li, and R. Singh, “Reinforcement learning for finite-horizon restless
multi-armed multi-action bandits,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.09855, 2021.

[27] C. Yan, “An optimal-control approach to infinite-horizon restless bandits: Achieving
asymptotic optimality with minimal assumptions,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.11913,
2024.

[28] G. Zayas-Caban, S. Jasin, and G. Wang, “An asymptotically optimal heuristic for
general nonstationary finite-horizon restless multi-armed, multi-action bandits,” Ad-
vances in Applied Probability, vol. 51, no. 3, pp. 745–772, 2019.

[29] X. Zhang and P. I. Frazier, “Restless bandits with many arms: Beating the central
limit theorem,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2107.11911, 2021.

38


	Introduction
	Overview of the main results
	Mean-field limit and asymptotic optimality
	Structure of optimal fluid controls

	Related work
	Organization of the paper

	Problem formulation
	Existence of optimal policies
	Fluid relaxation

	Asymptotic optimality
	Mean-field limit
	Asymptotic optimality result

	Fluid controls
	General constraints
	Inequality constraints
	Multi-armed restless bandits

	Examples
	Multiple actions and constraints
	Multi-armed restless bandits
	Counterexamples to Whittle index and LP-priority policies
	Counterexample to Follow-The-Virtual-Advice


	Concluding remarks
	Proofs of various results
	Details about the examples

