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Abstract

We explore the control of stochastic systems with potentially continuous state and action spaces,

characterized by the state dynamics Xt+1 = f(Xt, At,Wt). Here, X, A, and W represent the state,

action, and exogenous random noise processes, respectively, with f denoting a known function that de-

scribes state transitions. Traditionally, the noise process {Wt, t ≥ 0} is assumed to be independent and

identically distributed, with a distribution that is either fully known or can be consistently estimated.

However, the occurrence of distributional shifts, typical in engineering settings, necessitates the consid-

eration of the robustness of the policy. This paper introduces a distributionally robust stochastic control

paradigm that accommodates possibly adaptive adversarial perturbation to the noise distribution within

a prescribed ambiguity set. We examine two adversary models: current-action-aware and current-action-

unaware, leading to different dynamic programming equations. Furthermore, we characterize the optimal

finite sample minimax rates for achieving uniform learning of the robust value function across continuum

states under both adversary types, considering ambiguity sets defined by fk-divergence and Wasserstein

distance. Finally, we demonstrate the applicability of our framework across various real-world settings.

1 Introduction

Stochastic control formulations are extensively utilized in the modeling, design, and optimization of systems

influenced by probabilistic dynamics. These formulations play a crucial role across various fields within oper-

ations research and management disciplines. Notable applications of stochastic control can be seen in finance

[Merton, 1976], communication systems [Yüksel and Başar, 2013], manufacturing and operations manage-

ment [Tse and Grossglauser, 1997, Porteus, 2002], as well as energy systems [Foschini and Miljanic, 1993]. A

key aspect common to these applications is the use of a continuous state space, which provides a robust and

flexible environment for formulating complex system dynamics. This facilitates the development of realistic

dynamic models that accurately reflect the underlying systems, thereby enhancing system management and

operational efficiency.

The underlying state dynamics of a large class of stochastic control problems can be described by the

following recursion

Xt+1 = f(Xt, At,Wt). (1.1)

Here, Xt is the state of the system at time t, and {Wt : t ≥ 1} is a sequence of random variables that are

independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), representing the exogenous randomness that underlies the

stochasticity of the system. The action At taken at time t is based on the information that the controller
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has accumulated up to that point. Then, a reward r(Xt, At) is realized. The goal is to maximize the

cumulative infinite horizon α-discounted reward, for some α ∈ (0, 1). In this setting, it is well-known that

Markov policies, which base decisions solely on the current state Xt, are optimal. Furthermore, the dynamic

programming principle characterizes this optimality through the Bellman equation, describing the optimal

value function and an associated optimal Markov policy.

The Bellman equation can be equivalently expressed using transition probabilities, rather than relying on

the specific function f . This is the standard formulation in the theory of Markov Decision Processes (MDPs).

Although stochastic control and MDP formulations are equivalent in terms of modeling expressiveness and

optimization, assuming a known form of f , as we have in this paper, presents significant advantages for

statistical learning when the distribution of {Wt : t ≥ 0} is unknown. Specifically, this allows for simultaneous

learning across all states when the random variablesWt are observed. Fortunately, as listed above, there is a

wide range of learning and dynamic decision-making settings for which the stochastic control formulation is

natural. This is especially the case for environments with continuous state spaces, aligning with the objective

of this paper. The following overviews of examples will illustrate scenarios where these key features are

present. The detailed versions are presented in Section 5.

Example 1 (Portfolio management). We consider managing a portfolio of m assets. Xt ∈ Rm denotes the

portfolio at time t, where Xt,i is the dollar value of asset i at the beginning of time t. We can buy and sell

assets at the beginning of each time period. Let At ∈ Rm be our decision variables at t, representing the

dollar values of the trades. The state dynamics is Xt+1 =Wt(Xt+At), whereWt = diag(Rt) ∈ Rm×m is the

a diagonal matrix of asset returns Rt ∈ Rm. Here, Rt,i represents the return of the i-th asset from period t

to period t+ 1.

Example 2 (Service and manufacturing systems). We consider a simple service and manufacturing system

with make-to-order queues. Let Xn denote the waiting time of the n-th job, Wn the inter-arrival time

between the (n + 1)-th and the n-th job, and assume each job requires 1 unit of work. Let An be the

service rate chosen by the system manager for the n-th job. Then, the system dynamics can be written as

Xn+1 = (Xn + 1/An −Wn)
+.

However, in practice, the i.i.d. assumptions for the joint distributions of {Wt} will often be violated.

Challenges such as a correlated noise process, along with the presence of confounders and non-stationarities

in the environment, can significantly deteriorate policy performance in real deployment environments. These

issues serve as the motivation for adopting a distributionally robust stochastic control (DRSC) formulation.

The DRSC framework promotes policy robustness by setting up a dynamic game where the controller se-

lects an action at each time t, while another entity–the adversary–perturbs the distribution of Wt. The

introduction of the adversary serves as a strategic device that quantifies the worst-case risk associated with

model misspecifications. Although this formulation is natural to dynamic robust decision-making, the learn-

ing aspect within DRSC, particularly in continuous state space settings, has not yet been studied. To our

knowledge, this paper presents the first optimal sample complexity results for learning in such settings.∗

Unlike the robust control literature, which often leads to deterministic optimal controls [González-Trejo et al.,

2002], our study explores two distinct DRSC formulations where the adversary can be either current-action-

aware (CAA) or current-action-unaware (CAU). The key difference between these models lies in whether

the adversary has access to the controller’s realized action when deciding how to perturb Wt. The pres-

ence of deterministic optimal Markov controls and a corresponding Bellman equation are not guaranteed

under these conditions, especially when asymmetric information structures are present [Wang et al., 2023c].

Specifically, DRSC problems with CAU adversaries necessitate randomized policies to achieve optimal con-

trol. While these issues have been explored within the distributionally robust MDP (DRMDP) context

[Wiesemann et al., 2013, Wang et al., 2023c], there has been limited research focusing on differentiating

∗It is important to note that the field of Distributionally Robust Reinforcement Learning (DRRL), which is closely related,
is quite active. While discussing the differences, it is crucial to highlight two key distinctions: firstly, the function f is known
in our context, and secondly, much of the DRRL literature focuses on discrete state-action spaces.
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Table 1: Summary of our results on the statistical complexity of achieving minimax learning of the DRSC
value function in the uniform norm.

Ambiguity Set Type Action Space Sample Complexity Upper Bound Lower Bound

Wasserstein
CAA Continuum

Θ
(
n−1/2

) Theorem 1
Theorem 5

CAU Finite Theorem 3

fk-divergence
CAA Continuum

Θ̃
(
n− 1

k′∨2

)† Theorem 2
Theorem 6

CAU Finite Theorem 4

between CAA and CAU formulations in robust control settings, or on their implications for learning. Never-

theless, recognizing these distinctions is crucial from modeling, learning, and optimization perspectives. CAU

formulations typically result in less powerful adversaries, leading to less conservative controls, although they

may be challenging to learn and optimize. Conversely, the more conservative CAA formulations are better

suited for highly competitive environments. These modeling considerations are exemplified and discussed in

Section 5.

Our formulation contribution extends to establishing the existence of dynamic programming principles,

expressed as DR Bellman equations, for both CAA and CAU adversaries, which guarantee the optimality

of stationary Markov policies in the discounted infinite horizon setting. Although this contribution is fun-

damental, it is presented in the supplemental materials due to space constraints. Establishing this dynamic

programming principle lays the groundwork for the other main focus of our paper: the statistical complexity

of learning the DRSC values, which equal the solution of the corresponding Bellman equations, across a

continuous state space.

Our results on learning complexities involve two types of admissible adversarial decisions affecting the

distribution of {Wt : t ≥ 0}, characterized by Wasserstein distance and fk-divergence ambiguity sets. These

represent the main types of distributional ambiguity in the field of distributionally robust optimization.

Wasserstein ambiguity sets effectively capture model errors at the outcome level, while fk-divergence sets

hedge against misspecifications in the likelihood of possible outcomes. In Table 1, we provide a summary of

the sample complexity results for each of the four cases studied in the paper. The cases are based on the

visibility of the current action to the adversary (CAA vs. CAU) and the type of ambiguity sets (Wasserstein

distance vs. fk-divergence).

1.1 Literature Review

Distributionally robust stochastic control is not a new concept in the literature. Yang [2021] investigate

a setting aligned with our current-action-aware formulation, employing a Wasserstein uncertainty set. In

contrast, Petersen et al. [2000] consider an uncertainty set based on Kullback–Leibler divergence. For linear

systems, where f is linear on Xt,At, and Wt, distributionally robust stochastic control has been explored by

several authors [Taskesen et al., 2024, Kim and Yang, 2023, Han, 2023, Kotsalis et al., 2021]. Nonetheless,

existing research predominantly focuses on characterizations of the optimal policies or the development of

tractable optimization methods. In our study, we address the statistical complexity associated with the

learning problem.

Our work is also closely related to the literature on DRMDPs and distributionally robust reinforce-

ment learning (DRRL). Various formulations are explored in Iyengar [2005], Nilim and El Ghaoui [2005],

González-Trejo et al. [2002], Le Tallec [2007], Xu and Mannor [2010], Wiesemann et al. [2013], Wang et al.

[2023c], Goyal and Grand-Clément [2023], Li and Shapiro [2023]. Statistical complexities for associated

DRRL problems are subsequently developed in Zhou et al. [2021], Panaganti and Kalathil [2021], Yang et al.

†The Θ̃ suppress a gap of
√

logn.
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[2021], Shi and Chi [2022], Xu et al. [2023], Shi et al. [2023], Blanchet et al. [2023], Liu et al. [2022], Wang et al.

[2023a,b], Yang et al. [2023]. However, our formulation of DRSC differs as we assume a known state recur-

sion form f driven by an unknown random variable W , whereas in DRMDP, the full transition probabilities

need to be learned. This difference leads to a significant difference in sample complexities. We can derive

minimax optimal sample complexities, even in continuous state and action spaces.

Remarks on Paper Organizations

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 outlines the formulations of the DRSC

problems and the corresponding dynamic programming principles, with a focus on both CAA and CAU

adversaries. Sections 3 and 4 present the upper and lower bounds of the sample complexities, respectively.

Finally, Section 5 presents two applications within our framework to demonstrate its effectiveness in modeling

real-world problems.

2 Dynamic Programming and Bellman Equation

In this section, we provide a minimal self-consistent introduction to our formulation of the distributionally

robust stochastic optimal control problem and its corresponding dynamic programming theory. The fully

rigorous construction is provided in Appendix A. Our focus here is on the infinite horizon discounted reward

setting. It should be noted that a DRSC formulation for finite horizon systems naturally arises from the

same principles.

We consider Polish (i.e. complete separable metric spaces) state, action, and noise measurable spaces

(X,X ), (A,A), (W,W) equipped with the Borel σ-fields generated by open sets. Let P(W) and P(A) denote

the set of probability measures on the action and noise spaces, endowed with the topology of weak conver-

gence. We also consider a known state dynamic function f : X×A×W → X given in (1.1), a known reward

function r : X× A → R+, and a discount factor α ∈ (0, 1).

Let Q ⊂ P(A) and P ⊂ P(W) be arbitrary Borel measurable subsets. Here, Q and P represent the

admissible decision sets of the controller and the adversary, respectively. Based on Q and P , we construct

admissible policy classes Π(Q) and Γ(P) of the controller and adversary, respectively. As we will rigorously

develop in the Appendix A, the admissible control policy class Π(Q) of the controller will always be a proper

subset of the history-dependent Q-constrained policy class:

Π(Q) ⊂ ΠH(Q) := {π = (π0, π1, · · · ) : πt(da|ht) ∈ Q, ∀ht = (x0, a0, · · · , at−1, xt)} .

Intuitively, the controller decides a sequence of the conditional distribution of current action At given the

history until the last visible state xt.

Similarly, adversary’s admissible policy class Γ(P) is a subset

Γ(P) ⊂ ΓH := {γ = (γ0, γ1, · · · ) : γt(dw|gt) ∈ P , ∀gt = (x0, a0, · · · , xt, at)} .

The adversarial policy π ∈ Γ(P) determines the conditional distribution of Wt given the history until the

last visible state action pair xt, at, for each and every t ≥ 0.

For any given pair of controller and adversarial policy (π, γ) ∈ Π(Q) × Γ(P) and an initial distribution

µ ∈ P(X ), the distribution of the state and action process (X,A) is uniquely determined, see (A.2). We

denote the expectation under this distribution as Eπ,γµ . Then, we define the DRSC value under initial

distribution µ and controller’s and adversarial policy classes Π(Q) and Γ(P) as

v∗(µ,Π(Q),Γ(P)) := sup
π∈Π(Q)

inf
γ∈Γ(P)

Eπ,γµ

∞∑

t=1

αtr(Xt, At). (2.1)
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In order for the DRSC value to satisfy a dynamic programming principle, i.e. a Bellman equation,

regularity conditions for the reward r and the state transition function f are necessary.

Assumption 1. Assume that r : X × A → R+ is non-negative r∨-bounded (i.e. 0 ≤ r(x, a) ≤ r∨, ∀x, a)
uniformly continuous and f : X×A×W → X is uniformly continuous. Furthermore, the controller can take

on deterministic decisions; i.e. Q ⊃
{
δ{a} : a ∈ A

}
.

Remark. It is straightforward to generalize all the subsequent results in this paper to the case where the

reward at time t is r(Xt, At,Wt) which depends on the adversarial noise Wt. Moreover, for the dynamic

programming part, the boundedness of reward and uniform continuities can be significantly weakened to

the satisfaction of some growth conditions and semi-continuities [González-Trejo et al., 2002]. However, to

study the minimax statistical complexity, which is one of the main goals of the paper, we need even stronger

conditions (e.g. uniform Lipschitz continuity) as in Assumption 2 and 3. Although relaxing the assumptions

to be as general as possible while retaining a dynamic programming theory is of great theoretical value, our

focus here is to develop a rigorous theoretical framework that allows us to study the statistical complexities

of learning a DRSC. Hence, we adopt these more restrictive assumptions that are easy to work with.

Current-Action-Aware Adversary

Observe that, by our construction, a general adversarial decision γt at time t can be dependent on the

entire history gt = (x0, a0, · · · , xt, at). In particular, the conditional distribution of Wt given history and

different realizations of At could be different. In other words, the adversary is aware of the current action,

hence the name current-action-aware adversary, and can use this information to harm the performance of

the controller. This could be a reasonable model for settings in which ambiguity or non-Markov response

arises from the system’s reaction to the control inputs. One such application setting of particular practical

importance is the portfolio optimization problem, where policy robustness is extremely valuable.

For CAA adversaries, we consider the following distributionally robust Bellman equation.

Definition 1 (Current-Action-Aware Bellman Equation). We define the following fixed point equation as

the Bellman equation for current-action-aware adversaries.

u(x) = sup
φ∈Q

∫

A

r(x, a) + α inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

u(f(x, a, w))ψ(dw)φ(da)

= sup
a∈A

r(x, a) + α inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

u(f(x, a, w))ψ(dw) =: T (u)(x)

(2.2)

We will show in Proposition 2.1 that, under Assumption 1, the CAA Bellman equation (2.2) has a unique

bounded solution u∗. Moreover, in the full discussion of the DRSC framework in Appendix A, we will

rigorously establish the dynamic programming principles under which the DRSC value in (2.1) is equal to

u∗.

Current-Action-Unaware Adversary

Although CAA adversaries give rise to natural distributionally robust control models in various important

applications, there are settings for which the noise is considered as exogenous inputs to the system that are

independent of the current action of the controller. For example, in the make-to-order manufacturing setting,

to achieve robust planning, it might be reasonable to assume the presence of adversarial inter-arrival time

given the previous completion times. However, assuming that the inter-arrival times can adversely relate

to the service rate could lead to an overly conservative optimal policy, leading to a diminished value in the

deployment environment where the interarrival time is independent of the service assignment.
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To address this potential issue and increase the versatility of our framework we consider an adversary

that cannot observe the current action. Concretely, an adversarial decision γ̄t at time t is said to be current-

action-unaware (CAU) if for any history ht = (x0, a0, · · · , xt) and (ht, a) = (x0, a0, · · · , xt, a), we have that

γ̄t(dw|ht, a) = γ̄(dw|ht, a′) for all a, a′ ∈ A. In other words, the conditional distribution of Wt given the

history is independent of the current action At. Note that will use the ”overline” notation to signify the CAU

setting. We remark that in the DRMDP literature, this behavior is captured by S-rectangular adversaries,

see Wiesemann et al. [2013], Wang et al. [2023c] and the reference therein.

For CAU adversaries, we define the following distributionally robust Bellman equation.

Definition 2 (Current-Action-Unaware Bellman Equation). We define the following fixed point equation

as the Bellman equation for current-action-unaware adversaries.

ū(x) = sup
φ∈Q

inf
ψ∈P

∫

A×W

r(x, a) + αū(f(x, a, w))φ × ψ(da, dw) =: T (ū)(x) (2.3)

Again, we will rigorously establish the dynamic programming principles in the full discussion of the DRSC

framework in Appendix A.

With these formulation and modeling considerations in mind, we are ready to establish the existence and

uniqueness of solutions to the proposed Bellman equation in the following Proposition 2.1. Throughout the

paper, we use ‖·‖ to denote the supremum norm. Let Ub(X) denote the space of uniformly bounded continuous

functions on X, which is a Banach space under ‖·‖. For notation simplicity, we define β := (1− α)−1.

Proposition 2.1. Suppose Assumption 1 is in force. The Bellman equations (2.2) and (2.3) have unique

fixed points u∗ and ū∗ in Ub(X), respectively. Moreover, ‖u∗‖ , ‖ū∗‖ ≤ βr∨.

Combining Proposition 2.1 with the dynamic programming theory in Appendix A.3, we see that learning

optimal DRSC value and hence a robust control can be achieved by finding a good approximation to the

solutions of (2.2) and (2.3) in CAA and CAU settings, respectively.

3 Upper Bounds on Statistical Complexity

In Definitions 3 and 4, we first introduce Wasserstein distance and fk-divergence ambiguity sets. We fix a

measure µ0 ∈ P(W) as the center of the ambiguity sets, which is only accessible from samples.

Definition 3 (Wasserstein distance ambiguity sets). Let c : W ×W → R+ s.t. c(w,w) = 0 for all w ∈ W.

The Wasserstein distance for µ, ν ∈ P(W) with transportation cost function c is defined as

Wc(µ, ν) := inf
ξ∈Ξ(µ,ν)

∫

W×W

cdξ,

where Ξ(µ, ν) is the set of probability measures on W×W s.t. ξ(·,W) = µ and ξ(W, ·) = ν for all ξ ∈ Ξ(µ, ν).

The Wasserstein distance constrained ambiguity set of adversarial decisions with cost c, transport budget δ

and center µ0 is P = {µ :Wc(µ, µ0) ≤ δ}.

Definition 4 (fk-divergence ambiguity sets). For k > 1 and probability measures µ≪ µ0 in P(W), let

fk(t) :=
tk − kt+ k − 1

k(k − 1)
, Dfk(µ‖µ0) :=

∫

W

fk

(
dµ

dµ0

)
dµ0.

Then, the fk-divergence constrained ambiguity set of adversarial decisions with center µ0 and radius δ is

P = {µ≪ µ0 : Dfk(µ‖µ0) ≤ δ}.

For both the Wasserstein distance and fk-divergence settings, we let P̂ do denote the n-sample em-

pirical measure-centered version of the ambiguity sets; i.e. one that replaces µ0 with µ̂ where µ̂(·) :=

6



1
n

∑n
i=1 1 {Wi ∈ ·} for i.i.d. Wi ∼ µ0. Further, we denote the CAA/CAU empirical Bellman operator as

T/T, where P in the definition (2.2)/(2.3) is replaced by P̂ , i.e.,

T(u)(x) := sup
a∈A

r(x, a) + α inf
ψ∈P̂

∫

W

u(f(x, a, w))ψ(dw),

T(ū)(x) := sup
φ∈Q

inf
ψ∈P̂

∫

A×W

r(x, a) + αū(f(x, a, w))φ × ψ(da, dw).

Then, the empirical versions of (2.2) and (2.3) are T(u)(x) = u(x) and T(ū)(x) = ū(x).

Proposition 3.1. Let u′ and û be the solution to the population and empirical versions of (2.2) or (2.3);

let T ′ and T′ denote the corresponding population and empirical Bellman operators. Then, the estimation

error in uniform norm is upper bounded by

‖û− u′‖ ≤ β ‖T′(u′)− T ′(u′)‖ .

In the following two sections, we establish statistical complexity upper bounds for learning the opti-

mal DRSC value uniformly under CAA and CAU adversary models. In both cases, we consider both the

Wasserstein distance and fk-divergence-based adversarial ambiguity set. Our focus here is to obtain a tight

convergence rate in n.

3.1 The Current-Action-Aware Case

We begin by clarifying notations and stating the assumptions under which our statistical analysis is carried

out. For set S ⊂ Rd, let diam(S) := supx,y∈S |x − y|, where | · | denotes the Euclidean distance. For the

CAA adversary case, we assume the following.

Assumption 2. Assume the following conditions:

1. The spaces X ⊂ RdX ,A ⊂ RdA ,W ⊂ RdW are equipped with the Euclidean distance. The state and action

spaces are bounded: diam(A), diam(X) <∞.

2. To simplify notation, we require Assumption 1 to hold with r∨ = 1.

3. The mapping (x, a) → u∗(f(x, a, ·)) uniform ℓ-Lipschitz, i.e.

|u∗(f(x, a, y))− u∗(f(x′, a′, y))| ≤ ℓ(|x− x′|+ |a− a′|).

In the following Theorems 1 and 2, u∗ and û are solutions to (2.2) with corresponding Wasserstein and

fk adversarial ambiguity sets P and P̂ centered at µ0 and µ̂, respectively.

Theorem 1 (Wasserstein distance constrained CAA adversary). Suppose Assumption 2 is in force. Also,

assume that the cost is c∨-bounded; i.e. supw,y∈W c(w, y) ≤ c∨. Then, with P = {µ :Wc(µ, µ0) ≤ δ},

‖û− u∗‖ ≤
(
32

√
παβD∨

√
dX + dA + 1+

√
2αβ3/2

√
log

1

η

)
n− 1

2

w.p. at least 1− η. Here, D∨ := ℓ(diam(X) + diam(A)) + c∨δ
−1β + 1.

Remark. Employing the chaining technique, we eliminate an extra logn factor. This is at a cost of trans-

forming root-log-diameters (c.f. Theorem 2) into linear diameter dependence. Retaining the logn allows

reducing this to root-log-diameters.

For notation simplicity, define k′ := k/(k − 1), ck(δ) := (1 + k(k1)δ)1/k, and a ∨ b = max {a, b}

7



Theorem 2 (fk-divergence constrained CAA adversary). Suppose Assumption 2 is in force. Then, with

P = {µ≪ µ0 : Dfk(µ‖µ0) ≤ δ}, when n ≥ 3 ∨ k

‖û− u∗‖ ≤ 30β2n− 1
k′∨2 ck(ρ)

2

(
ck(ρ)

ck(ρ)− 1
∨ 2

)(
1

k
+

√
D + log

1

η
+ 2(dX + dA) logn

)

w.p. at least 1− η. Here, D := dX log (1 + 3ℓdiam(X)) + dA log (1 + 3ℓdiam(A)).

3.2 The Current-Action-Unaware Case

For the CAU adversary case, we will operate under the following Assumption.

Assumption 3. Assume the following conditions:

1. X ⊂ RdX ,W ⊂ RdW are equipped with the Euclidean distance with diam(X) <∞.

2. The action space A is finite, equipped with the 0-1 distance; i.e. d(a, a′) = 1 {a = a′}.

3. Assumption 1 hold with r∨ = 1.

4. The mapping (x, a) → u∗(f(x, a, ·)) uniform ℓ-Lipschitz, i.e.

|u∗(f(x, a, y))− u∗(f(x′, a′, y))| ≤ ℓ(|x− x′|+ 1 {a = a′}).

Remark. As we will discuss in Appendix C.4, our proof will generalize to continuum action spaces under

additional covering number requirements, yielding n−1/2 convergence rates in those settings. However, in

this paper, for CAU adversaries, we will focus on the cases where |A| < ∞ to get concrete dependencies on

the dimensions, diameters, and the size of the action space. However, it is not clear to us if the same rate

can be achieved in the CAU setting if, for example, A ⊂ Rd is compact and Q = P(A). This is a limitation

of this work to be addressed by future research.

In the following Theorems 3 and 4, ū∗ and û are solutions to (2.3) with corresponding Wasserstein and

fk adversarial ambiguity sets P and P̂ centered at µ0 and µ̂, respectively.

Theorem 3 (Wasserstein distance constrained CAU adversary). Suppose Assumption 3 is in force. Also,

assume that the cost is c∨-bounded. Then, with P = {µ :Wc(µ, µ0) ≤ δ},

‖û− ū∗‖ ≤
(
32

√
παβD∨

√
dX + |A|+ 1 +

√
2αβ3/2

√
log

1

η

)
n−1/2

w.p. at least 1− η. Here, D∨ := ℓdiam(X) + 2β + c∨δ
−1β + 1.

Theorem 4 (fk-divergence constrained CAU adversary). Suppose Assumption 3 is in force. Then, with

P = {µ≪ µ0 : Dfk(µ‖µ0) ≤ δ}, when n ≥ 3 ∨ k

‖û− u∗‖ ≤ 30β2n− 1
k′∨2 ck(ρ)

2

(
ck(ρ)

ck(ρ)− 1
∨ 2

)(
1

k
+

√
D + log

1

η
+ 2(dX + |A|) logn

)

w.p. at least 1− η. Here, D := dX log (1 + 3ℓdiam(X)) + |A| log (1 + 6β).

4 Lower Bounds on Finite Sample Minimax Risks

In this section, we study lower bounds on the finite sample minimax risk associated with learning DRSC values

for both CAA and CAU adversary models. We demonstrate lower bounds that match the corresponding

convergence rate upper bounds specified in the previous section.
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Before we establish our lower bounds, we first introduce the finite sample minimax risk considered by

this paper. For given value operator K : P(W) → C(X) and a class of probability measures U ⊂ P(W), we

define the n-sample minimax risk over U of uniformly learning K(µ) as

Mn(U ,K) = inf
K

sup
µ∈U

Eµn sup
x∈X

|K(W1, · · · ,Wn)(x)−K(µ)(x)|

where µn = µ × · · · × µ is the n-fold product measure, and the first infimum is taken over all measurable

functions K : Wn → C(X).

As we will discuss in detail later, the operator K maps the center µ of the Wasserstein distance and fk-

divergence constrained adversarial ambiguity sets to the solution of the Bellman equations (2.2) and (2.3).

According to the dynamic programming principles outlined in Appendix A.3, this solution corresponds to the

DRSC control value. Therefore, Mn(U ,K) represents the error incurred by the optimal learning algorithm

(in terms of uniform performance over all centers of the ambiguity sets in U) for the DRSC control value

when the sample size is n. To match the rate in the previous upper bounds, it is sufficient to consider U as

the family of Bernoulli distributions with parameter p ∈ [0, 1].

Concretely, to establish our lower bound, we consider an instance with infinitely smooth reward and

transition function s.t. the minimax risk associated with learning DRSC values has lower bounds that match

the convergence rate of upper bounds in Theorem 1-4.

Sepcifically, let X = A = W = [−1, 1], f(x, a, w) = w, and r(x, a) = x. For fixed controller and adversarial

ambiguity set, the value operator is the mapping K(µ) = u∗, where u∗ is the solution to (2.2) with µ0 replaced

by µ. Since f and r are independent of a, u∗ = ū∗ is also the solution to (2.3).

Lemma 1. Given adversarial ambiguity set P, the solution to (2.2) and (2.3) are

u∗(x) = ū∗(x) = x+ β inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

wψ(dw). (4.1)

Using this instance, we have the following lower bounds.

Theorem 5 (Lower bound for W2-distance-constrained Adversary). Let P = {µ :Wc(µ, µ0) ≤ δ} with

c(x, y) = |x− y|2. The minimax risk of learning u∗ or ū∗ over any U ⊃
{
µ = pδ{1} + (1− p)δ{0} : p ∈ [0, 1]

}

is lower bounded by

Mn(U ,K) ≥ β

32
n− 1

2 .

Remark. We state the theorem only in terms of the W2 distance. This is just for the convenience of

calculations. It is not hard to see from the proof that using a Taylor expansion argument, for Wp distances

with c(x, y) = |x − y|p, we have the same n−1/2 rate, matching that in Theorem 1 and 3. Also, upon

investigating the proof, one will find that the minimax risk of estimating the value function at one single

x has the same lower bound on the rate.

Theorem 6 (Lower bound for fk-divergence-constrained Adversary). Let P = {µ≪ µ0 : Dfk(µ‖µ0) ≤ δ}.
Then there exist constants C1(k, δ) and C2(k, δ) that only depend on k, δ s.t. whenever n ≥ C1(k, δ), the

minimax risk of learning u∗ or ū∗ over any U ⊃
{
µ = pδ{1} + (1 − p)δ{0} : p ∈ [0, 1]

}
is lower bounded by

Mn(U ,K) ≥ C2(k, δ)βn
− 1

k′∨2 .

Remark. The constants C1(k, δ) and C2(k, δ) are given in the proof in Appendix D.3. This matches the

convergence rate up to a
√
logn in Theorem 2 and 4. Again, estimating the value function at one single x

has the same lower bound.
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5 Applications

In this section, we map two applications in finance and engineering into our DRSC framework. Specifically,

Section 5.1 outlines a multi-period portfolio optimization problem where market returns may react adver-

sarially to specific actions. Section 5.2 examines a service optimization problem in make-to-order systems,

where the distributions of inter-arrival times may be misspecified.

5.1 Portfolio Optimization

We manage a portfolio of m assets where the time is divided into discrete time periods t = 1, 2, ... (not

necessarily uniformly spaced in real time). Xt ∈ Rm denotes the portfolio (or vector of positions) at time t,

where Xt,i is the dollar value of asset i at the beginning of time period t: Xt,i > 0 and Xt,i < 0 mean a long

position and a short position in asset i, respectively.

The dollar value is computed using the current reference price for each asset, which can differ from the

current bid or ask price. A reasonable choice is the mid-price between bid and ask‡. One of the assets can be

the risk-free asset (i.e. cash), and for convenience designate asset n as the riskless asset (i.e., cash), initially

assumed to be non-negative.

We can buy and sell assets at the beginning of each time period. Let At ∈ Rm, t = 0, 1, . . . be our

decision variables at t, which is the dollar values of the trades: At,i > 0 or At,i < 0 means buying or

selling asset i at the beginning of time period t, respectively. For simplicity, we assume that there is no

contribution of capital. However, one can consume the portfolio by having a total sale that is higher than

the total purchase; i.e. 1⊤At ≤ 0 where 1 ∈ Rn is the column vector of all 1’s. Therefore, the consumption

is Ct = −1⊤At ≥ 0, which is the cash amount taken out from the portfolio. As such, the self-financing

constraint (in the absence of any transaction costs) becomes 1TAt + Ct = 0. Hence, it suffices to consider

the action space A :=
{
a ∈ Rm : 1⊤a ≤ 0

}
, and Q = P(A), as the consumption Ct = −1TAt is determined

by a feasible investment At.

At the beginning of the next period, we have Xt+1 =Wt(Xt+At), where Wt = diag(Rt) ∈ Rm×m is the

matrix of asset returns, and Rt,i is the return of the i-th asset from period t to period t+ 1.

We assume that the decision maker is endowed with a utility function U : R+ → R, which is concave and

non-decreasing. Then, taking action At will incur an instantaneous reward utility r(Xt, At) = U(−1⊤At).

The performance of the policy is measured in terms of the expected infinite horizon discounted total utilities.

As motivated before, in a dynamic portfolio optimization environment, there might be a non-trivial

(typically adversarial) market response in reaction to the change in portfolio position induced by current

action At. Therefore, a CAA adversary could be a reasonable model for robust dynamic decision-making

in this context. Thus, given i.i.d. data {Rt ∈ Rm, t = 1, · · ·n}, we build can build Wasserstein distance or

fk-divergence ambiguity set P̂ from the empirical measure µ̂ induced by the data. Then, we estimate the

DRSC control value by solving (2.2) with P̂ .

5.2 Service and Manufacturing Systems

Following Example 2, we consider a make-to-order systems. The goal is to minimize discounted sum of

Waiting time by dynamically adjusting the service rate. The cost of service rates is denoted as c(An), where

c(·) is an increasing function. Therefore, the reward function can be written as r(Xn, An) = −Xn − c(An).

And recall the state recursion is Xn+1 = (Xn + 1/An −Wn)
+.

Here the randomness came from the inter-arrival times {Wn}. The standard queueing theory assumes

the demand W1,W2, . . . ,Wn, . . . are i.i.d.. In practice, however, the distribution of Wn is often unknown,

and the demand sequence W1,W2, . . . ,Wn, . . . is non-i.i.d. and non-stationary. For example, an empir-

ical study [Kim and Whitt, 2014] and a publicly available dataset from a US bank call center, ”Data-

MOCCA” [Trofimov et al., 2006], indicate that arrivals at call centers and hospitals exhibit significant time-

‡Other, more refined choices exist, such as the volume-weighted average of the bid and ask prices.
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of-day and day-of-week effects. Therefore, it is important to model this ambiguity using our distributionally

robust framework. In this framework, we use adversaries to model all possible inter-arrival (joint) distribu-

tions the system manager may face. It is natural to use a CAU adversary, as this inter-arrival time should

not depend on the manager’s service decision.
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A Formulations of Distributionally Robust Stochastic Control

Let X,A,W be Polish spaces and (X,X ), (A,A), (W,W) equip them with the Borel σ-fields. Let P(A) and

P(W) be the set of probability measures on (A,A) and (W,W), respectively. Endow them with the topology

of weak convergence; i.e. µn ⇒ µ if
∫
fdµn →

∫
fdµ for all bounded continuous f . Then, P(A) and P(W)

are separable, as (A,A) and (W,W) are separable.

We now present our distributionally robust stochastic control formulation. Let Ω = X× (A×W)Z+ and

F is the σ-field generated by cylinder sets. A canonical element ω ∈ Ω is ω = (x0, a0, w0, a1, w1 · · ·at, wt · · · ),
x0 ∈ X, wk ∈ W, and ak ∈ A, ∀k ≥ 0.

Let W := {Wt : t ≥ 0} and A := {At : t ≥ 0} be the processes of point evaluation of {wt : t ≥ 0} and

{at : t ≥ 0}, respectively; i.e.
Wt(ω) = wt, At(ω) = at.

Finally, define the process X := {Xt : t ≥ 0} by the stochastic recursion X0(ω) = x0 and for each t ≥ 0

Xt+1 = f(Xt, At,Wt).

We refer to X as the controlled state process, A as the action process, and W as the exogenous noise

process. In the classical stochastic control setting, a typical assumption is that the noise process W consists

of i.i.d. Wt under any probability measure of interest on (Ω,F). In our setting, however, the adversary can

dynamically perturb the distribution of Wt based on some or all historical information, potentially making

it a general stochastic process with arbitrary dependent structure.

A.1 Admissible Policies

In this section, we rigorously formulate the controller and adversarial policies under the DR Stochastic control

framework. We formulate the the controller and the adversary policies so that, collectively, they will give rise

to a unique probability measure on (Ω,F). At a high level, for each and every t ≥ 0, the controller and the

adversary choose the conditional distributions of At and Wt respectively, given their available information.

Let us define the following notations. For measures µ, ν on (C, C), we write µ(dc) = ν(dc) if µ(C) = ν(C)

for all C ∈ C.
For t ≥ 0, define controller’s history

Ht := {ht = (x0, a0, · · · , at−1, xt) : xk ∈ X, ak ∈ A, ∀k} .

and the adversarial history

Gt := {gt = (x0, a0, · · · , xt, at) : xk ∈ X, ak ∈ A, ∀k} .

For convenience, we let H−1 = G−1 = ∅.

Define the history random elements

Ht(ω) := ht = (x0, a0, · · · , xt) ∈ Ht and Gt(ω) := gt = (x0, a0, · · · , xt, at) ∈ Gt

where xk+1 = f(xk, ak, wk) for k = 1, · · · , t− 1, recursively.

Admissible Controller’s Policies

A decision of the controller πt at time t is a (product space) Borel measurable function πt : Ht → P(A).

This is seen as the conditional distribution of At given history Ht = ht, hence we write πt(da|ht). A policy

of the controller π = (π0, π1, · · · ) is a sequence of decisions. The largest possible policy class under this
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framework is the the history-dependent unconstrained controller’s policy class:

ΠH := {π = (π0, π1, · · · ) : πt ∈ m {Ht → P(A)}}

where m {Ht → P(A)} denote the set of Borel measureable functions.

To increase the modeling flexibility of our DR stochastic control framework, we consider constraints on

the controller in terms of information availability and admissible set of controller’s decisions.

We say that a controller’s policy π = (π0, π1, · · · ) is Markov if for each and every t ≥ 0,

πt(da|gt−1, xt) = πt(da|g′t−1, xt)

for any gt−1, g
′
t−1 ∈ Gt−1 and xt ∈ X; i.e. given xt, the distribution of the action is independent of the

history gt−1. Therefore, through an abuse of notation, we can write πt(da|x) when the decision is Markov.

Denote the set of Markov controller’s policies by ΠM.

Moreover, π is said to be time-homogeneous (or stationary Markov) if

πt(da|gt−1, x) = πs(da|g′s−1, x)

for every s, t ≥ 0 and gt−1 ∈ Gt−1, g
′
s−1 ∈ Gs−1 and x ∈ X; i.e. π is Markov and invariant in time. As

in the Markov case, we can write π(da|x) when the decision is time-homogeneous. We denote the set of

time-homogeneous controller’s policies by ΠS.

We further allow the controller to be constrain to choose its decision πt(da|ht) ∈ Q from a admissible

subset Q ⊂ P(A) that is Borel measureable. This can be done under any information structures defined

above. We denote such constrained controller with the corresponding information availability as ΠU(Q)

where U = H,M, S.

Admissible Adversarial Policies

A decision of the adversary γt at time t is a measurable function γt : Gt → P(W), where we write γt(dw|gt)
and note that it signifies the conditional distribution of Wt given Gt = gt. An adversarial policy γ =

(γ0, γ1, · · · ) is a sequence of adversarial decisions. This forms the the history-dependent unconstrained

adversary’s policy class:

ΓH := {γ = (γ0, γ1, · · · ) : γt ∈ m {Gt → P(W)}} .

We define an adversary’s policy to be Markov if γt(da|gt−1, xt, at) = γt(da|g′t−1, xt, at) for any gt−1, g
′
t−1 ∈

Gt−1 and xt ∈ X, at ∈ A. Further, an adversary’s policy is time-homogeneous (or stationary Markov) if

γt(da|gt−1, x, a) = γs(da|g′s−1, x, a) for every s, t ≥ 0 and gt−1 ∈ Gt−1, g
′
s−1 ∈ Gs−1 and x ∈ X, a ∈ A. As

in the controller setting, we write γt(dw|x, a) and γ(dw|x, a) for Markov and time-homogeneous adversary

decisions, respectively. Denote the Markov and time-homogeneous adversarial policy classes by ΓM and ΓS,

respectively.

As for the controller’s case, we allow the adversary to be constrain to choose γt(da|gt) ∈ P from a

admissible subset P ⊂ P(W) that is Borel measureable. We denote such constrained adversarial policy

classes with the corresponding information availability as ΓU(P) where U = H,M, S.

Remark. Notice that in this model, the history-dependent controller cannot directly use the realized ac-

tion wt of the adversary to make its decision. This should be compared to the stochastic game settings

González-Trejo et al. [2002] in which either player observes the action of the other and makes a decision

based on such observation. However, this model can include the settings for which both players see the

action of each other by considering a new state process zt = (xt, wt−1) and defining the state space and

histories using zt instead of xt.

We also note that in general settings for which the modeler decides to construct f so that Wk−1 /∈ σ(Xk)

for each k ≤ t. Then, this is as if the adversary cannot use its historical actions {Wk : k ≤ t− 1} to decide
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the distribution of the current action Wt.

Current-Action-Unaware Adversary

Consider adversarial policy γ = (γ0, γ1, · · · ) ∈ ΓH. Because in general, the distribution of Wt depends on

the current action at through gt, i.e. Wt ∼ γt(dw|gt), we say that they are current-action-aware (CAA).

However, in many settings, the adversary cannot base its decision on the current action at. Such adversary

is characterized by the following concept of current-action-unaware (CAU) decisions.

We say that a adversary’s decision γt is current-action-unaware if

γt(dw|gt) = γt(dw|ht, a′) (A.1)

for all a′ ∈ A, where gt = (ht, at). Then the set of history dependent current-action-unaware adversary with

constraint set P is a subset ΓH ⊂ ΓH defined by

ΓH(P) := {γ = (γ0, γ1, · · · ) : γt ∈ m {Gt → P} , γt(dw|gt) = γt(dw|ht, a′), ∀a′ ∈ A}

When γ is independent of the current action, we write γ̄t(dw|ht) := γt(dw|ht, a). Hence, we have γ̄ =

(γ̄0, γ̄1, · · · ) ∈ ΓH(P).

This can be easily generalized to the Markov and time-homogeneous settings by ΓM(P) := ΓH(P)∩ΓM(P)

and ΓS(P) := ΓH(P) ∩ ΓS(P), consisting of Markov and time-homogeneous policies for which the decision

at any time is current-action-unaware as defined in (A.1).

A.2 The Distributionally Robust Stochastic Control Problem

Given an initial distribution µ0 on P(X ) and a pair of controller’s and adversary’s policy (π, γ), define a

probability measure P π,γµ on Ω as follows. For cylinder sets of the form

Ct := B0 × Y0 × · · · ×Bt × Yt × A×W× A×W · · ·

for some Bk ∈ A and Yk ∈ W for each k ≤ t, define

P π,γµ (Ct) :=

∫

X

∫

B0

∫

Y0

∫

B1

· · ·
∫

Yt

γt(dwt|gt) · · ·π1(da1|h1)γ0(dw0|g0)π0(da0|h0)µ0(dx0). (A.2)

This uniquely extends to a probability measure on (Ω,F). Let Eπ,γµ denote the expectation under P π,γµ .

The distributionally robust stochastic control (DRSC) paradigm under this formulation where an adver-

sary perturbs the exogenous driving randomness aims to find the infinite horizon discounted maxmin value

function

v∗(µ,Π,Γ) := sup
π∈Π

inf
γ∈Γ

Eπ,γµ

∞∑

t=1

αtr(Xt, At) (A.3)

subject to Xk+1 = f(Xk, Ak,Wk), ∀k. Here, the admissible policy classes Π,Γ are Π = ΠU(Q) and Γ =

ΓU(P),ΓU(P) where U = H,M, S. This is the rigorous version of (2.1).

For simplicity, we write v∗(x,Π,Γ) := v∗(δ{x},Π,Γ), and v∗(Π,Γ) can be seen as a function x →
v∗(x,Π,Γ).

A.3 Dynamic Programming

In this section, we show that the solutions to the distributional robust Bellman equations (2.2) and (2.3)

will correspond to the DRSC value (A.3).
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Theorem 7 (Dynamic Programming for CAA Adversaries). Suppose Assumption 1 is in force, then u∗ =

v∗(Π(Q),Γ(P)) for each and every one of the 9 pairings Π(Q) = ΠH(Q),ΠM(Q),ΠS(Q) and Γ(P) =

ΓH(P),ΓM(P),ΓS(P).

Theorem 8 (Dynamic Programming for CAU Adversaries). Suppose Assumption 1 is in force, then there

is a unique bounded continuous solution ū∗ to (2.3). Moreover, ū∗ is the optimal DRSC values

ū∗ = v∗(ΠH(Q),ΓH(P))

= v∗(ΠM(Q),ΓH(P)) = v∗(ΠM(Q),ΓM(P))

= v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓH(P)) = v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓM(P)) = v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓS(P)).

Remark. The equality v∗(ΠH(Q),ΓH(P)) = v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓH(P)) and v∗(ΠM(Q),ΓM(P)) = v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓM(P))

implies time-homogeneous (or stationary Markov) policies are optimal for history-dependent and Markov

adversary.

A history-dependent version of Theorem 7 is established in González-Trejo et al. [2002]. In this paper,

we will prove the more technically interesting Theorem 8. The proof of the rest of the Theorem 7 can be

easily achieved by adapting the same proof techniques to deal with continuous state spaces in this paper to

that of Theorem 2 from Wang et al. [2023c].

B Proofs for Section 2 and A.3

B.1 Proof of Proposition 2.1

We prove Proposition 2.1 by applying the Banach fixed-point to the mapping T and T .

Lemma 2. Under Assumption 1, T and T are α-contractions on (Ub(X), ‖·‖); i.e. T ′ : Ub(X) → Ub(X)

satisfies

‖T ′(u1)− T ′(u2)‖ ≤ α ‖u1 − u2‖

for all u1, u2 ∈ Ub(X), where T ′ = T , T .

Therefore, there exists unique fixed-points u∗ for (2.2) and ū∗ (2.3).

Moreover, for T ′ = T , T and u′ = u∗, ū∗, we have that

‖u′‖ = ‖T ′(u′)‖ ≤ ‖r‖ + α ‖u′‖ = r∨ + α ‖u′‖ .

Hence, ‖u′‖ ≤ β ‖u′‖.

B.1.1 Proof of Lemma 2

We will establish the result for T , the statement for T follows from the same arguments. First, we check

that for u ∈ Ub(X), T (u) ∈ Ub(X). Observe that by uniform continuity, for x, z ∈ X s.t. d(x, z) ≤ ǫ there are
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δ, δ′, δ′′ > 0 s.t.

∣∣T (u)(z)− T (u)(x)
∣∣

≤ sup
φ∈Q

∣∣∣∣∣ infψ∈P

∫

A×W

r(x, a) + αu(f(x, a, w))φ × ψ(da, dw) + sup
ψ∈P

∫

A×W

−r(z, a)− αu(f(z, a, w))φ× ψ(da, dw)

∣∣∣∣∣
(i)

≤ sup
φ∈Q

sup
ψ∈P

∫

A×W

|r(x, a) − r(z, a)|+ α|u(f(x, a, w)) − αu(f(z, a, w))|φ× ψ(da, dw)

≤ δ + sup
a∈A,w∈W

sup
y∈B̄f(x,a,w)(δ′)

α|u(f(x, a, w)) − u(y)|

≤ δ + δ′′

uniformly in x, where (i) follows from | inf f1 + sup f2| ≤ max {| sup(f1 + f2)|, | inf(f1 + f2)|} ≤ sup |f1 + f2|
and B̄f(x,a,w)(δ

′) := {y ∈ X : d(f(x, a, w), y) ≤ δ′}. Hence, T (u) ∈ Ub(X).

Next, we show that it is indeed a α-contraction. Consider for u1, u2 ∈ Ub(X), by the same argument, one

has

∥∥T (u1)− T (u2)
∥∥ ≤ sup

x∈X,φ∈Q,ψ∈P

∫

A×W

α|u1(f(x, a, w)) − u2(f(x, a, w))|φ × ψ(da, dw)

≤ sup
x∈X,a∈A,w∈W

α|u1(f(x, a, w)) − u2(f(x, a, w))|

≤ α ‖u1 − u2‖ .

This completes the proof.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 8

We decompose our proof of Theorem 8 to two main Propositions as follows.

Proposition B.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 8, for any π ∈ ΠU(Q),

inf
γ̄∈ΓU(P)

v(x, π, γ̄) ≤ ū∗(x),

where U = H,M, S.

In particular, Proposition B.1 implies that ū∗ ≥ v∗(ΠH(Q),ΓH(P)), ū∗ ≥ v∗(ΠM(Q),ΓM(P)), and ū∗ ≥
v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓS(P)).

Proposition B.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 8,

v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓH(P)) ≥ ū∗(x)

Therefore, we have that by the inclusion relationship ΠH(Q) ⊃ ΠM(Q) ⊃ ΠS(Q), we have

ū∗ ≥ v∗(ΠH(Q),ΓH(P)) ≥ v∗(ΠM(Q),ΓH(P)) ≥ v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓH(P)) ≥ ū∗.

So all the quantities above are equal. Similarly,

u∗ = v∗(ΠM(Q),ΓH(P)) ≤ v∗(ΠM(Q),ΓM(P)) ≤ u∗

u∗ = v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓH(P)) = v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓM(P)) = v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓS(P)) ≤ u∗.

This proves Theorem 8.
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B.2.1 Proof of Auxiliary Results for Theorem 8

B.2.2 Proof of Proposition B.1

Fix an arbitrary π = (π0, π1, · · · ) ∈ ΠU(Q). It suffice to show that for any ǫ > 0 there exists γ̄ ∈ ΓU(P) s.t.

v(x, π, γ̄) ≤ ū∗(x) + ǫ. (B.1)

Recall from 2.1 that ‖ū∗‖ ≤ βr∨. Define and denote the T -step truncated value with terminal reward ū∗

by

vT (x, π, γ) := Eπ,γx

[
Tǫ−1∑

t=0

αtr(Xt, At) + αTǫ ū∗(XTǫ)

]
. (B.2)

Also, define Tη = ⌈β log(2r∨β/η)⌉ where β = 1
1−α . Then,

αTη ≤
(
1− 1

β

)β log(2r∨β/η)

≤ exp(− log(2r∨β/η)) =
η

2r∨β
.

Thus, consider, for any π ∈ ΠU(Q), γ ∈ ΓU(P), and x ∈ X, we have

∣∣v(x, π, γ)− vTη (x, π, γ)
∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eπ,γx

[
∞∑

t=0

αtr(Xt, At)

]
− Eπ,γx



Tη−1∑

t=0

αtr(Xt, At) + αTη ū∗(XTη )



∣∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eπ,γx




∞∑

t=Tη

αtr(Xt, At)− αTη ū∗(XTη )



∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ αTη



∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eπ,γx

∞∑

t=Tη

αt−Tηr(Xt, At)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+
∣∣Eπ,γx ū∗(XTη )

∣∣



≤ αTη
2r∨
1− α

≤ η.

(B.3)

Next, we focus on the history-dependent case U = H. Since ū∗ is the solution, we must have that for any

ht ∈ Ht,

inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)ψ(dw) ≤ ū∗(xt)

Fix any δ > 0. Let Ψδt (ht) be a set of ψ ∈ P s.t.

∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)ψ(dw) ≤ ū∗(xt) + δ. (B.4)

We want to show that there is a Ht → P(W) measurable selection γ̄δt (dw|ht) ∈ Ψδt (ht).

We note that
{
ψ ∈ P :

∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)ψ(dw) ≤ ū∗(xt) + δ

}

is a closed set. It is clearly nonempty, as ū∗ satisfies (2.3). Now, by the Kuratowski-Ryll-Nardzewski

measurable selection theorem, we show that for any open set D of P , we have that

{
ht ∈ Ht : ∅ 6=

{
ψ ∈ P :

∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)ψ(dw) ≤ ū∗(xt) + δ

}
∩ D

}
∈ B(Ht).
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Note that,

∅ 6=
{
ψ ∈ P :

∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)ψ(dw) ≤ ū∗(xt) + δ

}
∩ D

⇐⇒ ∃ψ ∈ D :

∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)ψ(dw) ≤ ū∗(xt) + δ

⇐⇒ inf
ψ∈D

∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)ψ(dw) − ū∗(xt)− δ ≤ 0

Recall that P(W) is endowed with the Lévy–Prokhorov metric. Since W is separable, so is P(W). Observe

that by bounded convergence and the continuity of f and ū∗, for wk → w on W, we have that

lim
k→∞

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, wk))πt(da|ht) =
∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)

i.e. w →
∫
A
r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, wk))πt(da|ht) is bounded continuous. Hence,

ψ →
∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)ψ(dw)

is continuous. Therefore, we have that

c(ht) := inf
ψ∈D

∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)ψ(dw) − ū∗(xt)− δ

is B(Ht) → R measurable, by the measurability of πt and that the infimum can be taken over a dense subset.

Hence, the sub-level set c(ht) ≤ 0 is B(Ht) measurable.

Therefore, the measurable selection theorem applies and we conclude that there exists γ̄δt : Ht → P
measurable s.t. ∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))πt(da|ht)γ̄δt (dw|ht) ≤ ū∗(xt) + δ.

Since this can be done for each t, we can construct γ̄δ ∈ ΓH(P) s.t. the above inequality holds for each and

every t.

Now, we first consider

Eπ,γ̄
δ

x [r(Xt, At) + αū∗(Xt+1)] = Eπ,γ̄
δ

x [r(Xt, At) + αū∗(f(Xt, At,Wt))]

= Eπ,γ̄
δ

x Eπ,γ̄
δ

x [r(Xt, At) + αū∗(f(Xt, At,Wt))|Ht]

= Eπ,γ̄
δ

x

∫

W

∫

A

r(Xt, a) + αū∗(f(Xt, a, w))πt(da|Ht)γ̄
δ
t (dw|Ht)

≤ Eπ,γ̄
δ

x ū∗(Xt) + δ.

Recall the definition (B.2), we have that for any T ≥ 1,

vT (x, π, γ̄
δ) = Eπ,γ̄

δ

x

[
T−1∑

t=0

αtr(Xt, At) + αT ū∗(XT )

]

= Eπ,γ̄
δ

x

[
T−2∑

t=0

αtr(Xt, At)

]
+ αT−1Eπ,γ̄

δ

x [r(XT−1, AT−1) + αū∗(XT )]

≤ Eπ,γ̄
δ

x

[
T−2∑

t=0

αtr(Xt, At)

]
+ αT−1Eπ,γ̄

δ

x [ū∗(XT−1)] + αT−1δ

≤ vT−1(x, π, γ̄
δ) + αT−1δ.

(B.5)
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Therefore, by induction on T , we conclude that

vT (x, π, γ̄
δ) ≤ v1(x, π, γ̄

δ) + δ

T−1∑

t=1

αt

≤ Eπ,γ̄
δ

x [r(X0, A0) + αū∗(X1)]− δ + βδ

≤ ū∗(x) + βδ.

Since δ is arbitrary, choosing δ = ǫ/(2β) and T = Tǫ/2, we conclude that by (B.3),

v(x, π, γ̄δ) ≤ vTǫ/2
(x, π, γ̄δ) +

ǫ

2

≤ ū∗(x) + βδ +
ǫ

2

≤ ū∗(x) + ǫ;

i.e. inequality (B.1) holds with adversarial policy γ̄δ. This completes the proof for the case U = H.

For cases U = M, S, the proof remains the same except we choose the adversary to be Markov or time-

homogeneous, in the presence of a Markov or time-homogeneous controller, respectively. For instance, in the

time-homogeneous case, given any π(da|x) we choose a policy γ̄δ ∈ ΓS(P) s.t.

∫

W

∫

A

r(xt, a) + αū∗(f(xt, a, w))π(da|xt)γ̄δ(dw|xt) ≤ ū∗(xt) + δ.

for every xt. A measurable choice is always possible because γ̄δ(da|xt) has the same information dependence

on xt as π(da|xt).

B.2.3 Proof of Proposition B.2

Since ū∗ is the solution to (2.3), by the same measurable selection argument and separability, for any fixed

δ > 0, there exists measurable πδ(da|x) s.t. πδ(da|x) ∈ Q for all x ∈ X and

ū∗(s) ≤ inf
ψ∈P

∫

A

∫

W

r(x, a) + αū∗(f(x, a, w))πδ(da|x)ψ(dw) + δ. (B.6)

Let πδ = (πδ, πδ, · · · ) ∈ ΠS(Q). We consider for any γ̄ = (γ̄0, γ̄1, · · · ) ∈ ΓH(P),

Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ [u∗(Xt+1)] = Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ [ū∗(f(Xt, At,Wt))|Gt]

= Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ

∫

W

ū∗(f(Xt, At, w))γ̄t(dw|Gt)

= Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ

∫

A

∫

W

ū∗(f(Xt, a, w))γ̄t(dw|Ht, a)π
δ(da|Xt)

= Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ

∫

A

∫

W

ū∗(f(Xt, a, w))γ̄t(dw|Gt−1, Xt, a)π
δ(da|Xt)

Given Gt−1 and Xt,

∫

A

∫

W

ū∗(f(Xt, a, w))γ̄t(dw|Gt−1, Xt, a)π
δ(da|Xt) ≥ inf

ψ∈P

∫

A

∫

W

ū∗(f(Xt, a, w))ψ(dw)π
δ (da|Xt)
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Therefore, by (B.6)

Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ [r(Xt, At) + αu∗(Xt+1)]

≥ Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ

[∫

A

r(Xt, a)π
δ(da|Xt) + α inf

ψ∈P

∫

A

∫

W

ū∗(f(Xt, a, w))ψ(dw)π
δ(da|Xt)

]

= Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ

[
inf
ψ∈P

∫

A

∫

W

r(Xt, a) + αū∗(f(Xt, a, w))ψ(dw)π
δ(da|Xt)

]

≥ Eπ
δ,γ̄

µ ū∗(Xt)− δ.

By the same technique as in (B.5), we see that for all T ,

vT (x, π
δ, γ̄) ≥ ū∗(x) − βδ

uniformly in x.

Since π ∈ ΠS(Q),

v∗(ΠS(Q),ΓH(P)) ≥ inf
γ̄∈ΓH(P)

v(πδ, γ̄)

≥ inf
γ̄∈ΓH(P)

vTǫ(π
δ, γ̄)− ǫ

≥ ū∗ − βδ − ǫ

by (B.3). Since ǫ and δ are arbitrary, we complete the proof.

C Proofs for Section 3

C.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Define a sequence of functions u0 ≡ 0 and uk+1 = T′(uk). By the Banach fixed point theorem, uk → û in

uniform norm. Since u′ = T ′(u′), the error

∆k+1 := uk+1 − u′

= T′(uk)−T′(u′) +T′(u′)− T ′(u′)

= [T′(u′ +∆k)−T′(u′)] + [T′(u′)− T ′(u′)]

=: H(∆k) + U.

By Proposition 2.1, it is easy to see that H is also a α-contraction on Ub(X), with 0 as its unique fixed point.

We claim that for k ≥ 1,

‖∆k‖ ≤ βαk−1 +

k−1∑

j=0

αj ‖U‖ .

We check this by induction: for k = 1,

‖∆1‖ ≤ ‖H(∆0)‖ + ‖U‖
= ‖H(∆0)−H(0)‖+ ‖U‖
≤ α ‖u′‖+ ‖U‖
≤ αβ + ‖U‖ .
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For the induction step, we have that

‖∆k+1‖ ≤ ‖H(∆k)−H(0)‖+ ‖U‖
≤ α ‖∆k‖+ ‖U‖

≤ βαk +

k∑

j=0

αj ‖U‖ .

where the last inequality follows from the induction assumption.

Therefore,

‖û− u′‖ = lim
k→∞

‖∆k‖ ≤
∞∑

j=0

αj ‖U‖ = β ‖T′(u′)− T ′(u′)‖ .

C.2 Proof of Theorem 1

We remark that our proof techniques have similarities with that in Lee and Raginsky [2018]. By Proposition

3.1, to achieve an upper bound on the uniform learning error, it suffices to prove an upper bound for

‖T(u∗)− T (u∗)‖.
To do this, we first rewrite the Bellman operator using its dual form. By strong duality [Blanchet and Murthy,

2019], for P = {µ ∈ P(X ) :W (µ, µ0) ≤ δ}

inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

u∗(f(z, w))ψ(dw) = sup
λ≥0

−λδ +
∫

X

inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z, y)) + λc(w, y)] µ0(dw).

Notice that since
∫

X

inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z, y)) + λc(w, y)] µ0(dw) ≤
∫

X

u∗(f(z, w))µ0(dw) ≤ ‖u‖

and

inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

u∗(f(z, w))ψ(dw) ≥ 0,

it suffices to maximize λ over Λ := [0, δ−1 ‖u∗‖].
Therefore, we have that

‖T(u∗)− T (u∗)‖

≤ α sup
z∈X×A

∣∣∣∣sup
λ∈Λ

[∫

X

inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z, y)) + λc(w, y)] µ0(dw) − λδ

]
− sup
λ∈Λ

[∫

X

inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z, y)) + λc(w, y)] µ̂(dw) − λδ

]∣∣∣∣

≤ α sup
z∈X×A

sup
λ∈Λ

∣∣∣∣
∫

X

inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z, y)) + λc(w, y)] (µ0 − µ̂)(dw)

∣∣∣∣

= α sup
θ∈Θ

|(µ0 − µ̂)[gθ]|

where Θ = {θ = (z, λ) : z ∈ X× A, λ ∈ Λ} and

gθ = inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z, y)) + λc(·, y)] .

Therefore, the estimation error is bounded by a supremum of empirical process.

To bound this, we use the Rademacher process and a chaining argument. Specifically, for fixed sequence
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w := {wi ∈ W : i = 1, 2, · · · , n}, we define the Rademacher process indexed by gθ ∈ G as

Rn(w, gθ) :=
1√
n

n∑

i=1

ǫigθ(wi) =
1√
n

n∑

i=1

ǫi inf
w∈W

[u∗(f(z, y)) + λc(wi, y)] . (C.1)

The empirical and population Rademacher complexities of the function class G := {gθ : θ ∈ Θ}

Rn(w,G) := Eǫ sup
g∈G

1√
n
Rn(w, g), and Rn(G) := Eµn

0
Rn(W,G) (C.2)

where µn0 = µ0 × · · · × µ0 the n-fold product measure, and W = (W1, · · · ,Wn).

From empirical process theory, see e.g. Wainwright [2019, Theorem 4.10], w.p. at least 1− η,

sup
g∈G

|(µn − µ0)[g]| ≤ 2Rn(G) +
√

2g∨
n

log

(
1

η

)
. (C.3)

where g∨ := supg∈G ‖g‖ ≤ ‖u∗‖ ≤ β. Thus, we proceed to bound Rn(w,G) and hence Rn(G). We achieve

this by using subgaussian processes and entropy integrals.

Specifically, we consider the moment generating function of the Rademacher process (C.1). For ξ in some

neighborhood of the origin

Eǫ exp[ξ(Rn(w, gθ)−Rn(w, gθ′))]

= Eǫ exp

(
ξ√
n

n∑

i=1

ǫi

[
inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z, y)) + λc(wi, y)]− inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z′, y)) + λ′c(wi, y)]

])

≤ exp

(
ξ2

2n

n∑

i=1

[
inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z, y)) + λc(wi, y)]− inf
y∈W

[u∗(f(z′, y)) + λ′c(wi, y)]

]2)

≤ exp

(
ξ2

2n

n∑

i=1

sup
y∈W

|u∗(f(z, y))− u∗(f(z′, y)) + (λ′ − λ)c(wi, y)|2
)

(i)

≤ exp

(
ξ2

2

(
sup
y∈W

|u∗(f(z, y))− u∗(f(z′, y))|+ |λ− λ′| c∨
)2
)

(ii)

≤ exp

(
ξ2

2
(ℓ(|x− x′|+ |a− a′|) + |λ− λ′| c∨)2

)

where (i) uses the transport cost being bounded by c∨ and (ii) follows from the uniform Lipschitzness in

Assumption 2. Therefore, defining

ρ(θ, θ′) := ℓ(|x− x′|+ |a− a′|) + c∨|λ− λ′|,

which is a distance on Θ, we obtain that

Eǫ exp[ξ(Rn(w, gθ)−Rn(w, gθ′))] ≤ exp

(
ξ2

2
ρ2(gθ, gθ′)

)
.

This shows that the stochastic process {Rn(w, gθ) : θ ∈ Θ} is subgaussian w.r.t. ρ.

Therefore, using Dudley’s entropy integral for subgaussian processes [Wainwright, 2019, Chapter 5], the
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empirical Rademacher complexity in (C.2) can be bounded by

Rn(w,G) = Eǫ sup
θ∈Θ

1√
n
Rn(w, gθ)

≤ 32√
n

∫ D∨

0

√
logN (ǫ; Θ, ρ)dǫ

(C.4)

w.p.1., where N (ǫ; Θ, ρ) is the ǫ covering number of Θ in distance ρ and

D∨ := ℓ(diam(X) + diam(A)) + c∨δ
−1β + 1

≥ ℓ(diam(X) + diam(A)) + c∨diam(Λ) + 1

≥ sup
θ,θ′∈Θ

ρ(θ, θ′)

is an upper bound on the diameter of Θ in terms of ρ.

Note that as the r.h.s. of (C.4) is deterministic, we take expectation over W ∼ µn0 to conclude that the

population Rademacher complexity

Rn(G) = Eµn
0
Rn(W,G) ≤ 32√

n

∫ D∨

0

√
logN (ǫ; Θ, ρ)dǫ

satisfying the same bound. Moreover, the covering number

N (ǫ; Θ, ρ) = N (ǫ;X× A, ℓ| · |) · N (ǫ; Λ, c∨| · |)
= N (ǫ;X, ℓ| · |) · N (ǫ;A, ℓ| · |) · N (ǫ; Λ, c∨| · |)

≤
(
1 +

ℓdiam(X)

ǫ

)dX (
1 +

ℓdiam(A)

ǫ

)dA (
1 +

c∨diam(Λ)

ǫ

)
.

Therefore, the entropy integral

∫ D∨

0

√
logN (ǫ; Θ, ρ)dǫ ≤

∫ D∨

0

√
(dX + dA + 1) log

(
1 + max

{
ℓdiam(A)

ǫ
,
ℓdiam(X)

ǫ
,
c∨diam(Λ)

ǫ

})
dǫ

≤
∫ D∨

0

√
(dX + dA + 1) log(D∨/ǫ)dǫ

=

√
π

2
D∨

√
dX + dA + 1

We conclude that by Proposition 3.1 and (C.3), the estimation error

‖û− u∗‖ ≤ β ‖T(u∗)(x) − T (u∗)(x)‖
≤ αβ sup

θ∈Θ
|(µn − µ0)[gθ]|

(i)

≤ 2αβRn(G) + αβ

√
2g∨
n

log

(
1

η

)

≤
(
32

√
παβD∨

√
dX + dA + 1 +

√
2αβ3/2

√
log

(
1

η

))
n− 1

2

where (i) holds w.p. at least 1− η.

25



C.3 Proof of Theorem 2

As in the previous proof, we bound

‖T(u∗)− T (u∗)‖ ≤ α sup
z∈X×A

∣∣∣∣∣ infψ∈P

∫

W

u∗(f(z, w))ψ(dw) − inf
ψ∈P̂

∫

W

u∗(f(z, w))ψ(dw)

∣∣∣∣∣

Define the function class F := {u∗(f(z, ·)) : z ∈ X× A)}. By Duchi and Namkoong [2021, Corollary 1], the

r.h.s. satisfies w.p. at least 1− 2N (ǫ/3;F , ‖·‖)e−t,

sup
z∈X×A

∣∣∣∣∣ infψ∈P

∫

W

u∗(f(x, a, w))ψ(dw) − inf
ψ∈P̂

∫

W

u∗(f(x, a, w))ψ(dw)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 30βǫ

where

ǫ = n− 1
k′∨2 ck(ρ)

2

(
ck(ρ)

ck(ρ)− 1
∨ 2

)(
1

k
+
√
t+ 2 logn

)
.

Therefore, choosing t = log(2N (ǫ/3;F , ‖·‖)/η), we have that w.p. at least 1− η

‖T(u∗)− T (u∗)‖ ≤ 30αβn− 1
k′∨2 ck(ρ)

2

(
ck(ρ)

ck(ρ)− 1
∨ 2

)(
1

k
+

√
log(2N (ǫ/3;F , ‖·‖) + log

1

η
+ 2 logn

)
.

By the uniform Lipschitz assumption of z → u∗(f(z, ·)) and that ǫ ≥ n−1/2 for all t ≥ 1, we have that by

van der Vaart and Wellner [1996, Chapter 2.7.4]

logN (ǫ/3;F , ‖·‖) ≤ logN
(
ǫ ∧ 1

3ℓ
;X× A, |·|

)

≤ dX log

(
1 +

3ℓdiam(X)

ǫ ∧ 1

)
+ dA log

(
1 +

3ℓdiam(A)

ǫ ∧ 1

)

≤ dX log (1 + 3ℓdiam(X)) + dA log (1 + 3ℓdiam(A)) +
1

2
(dX + dA) logn.

Therefore, defining D = dX log (1 + 3ℓdiam(X)) + dA log (1 + 3ℓdiam(A)), we conclude that by Proposition

3.1, the estimation error

‖û− u∗‖ ≤ β ‖T(u∗)(x)− T (u∗)(x)‖
(i)

≤ 30β2n− 1
k′∨2 ck(ρ)

2

(
ck(ρ)

ck(ρ)− 1
∨ 2

)(
1

k
+

√
D + log

1

η
+ 2(dX + dA) logn

)

where (i) holds w.p. at least 1− η.

C.4 Proof of Theorem 3

In this proof, we first consider general Polish action space and then specialize to finite action space to achieve

n−1/2 rate. Through the proof, we identify possible structures of the controller’s decision space Q so that

We employ the same proof strategy as that of Theorem 1 in Appendix C.2. By the strong duality,

positivity, and Bellman equation (2.3), we have that

ū∗(x) = sup
φ∈Q

∫

A

r(x, a)φ(da) + α inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, w))φ(da)ψ(dw)

= sup
φ∈Q

∫

A

r(x, a)φ(da) + sup
λ≥0

−λδ +
∫

W

inf
y∈W

[∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, y))φ(da) + λc(w, y)

]
µ0(dw)
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By the same argument, the supremum is achieved within Λ := [0, δ−1 ‖ū∗‖]. So, we have that

∥∥T(ū∗)(x)− T (ū∗)(x)
∥∥ ≤ α sup

x∈X,φ∈Q

∣∣∣∣∣ infψ∈P̂

∫

W

∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, w))φ(da)ψ(dw) − inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, w))φ(da)ψ(dw)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ α sup
x∈X,φ∈Q,λ∈Λ

∣∣∣∣
∫

W

inf
y∈W

[∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, y))φ(da) + λc(w, y)

]
(µ0 − µ̂)(dw)

∣∣∣∣

=: sup
g∈G

|(µ0 − µ̂)[g]|

Here, the parametric function class G is characterized by (x, ψ, λ) ∈ Θ = X×Q× Λ and

G :=

{
w → inf

y∈W

[∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, y))φ(da) + λc(w, y)

]
: (x, ψ, λ) ∈ Θ

}
.

To bound the previous empirical process supremum, we still employ the Rademacher complexity bound

as in (C.3). In this case, for g ∈ G and sequence w := {wi ∈ W : i = 1, 2, · · · , n}, the Rademacher process is

Rn(w, g) :=
1√
n

n∑

i=1

ǫig(wi) =
1√
n

n∑

i=1

ǫi inf
y∈W

[∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, y))φ(da) + λc(wi, y)

]
,

compare to (C.1), and the empirical and population complexities are defined as in (C.2) accordingly. We

then consider the moment generating function: for ξ in some neighborhood of the origin

Eǫ exp[ξ(Rn(w, gθ)−Rn(w, gθ′))]

= Eǫ exp

(
ξ√
n

n∑

i=1

ǫi[gθ(wi)− gθ′(wi)]

)

≤ exp

(
ξ2

2n

n∑

i=1

[gθ(wi)− gθ′(wi)]
2

)

≤ exp

(
ξ2

2n

n∑

i=1

sup
y∈W

∣∣∣∣
∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, w))φ(da) −
∫

A

ū∗(f(x′, a, w))φ′(da) + (λ− λ′)c(wi, y)

∣∣∣∣
2
)

≤ exp

(
ξ2

2

[
sup
y∈W

∣∣∣∣
∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, y))φ(da) −
∫

A

ū∗(f(x′, a, y))φ′(da)

∣∣∣∣ + c∨ |λ− λ′|
]2)

Consider ∣∣∣∣
∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, y))φ(da) −
∫

A

ū∗(f(x′, a, y))φ′(da)

∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣
∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, w)) − u∗(f(x′, a, w))φ(da)

∣∣∣∣ +
∣∣∣∣
∫

A

ū∗(f(x′, a, w))[φ − φ′](da)

∣∣∣∣

≤ ℓ|x− x′|+min {β ‖φ− φ′‖TV , ℓW1(φ, φ
′)}

(C.5)

Remark. As we will easily see from the reset of the proof, if Q is set of measures with ǫ covers of cardinality

O(ǫ−d) in either W1 or total variation distance, for example Q is a set of smoothly parameterized set of

measures or |A| < ∞, then the entropy integral will be finite, yielding a n−1/2 convergence rate. However,

in the following development, we will focus on the case where |A| < ∞ to get concrete dependencies on the

dimensions, diameters, and the size of the action space.

With |A| <∞, we conclude that

Eǫ exp[ξ(Rn(u, gθ)−Rn(u, gθ′))] ≤ exp

(
ξ2

2
ρ(θ, θ′)

)
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where

ρ(θ, θ′) := ℓ|x− x′|+ β ‖φ− φ′‖TV + c∨|λ− λ′|

which is a distance on X×Q× Λ. This shows that the process {Rn(u, gθ) : θ ∈ Θ} is subgaussian w.r.t. ρ.

Therefore, using Dudley’s entropy integral [Wainwright, 2019, Chapter 5], the empirical Rademacher

complexity can be bounded

Rn(w,G) ≤
32√
n

∫ D∨

0

√
logN (ǫ; Θ, ρ)dǫ

w.p.1., where

D∨ := ℓdiam(X) + 2β + c∨δ
−1β + 1 ≥ sup

g,g′∈G
ρ(g, g′).

In particular, as the r.h.s. is deterministic, we take expectation over W = {Wi : i = 1, · · · , n} ∼ µn0 to

conclude that the population Rademacher complexity

Rn(G) ≤
32√
n

∫ D∨

0

√
logN (ǫ; Θ, ρ)dǫ

satisfying the same bound. Moreover, the covering number

N (ǫ; Θ, ρ) ≤ N (ǫ;X, ℓ| · |) · N (ǫ;Q, β ‖·‖TV) · N (ǫ; Λ, c∨| · |)
≤ N (ǫ;X, ℓ| · |) · N (ǫ;B

|A|
1 , β ‖·‖1) · N (ǫ; Λ, c∨| · |)

≤
(
1 +

ℓdiam(X)

ǫ

)dX (
1 +

2β

ǫ

)|A|(
c∨diam(Λ)

ǫ
+ 1

)
.

(C.6)

where B
|A|
1 is the |A| dimensional ℓ1-ball of radius 1, and its covering number bound follows from Wainwright

[2019, Example 5.8]. Therefore, the entropy integral

∫ D∨

0

√
logN (ǫ; Θ, ρ)dǫ ≤

∫ D∨

0

√
(dX + |A|+ 1) log(D∨/ǫ)dǫ

=

√
π

2
D∨

√
dX + |A|+ 1

Therefore, we conclude that by Proposition 3.1 and the Rademacher complexity bound (C.3), the esti-

mation error
‖û− ū∗‖ ≤ β

∥∥T(ū∗)− T (ū∗)
∥∥

(i)

≤ 2αβRn(G) + αβ

√
2g∨
n

log
1

η

≤
(
32

√
παβD∨

√
dX + |A|+ 1 +

√
2αβ3/2

√
2 log

1

η

)
n−1/2

where (i) holds w.p. at least 1− η.

C.5 Proof of Theorem 4

Again, we have that

∥∥T(ū∗)(x)− T (ū∗)(x)
∥∥ ≤ α sup

x∈X,φ∈Q

∣∣∣∣∣ infψ∈P̂

∫

W

∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, w))φ(da)ψ(dw) − inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, w))φ(da)ψ(dw)

∣∣∣∣∣

= α sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣∣∣ infψ∈P̂

∫

W

gθ(w)ψ(dw) − inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

gθ(w)ψ(dw)

∣∣∣∣∣
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where Θ = X×Q and for θ = (x, φ),

gθ(w) :=

∫

A

ū∗(f(x, a, w))φ(da).

By Duchi and Namkoong [2021, Corollary 1], for n ≥ k ∨ 3, the r.h.s. satisfies w.p. at least 1 −
2N (ǫ/3;G, ‖·‖)e−t,

sup
g∈G

∣∣∣∣∣ infψ∈P

∫

W

g(w)ψ(dw) − inf
ψ∈P̂

g(w)ψ(dw)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 30βǫ

where G := {gθ : θ ∈ Θ} and

ǫ = n− 1
k′∨2 ck(ρ)

2

(
ck(ρ)

ck(ρ)− 1
∨ 2

)(
1

k
+
√
t+ 2 logn

)
.

Therefore, choosing t = log(2N (ǫ/3;G, ‖·‖)/η), we have that w.p. at least 1− η

∥∥T(ū∗)− T (ū∗)
∥∥ ≤ 30αβn− 1

k′∨2 ck(ρ)
2

(
ck(ρ)

ck(ρ)− 1
∨ 2

)(
1

k
+

√
log(2N (ǫ/3;G, ‖·‖) + log

1

η
+ 2 logn

)
.

To bound the covering number, we recall (C.5). Again, we can generalize to continuum settings. However,

we focus on the finite action setting in this paper. In this case, we have that by (C.5), θ → gθ(w) is uniformly

1-Lipschitz in the distance

d((x, φ), (x′, φ′)) = ℓ|x− x′|+ β ‖φ− φ′‖TV .

This and the Lipschitz covering number bound [van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Chapter 2.7.4] implies that

logN (ǫ/3;Θ, ρ) ≤ dX log

(
1 +

3ℓdiam(X)

ǫ ∧ 1

)
+ |A| log

(
1 +

6β

ǫ ∧ 1

)

≤ dX log (1 + 3ℓdiam(X)) + |A| log (1 + 6β) +
1

2
(dX + |A|) logn

where we handle the covering number of probability measures on (A, ‖·‖TV) the same way as in (C.6) and

the last inequality uses ǫ ≥ n−1/2.

Therefore, defining D := dX log (1 + 3ℓdiam(X)) + |A| log (1 + 6β), we conclude that

‖û− u∗‖ ≤ 30β2n− 1
k′∨2 ck(ρ)

2

(
ck(ρ)

ck(ρ)− 1
∨ 2

)(
1

k
+

√
D + log

1

η
+ 2(dX + |A|) logn

)

w.p. at least 1− η.

D Proofs for Section 4

D.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Since f and r doesn’t depend on a, we have that

ū∗(x) = u∗(x) = x+ α inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

u∗(w)ψ(dw)

We guess that u(x) = x+ c is the unique solution, and define c′ = infψ∈P

∫
W
wψ(dw). Then, we have

x+ α inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

u(w)ψ(dw) = x+ αc+ α inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

wψ(dw) = x+ α(c+ c′)
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This shows that if we choose c = βc′, then u is the unique solution.

Now we move on to show the lower bounds. For fixed x ∈ X, we define a local version of the minimax

risk

Mn(U ,K, x) = inf
K

sup
µ∈U

Eµn |K(W1, · · · ,Wn)(x) −K(µ)(x)| ≤ Mn(U ,K)

which trivially lower bounds the uniform version. We will prove Theorem 5 and 6 by showing the same lower

bound for this local risk.

D.2 Proof of Theorem 5

We apply Le Cam’s technique to prove the lower bound. Recall the instance in Lemma 1. Fix x ∈ [0, 1], for

any η > 0 and µ0, µ1 ∈ U s.t. whenever |K(µ0)(x) −K(µ1)(x)| ≥ 2η, we have

Mn(U ,K, x) ≥
η

2
(1 − ‖µn1 − µn0‖TV).

We consider µ0 = p0δ{1} + (1− p0)δ{0} with p0 ≤ 1
2 . Then

K(µ0)(x)− x = β inf
ψ∈P

∫

W

wψ(dw)

= β sup
λ≥0

−λδ +
∫

[0,1]

inf
y∈[0,1]

(
y + λ(w − y)2

)
µ0(dw)

= β sup
λ≥0

−λδ + p0
4λ− 1

4λ
1

{
λ ≥ 1

2

}
+ p0λ1

{
0 ≤ λ <

1

2

}

= βmax

{
sup
λ≥1/2

p0 − λδ − p0
4λ
, sup
0≤λ<1/2

p0λ− λδ

}

= βmax

{
p0 −

√
p0δ,

p0 − δ

2

}

It is not hard to see the max is always achieved by p0 −
√
p0δ.

So, if we construct the local alternative µ1 = p1δ{1} + (1 − p1)δ{0}, then K(µ1)(x) − x = β(p1 −
√
p1δ).

Therefore, choosing any p1 = p0 + c with 1
2 ≥ c > 0, we have

|K(µ0)(x) −K(µ1)(x)| = β
∣∣∣c+

√
δ
(√
p0 −

√
p0 + c

)∣∣∣

≥ β inf
ξ∈[p0,p0+c]

∣∣∣∣c−
√
δ
1

2
ξ−1/2c

∣∣∣∣

≥ β

(
1−

√
δ

2
√
p0

)
c

≥ βc

2

Hence, we can choose p1 = p0 + 4β−1η when η ≤ β
8 to achieve separation |K(µ0)(x) −K(µ1)(x)| ≥ 2η.
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By properties of TV-distance, KL, and χ2-divergence we have that

‖µn1 − µn0‖TV ≤ n

2
DKL(µ1||µ0)

≤ n

2
χ2(µ1||µ0)

≤ n

2

(p0 − p1)
2

p0(1 − p0)

=
8nη2

β2p0(1− p0)

So, for all n ≥ 1, we can choose

η =
β
√
p0(1 − p0)

4
√
n

≤ β

8
.

With this η, we conclude that ‖µn1 − µn0‖TV ≤ 1
2 and hence

Mn(U ,K) ≥ Mn(U ,K, x) ≥
η

4
=
β
√
p0(1− p0)

16
n−1/2.

Since p0 is arbitrary, we can choose the maximizer p0 = 1
2 .

D.3 Proof of Theorem 6

We lower bound the uniform risk by

Mn(U ,K) ≥ Mn(U ,K, 0).

To achieve this, we would like to apply Duchi Theorem 3.

Notice that for two-point distribution µ with support {0, 1},

K(µ)(0) = inf
Dfk

(µ′||µ)≤δ
Eµ′βZ = −β + sup

Dfk
(µ′||µ)≤δ

Eµ′β(1− Z).

Here, β(1−Z) has a two-point distribution on {0, β} under µ. Therefore, Theorem 3 of Duchi and Namkoong

[2021] applies. Define

pk(δ) = (1 + k(k − 1)δ)−
1

k−1 , χk(δ) =
k(k − 1)δ

2(1 + k(k − 1)δ)
.

We obtain that with n s.t.

√
pk(δ)(1 − pk(δ))

8n
≤ 1− pk(δ)

2
∧ pk(δ),

1

4n
≤ pk(δ) ∧ (1− (1− χk(δ))

1−k′pk(δ)),

then

Mn(U ,K, 0) ≥ βmax

{√
pk(δ)(1 − pk(δ))

16
√
2k′pk(δ)

n− 1
2 ,
χk(δ)

1
k ck(δ)

8 · 4k′ n− 1
k′

}
.

This implies the statement of Theorem 6.
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