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Abstract

We introduce a novel class of algorithms to efficiently approximate the unknown return dis-
tributions in policy evaluation problems from distributional reinforcement learning (DRL).
The proposed distributional dynamic programming algorithms are suitable for underlying
Markov decision processes (MDPs) having an arbitrary probabilistic reward mechanism,
including continuous reward distributions with unbounded support being potentially heavy-
tailed.

For a plain instance of our proposed class of algorithms we prove error bounds, both
within Wasserstein and Kolmogorov–Smirnov distances. Furthermore, for return distribu-
tions having probability density functions the algorithms yield approximations for these
densities; error bounds are given within supremum norm. We introduce the concept of
quantile-spline discretizations to come up with algorithms showing promising results in
simulation experiments.

While the performance of our algorithms can rigorously be analysed they can be seen
as universal black box algorithms applicable to a large class of MDPs. We also derive new
properties of probability metrics commonly used in DRL on which our quantitative analysis
is based.

Keywords: distributional reinforcement learning, distributional dynamic programming,
distributional Bellman operator, Markov decision process, probability metrics

1 Introduction

In Reinforcement Learning (RL) agents take actions in an environment in order to maximize
a cumulative random reward, called return, with respect to its expectation. It has long
been also of interest to optimize other characteristics of the probability distribution of the
return than its expectation. In recent years, a systematic study of the practical benefits
and theoretical foundations of optimizing the return distribution has been taken up; for
a comprehensive account of this direction, called Distributional Reinforcement Learning
(DRL), see the recently published book Bellemare et al. (2023). In the present paper we
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focus on Distributional Dynamic Programming (DDP) algorithms for distributional policy
evaluation, see Chapter 5 of Bellemare et al. (2023), i.e., on the construction and analysis
of algorithms which yield approximations of the return distribution of a Markov decision
process (MDP) when a fixed policy is being considered.

A crucial ingredient of any MDP is its reward mechanism, which specifies the rewards
given to an agent for state-action-state transitions. Such a mechanism implies return dis-
tributions which are characterised as fixed-points of the Distributional Bellman Operator
(DBO), we recall key results in Section 2. DDP algorithms have typically been devel-
oped and analysed for MDPs for which all reward distributions are finitely supported. A
probability distribution µ on R is finitely supported if and only if it has a representation
µ =

∑m
i=1 piδxi with m ∈ N, pi ≥ 0 probabilities summing to 1, support points xi ∈ R and

δx the Dirac measure in x ∈ R. Finitely supported distributions are also called empirical
in DRL literature. The state of the art for DDP algorithms with finitely supported reward
distributions is covered by Chapter 5 of Bellemare et al. (2023). Roughly, most of these
algorithms operate by iterations of the DBO together with a projection step, which maps a
distribution to a fixed-size (i.e., fixed m) finitely supported distribution, see also Bellemare
et al. (2017); Maddison et al. (2017); Dabney et al. (2018); Rowland et al. (2018).

The aim of the present paper is to develop and analyse DDP algorithms that are univer-
sally applicable for a wide class of MDPs, including cases of MDPs in which (some of the)
reward distributions are not finitely supported, including distributions that have unbounded
support and/or are continuous and/or are heavy-tailed. Such MDPs are of interest in appli-
cations, for example, in pricing and trading in insurance and finance, see Krasheninnikova
et al. (2019), Kolm and Ritter (2020) and the recent survey Hambly et al. (2023).

To be specific, our DDP algorithms are applicable to any MDP for which cumulative
distribution functions (CDFs) as well as quantile functions (QFs) of its reward distributions
can be evaluated efficiently, e.g., if all reward distributions are contained in well-known
distribution families for which methods to evaluate CDF and QF are efficiently implemented
in popular software packages, e.g., in R or the Python-package SciPy.

The DDP algorithms we are proposing in Section 3 also operate by iterations of the DBO
together with projection steps that map arbitrary distributions to finitely supported ones.
To take up an idea of Devroye and Neininger (2002), where fixed-points of related recursive
distributional equations were approximated, we allow varying projections, i.e. projections
which depend on the update step. In particular, as Devroye and Neininger (2002), we allow
the sizes of the finitely supported representations to increase with each iteration. In the
context of the approximation of certain perpetuities this idea has also been applied, see
Knape and Neininger (2008). Furthermore, we allow projections to depend on previously
calculated approximations, which also seems to generalise previous approaches. A general
framework for our family of algorithms is presented in Section 3.

From Section 4 on we investigate the complexity and performance of our algorithms.
First, in Section 4 bounds are derived in an abstract setting for our general class of DDP
algorithms where we also address how to choose our varying projections, in particular
how to let the number of support points grow. We quantify the quality of the calculated
approximations by use of analysis metrics, such as Wasserstein distances. Our setting and
analysis does not require the projections to be non-expansive with respect to the analysis
metrics, cf. Chapters 4 and 5 in Bellemare et al. (2023) and the discussion in our Section
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4.2. Later, in Section 6, which is also of independent interest, we explain how to extend
these bounds to the Kolmogorov–Smirnov distance and how to obtain approximations of
densities of return distributions when they exist together with uniform error bounds; we
also offer a sufficient criteria for the return distributions to have densities at all and discuss
the relation to nonuniform random number generation in Remark 22.

Concrete universal DDP algorithms are defined and analysed in Section 5. They are uni-
versal in the sense that they apply to the whole class of MDPs for which the CDFs and QFs
of all reward distributions can be efficiently evaluated, regardless of their nature (discrete,
continuous, unbounded support, heavy-tailed, etc.). Our projections are constructed such
that they only require that CDFs of the reward distributions can be evaluated. We discuss
the trade-off between space-time complexity and approximation quality for a plain instance
of the algorithms in Section 5.1. This yields further evidence that one should let the finitely
supported representation sizes increase with each iteration. For practical purpose, we sug-
gest to use the universal DDP algorithms presented in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, which are based
on bounding quantiles of convolutions, respextively approximating quantiles by linear-spline
interpolations. We conclude with a small simulation study in Section 5.4 to demonstrate
that our algorithms outperform simple Monte-Carlo estimation techniques significantly.

Our algorithms are reasonably applicable for small finite state-action spaces. For larger
spaces methods based on Markov chains exploring the state space and temporal difference
learning have been developed, see Chapter 6 of Bellemare et al. (2023) and Morimura et al.
(2010a) for a popular particle smoothing approach within Markov chain techniques.

1.1 Notations

Let B(R) be the Borel σ-field on R and P(R) be the set of probability measures on (R,B(R)).
Let Pfin(R) ⊊ P(R) be the subset of finitely supported distributions. Every µ ∈ P(R)
is specified by its cumulative distribution function (CDF) Fµ : R → [0, 1] as well by its
quantile function (QF) F−1

µ : (0, 1)→ R defined as

Fµ(x) = µ
(
(−∞, x]

)
and F−1

µ (u) = inf{x ∈ R | Fµ(x) ≥ u},

related by u ≤ Fµ(x) ⇔ F−1
µ (u) ≤ x. The set P(R) is closed under convex combinations,

which transfers to the CDF: Fqµ+(1−q)ν = qFµ+(1−q)Fν holds for all q ∈ [0, 1], µ, ν ∈P(R).
Convex combinations do not transfer to the QF. A distribution µ ∈ P(R) is said to be
continuous if Fµ is continuous and is said to possess the probability density function (PDF)
fµ : R→ [0,∞] if Fµ(x) =

∫ x
−∞ fµ(y)dy holds for all x ∈ R.

It is convenient to work with random variables: we write L(X) = P[X ∈ · ] ∈P(R) for
the distribution of a real-valued random variable (RV) X defined on some probability space
(Ω,F ,P). It is L(X) = µ if and only if Fµ(x) = P[X ≤ x] for all x ∈ R and a random variable
X with L(X) = µ is given byX := F−1

µ (U), where U is a RV continuous uniform on (0, 1). If
it exists, let E[X] ∈ [−∞,∞] be the expectation of X. If P[X ≥ 0] = 1, then E[X] ∈ [0,∞]
exists. For α ∈ (0,∞) let Pα(R) ⊊ P(R) be the set of distributions µ = L(X) with
finite α-moment E[|X|α] < ∞. Note that Pfin(R) ⊊ Pα(R) and that β < α implies
Pα(R) ⊊ Pβ(R). For an event F ∈ F with P[F ] > 0 let L(X|F ) = P[X ∈ · |F ] ∈ P(R)
be the conditional distribution and E[X|F ] = E[X1F ]/P[F ] the conditional expectation of
X given F has occurred.
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Finally, for sets A and I it will be convenient to write elements of AI as [ai : i ∈ I] ∈ AI .
For real numbers x, y ∈ R we write x ∨ y = max{x, y} and x ∧ y = min{x, y}. We use the
Bachmann–Landau big-O notation.

2 Distributional Bellman operator and dynamic programming

A Markov Decision Process (MDP) with a fixed stationary policy is a tupel

mdp := (S,A, p, π, γ, r)

with finite set of states S ∋ s, s̄, finite set of actions A ∋ a, state-action-state transition
probabilities p = [p(s̄|s, a) : (s, a, s̄) ∈ S×A×S], in which p(s̄|s, a) ∈ [0, 1] is the probability
to make a transition from s to s̄ when performing action a, a fixed stationary policy π =
[π(a|s) : (s, a) ∈ S×A] in which π(a|s) ∈ [0, 1] is the probability of the agent choosing action
a when in state s, a fixed discount factor γ ∈ (0, 1) and r = [r( · |s, a, s̄) : (s, a, s̄) ∈ S×A×S]
an arbitrary probabilistic reward mechanism, in which

r( · |s, a, s̄) = L(Rsas̄) ∈P(R)

is a probability distribution modelling the distribution of the immediate and possibly ran-
dom R-valued reward Rsas̄ given to the agent for a transition from state s to s̄ having used
action a. Let Fsas̄ be the CDF and F−1

sas̄ : (0, 1)→ R be the QF of r( · |s, a, s̄) = L(Rsas̄).
The ingredients of mdp give rise to the following dynamical process: at time t = 0 the

agent is in a uniform random initial state S(0) ∈ S. If at time t ∈ N0 the agent is in state
S(t), conditionally on S(t) and the past, the agent chooses a random action A(t) distributed
as π( · |S(t)). The environment reacts with a random successor state S(t+1) distributed as
p( · |S(t), A(t)). The agent receives an immediate real-valued random reward R(t) distributed
as r( · |S(t), A(t), S(t+1)). The resulting stochastic process

(S(t), A(t), R(t))t∈N0

is called full MDP, and the return random variable is defined as

G∗ =
∑∞

t=0
γtR(t) = R(0) + γR(1) + γ2R(2) + . . .

which exists with probability one as a R-valued random variable under the assumption

(A1) E[log(1 ∨ |Rsas̄|)] <∞ for all s, a, s̄,

we refer to Gerstenberg et al. (2023) for a precise result. We assume (A1) holds throughout
the paper, but consider stronger moment assumptions on reward distributions later, cf. Re-
mark 4. Of interest in distributional policy evaluation is the distribution of G∗ when starting
the full MDP in a fixed but arbitrary given state s ∈ S. The (state-)return distribution
η∗ ∈P(R)S is the S-indexed collection of all these conditional distributions:

η∗ = [η∗s : s ∈ S] with η∗s = L(G∗|S(0) = s).

We call η∗s the s-th component of η∗. The return distribution η∗ can rarely by described
analytically and the task of distributional policy evaluation algorithms is to approximate η∗.
We discuss algorithms that are applicable in practice under the following two assumptions
on the ingredients of mdp:
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(A2) Fsas̄(x), F
−1
sas̄(u) can be calculated in constant time for all s, a, s̄ and x ∈ R, u ∈ (0, 1),

(A3) p(s̄|s, a), π(a|s) ∈ [0, 1] are known for all s, a, s̄.

Algorithms to approximate η∗ can be derived from the fact that η∗ is the unique fixed-
point of the Distributional Bellman Operator (DBO), which is introduced next. In the fol-
lowing, let η = [ηs : s ∈ S] = [L(Gs) : s ∈ S] ∈P(R)S be an arbitrary S-indexed collection
of distributions and assume that the three collections of random variables (Gs)s, (Rsas̄)sas̄
and the full MDP (S(t), A(t), R(t))t are defined on a common probability space and are
independent.

Definition 1 The DBO is the map T : P(R)S →P(R)S , η 7→ T η = [Tsη : s ∈ S] defined
by its component functions Ts : P(R)S →P(R) via Tsη := L(R(0) + γGS(1) |S(0) = s).

Theorem 2 Under (A1) it holds that

(a) η∗ is the unique fixed-point of T , that is for every η ∈P(R)S it is η = η∗ if and only
if η solves the so-called distributional Bellman equation T η = η,

(b) for every η ∈ P(R)S it holds T ◦nη →w η∗, where T ◦n = T ◦ · · · ◦ T is the n-th
iteration of T and →w denotes (component-wise) weak convergence of distributions.

Proof In case E[|Rsas̄|] <∞ for all s, a, s̄ this result if well-known and follows, for example,
from Proposition 4.34 in Bellemare et al. (2023). Under the more general assumption (A1)
it follows from Theorem 1 in Gerstenberg et al. (2023).

Theorem 2(b) leads to a theoretical approximation algorithm for η∗: choose an initial
approximation η(0) and calculate a sequence η(n), n ∈ N of approximations by the inductive
update rule η(n) = T η(n−1). However, this is not practical for applications, as we explain
next. First, by conditioning on {A(0) = a, S(1) = s̄}, the s-th component of T η equals

Tsη =
∑

(a,s̄)∈A×S
π(a|s)p(s̄|s, a)L (Rsas̄ + γGs̄) . (1)

The convolutions L (Rsas̄ + γGs̄) also equal (measure theoretic) convex combinations:

L (Rsas̄ + γGs̄) =

∫
R
L (Rsas̄ + γz) dηs̄(z) =

∫
R
L (y + γGs̄) dr(y|s, a, s̄). (2)

Now, assume all components of η are finitely supported with m ∈ N particles, say ηs =∑m
i=1wsiδzsi . Combining (1) and (2) gives

Tsη =
∑

(a,s̄)∈A×S

∑m

i=1
π(a|s)p(s̄|s, a)ws̄iL (Rsas̄ + γzs̄i) . (3)

Classical DDP algorithms are developed and analysed under the assumption

(A2.Fin): r( · |s, a, s̄) ∈Pfin(R) is finitely supported for all s, a, s̄,
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which implies (A2). If (A2.Fin) holds, that is every reward distribution is finitely supported,
say of size N ∈ N with L(Rsas̄) =

∑N
l=1 qsas̄lδrsas̄l , formula (3) yields

Tsη =
∑

(a,s̄)∈A×S

∑m

i=1

∑N

l=1
π(a|s)p(s̄|s, a)ws̄iqsas̄lδrsas̄l+γzs̄i , (4)

which is finitely supported of size (at most) m · |A| · |S| · N and a representation can be
calculated with a space-time complexity of order O(m · |A| · |S| ·N), see Algorithm 5.1 in
Bellemare et al. (2023). As a consequence, if η(0) has finitely supported components of size
m, inductively calculating the n-th approximation η(n) = T η(n−1) by applying (4) to η =
η(n−1) is possible in theory, but has a space-time complexity of order O(m · |A|n · |S|n ·Nn),
which is prohibitive for applications.

If only (A2) holds, the situation is even more complicated: (3) shows that Tsη can be an
intricate mixture involving continuous distributions and/or distributions with unbounded
support, in particular it is, in general, no longer finitely supported. However, (3) also shows
that the CDF of Tsη at x ∈ R is given by

FTsη(x) =
∑

(a,s̄)∈A×S

∑m

i=1
π(a|s)p(s̄|s, a)ws̄iFsas̄ (x− γzs̄i) , (5)

which can be calculated explicitly under (A2) with a time-complexity of order O(m·|A|·|S|).
However, calculating the CDF of even the second iterate T ◦2η is no longer possible exactly.

The idea of existing DDP algorithms that work under (A2.FIN) is to prevent the above
mentioned space-time complexity blow-up by choosing a projection map Π : P(R)→P(R)
that maps any µ ∈ P(R) to a finitely supported distribution Π(µ) having a fixed-size m,
and to use the update rule η(n) = Π̄T η(n−1), where Π̄ is the component-wise extension of Π
to a map P(R)S → P(R)S . Assuming Π(µ) can be calculated for any finitely supported
µ within controllable space-time-complexity, this leads to useful algorithms, which are dis-
cussed and analysed in Chapter 5 of Bellemare et al. (2023). Many of these algorithms are
not directly applicable under (A2), as the used projections can often not easily be evaluated
for distributions which are not finitely supported. Our approach is to focus on a special class
of (parameterised) projections Π(·, ξ) in which Π(µ, ξ) depends on µ only by a controllable
number of evaluations of its CDF.

Remark 3 (State-Action return distributions) The so-called state-action-return dis-
tribution is defined as the (S × A)-indexed collection ζ∗ = [ζ∗sa : (s, a) ∈ S × A] with
ζ∗sa = L(G∗|S(0) = s,A(0) = a). For convenience, we only discuss state-return distributions,
but everything could be formulated analogously for the state-action case. This restriction is
a recurring theme in the field of distributional policy evaluation, see Section 4 of Morimura
et al. (2010b) or Chapter 5 of Bellemare et al. (2023).

Remark 4 (Moment Assumptions) Each of the following (parameterised) moment as-
sumptions on reward distributions implies (A1):1

(A1.Pα), α ∈ (0,∞) : E[|Rsas̄|α] <∞ for all s, a, s̄,

1. In the notations (A1.Pα), (A1.Eλ), (A1.B) the P indicates polynomial tails, the E exponential tails and
B bounded support, where α and λ specify the degree and rate respectively.
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(A1.Eλ), λ ∈ (0,∞) : E[exp(λ|Rsas̄|)] <∞ for all s, a, s̄,

(A1.B) : there is [rmin, rmax] ⊂ R with P
[
rmin ≤ Rsas̄ ≤ rmax

]
= 1 for all s, a, s̄.

Condition (A1.B) implies (A1.Eλ) for every λ, (A1.Eλ) implies (A1.Pα) for every α and
(A1.Pα) implies (A1). The bounded rewards case (A1.B) is frequently encountered in the
(distributional) reinforcement learning literature, as well as (A1.Pα) with α = 1. All of
these moment assumptions transfer to the return distributions, let η∗s = L(G∗

s): (A1.Pα)
implies E[|G∗

s|α] <∞ for all s, (A1.Eλ) implies E[exp(λ|G∗
s|)] <∞ for all s and (A1.B) via

bounding interval [rmin, rmax] ⊂ R implies P[vmin ≤ G∗
s ≤ vmax] = 1 for all s with bounding

interval [vmin, vmax] = [ rmin
1−γ ,

rmax
1−γ ]. Also note that (A2.Fin) implies (A1.B), hence η∗s has

compact support in this case. In case of unbounded support, the design and analysis of DDP
algorithms is more challenging.

3 A general DDP Framework

A parameterised projection is a map

Π : P(R)× Ξ −→P(R), (µ, ξ) 7−→ Π(µ, ξ),

where Ξ ∋ ξ is a set of parameters. Parameters are chosen by a parameter algorithm A,
that can depend on ingredients of mdp, and maps as

A : P(R)S × S × N −→ Ξ, (η, s, k) 7−→ A(η, s, k).

Given an initial approximation η(0) ∈ P(R)S , the maps Π and A are used to calculate a
sequence

(η(n), ξ(n)) ∈P(R)S × ΞS , n ∈ N (6)

inductively over n ∈ N as follows:

1. calculate ξ(n) = [ξ
(n)
s : s ∈ S] with ξ

(n)
s = A(η(n−1), s, n),

2. calculate η(n) = [η
(n)
s : s ∈ S] with η

(n)
s = Π(Tsη(n−1), ξ

(n)
s ).

All concrete parameterised projections we consider in this paper calculate finitely sup-
ported distributions in which the size of Π(µ, ξ) ∈ Pfin(R) depends on the parameter ξ.
Further, as we allow A to depend on the ingredients of mdp and T is a function of mdp, the
parameters ξ(n) calculated in the n-th update step may depend on (properties of) T η(n−1),
see Section 5.3. Finally, the DDP framework considered in Chapter 5 of Bellemare et al.
(2023) is included in this setting by considering Ξ to be a one-point set, we elaborate on
this in Section 4.2.

Example 1 (Quantile Dynamic Programming, QDP) Let M : N→ N be a function,
which is a hyper-parameter of the algorithm. Let Ξ = N and

Π : P(R)× N→P(R), Π(µ,m) =
1

m

∑m

i=1
δxi with xi = F−1

µ

(
2i− 1

2m

)
,

A : P(R)S × S × N→ N, A(η, s, k) = M(k).

7
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Let η(0) have finitely supported components. The iterative procedure to calculate η(n), n ∈ N
as in (6) specifies to

η(n)s =
1

M(n)

∑M(n)

i=1
δxi with xi = F−1

Tsη(n−1)

(
2i− 1

2M(n)

)
. (7)

Following Chapter of 5 of Bellemare et al. (2023), who introduce and analyse this algorithm
for M(k) ≡ m ∈ N constant and under (A2.Fin), we call this the Quantile Dynamic
Programming (QDP) algorithm. To perform (7) in practice, quantiles of Tsη(n−1) need to
be accessible, which holds under (A2.Fin) and leads to Algorithm 5.4 in Bellemare et al.
(2023), which can be easily modified to work for arbitrary size functions M . By analysing
the trade-off between approximation quality and time complexity, we argue to choose M(k)
growing exponentially in k. To be precise, choosing M(k) = ⌈(1/θ)k⌉ for some θ ∈ [γc, 1),
cf. Example 2.

QDP is directly applicable only in case (A2.Fin), because then, for any finitely supported
η, it is Tsη finitely supported, see (4), and hence its QF F−1

Tsη can be explicitly evaluated.
Under the more general assumption (A2), only the CDF FTsη can be evaluated, see (5),
which is the CDF of an intricate mixture of continuous and/or unbounded distributions.
Inverting CDFs is, in general, only possible with numerical approximation methods, which
can be costly. Similar problems arise when aiming to design random number generators that
are universally applicable for distributions µ in which only their CDFs can be evaluated,
we refer to Section 7 of Hörmann et al. (2004) and Chapter II.2 in Devroye (1986). Note
that many of these numerical inversion algorithms assume some sort of regularity on the
CDF, which, in general, does not hold under (A2).

Concrete DDP algorithms applicable under (A2) are introduced and analysed in Sec-
tion 5, which starts by introducing a particular parameterised projection, see Figure 2 for a
visualisation. In Sections 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 we discuss concrete parameter algorithms for this
projection. The latter leads to an approximation of the QDP algorithm applicable under
(A2), where quantiles are approximated by linear splines, but this approximation is on the
level of parameters of the projection, not on the level of designing a projection.

4 Bounding the approximation error

Let d : P(R)×P(R)→ [0,∞] be an analysis metric on P(R), which is allowed to assign
infinite distance d(µ, ν) = ∞ to pairs µ ̸= ν.2 By triangle inequality, d is a proper finite
metric restricted to Pd(R) = {µ ∈ P(R) : d(µ, δ0) < ∞} ⊆ P(R).3 Any such d is
extended to a metric d̄ on P(R)S by d̄(η, η′) = maxs∈S d(ηs, η

′
s), which is a proper finite

metric on Pd(R)S ⊆ P(R)S . With respect to the analysis metric d, the quality of an
approximation η(n) for η∗ is measured by d̄(η(n), η∗). Two popular parameterised families
of analysis metrics are the following:

2. d satisfies d(µ, ν) = 0 ⇔ µ = ν and d(µ, ν) = d(ν, µ) and d(µ, ν) ≤ d(µ, ζ)+d(ζ, ν) for all µ, ν, ζ ∈ P(R).
3. In Chapter 5 of Bellemare et al. (2023) it is further required that any µ ∈ Pd(R) has finite first moment.

8



Numerical Policy Evaluation in Distributional Dynamic Programming

The β-Wasserstein distances wβ, β ∈ (0,∞], are defined as

wβ(µ, ν) =


∫ 1
0 |F

−1
µ (u)− F−1

ν (u)|βdu, β ∈ (0, 1),[∫ 1
0 |F

−1
µ (u)− F−1

ν (u)|βdu
]1/β

, β ∈ [1,∞),

supu∈(0,1) |F−1
µ (u)− F−1

ν (u)|, β =∞.

We have Pwβ
(R) = Pβ(R) for β ∈ (0,∞) and Pw∞(R) is the set of distributions with

bounded support.

The Birnbaum–Orlicz average distances ℓβ, β ∈ (0,∞], are defined as

ℓβ(µ, ν) =


∫∞
−∞ |Fµ(x)− Fν(x)|βdx, β ∈ (0, 1),[∫∞
−∞ |Fµ(x)− Fν(x)|βdx

]1/β
, β ∈ [1,∞),

supx∈R |Fµ(x)− Fν(x)|, β =∞.

It is ks := ℓ∞ the Kolmogorov–Smirnov distance, ℓ2 is also known as Cramér distance
and ℓ1 = w1. A complete characterisation of all spaces Pℓβ (R), β ∈ (0,∞], in terms of
moment assumptions is challenging. However, for our purpose, it is enough to observe
the following: for β = 1 we have Pℓ1(R) = Pw1(R) = P1(R), in case β = ∞ it is
Pℓ∞(R) = Pks(R) = P(R), that is ks is a metric on the whole of P(R), and for β ∈ (1,∞)
we have

P 1
β
(R) ⊊ Pℓβ (R) ⊊

⋂
0<ε< 1

β

P 1
β
−ε(R), (8)

which is proved in Proposition 25 in Appendix A.1.

4.1 The Accumulated Projection Error

The following theorem is the key tool to study d̄(η(n), η∗), but also shows that not all of
the above introduced metrics are equally admissible as analysis metrics. Let c ∈ (0,∞) be
a fixed constant.

Theorem 5 (Theorem 4.25 of Bellemare et al. (2023)) Let d be c-homogeneous, reg-
ular and convex4. Then T is a γc-contraction with respect to d̄, that is

d̄
(
T η, T η′

)
≤ γc · d̄(η, η′) for all η, η′ ∈P(R)S (9)

and, consequently, for all η ∈P(R)S :

(i) d̄ (T ◦nη, η∗) ≤ γcn · d̄(η, η∗) for all n ∈ N0,

(ii) d̄(η, η∗) <∞ =⇒ d̄(η, η∗) ≤ d̄(η,T η)
1−γc .

Of the above introduced metrics, the following have the properties stated in Theorem 5:

- d = wβ, β ∈ (0,∞] with c = min{1, β},

4. See Definition 26 in Appendix A.2, also refer to Definitions 4.23-25 in Bellemare et al. (2023).

9
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- d = ℓβ, β ∈ [1,∞) with c = 1/β.

In particular, ks = ℓ∞ is not covered by Theorem 5.

Remark 6 The inequalities stated in Theorem 5 are of interest in case the distances ap-
pearing in the upper bounds are finite. We have that

η, η′, η∗ ∈Pd(R)S , T (Pd(R)S) ⊆Pd(R)S =⇒ d̄(η, η′), d̄(η, η∗), d̄(η, T η) <∞.

By triangle inequality, (9) and properties of d it can be shown that the moment assumption

(A1.d) : L(Rsas̄) ∈Pd(R) for all s, a, s̄

implies T (Pd(R)S) ⊆ Pd(R)S . This alone may, in general, not be sufficient to conclude
η∗ ∈Pd(R)S , but for the metrics we consider the following holds: for d = wβ, β ∈ (0,∞), it
is Pwβ

(R) = Pβ(R), hence (A1.wβ) is equivalent to (A1.Pβ) and this assumption implies

η∗ ∈ Pβ(R)S , see Remark 4. Similarly, Pw∞(R) is the set of distributions with bounded
support, hence (A1.w∞) is equivalent to (A1.B), which implies that all components of η∗

have bounded support. Finally, we have P1/β(R) ⊂ Pℓβ (R) for β ∈ [1,∞), see Proposi-

tion 25, hence (A1.ℓβ) is implied by (A1.P 1
β ), which implies η∗ ∈P1/β(R)S ⊆Pℓβ (R)S .

The Kolmogorov–Smirnov distance ks = ℓ∞ does not satisfy the properties stated in
Theorem 5 and thus is not as easily admissible as, for example, Wasserstein distances.
However, we demonstrate in Section 6 how bounds on approximation errors d̄(η(n), η∗)
using d = wβ for some β ∈ (0,∞) lead to useful bounds for ks(η(n), η∗).

For now, let d be a c-homogeneous, regular and convex metric on P(R). Let η(0) be an
initial approximation and let (η(n), ξ(n)), n ∈ N be the sequence calculated inductively as in
(6). A possible approach to bound the approximation error d̄(η(n), η∗) is as follows: define
the k-th projection error(PE) and the n-th accumulated projection error(APE) by

PE(k, d) = d̄(η(k), T η(k−1)),

APE(n, d) =
∑n

k=1
γc(n−k) · PE(k, d).

Proposition 7 d̄
(
η(n), η∗

)
≤ APE(n, d) + γcnd̄(η(0), η∗).

Proof By induction on n ∈ N0: for n = 0 it is obvious. Assuming the inequality holds for
some n ∈ N0 and noticing the recursive formula APE(n+1,d) = PE(n+1, d)+γcAPE(n, d)
it follows

d̄
(
η(n+1), η∗

)
≤ d̄

(
η(n+1), T η(n)

)
+ d̄

(
T η(n), η∗

)
= PE(n+ 1, d) + d̄

(
T η(n), T η∗

)
≤ PE(n+ 1, d) + γcd̄(η(n), η∗)

≤ PE(n+ 1, d) + γc
(
APE(n, d) + γcnd̄(η(0), η∗)

)
= APE(n+ 1, d) + γc(n+1)d̄(η(0), η∗),

10
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where the first inequality follows from triangle inequality, the equality from T η∗ = η∗, the
second inequality from Theorem 5 and the third by induction hypothesis.

Bounds on projection errors yield bounds on the accumulated projection error:

Lemma 8 Let r ∈ (0,∞), θ ∈ (0, 1), D > 0. Denote with Lis(z) =
∑∞

k=1 k
−szk the polylog-

arithm of order s and argument z. Then the following implications hold

∀k = 1, . . . , n : PE(k, d) ≤ D =⇒ APE(n, d) ≤ D

1− γc
,

∀k = 1, . . . , n : PE(k, d) ≤ D · k−r =⇒ APE(n,d) ≤ D · Li−r(γ
c)

γc
· n−r,

∀k = 1, . . . , n : PE(k, d) ≤ D · θk =⇒ APE(n, d) ≤


D

(γc/θ)−1 · γ
cn, θ < γc,

D · n · γcn, θ = γc,
D

1−γc/θ · θ
n, θ > γc.

Proof The first and third implications follow from bounding finite geometric series by
infinite geometric series, resp. explicit evaluation in case θ = γc. The second implication
follows from 1/(n − k) ≤ (k + 1)/n for every k = 0, . . . , n − 1, bounding finite by infinite
series and plugging in the definition of the polylogarithm.

Proposition 7 in combination with Lemma 8 show that if projection errors decay towards
zero fast enough as k → ∞, then the approximation error d̄(η(n), η∗) also decays to zero
as n → ∞ with a comparable rate of decay. This allows to bound the minimal number of
iterations required to calculate an approximation η(n) that is ε-close to η∗ with respect to
d. By investigating the trade-off between time complexity and approximation quality, we
make a case for constructing DDP algorithms such that PE(k, d) decays exponentially with
some rate θ ∈ [γc, 1), corresponding to the last (two) parts of the previous lemma, see the
following Example 2 and Section 5.1.

Example 2 (Analysing QDP with respect to d = w1) Let η(n), n ∈ N be as in Exam-

ple 1 having used the size function M : N → N, that is η
(n)
s = Π(Tsη(n−1),M(n)) with

Π(µ,m) = m−1
∑m

i=1 δF−1
µ (2i−1/2m). We consider the analysis metric d = w1 = ℓ1, which is

c = 1-homogeneous. To analyse QDP, we note the following inequalities:

w1(Π(µ,m), µ) ≤
∫ 1

2m

0

(
F−1
µ (1− u)− F−1

µ (u)
)
du, w1(µ, ν) ≤ w∞(µ, ν).

As discussed, QDP is practical in case (A2.Fin) holds, which implies that reward dis-
tributions are supported on some compact interval [rmin, rmax] ⊂ R. Let [vmin, vmax] =
[rmin/(1− γ), rmax/(1− γ)]. If all components of η ∈P(R)S are supported on [vmin, vmax],
then all components of T η are supported on [vmin, vmax] and the same holds for the compo-

nents of η∗. Assume η
(0)
s is finitely supported with M(0) particles supported on [vmin, vmax].

11
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Figure 1: (Partially) overlapping curves T 7→ log(e(n(T ))) for γ = 0.7 and different size
functions; M(k) = ⌈(1/θ)k⌉ with θ ∈ [0.75, 0.9] and M(k) ≡ m constant with
m ∈ {50, 51, . . . , 2000}. For each choice of M the curve has a single color.

By bounding quantiles of compactly-supported distributions by the endpoints of their sup-
port, using the above inequalities and plugging in the definitions of PE,APE as well as using
Proposition 7 we obtain

PE(k,w1) ≤
vmax − vmin

2M(k)
, APE(n,w1) ≤

∑n

k=1
γn−k vmax − vmin

2M(k)
, w1(η

(n), η∗) ≤ e(n),

where the upper bound e(n) on the n-th approximation error is

e(n) =
∑n

k=1
γn−k [vmax − vmin]

2M(k)
+ γn[vmax − vmin].

5 (10)

Treating the sizes of S,A as well as the number of particles of reward distributions as
constants, the time complexity to calculate η(n) is of order O(time(n)) with

time(n) =
∑n

k=1
M(k) log (M(k)) ,

compare to page 137 in Bellemare et al. (2023). To visualise the effect of choosing different
size functions M , let

n(T ) = max{n ∈ N0|time(n) ≤ T}

be the number of iterations QDP has calculated up to (a global constant of) time T > 0.
Thus, e(n(T )) is a guaranteed bound for the approximation error after execution time T .
Note that for e(n(T ))→ 0 as T →∞ it is necessary that M(k)→∞ as k →∞. Figure 1
shows plots of functions T 7→ log(e(n(T ))) for different choices of sizes functions M : we
compare M(k) = ⌈(1/θ)k⌉ for different θ with M(k) ≡ m for different m. The plot suggests
to prefer the exponential choice with θ ≈ γ+1

2 .

5. if M(k) ≡ m ∈ N is constant, e(n) can be further bounded by [vmax − vmin] ·
[

1
2m(1−γ)

+ γn
]
, cf. Lemma

5.30 of Bellemare et al. (2023).
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4.2 Fixed Non-Expansive Projection

In case Ξ contains one element, Π can be reduced to a function Π : P(R) → P(R).
Let Π̄ : P(R)S → P(R)S be the component-wise extension of Π. The n-th calculated
approximation η(n) then takes the form η(n) = (Π̄T )◦n(η(0)) and the parameter algorithm
A as well as the sequence ξ(n), n ∈ N, can be eliminated from the formalism of Section 3.
This corresponds to the DDP framework considered in Chapter 5 in Bellemare et al. (2023).
Let d be c-homogeneous, regular and convex. Proposition 7 applies and leads to

d̄(η(n), η∗) ≤ γcnd̄(η(0), η∗) +
∑n

k=1
γc(n−k)d̄(η(k), T η(k−1)). (APE-bound)

In case Π is a non-expansion with respect to d, the approximation errors d̄(η(n), η∗)
have been studied in Chapter 5 of Bellemare et al. (2023). To discuss how the bound
(APE-bound) relates we make the following assumptions:

(i) Π is a non-expansion with respect to d, that is d(Πµ,Πν) ≤ d(µ, ν) for all µ, ν ∈P(R),

(ii) T (Pd(R)S) ⊆Pd(R)S and Π̄(Pd(R)S) ⊆Pd(R)S ,

(iii) Π̄T has a fixed-point η̂ ∈Pd(R)S .

Note that (i) implies that Π̄T is a γc-contraction; (ii) implies that Π̄T (Pd(R)S) ⊆Pd(R)S .
In particular, the fixed-point η̂ of Π̄T is unique within Pd(R)S . Furthermore, (i)+(ii) imply
(iii) in case the space (Pd(R)S , d̄) is complete. By triangle inequality, conditions (i)-(iii)
lead to

d̄(η(n), η∗) ≤ γcnd̄(η(0), η̂) + d̄(η̂, η∗). (η̂-bound)

Note that (η̂-bound) makes use of assumptions (i)-(iii), while (APE-bound) does not. How-
ever, under these additional assumptions, (APE-bound) can be further bounded and is seen
to be close to (η̂-bound): first, for every k ∈ N it holds that

d̄(η(k), T η(k−1)) ≤ d̄(η(k), η̂) + d̄(η̂, T η̂) + d̄(T η̂, T η(k−1))

≤ γckd̄(η(0), η̂) + d̄(η̂, T η̂) + γcd̄(η̂, η(k−1))

≤ 2γckd̄(η(0), η̂) + d̄(T η̂, η̂)

and hence

(APE-bound) ≤ γcnd̄(η(0), η∗) + 2nγcnd̄(η(0), η̂) +
d̄ (T η̂, η̂)
1− γc

. (11)

The only non-vanishing terms in the upper bounds (η̂-bound), resp. (11), are d̄(η̂, η∗), resp.
d̄ (T η̂, η̂) /(1− γc). They are related by

max
{
d̄(Π̄η∗, η∗), d̄(T η̂, η̂)

}
1 + γc

≤ d̄(η̂, η∗) ≤
min

{
d̄(Π̄η∗, η∗), d̄(T η̂, η̂)

}
1− γc

, (12)

which follows from triangle inequality and contractive properties.6 Finally,

(η̂-bound) ≤ γcnd̄(η(0), η̂) +
d̄
(
Π̄η∗, η∗

)
1− γc

,

(APE-bound) ≤ γcnd̄(η(0), η∗) + 2nγcnd̄(η(0), η̂) +
1 + γc

1− γc
·

d̄
(
Π̄η∗, η∗

)
1− γc

.

6. Also, (12) immediately implies η∗ = η̂ ⇔ Πη∗ = η∗ ⇔ T η̂ = η̂.
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The vanishing term in the final upper bound for (APE-bound) decays to zero faster
than θn for every θ ∈ (γc, 1) and the non-vanishing term is the same as in (η̂-bound) up to
a factor (1 + γc)/(1− γc).

In summary, we conclude that bounding approximation errors by accumulated projection
errors is a very flexible approach, that can also cover varying projections or fixed-projections
that are expansive with respect to d. In the special case of fixed non-expansive projections,
(η̂-bound) appears to be sharper than (APE-bound), but for practical reasons the bounds
are close.

Remark 9 The QDP-Algorithm with a constant size function M(k) ≡ m fits the framework
of a fixed-projection, Π = Π(·,m). Note that this projection is an expansion with respect to
w1, that is the approximation errors cannot be bounded by (η̂-bound) directly; cf. Lemma
5.30 and Exercise 5.20 in Bellemare et al. (2023).

5 A class of DDP algorithms

A parameterised projection Π : P(R)×Ξ→Pfin(R) that is well-suited for DDP algorithms
under (A2), closely related to quantization schemes of Lloyd (1982), is given as follows: The
parameter space is Ξ =

⋃
m∈N Ξm with

Ξm =
{
ξ = (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym−1) ∈ R2m−1

∣∣∣ x1 ≤ y1 ≤ x2 ≤ y2 ≤ · · · ≤ ym−1 ≤ xm

}
.

and Π(µ, ξ) ∈Pfin(R) is defined, for µ ∈P(R), ξ = (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym−1) ∈ Ξm, as

Π(µ, ξ) =
∑m

i=1
(Fµ(yi)− Fµ(yi−1)) · δxi , (13)

with the convention y0 = −∞, ym = +∞ and Fµ(−∞) = 0, Fµ(+∞) = 1, see Figure 2. In
particular, Π(µ, ξ) depends on µ only by a finite number of evaluations Fµ, which makes
it well-suited for DDP algorithms under (A2), as the CDF of µ = Tsη can be evaluated in
this case by (5). In particular, formula (5) directly yields the following:

Theorem 10 Let m′,m ∈ N and η = [ηs̄ : s̄ ∈ S] ∈ P(R)S with ηs̄ =
∑m′

j=1 qs̄jδzs̄j . Let
ξ = (x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , ym−1) ∈ Ξm and s ∈ S. Then Π(Ts(η), ξ) =

∑m
i=1 oiδxi with

oi =
∑

(a,s̄)∈A×S

∑m′

j=1
π(a|s) · p(s̄|s, a) · qs̄j · [Fsas̄(yi − γzs̄j)− Fsas̄(yi−1 − γzs̄j)] .

That is, Π(Ts(η), ξ) can be calculated under (A2)+(A3) in time of order O(m′ ·m).

Let η(0) ∈ Pfin(R)S be an initial approximation. In order to calculate approximations
η(n), n ∈ N using Π one has to decide for a suitable parameter algorithm

A : P(R)S × S × N −→ Ξ = ∪m∈N Ξm.

In order to control the space-time complexity, it is reasonable to choose a size function
M : N→ N and to consider only parameter algorithms A such that

A(·, ·, k) ∈ ΞM(k) for all k ∈ N. (14)

Given such a parameter algorithm, the iterative procedure to calculate η(n), n ∈ N is thus

14



Numerical Policy Evaluation in Distributional Dynamic Programming

Figure 2: CDFs of µ (blue) and Π(µ, ξ) (red) with ξ = (x1, . . . , x8, y1, . . . , y7) ∈ Ξ8. The
support of Π(µ, ξ) is the compact interval [z(ξ)−w(ξ), z(ξ)+w(ξ)] = [x1, x8] and
δ(ξ) = max2≤i≤8 |xi − xi−1|.

1. Calculate ξ(n) = [ξ
(n)
s : s ∈ S] with ξ

(n)
s = A(η(n−1), s, n) ∈ ΞM(n),

2. Calculate η(n) = [η
(n)
s : s ∈ S] with η

(n)
s = Π(Tsη(n−1), ξ

(n)
s ) as in Theorem 10.

For practical purposes, A has to be such that A(η(n−1), s, n) can be evaluated under
Assumptions (A2)+(A3) within a controllable space-time complexity. In Remark 12 we
discuss the topic of optimal parameter algorithms and demonstrate that these are, in general,
not easily available for practical purposes. In the following subsections, we consider three
different parameter algorithms A that can be applied under Assumptions (A2)+(A3).

(i) In Section 5.1 we introduce plain parameter algorithms (PPA). By analysing the trade-
off between approximation quality and time complexity in detail, we collect additional
evidence that constructing DDP algorithms with projection errors decaying of the
order O(θk) with θ ∈ [γc, 1) seems reasonable.

(ii) In Section 5.2 we introduce an adaptive version of the plain parameter algorithms
(ADP), which is derived by bounding quantiles of convolutions. A partial analysis
leads to a useful black-box algorithm, which is suggested for application in case (A1.Pα)
holds for large α.

(iii) In Section 5.3 we modify the algorithm of Section 5.2 further by considering spline in-
terpolations of inverse quantile functions (QSP). The emerging algorithm can be seen
as an approximation of the QDP-algorithm applicable under assumptions (A2)+(A3)
and is a second black-box algorithm, that can be used also in presence of heavy-tailed
reward distributions, see assumption (A1.Pα).

The mathematical analysis of Section 5.1 relies on bounding projection errors, we present
the basic tool now. Let ξ = (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym−1) ∈ Ξ. Key-characteristics of ξ are

δ(ξ) = max
2≤i≤m

|xi − xi−1|, z(ξ) =
xm + x1

2
, w(ξ) =

xm − x1
2

.
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So, for any µ ∈P(R) we have that Π(µ, ξ) is finitely supported on m points that lie in the
compact interval [z(ξ)−w(ξ), z(ξ)+w(ξ)], see Figure 2. As we deal with distributions that
can have unbounded support and the analysis metrics we consider (also) depend on the
tail behaviour of distributions, we need to introduce the following terms: for µ = L(X) ∈
P(R), ξ ∈ Ξ and β ∈ (0,∞) define

tailwβ
(µ, ξ) =

∫ ∞

0
xβ−1P[|X − z(ξ)| > w(ξ) + x] dx,

tailℓβ (µ, ξ) =

∫ ∞

0
P[|X − z(ξ)| > w(ξ) + x]β dx.

The following is proved in Appendix A.3:

Lemma 11 Let µ ∈P(R), ξ ∈ Ξ. Then

(a) wβ(Π(µ, ξ), µ) ≤ 4 ·max
{
δ(ξ)

β
1∨β , tailwβ

(µ, ξ)
1

1∨β

}
for all β ∈ (0,∞),

(b) ℓβ(Π(µ, ξ), µ) ≤ 4 ·max
{
δ(ξ)

1
β , tailℓβ (µ, ξ)

1
β

}
for all β ∈ [1,∞).

Remark 12 (Optimal Parameter Algorithms) Let d be a c-homogeneous, regular, con-
vex analysis metric and consider only parameter algorithms that satisfy (14). Choosing a
parameter algorithm A with the property

A(η, s, k) ∈ argminξ∈Ξm
d (Π(µ, ξ), µ) with (µ,m) = (Tsη,M(k))

for all η, s, k, would result in calculating approximations with minimal projections errors
with respect to d. The task to minimise d (Π(µ, ξ), µ) over ξ ∈ Ξm for given µ ∈P(R) can,
in general, only be solved by approximation methods: for example, consider d = w2. For
ξ = (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym−1) ∈ Ξm it is

w2(Π(µ, ξ), µ) =
∑m

i=1

∫ yi

yi−1

(x− xi)
2dµ(x).

Minimising this expression in ξ is the topic of the groundbreaking paper Lloyd (1982), which
has led to what is now known as Lloyd’s algorithm. This had motivated various other
algorithms for related minimisation problems (involving distributions on higher dimensions,
µ ∈P(Rk)) such as (variants of) m-means clustering algorithms or algorithms to construct
optimal centroidal Voronoi tessellations. We refer to Du et al. (1999) and Kloeckner (2012),
where these types of problems are discussed also for other metrics than d = w2 and in higher
dimensions. Regarding algorithms, Lloyd’s algorithm (and its variants) may depend on µ in
a more complex way than on finitely many evaluations of the cdf Fµ. Hence, using these in
our situation for µ = Tsη under (A2), would need to apply further approximation methods.
Considering the trade-off between space-time complexity and approximation quality, we leave
it for future research to investigate if parameter algorithms of such high complexity are of
any benefit for the DDP task at hand.

Finally, note that the minimisation problem minν w1(ν, µ) in which the minimum runs
over all ν of the form ν = 1

m

∑m
i=1 δxi has been solved explicitly by letting xi = F−1

µ ((2i −
1)/2m), see Proposition 5.15 Bellemare et al. (2023), which was used to motivate the QDP
algorithm (Example 1) in that reference.
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5.1 Plain parameter algorithm (PPA)

For each m ∈ N,m ≥ 2, w > 0, z ∈ R let

ξlin(m,w, z) = (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym−1) ∈ Ξm with

xi = z +
2i− 1−m

m− 1
· w,

yi = z +
2i−m

m− 1
· w,

so the interlaced points (x1, y1, x2, y2, . . . , ym−1, xm) form an evenly spaced interpolation
of the compact interval [z − w, z + w]. Further, with ξ = ξlin(m,w, z) it holds that
(z(ξ), w(ξ), δ(ξ)) = (z, w, 2w

m−1). In case m = 1 let ξlin(1, w, z) = (z) ∈ Ξ1. The plain
parameter algorithm is defined as follows:

Definition 13 (PPA) The plain parameter algorithm (PPA) has hyper-parameter (func-
tions) M : N → N, W : N → (0,∞), z ∈ R with M,W non-decreasing and is defined as
A(η, s, k) := ξlin(M(k),W (k), z).

In the following, let A be as in Definition 13 and η(0) ∈Pfin(R)S with η
(0)
s = δz for all

s ∈ S. Set M(0) := 1. The time to calculate η(n), denoted by time(n), is dominated by the
applications of Π, thus

time(n) = O
(∑n

k=1
M(k − 1)M(k)

)
.

Our goal is to analyse the trade-off between time-complexity and approximation errors with
respect to metrics d = wβ, β ∈ (0,∞) and d = ℓβ, β ∈ [1,∞). For that, let

δ(k) = δ(ξlin(M(k),W (k), z)) =
2W (k)

M(k)− 1
.

In case (A1.B), that is reward distributions have uniformly bounded support [rmin, rmax],
the condition [

rmin

1− γ
,
rmax

1− γ

]
⊆ [z −W (k), z +W (k)] (15)

implies that all components of η∗, η(n), n ∈ N are supported on [z −W (k), z +W (k)] and

Lemma 11 yields PE(wβ, k) ≤ 4δ(k)
β

1∨β resp. PE(ℓβ, k) ≤ 4δ(k)
1
β . A natural choice for

z,W to ensure (15) for all k is z = rmax+rmin
2(1−γ) and W (k) ≡ rmax−rmin

2(1−γ) (constant).
In presence of unbounded reward distributions, an analysis of the projection errors via

Lemma 11 is still possible, but the tail bound terms need more care: in the following, O-
notation is with respect to k →∞; the constant may depend on all quantities except k and
concrete O-constants are presented in Appendix A.3, see Theorem 30.

Theorem 14 (a) It is PE(wβ, k) = O
(
max

{
δ(k)

β
1∨β , T (k)

})
with

T (k) =


W (k)

− (α−β)
1∨β , if (A1.Pα) holds with α > β,

exp
(
−λ(1−γ)

1∨β W (k)
)
, if (A1.Eλ) holds with λ > 0,

0, if (A1.B) and (15) hold.

17
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(b) It is PE(ℓβ, k) = O
(
max

{
δ(k)

1
β , T (k)

})
with

T (k) =


W (k)

−(α− 1
β
)
, if (A1.Pα) holds with α > 1/β,

exp (−λ(1− γ)W (k)) , if (A1.Eλ) holds with λ > 0,

0, if (A1.B) and (15) hold.

In the following, we only consider d = wβ with some fixed β ∈ (0,∞). Let

n∗(ε) = min{n ∈ N | wβ(η
(n), η∗) ≤ ε}, ε > 0.

The following result investigates the asymptotic behaviour of time(n∗(ε)) as ε→ 0 and leads
to suggest that letting the size function M increase exponentially (with rate 1/θ, θ ∈ (γc, 1),
case (b)), is superior to letting it grow polynomial (case (a)). We write f(n) = Θ(g(n)) if
there are constants C1, C2 > 0 such that C1g(n) ≤ f(n) ≤ C2g(n) for all n ∈ N.

Theorem 15 Assume (A1.Pα) holds with α > β and let h = 1∨β
β

α
α−β > 1.

(a) Let r > 0. Then

M(n) = Θ
(
nhr
)
,

W (n) = Θ
(
n

β
α
hr
)
 =⇒



wβ(η
(n), η∗) = O

(
n−r

)
as n→∞,

n∗(ε) = O
(
(1/ε)1/r

)
as ε→ 0,

time(n) = O
(
n2hr+1

)
as n→∞,

time(n∗(ε)) = O
(
(1/ε)2h+

1
r

)
as ε→ 0.


(b) Let θ ∈ (γc, 1) with c = min{1, β}. Then

M(n) = Θ
(
(1/θ)hn

)
,

W (n) = Θ
(
(1/θ)

β
α
hn
)
 =⇒



wβ(η
(n), η∗) = O (θn) as n→∞,

n∗(ε) ≤ log(ϵ)

log(θ)
+ O(1) as ε→ 0,

time(n) = O
(
(1/θ)2hn

)
as n→∞,

time(n∗(ε)) = O
(
(1/ε)2h

)
as ε→ 0.


Proof By Theorem 14(a) we have

PE(wβ, k) = O

(
max

{(
W (k)

M(k)

) β
1∨β

, W (k)
− (α−β)

1∨β

})
.

Choosing M(k),W (k) as in (a), resp. (b) leads to PE(k,wβ) = O (k−r), resp. PE(k,wβ) =
O
(
θk
)
. Hence, by Lemma 8, wβ(η

(n), η∗) = O(n−r), resp. O(θn). This immediately leads
to the asymptotic bounds for n∗(ε) in both cases. The time complexity bounds follow from∑n

k=1
(k − 1)hrkhr = Θ(n2hr+1),

∑n

k=1
(1/θh)k−1(1/θh)k = Θ

(
(1/θh)2n

)
,

18
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both as n → ∞. Plugging in the obtained asymptotic bounds for n∗(ε) in the time bound
yields the claim.

Comparing the asymptotic expressions for time(n∗(ε)), we find that choosingM,W as in
(b), that is enforcing exponential decay with rate θ ∈ (γc, 1) in the projection errors, leads to
a slower asymptotic growth of time(n∗(ε)) as ε→ 0 when compared to enforcing polynomial
decay as in (a). This is evidence for favouring exponential decay over polynomial decay.
When considering M,W as in (b) but with θ ∈ (0, γc), the same line of reasoning applies,
but requiring time(n∗(ε)) = O((1/ε)h log(θ)/ log(γc)), which grows even faster then choosing
M,W as in (a). The case θ = γc remains open as well as the question which θ ∈ [γc, 1) may
be the preferred choice. Experiments, also see Example 2, suggest the heuristic θ ≈ γ+1

2
(when bounding with a c = 1 homogeneous analysis metric).

Remark 16 Similar conclusions can be obtained when replacing the analysis metric d = wβ

with d = ℓβ, β ∈ [1,∞) and/or strengthening the moment assumption (A1.Pα) to (A1.Eλ)
or even (A1.B). In all of these cases, using the corresponding parts of Theorem 14, it
is possible to choose M,W to enforce either polynomial or exponential decay of projection
errors. A verbatim analysis of time(n∗(ε)) always leads to the same conclusion: constructing
algorithms such that projection errors decay exponentially with rate θ ∈ (γc, 1) seems to be
preferable over polynomial decay.

We investigated the plain parameter algorithm to collect further evidence that choosing
M(k) = ⌈(1/θ)k⌉ with θ ≈ γ+1

2 is a reasonable black-box approach. However, for practical
purposes, the plain parameter algorithms is problematic: the k-th update step projects
Tsη(k−1) to a distribution supported on [z −W (k), z + W (k)]. If the parameters W, z are
chosen poorly, it may occur that, for reasonably small k, the interval [z −W (k), z +W (k)]
carries only a (very) small amount of mass of Tsη(k−1) which leads to a high projection error.
This is (partly) resolved by a modification of the plain parameter algorithm discussed in
the next section.

5.2 Adaptive Plain Parameter Algorithm

For practical purposes, we propose a modification of the plain parameter algorithm by
replacing [z−W (k), z+W (k)] with a compact interval that contains a guaranteed amount
of mass of Tsη(k−1). This modification is derived and justified by the following Lemma,
shown in Appendix A.4:

Lemma 17 Let η = [ηs̄ : s̄ ∈ S] ∈P(R)S , εu ∈ (0, 1/2] and s ∈ S. Define

xmin = min
(a,s̄)

{
F−1
sas̄

(
1−
√
1− εu

)
+γ ·F−1

ηs̄

(
1−
√
1− εu

)}
, (16)

xmax = max
(a,s̄)

{
F−1
sas̄

(√
1− εu

)
+γ ·F−1

ηs̄

(√
1− εu

)}
, (17)

where both min and max run over all pairs (a, s̄) ∈ A× S with π(a|s)p(s̄|s, a) > 0. Then

max
{
Tsη(−∞, xmin), Tsη(xmax,∞)

}
≤ εu and Tsη[xmin, xmax] ≥ 1− 2εu.
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As the QF of a given finitely supported distribution can be evaluated, the values xmin

and xmax can be calculated under Assumptions (A2)+(A3) for any η ∈ Pfin(R)S . This
leads to the following:

Definition 18 (ADP) The adaptive plain parameter algorithm (ADP) has hyper-parameter
functions M : N → N, Eu : N → (0, 1/2] with M non-decreasing and Eu non-increasing and
calculates A(η, s, k) ∈ ΞM(k) as follows:

1. (m, εu) = (M(k), Eu(k)),

2. Calculate xmin and xmax as in (16) and (17),

3. A(η, s, k) = ξlin(m, xmax−xmin
2 , xmax+xmin

2 ).

For practical purposes, we suggest to use (ADP) only if assumption (A1.Pα) is satisfied
with a large α, in which case we recommend the hyper-parameter functions

M(k) = ⌈(1/θ)k⌉, Eu(k) =
1

2M(k)
with θ =

γ + 1

2
. (18)

In case (A1.Pα) does not hold for some large α, that is in the presence of heavy-
tailed reward distributions (where we recommend to use the QSP algorithm discussed in
Section 5.3), the discussion in Appendix A.5 leads to suggest that this choice of hyper-
parameters may not yield high quality approximations, which is in line with the results of
our controlled experiment in Section 5.4. The reasoning behind recommendation (18) is
discussed in Appendix A.5.

5.3 Quantile-Spline Parameter Algorithm

Choosing a parameter algorithm A that produces evenly spaced interpolation points is not
necessary to obtain high quality approximations. Aiming to approximate QDP, we now
modify the adaptive plain parameter algorithm of Section 5.2 leading to a DDP algorithm
that is applicable under (A2) and seems suitable also in presence of heavy-tailed reward
distributions.

Recall that QDP updates η ∈ P(R)S using m ∈ N particles as η̃s = 1
m

∑m
i=1 δxi

with xi = F−1
Tsη
(
2i−1
2m

)
. In case Tsη is continuous, we have that η̃s = Π(Tsη, ξ̃) with

ξ̃ = (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym−1) ∈ Ξm where xi is as before and yi = F−1
Tsη
(

i
m

)
. As ex-

plained above, calculating quantiles of Tsη is problematic under the assumption (A2). We
suggest to replace ξ̃ ∈ Ξm with an approximation of quantiles ξ ∈ Ξm that uses only a
controllable number of evaluations of the cdf FTsη. Note that the approximation we suggest
takes place on the level of the parameters: errors in the quantile approximation ξ ≈ ξ̃ may
result in a non-optimal parameter, but by calculating Π(Tsη, ξ) the approximated quantiles
are reweighed according to the true distribution Tsη.

The suggested approximation of quantiles of Tsη is constructed as follows: first, we
calculate the interval [xmin, xmax] ⊂ R as in (16) and (17) with Eu(n) = 1

2m . Thus, this
interval contains at least a mass of 1 − 1

m of Tsη. On that interval, we perform a linear
interpolation of FTsη via m′ ∈ N evaluations on evenly spaced points in [xmin, xmax]. This
interpolated CDF is continuous and can easily be inverted; we define ξ to contain quantiles
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of this interpolated CDF. Linear interpolation and inversion can be combined in one step,
which is step 4 in the following:

Definition 19 (QSP) The hyper-parameters are M : N → N, M ′ : N → N with M,M ′

non-decreasing. The quantile-spline parameter algorithm (QSP) calculates A(η, s, k) ∈
ΞM(k) as follows:

1. (m,m′) = (M(k),M ′(k)),

2. Calculate xmin, xmax as in (16) and (17) with ϵu = 1
2m .

3. Let zl ← xmin + (xmax − xmin)· l
m′+1 for l = 0, 1, . . . ,m′ + 1,

4. Let L : [0, 1]→ R be the linear spline through the points7

(0, z0) , (FTsη(z1), z1) , (FTsη(z2), z2) , . . . , (FTsη(zm′), zm′) , (1, zm′+1) ,

5. A(η, s, k) = (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym−1) with xi = L
(

i−1
m−1

)
and yi = L

(
2i−1
2m−2

)
.

We suggest to choose the hyper-parameter functions M,M ′ as follows:

M(k) = ⌈(1/θ)k⌉, M ′(k) = ⌈(1/4) · (1/θ)k⌉ with θ =
γ + 1

2
. (19)

5.4 Controlled Experiment

We consider two versions of a MDP in which return distributions are known analytically: let
A = {a} have one element and S = {1, 2, 3}, thus π(a|s) ≡ 1. State-action-state transitions
are deterministic and circular: p(s̄|s, a) = 1 :⇔ (s, s̄) ∈ {(1, 2), (2, 3), (3, 1)}. Besides s and
γ := 0.7 the return distribution η∗s depends only on the three reward distributions L(R1a2),
L(R2a3), L(R3a1). For all (s, s̄) with (s, s̄) /∈ {(1, 2), (2, 3), (3, 1)} set L(Rsas̄) = δ0. For
the three relevant reward distributions, we consider two versions. Let Norm(µ, σ2) be the
normal distribution with expectation µ ∈ R and variance σ2 ∈ (0,∞) and let Cauchy(µ, s)
be the Cauchy distribution with location µ ∈ R and scale s > 0. It is Cauchy(µ, s) ∈Pα(R)
for α ∈ (0, 1), but Cauchy(µ, s) /∈P1(R), while Norm(µ, σ2) ∈Pα(R) for all α ∈ (0,∞).

The two versions we consider are:

(i)

L(R1a2)
L(R2a3)
L(R3a1)

 =

Norm(−3, 1)
Norm(5, 2)
Norm(0, 0.5)

 =⇒

L(η∗1)L(η∗2)
L(η∗3)

 =

Norm(0.761, 2.380)
Norm(5.373, 2.816)
Norm(0.533, 1.666)

 ,

(ii)

L(R1a2)
L(R2a3)
L(R3a1)

 =

Cauchy(−3, 0.5)
Cauchy(5, 0.1)
Cauchy(0, 5)

 =⇒

L(η∗1)L(η∗2)
L(η∗3)

 =

Cauchy(0.761, 4.597)
Cauchy(5.373, 5.852)
Cauchy(0.533, 8.218)

 .

We compare three DDP algorithms to approximate (estimate) η∗: The two blackbox
algorithms of Section 5 with parameter algorithms ADP (Section 5.2) and QSP (Section 5.3)
and hyper-parameter choices as in (18) and (19) and initial approximation η(0) = [δ0 : s̄ ∈

7. remove all pairs (pl, zl) for which there is l′ ∈ {0, . . . , l − 1} with pl′ = pl.
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alg time(s) size n ks w1 ℓ2 type

ADP 40.17 38868 54 0.0003 0.0007 0.0003 numerical

QSP 34.32 33036 53 0.0002 0.0025 0.0005 numerical

MC 45.00 15588 30 0.0125 0.0296 0.0132 random

MC2 134.11 38868 30 0.0079 0.0168 0.0067 random

Figure 3: Results for mdp (i), where size is the number of stored particles, resp. the number
of stored samples in MC estimation. Calculating the next approximation of ADP
and QSP exceeds 45 seconds.

alg time(s) size n ks w1 ℓ2 type

ADP 36.96 38868 54 0.2317 ∞ 0.6892 numerical

QSP 34.61 33036 53 0.0012 ∞ 0.0399 numerical

MC 44.99 14643 30 0.0138 ∞ 0.0967 random

MC2 146.22 38868 30 0.0080 ∞ 0.1285 random

Figure 4: Results for mdp (ii). Since Cauchy(µ, s) /∈ P1(R), the w1-distances are infinite.
However, Cauchy(µ, s) ∈P1/2(R) ⊊ Pℓ2(R), thus ℓ2-distances are finite.

S]. We let both algorithms run up to time tmax = 45 seconds (on a standard notebook)
and return the last completely calculated approximation η(n) before that time. Third, we
consider a Monte-Carlo estimation (MC), for which we choose n = 30 fixed, approximate
η∗ ≈ T ◦n(η(0)) and estimate the components of the latter by using that, for large N , we
have T ◦n

s (η(0)) ≈ 1
N

∑N
l=1 δGs,n−1,l

, where Gs,n−1,l, l = 1, 2, . . . are iid samples of T ◦n
s (η(0)) =

L(
∑n−1

t=0 γtR(t)|S(0) = s). A sample of T ◦n
s (η(0)) can be generated by simulating a trajectory

of the full MDP started in s up to length n and calculating the γ-discounted sum of rewards
along the way. For each s we generate N such samples, where N is the maximal amount
that is possible within tmax = 45 seconds. For comparison, we repeat the Monte Carlo
procedure, but with N chosen such that 3N (the amount of generated samples) equals the
size of the output of the ADP algorithm. The output of this second Monte Carlo estimation
is (MC2).

Each procedure returns some approximation (estimation) η(n). We report d̄(η(n), η∗) for
d = ks, w1, ℓ2 in Figures 3 and 4. For mdp (i) it is seen that both ADP and QSP outperform
(MC, MC2) significantly for any analysis metric. The approximation qualities of ADP and
QSP are in a comparable range. Things differ for mdp (ii): still, QSP clearly outperforms
(MC, MC2) in any metric, but now ADP fails to yield useful approximations, which is to be
expected: the heuristics in choosing the hyper-parameters of ADP, see (18), fail for heavily
tailed distributions such as the Cauchy distributions.
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6 Kolmogorov–Smirnov distance and density approximation

We discussed how to obtain bounds for d̄(η(n), η∗) with respect to a c-homogeneous, regular
and convex analysis metric d, for example d = wβ, β ∈ (0,∞] or d = ℓβ, β ∈ [1,∞). The
Kolmogorov–Smirnov distance ks = ℓ∞ is not covered by these results. In Section 6.1, we
show how to bound ks(η(n), η∗) in terms of wβ(η

(n), η∗), β ∈ (0,∞) provided the components
η∗s satisfy certain continuity properties, such as possessing a bounded pdf f∗

s . Further, if a
pdf f∗

s for η∗s is known to exists, we suggest to construct an approximation of it by choosing

δ > 0 and considering f
(n)
s,δ = f

η
(n)
s ,δ

, where, for any µ ∈ P(R) and δ > 0, the probability

density fµ,δ : R→ [0,∞) is defined by

fµ,δ(x) =
Fµ(x+ δ)− Fµ(x− δ)

2δ
, x ∈ R.

Under suitable regularity assumptions on f∗
s , we further show how the supremum distance

between f
(n)
s,δ and f∗

s can be bounded in terms of ks(η(n), η∗). In Section 6.2, we provide
sufficient criteria for the return distribution to posses probability density functions (satisfy-
ing the needed regularity properties) that can, in principle, be checked based on the given
ingredients of the mdp.

6.1 Uniform Bounds

Let M > 0, ϱ ∈ (0, 1]. A function g : R → R is ϱ-Hölder (continuous) with constant M if
|g(x) − g(y)| ≤ M · |x − y|ϱ holds for all x, y ∈ R. Recall, that a distribution ν ∈ P(R)
has pdf fν : R → [0,∞] if for all x ∈ R we have Fν(x) =

∫ x
−∞ fν(y)dy. If fν is bounded

by M > 0, then |Fν(x) − Fν(y)| ≤ M |x − y| and thus Fν is ϱ = 1-Hölder continuous with
constant M .

Part (a) of the following Lemma is a slight generalisation of Lemma 5.1 in Fill and
Janson (2002), part (b) follows from Lemma 2.7 in Knape and Neininger (2008):

Lemma 20 Let µ, ν ∈P(R).

(a) If Fν is ϱ-Hölder with constant M , then for every β ∈ (0,∞)

ks(µ, ν) ≤ a−a ·M1−a · wβ(µ, ν)
a(1∨β) with a =

ϱ

ϱ+ β
. (20)

In particular, if ν has a pdf fν bounded by M , then (20) holds with ϱ = 1.

(b) If ν has a pdf fν that is τ -Hölder with constant C, then for every δ ∈ (0,∞)

sup
x∈R
|fµ,δ(x)− fν(x)| ≤

1

δ
ks(µ, ν) + C · δτ .

If, additionally, fν is bounded by M , then ks(µ, ν) in the upper bound can be further
bounded by (20) with ϱ = 1.

Proof For (a) we note that Lemma 5.1 in Fill and Janson (2002) is the case in which ν
has a density bounded by M , which they used to bound max|x−y|≤ϵ |Fν(x)− Fν(y)| ≤Mεϱ
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with ϱ = 1. It is easy to see that their proof extends to general ρ > 0. For (b), see Lemma
2.7 in Knape and Neininger (2008).

By passing to supremum distances over states, Lemma 20 yields the following:

Corollary 21 Let η(n) = [η
(n)
s : s ∈ S] be any approximation of η∗ = [η∗s : s ∈ S].

(a) If every Fη∗s is ϱ-Hölder with constant M , then for every β ∈ (0,∞)

ks(η(n), η∗) ≤ a−a ·M1−a · wβ(η
(n), η∗)a(1∨β) with a =

ϱ

ϱ+ β
. (21)

In particular, if every η∗s has a pdf f∗
s bounded by M , then (21) holds with ϱ = 1.

(b) If every η∗s has a pdf f∗
s that is τ -Hölder with constant C, then for every δ ∈ (0,∞)

max
s∈S

sup
x∈R
|f (n)

s,δ (x)− f∗
s (x)| ≤

1

δ
ks(η(n), η∗) + C · δτ . (22)

If, additionally, every f∗
s is bounded by M , then ks(η(n), η∗) in the upper bound can

be further bounded by (21) with ϱ = 1.

Remark 22 The approximation of densities in supremum norm has also an application in
nonuniform random number generation in the context of von Neumann’s rejection method;
for an introduction see Section II.3 of Devroye (1986). When applying the rejection method
it may not be possible to evaluate a given probability density to decide about rejection
resp. acceptance of a sample, e.g., the density may only be given implicitly as the density
of the fixed-point of a DBO. Then, to make the rejection method applicable it is sufficient
(besides constructing an appropriate dominating density) to be able to approximate the given
density to arbitrary precision in finite time as demonstrated in Devroye et al. (2000); De-
vroye and Neininger (2002). Since the big-O constants in our Corollary 21 can be made
explicit, the bound (22) is sufficient for the purpose of the rejection method. Note that for
perfect simulation from fixed-points of the DBO also coupling from the past algorithms may,
in principle, be applicable, see Devroye and James (2011); Dadoun and Neininger (2014).

For other potential use of Corollary 21 in the context of certain statistical functionals
see Chapter 20 of van der Vaart (1998).

6.2 Sufficient criteria for existence of return densities with properties

We provide sufficient criteria for when the return distribution components possess pdfs,
resp. bounded, resp. Hölder continuous pdfs. Let s0 ∈ S and (S(t), A(t), R(t))t∈N0 be the
full MDP. We write Ps0 instead of P[ · |S(0) = s0], similar Es0 . In particular, we have
η∗s0 = Ps0 [G ∈ · ] with G =

∑
t γ

tR(t). Further, fix an arbitrary subset G ⊆ S ×A× S and
define the N0 ∪ {∞}-valued random hitting time

T = min
{
t ∈ N0

∣∣ (S(t), A(t), S(t+1)) ∈ G
}
,

with min ∅ :=∞. Note that Es0 [T ] <∞ implies G ≠ ∅ and Ps0 [T ∈ N] = 1.
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Theorem 23 Suppose Es0 [T ] <∞ and that for every (s, a, s̄) ∈ G the distribution r( · |s, a, s̄)
has a pdf f(s,a,s̄). Then η∗s0 has pdf f∗

s0 given by

f∗
s0(x) = Es0

[ 1

γT
f(S,A,S̄)

(
x− Z

γT

)]
, x ∈ R, (23)

where (S,A, S̄) = (S(T ), A(T ), S(T+1)) ∈ G and Z =
∑

t∈N0\{T} γ
tR(t).

The proof of Theorem 23 can be found in the Appendix A.6. From (23) one can deduce
sufficient criteria for when η∗s0 has a bounded, resp. Hölder continuous pdf. Let Ψ(z) =
Es0 [e

zT ], z ∈ R be the moment generating function of T . Note that we may have Ψ(z) =∞
and that Ψ(z) <∞ for some z > 0 implies Es0 [T ] <∞.

Corollary 24 In the setting of Theorem 23, let f∗
s0 be the pdf of η∗s0 given by (23).

(a) If every f(s,a,s̄), (s, a, s̄) ∈ G is bounded and Ψ
(
log(1/γ)

)
<∞, then f∗

s0 is bounded.

(b) If every f(s,a,s̄), (s, a, s̄) ∈ G is τ -Hölder continuous and Ψ
(
(τ+1) log(1/γ)

)
<∞, then

f∗
s0 is τ -Hölder continuous.

The proof of Corollary 24 is contained in Appendix A.6.

Example 3 Consider S = {0, 1},A = {0}, s0 = 0 and, for all (s, a) ∈ S×A, the reward dis-
tributions r( · |s, a, 0) = δ0 and let r( · |s, a, 1) have pdf f . Consider G = {(0, 0, 1), (1, 0, 1)}
and let α = p(1|0, 0) ∈ (0, 1). It then holds that Ps0 [T = k] = α(1 − α)k, k ∈ N0, that is
T has a geometric distribution with parameter α. In particular, Es0 [T ] <∞ and hence, by
Theorem 23, η∗s0 has pdf f∗

s0 given by (23), note that f(S,A,S̄) = f in this case. By geometric
series arguments, Ψ(z) <∞⇔ ez(1− α) < 1 and hence, by Corollary 24,

• f bounded and (1− α) < γ =⇒ f∗
s0 is bounded,

• f τ -Hölder continuous and (1− α) < γτ+1 =⇒ f∗
s0 is τ -Hölder continuous.

The presented conditions for η∗s0 to have a pdf (with properties) are not necessary, as
illustrated by the following example, which also shows that finding sufficient and necessary
conditions for η∗s0 to possess a pdf (with properties) is a hard problem in general, we refer
to Section 2.5 of Diaconis and Freedman (1999) for discussions of related examples.

Example 4 Let S = A = {0}, r( · |0, 0, 0) = 1
2δ0 + 1

2δ1 (fair coin toss) and γ = 1
2 .

Then η∗0 is continuous uniform on [0, 2], hence possesses a bounded pdf, although the reward
distribution does not have a pdf. When the reward distribution is changed to r( · |0, 0, 0) =
qδ0 + (1 − q)δ1 with q ∈ (0, 1), q ̸= 1

2 , then η∗s0 does not possess a pdf, although still having
a Hölder continuous cdf.
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Appendix A. Appendix

A.1 Characterisation of Pℓβ (R) for β ∈ [1,∞)

Proposition 25 Pℓ1(R) = P1(R) and for every β ∈ (1,∞) it holds that

P 1
β
(R) ⊊ Pℓβ (R) ⊊

⋂
0<ε< 1

β

P 1
β
−ε(R).

Proof Let µ = L(X) ∈P(R). It is E[|X|α] = α
∫∞
0 xα−1P[|X| > x]dx for every α ∈ (0,∞)

and ℓβ(µ, δ0)
β =

∫∞
0

(
P[X < x]β + P[X > x]β

)
dx for every β ∈ [1,∞). Further, for every

x > 0 it is P[X < x]β + P[X > x]β ≤ P[|X| > x]β ≤ 2β−1
(
P[X < x]β + P[X > x]β

)
and

thus

µ ∈Pℓβ (R)⇔
∫ ∞

0
P[|X| > x]βdx <∞ and µ ∈Pα(R)⇔

∫ ∞

0
xα−1P[|X| > x]dx <∞.

The conditions are equivalent in case β = α = 1 and Pℓ1(R) = P1(R) follows immediately.
Now, let β ∈ (1,∞). For the first inclusion, let µ ∈ P 1

β
(R). By Markov’s inequality, for

every x > 0 it is P[|X| > x] ≤ E[|X|
1
β ]x

− 1
β . Using β − 1 ≥ 0 and −(β−1)

β = 1
β − 1 leads to∫ ∞

0
P[|X| > x]βdx =

∫ ∞

0
P[|X| > x]β−1 · P[|X| > x] dx

≤
∫ ∞

0

(
E[|X|

1
β ]x

− 1
β

)β−1
· P[|X| > x] dx = β · E[|X|

1
β ]β,

which is < ∞ by assumption. For the second inclusion, let µ ∈ Pℓβ (R) and ε ∈ (0, 1
β ).

Using the integral formula for E[|X|
1
β
−ε

] and applying Hölder’s inequality with p = β
β−1

and q = β gives(
1

β
− ε

)−1

· E[|X|
1
β
−ε

] =

∫ ∞

0
x

1
β
−ε−1 · P[|X| > x] dx

≤
[∫ ∞

0
x

[
1
β
−ε−1

]
β

β−1dx

]β−1
β

·
[∫ ∞

0
P[|X| > x]βdx

] 1
β

.

The first factor is <∞ because
[
1
β − ε− 1

]
β

β−1 < −1 and the second by assumption. To see

that both inclusions are strict, note that
∫∞
2 x−1 log(x)−cdx <∞ if and only if c > 1. Thus,

if µ ∈ P(R) has tail probabilities P[|X| > x] = x
− 1

β log(x)−1 for x ≥ 2 it is µ ∈ Pℓβ (R),
but µ /∈ P 1

β
(R). Similar, if P[|X| > x] = x

− 1
β log(x)

− 1
β for x ≥ 2, it is µ /∈ Pℓβ (R) but

µ ∈P 1
β
−ε for every ε ∈ (0, 1

β ).

A.2 Definition of c-homogeneous, regular and convex metric

For a ∈ R and µ = L(X) ∈ P(R) let a#µ := L(aX). Further, for µ, ν ∈ P(R) let
µ ∗ ν ∈P(R) be the convolution.
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Definition 26 Let c ∈ (0,∞), p ∈ [1,∞). An extended metric d : P(R)×P(R)→ [0,∞]
is called

• c-homogeneous if for all γ ∈ [0, 1] and µ, ν ∈P(R) it is d(γ#µ, γ#ν) = γcd(µ, ν).

• regular if for all µ, ν, ϑ ∈P(R) it is d(µ ∗ ϑ, ν ∗ ϑ) ≤ d(µ, ν).

• p-convex if for all m ∈ N and (α1, . . . , αm) ∈ [0, 1]m with
∑m

i=1 αi = 1 and (µ1, . . . , µm),
(ν1, . . . , νm) ∈P(R)m it holds that dp (

∑m
i=1 αiµi,

∑m
i=1 αiνi) ≤

∑m
i=1 αid

p(µi, νi).

• convex if there exists p ∈ [1,∞) such that d is p-convex.

In classical literature on probability metrics such as Rachev (1991) the properties c-homogeneous
plus regular are called (c,+)-ideal.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 14

For ξ = (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym−1) ∈ Ξm define the map

pr( · |ξ) : R→ {x1, . . . , xm}, pr(x|ξ) = xi :⇔ x ∈ (yi−1, yi].

Further, the push-forward of a measurable map f : R → R is denoted by f# : P(R) →
P(R) defined as f#(µ) = µ ◦ f−1. That is, µ = L(X)⇒ f#(µ) = L(f(X)).

Lemma 27 For every µ ∈P(R) and ξ = (x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym−1) ∈ Ξm it holds that

(a) Π(µ, ξ) = pr#(µ|ξ)

(b) FΠ(µ,ξ) =
∑m+1

i=1 Fµ(yi−1)1[xi−1,xi)( · ),

(c) F−1
Π(µ,ξ) = pr(F−1

µ ( · )|ξ),

where we set y0 = x0 = −∞, ym = xm+1 =∞, Fµ(−∞) = 0, Fµ(∞) = 1.

Proof (a) is obvious from the definitions and (b) follows from (a) applied to sets of the form
(−∞, x], x ∈ R. (c) follows from the fact the inverse quantile function F−1

µ is the unique
left-continuous non-decreasing function (0, 1) → R such that L(F−1

µ (U)) = µ holds for U

continuous uniform on (0, 1). Now, pr(F−1
µ (U)|ξ) has distribution pr#(µ|ξ) and pr(F−1

µ (·)|ξ)
is left-continuous and non-decreasing, because both pr(·|ξ) and F−1

µ are.

For µ = L(X) ∈P(R), z ∈ R, w, β ∈ (0,∞) let tailwβ
(µ, z, w)=

∫∞
0 xβ−1P[|X−z|>w + x]dx

and tailℓβ (µ, z, w)=
∫∞
0 P[|X−z|>w+x]βdx. In particular, tailwβ

(µ, ξ) = tailwβ
(µ, z(ξ), w(ξ)),

similar for tailℓβ .

Proof [Proof of Lemma 11] (a) It is wβ(Π(µ, ξ), µ) = E[|pr(X|ξ)−X|β]
1

1∨β by Lemma 27.
Further, x ∈ [x1, xm] implies |pr(x|ξ) − x| ≤ 2δ(ξ). Writing 1 ≡ 1(X ∈ [x1, xm]) + 1(X <
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x1) + 1(X > xm), using linearity of expectation and the formula E[Zβ] = β
∫∞
0 xβ−1P[Z >

x]dx we have

wβ

(
Π(µ, ξ), µ

)1∨β
= E[|pr(X|ξ)−X|β]
≤ 2βδ(ξ)β + E[(x1 −X)β1(X < x1)] + E[(X − xm)β1(X > xm)]

= 2βδ(ξ)β + β

∫ ∞

0
xβ−1 (P[X < x1 − x] + P[X > xm + x]) dx

= 2βδ(ξ)β + β

∫ ∞

0
xβ−1P [|X − z(ξ)| > w(ξ) + x] dx

= 2β
[
δ(ξ)β +

β

2β
tailwβ

(µ, ξ)

]
≤ 2β+1max{δ(ξ)β, β

2β
tailwβ

(µ, ξ)}.

Taking both sides to the power of 1/(1 ∨ β) and using 2(β+1)/(1∨β) ≤ 4 and ( β
2β
)1/(1∨β) ≤ 1

yields the claim.

(b) By Lemma 27 the cdf of Π(µ, ξ) satisfies x ∈ [xi−1, xi)⇒ FΠ(µ,ξ)(x) = Fµ(yi−1) for
every i = 1, . . . ,m+ 1 where x0 = −∞, xm+1 =∞, y0 = −∞, ym =∞. Hence

ℓβ
(
Π(µ, ξ), µ

)β
=

∫ ∞

−∞
|Fµ(x)− FΠ(µ,ξ)(x)|βdx

=

m+1∑
i=1

∫ xi

xi−1

|Fµ(x)− Fµ(yi−1)|βdx

≤
∫ x1

−∞
Fµ(x)

βdx+

∫ ∞

xm

(1− Fµ(x))
βdx+

m∑
i=2

(xi − xi−1)|Fµ(xi)− Fµ(xi−1)|β

≤
∫ x1

−∞
Fµ(x)

βdx+

∫ ∞

xm

(1− Fµ(x))
βdx+ δ(ξ) · max

2≤i≤m
|Fµ(xi)− Fµ(xi−1)|β−1

≤ 2

∫ ∞

0
P [|X − z(ξ)| > w(ξ) + x]β dx+ δ(ξ) ≤ 4max{δ(ξ), tailℓβ (µ, ξ)}.

Taking both sides to the power of (1/β) yields the claim.

Let η(k), k ∈ N be calculated using (PPA) with hyper-parameter (functions) M,W, z

and let ξ(k) = ξlin(M(k),W (k), z). Assume η
(0)
s = δz.

Lemma 28 Let tail = tailwβ
, β ∈ (0,∞) or tail = tailℓβ with β ∈ [1,∞). Then for all

s ∈ S and k ∈ N it is

tail(Tsη(k−1), ξ(k)) ≤ max
(a,s̄)∈A×S

tail
(
L(Rsas̄), (1− γ)z, (1− γ)W (k)

)
.

Proof Write η(k−1) = [L(Gk−1,s̄) : s̄ ∈ S] with (Gk−1,s̄)s̄ independent of (Rsas̄)sas̄ and the
full mdp (S(t), A(t), R(t))t∈N0 , thus L(R(0) + γGk−1,S(1) |S(0) = s) = Tsη(k−1). It holds that

P[|R(0) + γGk−1,S(1) − z| > W (k) + x|S(0) = s] ≤ max
a,s̄

P[|Rsas̄ + γGk−1,s̄ − z| > W (k) + x].
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Since η
(k−1)
s is the output of the previous step of the algorithm, Gk−1,s̄ is concentrated on

[z−W (k−1), z+W (k−1)] ⊆ [z−W (k), z+W (k)], note that we assume W (k−1) ≤W (k).
Writing 0 = γz−γz, triangle inequality yields |Rsas̄+γGk−1,s̄−z| ≤ |Rsas̄−(1−γ)z|+γW (k).
Hence for every x > 0 it is

P [|(Rsas̄ + γGk−1,s̄)− z| > W (k) + x] ≤ P [|Rsas̄ − (1− γ)z| > (1− γ)W (k) + x] .

Combining these bounds yields the claim.

Let B(·, ·) be the Beta function and Γ(·) the Γ-function

Lemma 29 Let µ = L(X) ∈P(R) and z ∈ R, w > 0.

(a)

0 < β < α =⇒ tailwβ
(µ, z, w) ≤ B(β, α− β)E[|X − z|α]

wα−β

λ > 0, β > 0 =⇒ tailwβ
(µ, z, w) ≤ Γ(β)E[exp(λ|X − z|)]

λβ exp(λw)

P[|X − z| ≤ w] = 1 =⇒ tailwβ
(µ, z, w) = 0.

(b)

1 ≤ 1

β
< α =⇒ tailℓβ (µ, z, w) ≤

E[|X − z|α]β

(αβ − 1)wαβ−1

λ > 0, β > 0 =⇒ tailℓβ (µ, z, w) ≤
E[exp(λ|X − z|)]β

λβ exp(λβw)

P[|X − z| ≤ w] = 1 =⇒ tailℓβ (µ, z, w) = 0.

Proof In both (a) and (b) the third implication is obvious. For the other implications,
apply Markov’s inequality as P[|X − z| > w + x] ≤ E[h(|X − z|)]/h(w + x) with functions
h(y) = yα (first implications in (a)+(b)) and h(y) = exp(λy) (second implications in both
(a) and (b)) and then explicitly calculate the bounding integrals. For the first implication

in (a) notice that
∫∞
0

xβ−1

(w+x)αdx = B(β, α−β)w−(α−β), the other integrals are more elemen-
tary.

Still, let η(k), k ∈ N be the output of PPA with parameter functions M,W, z and initial

approximations η
(0)
s = δz. In the following, let α, λ ∈ (0,∞) and define

P (z, α) = max
sas̄

E[|Rsas̄ − (1− γ)z|α] and E(z, λ) = max
sas̄

E[exp(λ|Rsas̄ − (1− γ)z|)].

That is, (A1.Pα) holds iff P (z, α) <∞ and (A1.Eλ) holds iff E(z, λ) <∞. Further, set

δ(k) =
2W (k)

M(k)− 1
.
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Theorem 30 (a) It is PE(wβ, k) ≤ 4 ·max
{
δ(k)

β
1∨β , T (k)

}
with

– T (k) ≤ [B(β, α− β)P (z, α)]
1

1∨β · [(1− γ)W (k)]
−α−β

1∨β in case β ∈ (0, α),

– T (k) ≤
[
Γ(β)λ−βE(z, λ)

] 1
1∨β · exp

(
−λ(1−γ)

1∨β W (k)
)
in case β ∈ (0,∞),

– T (k) = 0 in case P[Rsas̄
1−γ ∈ [z −W (k), z +W (k)]] = 1 for all s, a, s̄.

(b) It is PE(ℓβ, k) ≤ 4 ·max
{
δ(k)

1
β , T (k)

}
with

– T (k) ≤
[
(αβ − 1)−1/βP (z, α)

]
· [(1− γ)W (k)]

−(α− 1
β
)
in case β ≥ 1, β > 1/α,

– T (k) ≤
[
(λβ)−1/βE(z, λ)

]
· exp (−λ(1− γ)W (k)) in case β ≥ 1,

– T (k) = 0 in case P[Rsas̄
1−γ ∈ [z −W (k), z +W (k)]] = 1 for all s, a, s̄.

Proof We consider only d = wβ, the case d = ℓβ can be shown similarly. Applying
Lemma 11 leads to

PE(wβ, k) = max
s

wβ(Π(Tsη(k−1), ξ(k)), Tsη(k−1)) ≤ 4 ·max
{
δ(k)

β
1∨β , T (k)

}
with T (k) = maxs tailwβ

(Tsη(k−1), ξ(k))
1

1∨β . Applying Lemma 28 leads to

T (k)1∨β ≤ max
s,a,s̄

tailwβ

(
L(Rsas̄), (1− γ)z, (1− γ)W (k)

)
.

The claimed wβ-bounds follow from Lemma 29.

A.4 Proof of Lemma 17

Let µ = L(X) ∈ P(R) and u ∈ (0, 1). Some x ∈ R is a u-quantile of µ, that is x satisfies
P[X < x] ≤ u ≤ P[X ≤ x], if and only if x ∈ [F−1

µ (u), F+1
µ (u)], where the function

F+1
µ : (0, 1)→ R is defined by F+1

µ (u) = sup{x ∈ R| limy↑x Fµ(y) ≤ u}.

Lemma 31 Let µ, ν ∈P(R) with convolution µ ∗ ν ∈P(R) and let u ∈ (0, 1).

F−1
µ∗ν(u) ≤ F−1

µ (
√
u) + F−1

ν (
√
u)

F+1
µ∗ν(u) ≥ F+1

µ (1−
√
1− u) + F+1

ν (1−
√
1− u).

Proof Let X,Y be independent with L(X) = µ,L(Y ) = ν, thus µ ∗ ν = L(X + Y ). Let
x = F−1

µ (
√
u) and y = F−1

ν (
√
u), thus Fµ(x) ≥

√
u and Fν(y) ≥

√
u. It follows

Fµ∗ν(x+ y) = P [X + Y ≤ x+ y] ≥ P[X ≤ x, Y ≤ y] = Fµ(x)Fν(y) ≥
√
u
√
u = u.

For all z ∈ R the equivalence Fµ∗ν(z) ≥ u⇔ z ≥ F−1
µ∗ν(u) holds. Applying this to z = x+ y

gives the first claimed bound. For the second claim, note F−1
L(−Z)(u) = −F

+1
L(Z)(1− u) holds

30



Numerical Policy Evaluation in Distributional Dynamic Programming

for any RV Z. Applying the first bound to (µ′, ν ′) = (L(−X),L(−Y )) leads, for every
v ∈ (0, 1), to

−F+1
µ∗ν(1− v) = F−1

L((−X)+(−Y ))(v) ≤ −(F
+1
µ (1−

√
v) + F+1

ν (1−
√
v)).

Multiplying by (−1) and substituting v = 1− u yields the claim.

Proof [Proof of Lemma 17] Let η = [L(Gs̄) : s̄ ∈ S] with (Gs̄)s̄ independent from (Rsas̄)sas̄.
Then Tsη(−∞, xmin) =

∑
a,s̄ π(a|s)p(s̄|s, a)P[Rsas̄ + γGs̄ < xmin]. For every relevant (a, s̄),

using the definition of xmin, the fact that F−1
µ ≤ F+1

µ and that F+1
L(γX) = γF+1

L(X) in combi-
nation with the previous Lemma:

P[Rsas̄ + γGs̄ < xmin] ≤ P[Rsas̄ + γGs̄ < F−1
sas̄

(
1−
√
1− εu

)
+γ ·F−1

ηs̄

(
1−
√
1− εu

)
]

≤ P[Rsas̄ + γGs̄ < F+1
sas̄

(
1−
√
1− εu

)
+γ ·F+1

ηs̄

(
1−
√
1− εu

)
]

≤ P[Rsas̄ + γGs̄ < F+1
L(Rsas̄+γGs̄)

(εu)] ≤ εu.

To show Tsη(xmax,∞) ≤ εu proceed similar and note that for each relevant pair (a, s̄) it is

P[Rsas̄ + γGs̄ > xmax] = 1− P[Rsas̄ + γGs̄ ≤ xmax]

≤ 1− P[Rsas̄ + γGs̄ ≤ F−1
sas̄

(√
1− εu

)
+γ ·F−1

ηs̄

(√
1− εu

)
]

≤ 1− P[Rsas̄ + γGs̄ ≤ F−1
L(Rsas̄+γGs̄)

(1− εu)] ≤ 1− (1− εu) = εu.

The bound Tsη[xmin, xmax] ≥ 1− 2εu follows immediately.

A.5 Choice of the hyper-parameter functions in (18)

The reasoning behind recommendation (18) is now explained: Let η(n) be the n-th output

when using arbitrary parameter functions M, Eu. By construction, η
(n)
s is finitely supported

with particles (xi, pi), i = 1, . . . ,M(n), where the xi’s are evenly spaced with distance
|xi+1 − xi| being equal to

δ(n, s) := δ
(
A(η(n−1), s, n)

)
=

xmax(n, s)− xmin(n, s)

M(n)− 1
,

where xmin(n, s), xmax(n, s) are given by (16) and (17) with η = η(n−1) and ϵu = Eu(n). In
order to obtain high quality approximations, M and Eu should be chosen such that both
δ(n, s)→ 0 and Eu(n)→ 0 as n→∞. The asymptotic behaviour of δ(n, s) can be bounded
as follows:

Theorem 32 Assume (A1.Pα) with α > 0 and set Eu(0) := 1. Then for every s ∈ S we

have δ(n) := maxs∈S δ(n, s) = O
(

1
M(n)

∑n
k=0 γ

n−kEu(k)−1/α
)
as n→∞.

Proof Let

xmin(n, s) = min
(a,s̄)

[
F−1
sas̄

(
1−

√
1− Eu(n)

)
+ γF−1

η
(n−1)
s̄

(
1−

√
1− Eu(n)

)]
xmax(n, s) = max

(a,s̄)

[
F−1
sas̄

(√
1− Eu(n)

)
+ γF−1

η
(n−1)
s̄

(√
1− Eu(n)

)]
.

31



Gerstenberg, Neininger and Spiegel

With H(u) = maxsas̄
[
F−1
sas̄

(√
1− u

)
− F−1

sas̄

(
1−
√
1− u

)]
it is

xmax(n, s)− xmin(n, s)

≤ H(En(u)) + γmax
s̄

[
F−1

η
(n−1)
s̄

(√
1− Eu(n)

)
− F−1

η
(n−1)
s̄

(
1−

√
1− Eu(n)

)]
≤ H(En(u)) + γmax

s̄
[xmax(n− 1, s̄)− xmin(n− 1, s̄)] ,

where the second inequality holds since η
(n−1)
s̄ is supported on [xmin(n−1, s̄), xmax(n−1, s̄)].

Hence with W (n) := maxs∈S [xmax(n, s)− xmin(n, s)] it is W (n) ≤ H(En(u)) + γW (n− 1).

Assuming each η
(0)
s it supported on [a, b] and iterating this inequality inductively down to

n = 0 yields W (n) ≤
∑n

k=1 γ
n−kH(Eu(k)) + γn(b− a) and hence

δ(n, s) ≤ max
s̄∈S

δ(n, s̄) ≤ W (n)

M(n)− 1
≤ 1

M(n)− 1

n∑
k=1

γn−kH (Eu(k)) + γn
b− a

M(n)− 1
.

Suppose (A1.Pα). By Lemma 33 there exists C > 0 with F−1
sas̄(v) − F−1

sas̄(1 − v) ≤ C
(1−v)1/α

for all v ∈ (0, 1) and s, a, s̄. Using 1/(1 −
√
1− u) ≤ 2/u for all u ∈ (0, 1), it follows

H(u) ≤ C
(
2
u

)1/α
. Thus, setting Eu(0) := 1, the previous display results in

δ(n, s) ≤ 1

M(n)− 1

n∑
k=1

γn−kC

(
2

Eu(k)

)1/α

+ γn
b− a

M(n)− 1
,

which is O
(

1
M(n)

∑n
k=0 γ

n−kEu(k)−1/α
)
as claimed.

Now suppose (A1.Pα) holds, let β < α and set h = 1∨β
β

α
α−β > 1. Theorem 32 shows:

Choosing M(n) = O((1/θ)hn) and Eu(n) = O(θβhn) leads to δ(n) = O
(
θ

1∨β
β

n
)
, similar to

Theorem 15. For ε > 0 let n(ε) = min{n ∈ N|max{Eu(n), δ(n)} ≤ ε} ∈ N. Using the

obtained asymptotic formulas shows that n(ε) ≤ max{ 1
β·h ,

β
1∨β}

log(1/ε)
log(1/θ) + O(1) as ε → 0.

Thus, the time to calculate the n(ε)-th approximation is of order O
(
(1/ε)2r(β,α)

)
asymp-

totically as ε → 0, where r(β, α) = max{ 1β ,
α

α−β}. The function (0, α) ∋ β 7→ r(β, α) takes

its minimum at β = α
α+1 with minimal value r( α

α+1 , α) =
α+1
α . Choosing β = α

α+1 leads to

h =
(
α+1
α

)2
and βh = 1

β = α+1
α . Thus, it is reasonable to choose M(k) = O

(
(1/θ)(

α+1
α )

2·n
)

and Eu(k) = O
(
θ

α+1
α

·n
)

with a time to calculate the n(ε)’th approximation of order

O
(
(1/ε)2·

α+1
α

)
as ε→ 0. For practical purposes, it seems reasonable to suggest this method

only in case α+1
α > 1 is small, where the lower bound 1 is attained in the limit α→∞. In

the limiting case, it is M(k) = O
(
(1/θ)k

)
and Eu(k) = O (1/M(k)), which leads to (18).

It remains to show:

Lemma 33 Let µ = L(X) ∈Pα(R). Then for all u ∈ (0, 1) we have

−E[|X|α]1/α · 1

u1/α
≤ F−1

µ (u) ≤ E[|X|α]1/α · 1

(1− u)1/α
.

32



Numerical Policy Evaluation in Distributional Dynamic Programming

Proof Let D := E[|X|α] < ∞. In case D = 0 it is P[X = 0] = 1 and F−1
µ (u) = 0.

Suppose D > 0. Markov’s inequality gives 1− Fµ(x) = P[X > x] ≤ P[|X| > x] ≤ Dx−α for

all x > 0, hence Fµ(x) ≥ 1 − Dx−α for all x > 0. Applying this to x =
(
1−u
D

)− 1
α > 0

gives Fµ(x) ≥ u, hence x ≥ F−1
µ (u), which is the second bound. Applying the sec-

ond bound to µ̃ = L(−X), u = 1 − q ∈ (0, 1) and using F−1
L(−X)(u) = −F+1

L(X)(1 − u)

gives F+1
µ (q) ≥ −E[|X|α]1/α · 1

q1/α
. The lower bound follows from this by F−1

µ (q) ≥
lim supq′↑q F

+1(q′) ≥ lim supq′↑q −E[|X|α]1/α · 1
(q′)1/α

= −E[|X|α]1/α · 1
q1/α

.

A.6 Proofs of Theorem 23 and Corollary 24

Proof [Theorem 23] The stochastic process SAS̄ = (S(t), A(t), S(t+1))t∈N0 is a random
variable taking values in the infinite product space (S × A × S)N0 , which has elements of
the form sas̄ = (st, at, s̄t)t∈N0 . Let Υ := Ps0 [SAS̄ ∈ · ] be its distribution. Recall that
T = min{t ∈ N0|(S(t), A(t), R(t)) ∈ G} ∈ N0 ∪ {∞}. Letting H ⊆ (S × A × S)N0 be the
subset of sequences visiting G we have {T < ∞} = {SAS̄ ∈ H} and hence Υ(H) = 1 by
assumption. Recall that G∗ = γTR(T ) + Z with Z =

∑
t∈N0\{T} γ

tR(t) and (S,A, S̄) :=

(S(T ), A(T ), S(T+1)) ∈ G. Let Psas̄[(T, S,A, S̄, R
(T ), Z) ∈ ·], sas̄ ∈ (S × A × S)N0 be a

regular conditional distribution of (T, S,A, S̄, R(T ), Z) given SAS̄. In particular, for every
measurable set B ⊆ R we have

η∗s0(B) = Ps0 [G
∗ ∈ B] =

∫
H
Psas̄[γ

TR(T ) + Z ∈ B]dΥ(sas̄). (24)

For Υ-almost all sequences sas̄ ∈ H we have, under Psas̄, that the random variables
T ∈ N, (S,A, S̄) ∈ G are deterministic, R(T ) ∼ r(·|S,A, S̄) has PDF f(S,A,S̄) and R(T ), Z
are independent. Recall that, if a > 0, b ∈ R are constants and X has PDF f , then
aX + b has PDF x 7→ 1

af(
x−b
a ). If further Y is a RV independent of X, then aX + Y

has PDF x 7→ E
[
1
af(

x−Y
a )
]
, which follows from Fubini’s theorem. Hence, for Υ-almost

all sequences sas̄ ∈ H it holds that the distribution of G∗ = γTR(T ) + Z under Psas̄ has

density x 7→ Esas̄[
1
γT f(S,A,S̄)

(
x−Z
γT

)
], where T, (S,A, S̄) are non-random under Psas̄ with

values depending on sas̄. Hence, for every measurable B ⊆ R it is∫
H
Psas̄[γ

TR(T ) + Z ∈ B] dΥ(sas̄) =

∫
H

∫
B
Esas̄

[
1

γT
f(S,A,S̄)

(
x− Z

γT

)]
dx dΥ(sas̄)

=

∫
B

∫
H
Esas̄

[
1

γT
f(S,A,S̄)

(
x− Z

γT

)]
dΥ(sas̄) dx

=

∫
B
Es0

[
1

γT
f(S,A,S̄)

(
x− Z

γT

)]
dx,

where the second equation holds by Fubini’s theorem and the third is the key property of
regular conditional distributions. The claim follows in combination with (24).

Proof [Corollary 24] (a) Let M > 0 be such that |f(s,a,s̄)(x)| ≤M for all (s, a, s̄) ∈ G, x ∈ R.
Since (S,A, S̄) ∈ G, it is |f(S,A,S̄)(x)| ≤ M for all x ∈ R and thus, for every x ∈ R, it
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follows |f∗
s0(x)| ≤ M · Es0 [γ

−T ] = M · Ψ(log(1/γ)) < ∞. For (b), let C > 0 be such that
|f(s,a,s̄)(x) − f(s,a,s̄)(y)| ≤ C|x − y|τ for all x, y ∈ R and (s, a, s̄) ∈ G. This bound is also
satisfied for the random (S,A, S̄) ∈ G and thus, for all x, y ∈ R,

|f∗
s0(x)− f∗

s0(y)| ≤ Es0

[ 1

γT

∣∣∣f(S,A,S̄)

(
x− Z

γT

)
− f(S,A,S̄)

(
y − Z

γT

) ∣∣∣]
≤ Es0

[ 1

γT
· C ·

∣∣∣x− Z

γT
− y − Z

γT

∣∣∣τ]
= C · Es0

[
γ−(τ+1)T

]
· |x− y|τ = C ·Ψ

(
(τ + 1) log(γ−1)

)
· |x− y|τ ,

with C ·Ψ
(
(τ + 1) log(γ−1)

)
<∞ by assumption.
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