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Abstract—Digital twin (DT)-driven deep reinforcement learn-
ing (DRL) has emerged as a promising paradigm for wireless
network optimization, offering safe and efficient training en-
vironment for policy exploration. However, in theory existing
methods cannot always guarantee real-world performance of DT-
trained policies before actual deployment, due to the absence of
a universal metric for assessing DT’s ability to support reliable
DRL training transferrable to physical networks. In this paper,
we propose the DT bisimulation metric (DT-BSM), a novel metric
based on the Wasserstein distance, to quantify the discrepancy
between Markov decision processes (MDPs) in both the DT and
the corresponding real-world wireless network environment. We
prove that for any DT-trained policy, the sub-optimality of its
performance (regret) in the real-world deployment is bounded
by a weighted sum of the DT-BSM and its sub-optimality within
the MDP in the DT. Then, a modified DT-BSM based on the
total variation distance is also introduced to avoid the prohibitive
calculation complexity of Wasserstein distance for large-scale
wireless network scenarios. Further, to tackle the challenge of
obtaining accurate transition probabilities of the MDP in real
world for the DT-BSM calculation, we propose an empirical DT-
BSM method based on statistical sampling. We prove that the
empirical DT-BSM always converges to the desired theoretical
one, and quantitatively establish the relationship between the
required sample size and the target level of approximation
accuracy. Numerical experiments validate this first theoretical
finding on the provable and calculable performance bounds for
DT-driven DRL.

Index Terms—Digital twin, Markov decision process (MDP),
deep reinforcement learning (DRL), transfer learning, bisimula-
tion metric.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE long-term evolution of cellular networks, marked by
growing scale, density, and heterogeneity, substantially

increases the difficulty of wireless network optimization [1].
Deep reinforcement learning (DRL) emerges as a promising
solution for tackling extensive state and action spaces and
nonconvex optimization problems. It has been successfully ap-
plied to various network optimization tasks, such as admission
control [2], resource allocation [3], node selection [4], and task
offloading [5] in wireless networks.

Training DRL agents in real-world wireless networks faces
notable obstacles, including prohibitive trial-and-error costs
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and poor network performance before convergence [6]. To
overcome these issues, the concept of digital twin (DT) has
been introduced [7]. By creating a virtual replica of real-world
networks, DT provides safe and efficient training environment
for exploring policies, i.e., state-to-action mappings, before
real-world deployment [8]. This approach enables effective
DRL training while ensuring the performance of the physical
wireless network [9]. By now, DT-driven DRL paradigm has
been widely employed in numerous network optimization
tasks [10]–[12], offering significant advantages over traditional
training methods, such as reduced performance fluctuations
[13], accelerated convergence [14], and lower energy con-
sumption [15].

The effectiveness of the DT-driven DRL paradigm relies not
only on the performance of DRL models, as extensively stud-
ied in prior works [16], but more fundamentally on the quality
of the underlying DT. This quality corresponds to the DT’s ca-
pability to provide a reliable training environment and ensure
deployment performance. However, there remains a lack of
universal, systematic, and quantitative metrics to assess such
quality in current studies. A critical question arises: How can
we determine whether a DT is sufficiently effective for DRL
training? One intuitive approach is to evaluate the similarity
between DT and its real-world counterpart using task-specific
metrics. For example, user trajectory and wireless channel
similarities can be used for DT-enabled user association tasks
[17], and service request arrival rate can be compared for DT-
enabled admission control tasks [18]. However, these metrics
are developed for specific tasks and do not serve as a universal
measure of the DT’s quality. They capture specific aspects
of DT fidelity to the real-world scenario, which inadequately
characterize the entire environment, and their relationship with
the performance of transferred policies remains unclear.

An alternative approach is to evaluate the DT’s quality by
assessing the performance of a DT-trained policy in the real
environment. For instance, in [19], the effectiveness of the DT-
driven DRL method is demonstrated in terms of deployment
performance, compared with a policy trained directly in the
real environment and other baseline methods (random and
greedy). However, challenges arise with the deployment-based
assessment. First, the performance of the transferred policy is
often unstable, influenced not only by DT’s quality but also
by factors such as distinct DRL algorithms, neural network
(NN) architectures, iteration counts, and other hyperparam-
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eters [6]. This fluctuation in deployment performance further
complicates precise evaluation of DT’s quality. Meanwhile, the
generalization ability of NNs [20] may obscure certain flaws in
DTs, potentially causing problems when applying a seemingly
reliable DT for training other models, such as lightweight NNs
[21] and distributed DRL agents [22]. Most importantly, since
DT’s quality is evaluated through real-world deployment, the
performance of each transferred policy cannot be guaranteed
during the evaluation. This undermines the primary goal of DT
to ensure reliable and predictable performance of real-world
wireless networks.

In addition, the DT-driven DRL can be considered a specific
case of transfer learning within DRL, allowing us to resort
to machine learning theories [23]. While transfer learning
in supervised learning has been extensively studied [24],
[25], its integration into the Markov decision process (MDP)
framework introduces additional complexities. As a result,
theoretical work on transfer learning in DRL remains largely
underexplored, both in the early stage research [26] and more
recent studies [27]. We will discuss this in the following
subsection of related works.

Consequently, for effective applications of DT-driven DRL,
there is an urgent need for a direct, policy-independent, and
quantitative assessment of DT’s quality, as well as deeper
understanding of its relationship with the performance of
transferred policies in its real-world counterpart. The main
contributions of the paper are as follows:

• We propose the DT bisimulation metric (DT-BSM), a
novel metric to measure the discrepancy between the two
MDPs that model DT and the real wireless network en-
vironment, respectively. Extended from the bisimulation
metric (BSM) [23], the DT-BSM quantifies the discrep-
ancy of the optimal value functions in the couple of two
MDPs, thereby ensuring policy-independent comparison.

• Through DT-BSM, we establish provable performance
bounds for the policy transferred from the DT to the
corresponding real-world wireless network. To mitigate
the “curse of dimensionality” in DT-BSM calculation
for large-scale wireless networks, we further introduce a
modified DT-BSM based on the total variation distance.
This adaptation significantly reduces the computational
complexity while maintaining the bound on deployment
performance.

• In case the transition probabilities of the MDP are not
directly obtainable in real-world scenarios for DT-BSM
calculation, we propose the empirical DT-BSM through
statistical sampling. We prove that the empirical DT-BSM
always converges to the theoretical one and quantitatively
determines the required sample size for a target level of
approximation accuracy.

• Numerical experiments on a typical admission control
task in wireless networks corroborate the theoretical find-
ings on the performance bound. To the best of our knowl-
edge, DT-BSM is the first metric to directly measure the
DT’s quality for DRL training and to provide provable
and calculable performance bounds for DT-driven DRL.

A. Related Works

The bisimulation metric, proposed by Ferns et al. in the
early 2000s [23], quantifies state similarity within an MDP
through a smoothly varying distance measure with respect
to rewards and transition probabilities. BSM has since been
widely adopted for state aggregation [28], [29] and value
function approximation [30] in MDP. However, as BSM was
originally designed for a single MDP, its application to transfer
learning between distinct MDPs remains limited. Prior works
have explored the use of BSM for policy transfer analysis
in reinforcement learning (RL) but face critical limitations.
For instance, The study in [31] employed a relaxed definition
of BSM to analyze policy transfer, but its theoretical bound
is limited to transferring an optimal policy within the source
MDP, an assumption that can be overly idealized for practical
applications. Moreover, this bound is formulated solely for the
one-step action-value function, which does not fully reflect the
long-term performance of the transferred policy (see Theorem
5 in [31]). Another study in [32] merged the state spaces of
the source and target MDPs into a disjoint union state space,
thereby using BSM for theoretical analysis in transfer learning.
This merging process incurs prohibitive computational costs
that are impractical for RL with large state-action spaces,
as highlighted in [26], letting alone more complicated DRL
tasks.

With advancements in high-performance computing devices
and NN architectures, DRL has largely replaced traditional
RL, becoming the predominant method for learning-based pol-
icy optimization [16]. Over the past decade, DRL has primarily
been applied to games and simulations, with research efforts
largely dedicated to enhancing performance within given envi-
ronments [33], [34]. While some studies have explored transfer
learning in DRL, they focus on improving policy performance
through transfer learning rather than theoretically analyzing
the policy transfer between source and target environments
[27]. Provable and computable performance bounds for policy
transfer in DRL remain largely underexplored.

In wireless network optimization, existing theoretical stud-
ies associated with DT-driven DRL are mainly focused on the
analysis of DRL. For example, the study in [35] established
gradient convergence bounds for multi-agent DRL in com-
munication networks, and study [36] theoretically compared
the convergence rate of DRL methods in dynamic spectrum
access. Although [37] proved DRL’s capability to attain op-
timal policies in edge computing, theoretical analysis for
provable performance of DT-driven DRL remains scarce. To
our knowledge, one exception in [38] attempted such analysis
but limitd its bound to one-step transition probabilities, which
inadequately reflects long-term DRL performance in deploy-
ment (see Theorem 1 and Appendix A in [38]). The absence
of theoretical analysis for DTs leads most existing DT-driven
DRL studies to assume perfect environment replication by DT
and to focus exclusively on enhancing DRL methods, as seen
in applications in cell-free networks [13], space-air-ground
integrated networks [15], and mobile edge computing [39].
This idealized assumption limits DT-driven DRL’s practical
applicability in real-world wireless networks, where modeling



3

Digital twin of networkDigital twin of network

Real-world data

Optimization

Real-world networkReal-world network

Policy trial

Feedback

Unguaranteed 

deployment performance

AI models 

e.g., DRL agents

Lack of an effective 

evaluation metric of 

the similarity

Fig. 1. A schematic of DT-driven DRL

inaccuracies are inevitable.

B. Outline

The paper is organized as follows. Section II presents a
detailed problem definition. In Section III, we provide a sketch
of our main results. Section IV provides the formal definition
of the proposed DT-BSM and its associated properties. Sec-
tion V establishes the provable performance bound for policy
transfer. The empirical DT-BSM is introduced in Section VI.
Then we validate our results through numerical experiments
in Section VII. Finally, a conclusion is drawn in Section VIII.

II. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

Notable trial-and-error costs and suboptimal performance of
DRL agents before convergence have driven the development
of the DT-driven DRL paradigm. As illustrated in Fig. 1, this
paradigm involves collecting real-world data to construct a
virtual replica, i.e., DT, of the physical environment. Instead of
direct interaction with the physical network, DRL agents rely
on the DT to explore and optimize the policy in a safer, faster,
and more cost-efficient manner. After sufficient training, the
DRL agents are then deployed into the real-world environment,
avoiding risks and costs in the physical wireless network
during the training phase. However, challenges persist in the
current DT-driven DRL paradigm. Existing evaluation metrics
for DTs typically assess their fidelity to the real environment
from specific aspects, failing to establish direct connections
with the optimization target. Consequently, the performance
of transferred policies cannot be reliably guaranteed before
actual deployment in practice.

We formulate this problem as follows. Consider a real-
world network optimization task modeled by a 5-tuple MDP
⟨S,A,P, R, γ⟩, where S is the state space, A is the action
space, P(s̃|s, a) is the transition probability (a ∈ A, {s̃, s} ∈
S, and s̃ denotes the next state), R(s, a) is the reward function,
and γ ∈ (0, 1) is the discount factor. For clarity, we refer to
such an MDP as the real MDP in the following discussion.

The goal of DRL is to devise a policy π that maximizes the
long-term average reward. In conventional DRL, the objective
is achieved by optimizing the associated value function as
follows

max
π

V π
real(s), ∀s ∈ S, (1)

where the value function is defined by the Bellman equation

V π
real(s) = R(s, π(s)) + γ

∑
s̃∈S

P(s̃|s, π(s))V π
real(s̃), (2)

and π(s) ∈ A is the action chosen by policy π at state s. To
simplify the discussion, a deterministic policy π is assumed.
Nevertheless, our findings can be readily extended to stochastic
policies by reformulating (2) to incorporate a summation over
action probabilities. When π reaches the optimality, denoted
by superscript ∗, the value function becomes the optimal value
function, given by

V ∗
real(s) = max

a

{
R(s, a) + γ

∑
s̃∈S

P(s̃|s, a)V ∗
real(s̃)

}
. (3)

The DT is modeled by a similar MDP ⟨S,A,P′, R′, γ⟩,
where S,A, and γ can be readily aligned with the real MDP
through simulation configuration. In contrast, P′ and R′ in-
evitably differ from their real counterparts, with discrepancies
ranging from minor to significant depending on the fidelity of
the simulation. We denote this MDP as the DT MDP in the
following discussion. The value function and optimal value
function in DT, respectively denoted by V π

DT(s) and V ∗
DT(s),

are defined by replacing P and R in (2) and (3) with P′ and
R′, respectively. In DT-driven DRL, the policy π is optimized
by

max
π

V π
DT(s), ∀s ∈ S (4)

before being deployed into the real MDP. The deployment
performance of the transferred policy is evaluated through
its sub-optimality (also known as the regret [40]), which is
defined as the expected discounted reward loss when following
the transferred policy π instead of the optimal policy in the
real MDP. Since the optimal expected discounted reward is
given by V ∗

real(s), this loss is formulated as V ∗
real(s)− V π

real(s).
Our goal is to devise a metric for directly quantifying the

discrepancy between the DT MDP, ⟨S,A,P′, R′, γ⟩, and the
real MDP, ⟨S,A,P, R, γ⟩. This metric should, for any policy
π trained in DT, establish a provable upper bound on the sub-
optimality of the transferred policy before actual deployment,
thereby ensuring reliable and predictable performance of phys-
ical wireless networks.

III. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we summarize our main results, the newly
defined DT-BSM along with the upper bound on the sub-
optimality of the transferred policy.

We draw on the BSM [23], which is proposed to quan-
tify the discrepancy between distinct states within a single
MDP, to define a new metric that compares states across
two MDPs with different transition probabilities and reward
functions. A comparison of BSM and DT-BSM is depicted in
Fig. 2. For clarity, we denote the states in the real MDP as
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Fig. 2. The comparison of BSM and DT-BSM

{s1, s2, . . . } and those corresponding states in the DT MDP
as {s′1, s′2, . . . }. Note that the DT MDP and the real MDP
share the same state space S, that is, si and s′i represent the
identical state, i.e., si = s′i ∈ S for all i. This equivalence is
assumed implicitly in the subsequent discussion. The proposed
DT-BSM, denoted by d̄, is defined as a recursive function with
respect to the transition probabilities and reward functions of
the two MDPs:

Definition 1. The DT-BSM between the real MDP
⟨S,A,P, R, γ⟩ and the DT MDP ⟨S,A,P′, R′, γ⟩ is given by

d̄
(
si, s

′
j

)
= max

a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣

+ γW1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); d̄

)}
, (5)

where W1 denotes the 1-Wasserstein distance.

Detailed definitions and in-depth analysis of the Wasserstein
distance and the DT-BSM are provided in Section IV.

By leveraging the newly defined DT-BSM, we establish
upper bounds on the sub-optimality of the transferred policy.
Let ∥V ∗

real−V π
real∥ denote the upper bound of the sub-optimality

of policy π in the real MDP, formulated by

∥V ∗
real − V π

real∥ ≜ max
i

{
V ∗

real(si)− V π
real(si)

}
, (6)

and similarly define ∥V ∗
DT − V π

DT∥ as the upper bound of its
sub-optimality in the DT MDP. Then the following theorem
holds.

Theorem 1. For any policy π learned in the DT MDP, the
sub-optimality of its performance when transferred to the real
MDP satisfies

∥V ∗
real − V π

real∥ ≤ 2

1− γ
max

i
d̄(si, s

′
i) +

1 + γ

1− γ
∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT∥

≤ 2

(1− γ)2
max

i
dTV(si, s

′
i) +

1 + γ

1− γ
∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT∥, (7)

where dTV is the modified DT-BSM constructed using the total
variation distance.

The definition of dTV and the proof of Theorem 1 are given
in Section V.

Theorem 1 demonstrates that the sub-optimality of any
policy π in real-world deployment is bounded by a weighted
sum of the DT-BSM and the sub-optimality of π within
the DT MDP. This additive bound, in contrast to more
complex exponential or other functional forms, suggests a
promising outlook for the practical application of DT-driven
DRL. Specifically, the DT can be independently improved by
optimizing the DT-BSM, regardless of the policy employed,
while the policy optimization can be safely conducted within
the DT environment, eliminating the need for high-risk phys-
ical network interactions. Collectively, the proposed bounds
theoretically guarantee the deployment performance of DT-
trained policy, thereby mitigating the risks associated with
deploying unverified policies into physical wireless networks.

IV. DIGITAL TWIN BISIMULATION METRIC

In this section, we provide a definition of the DT-BSM and
develop its key properties for evaluating state discrepancies
between the DT MDP and its corresponding real MDP.

A. Definition of DT-BSM

As discussed earlier, our analysis focuses on the discrepancy
between the DT MDP and the real MDP, a discrepancy that is
independent of any specific policy π. Given this, the optimal
value function V ∗, which represents the maximum expected
reward achievable across all possible policies in the MDP,
serves as a suitable basis for comparison. By taking the
difference between V ∗

real(s) and V ∗
DT(s

′), we have the following
inequality, for any i and j,∣∣V ∗

real(si)− V ∗
DT(s

′
j)
∣∣

=
∣∣∣max

a

{
R(si, a) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P(sk|si, a)V ∗
real(sk)

}

−max
a

{
R′(s′j , a) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P′(s′k|s′j , a)V ∗
DT(s

′
k)
}∣∣∣

≤ max
a

{∣∣∣(R(si, a) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P(sk|si, a)V ∗
real(sk)

)
−
(
R′(s′j , a) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P′(s′k|s′j , a)V ∗
DT(s

′
k)
)∣∣∣}

≤ max
a

{∣∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣∣+ γ

∣∣∣ |S|∑
k=1

P(sk|si, a)V ∗
real(sk)

−
|S|∑
k=1

P′(s′k|s′j , a)V ∗
DT(s

′
k)
∣∣∣}. (8)

In the last inequality in (8), the maximization term on the
right-hand side consists of two components. The first term
clearly represents the discrepancy in the reward functions of
the two MDPs. The second term is regarded as a function of
P(·|si, a) and P′(·|s′j , a), so the key challenge in constructing
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the metric is to identify an appropriate function to character-
ize the discrepancy between the two V ∗-weighted transition
probabilities.

Drawing on the BSM, we similarly use the 1-Wasserstein
distance, also known as Kantorovich–Rubinstein metric [41],
to quantify the discrepancy. The Wasserstein distance is de-
fined as the minimal cost required to transport mass from
one distribution P into another distribution Q [42]. Since the
comparison is conducted over the DT MDP and the real MDP,
we assume both distributions are defined on the same state
space S. The transportation plan, denoted by Λ, is a matrix
of dimensions |S| × |S| that specifies the amount of mass
transported from each state in P to each state in Q. It follows

Λ =


λ1,1 λ1,2 . . . λ1,|S|
λ2,1 λ2,2 . . . λ2,|S|

...
...

. . .
...

λ|S|,1 λ|S|,2 . . . λ|S|,|S|

 , (9)

where |S| denotes the cardinality of S. Then the Wasserstein
distance, i.e., the minimum cost for the transportation plan
between P and Q with a cost function d, is defined by a
linear program as follows.

W1(P,Q; d) = min
Λ

|S|∑
i,j=1

λi,jd
(
si, s

′
j

)
, (10)

subject to
|S|∑
j=1

λi,j = P (si) , ∀ i, (11)

|S|∑
i=1

λi,j = Q
(
s′j
)
, ∀ j, (12)

λi,j ≥ 0, ∀ i, j. (13)

According to the Kantorovich duality [42], this above linear
program is equivalent to the following dual linear program:

W1(P,Q; d) = max
µ,ν

|S|∑
i=1

µiP (si)− νiQ(s′i), (14)

subject to µi − νj ≤ d(si, s
′
j), ∀ i, j. (15)

Here, both µ and ν are |S|-length vectors. Typically, the cost
function d is defined as a distance such that d(si, s

′
i) = 0

for identical states si and s′i. Considering P and Q are both
nonnegative probability distributions, µi − νi needs to be as
great as possible to reach the maximum of the objective in
(10). Given that d(si, s′i) = 0, we have µi = νi for all i as
the optimal solution, and thus the objective function reduces
to maxµ

∑|S|
i=1 µi(P (si) − Q(s′i)) (Kantorovich-Rubinstein

theorem [42]), as used in BSM. However, the DT-BSM in
this paper evaluates the distance across states in two MDPs,
where d(si, s

′
i) is not necessarily 0 for the same state in the

DT MDP and the real MDP. Therefore, we keep the original
form of the dual linear program, as shown in (14) and (15).

Following the two linear programs in (10)-(13) and (14)-
(15), we derive two inequalities, respectively. For any |S|×|S|
matrix Λ with elements λi,j and satisfying conditions (11)-

(13), we have

W1(P,Q; d) ≤
|S|∑

i,j=1

λi,jd
(
si, s

′
j

)
. (16)

On the other hand, for any pair of |S|-length vectors µ and ν
satisfying condition (15), the following inequality holds

W1(P,Q; d) ≥
|S|∑
i=1

µiP (si)− νiQ(s′i). (17)

These two inequalities are pivotal for subsequent derivations.
Now the Wasserstein distance can serve as a function to

measure the difference between transition probabilities in the
two MDPs, but it still necessitates the cost function d for
transportation planning and cost calculation. In most studies,
the cost function is given by the Euclidean norm, such as
the distance between pixels in the Wasserstein generative
adversarial network (WGAN) [43]. However, the state space S
in MDP is not a standard Euclidean space, thus the Euclidean
norm is not applicable to our problem. To address this, we
resort to a recursive definition of the optimal value function,
formulated by the following.

Theorem 2. Let V (0)(s) = 0 be the 0-step optimal value
function. Define the n-step optimal value function by

V (n)(s) = max
a

{
R(s, a)+γ

∑
s̃∈S

P(s̃|s, a)V (n−1)(s̃)
}
. (18)

Then V (n)(s) converges to V ∗(s) uniformly with n → ∞.

Proof. The convergence of V (n)(s) is established via the
Banach fixed-point theorem [44]. For a detailed proof, see
[45] and [46].

Similarly, the DT-BSM is defined recursively by the following.

Theorem 3. Let dn, n ∈ N denote a map S × S → [0, Rmax
1−γ ],

where Rmax = maxi,j,a |R(si, a) − R′(s′j , a)|. Let d0 be a
constant zero function and define

dn
(
si, s

′
j

)
= max

a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣

+ γW1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); dn−1

)}
. (19)

Then dn converges to a fixed point d̄ uniformly with n → ∞,
which corresponds to the DT-BSM in Definition 1, and the
convergence of dn to d̄ satisfies

d̄(si, s
′
j)− dn(si, s

′
j) ≤

γnRmax

1− γ
, (20)

for all i and j.

Proof. The existence of d̄ is established through the Knaster-
Tarski fixed-point theorem [47] and the continuity of the
recursive function in (19), which is elaborated in the remaining
discussions of this subsection. The convergence of dn to
d̄ is demonstrated using inequality (16) and mathematical
induction, with details provided in Appendix B.

The following proves the existence of d̄. Here, we introduce
the Knaster-Tarski fixed-point theorem. Let (X ,⪯) be a partial
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order, which means certain pairs of elements within the set
X are comparable under the homogeneous relation ⪯ [47].
If this partial order has least upper bounds and greatest
lower bounds for its arbitrary subsets, it is called a complete
lattice. The Knaster-Tarski fixed-point theorem asserts that
for a continuous function on a complete lattice, the iterative
application of this function to the least element of the lattice
converges to a fixed point x̄, which satisfies x̄ = f(x̄).
Formally, the theorem is stated as follows.

Lemma 1 (Knaster-Tarski Fixed-Point Theorem [47]). Let
(X ,⪯) be a complete lattice and f : X → X be a continuous
function ⇒ Then f has a least fixed point, given by

fix(f) = ⊔n∈Nf
(n)(

¯
x), (21)

where
¯
x is the least element of X , ⊔ denotes the least upper

bound, f (n)(
¯
x) = f(f (n−1)(

¯
x)), and f (1)(

¯
x) = f(

¯
x). Here,

the continuity of f is defined such that for any increasing
sequence {xn} in X , it satisfies

f (⊔n∈N {xn}) = ⊔n∈N {f (xn)} . (22)

Let M denote the set of all maps, say d and d′, that
satisfy S × S → [0, Rmax

1−γ ]. Equip M with the usual pointwise
ordering: denoting d ≤ d′ if and only if d(si, s′j) ≤ d′(si, s

′
j)

for any i and j. Then M forms a complete lattice with the
least element d0, i.e., the constant zero function. Regard the
recursive definition (19) as a function of d and accordingly
define F : M → M by

F
(
si, s

′
j ; d

)
= max

a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣

+ γW1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); d

)}
. (23)

Utilizing the Knaster-Tarski fixed-point theorem, the existence
of d̄ can be achieved if the continuity of F on M holds.

We first prove the continuity of the second term in F . Define
FW1

: M → M by

FW1

(
si, s

′
j ; d

)
=W1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); d

)
. (24)

Lemma 2. FW1
is continuous on M.

Proof. The continuity of FW1 is derived from inequalities (16)
and (17), detailed in Appendix A.

Armed with Lemma 2, we are ready to establish the continuity
of F as follows.

Lemma 3. F is continuous on M.

Proof. We follow the definition of continuity in (22). Consider
an arbitrary increasing sequence {ρn} on M, for any i and j,
we have

F (si, s
′
j ;⊔n∈N{ρn})

(a)
= max

a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣

+ γW1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a);⊔n∈N{ρn}

)}
(b)
= max

a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣

+ γ ⊔n∈N
{
W1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); ρn

)}}

(c)
= ⊔n∈N

{
max

a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣

+ γW1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); ρn

)}}
(d)
= ⊔n∈N {F (si, s

′
j ; ρn)}. (25)

Here, steps (a) and (d) follow from the definition of F given
in (23), step (b) applies the continuity of FW1

established in
Lemma 2, and step (c) relies on the fact that R(si, a) and
R′(s′j , a) are independent of n.

Now the existence of d̄ in Theorem 3 is established using
Lemma 1 and Lemma 3.

B. Properties of DT-BSM

As a metric to evaluate the discrepancy between the DT
MDP and the real MDP, DT-BSM possesses several unique
properties. First, DT-BSM is constructed by modifying the
right-hand side of (8), thereby preserving the bound on the
difference between two optimal value functions as follows.

Corollary 1. For any i and j,

|V ∗
real(si)− V ∗

DT(s
′
j)| ≤ d̄(si, s

′
j). (26)

Proof. This inequality is proved through induction with the
recursive definition of V ∗ in (18). For the base case, we have∣∣∣V (1)

real (si)− V
(1)

DT (s′j)
∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣max

a
R(si, a)−max

a
R′(s′j , a)

∣∣∣
≤ max

a

∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣

= d1(si, s
′
j). (27)

By the induction hypothesis, we assume that for any i, j, and
an arbitrary n,

V
(n)

real (si)− V
(n)

DT (s′j) ≤ |V (n)
real (si)− V

(n)
DT (s′j)|

≤ dn(si, s
′
j). (28)

Then the induction follows∣∣∣V (n+1)
real (si)− V

(n+1)
DT (s′j)

∣∣∣
(a)
=

∣∣∣max
a

{
R(si, a) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P(sk|si, a)V (n)
real (sk)

}

−max
a

{
R′(s′j , a) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P′(s′k|s′j , a)V
(n)

DT (s′k)
}∣∣∣

≤ max
a

{∣∣∣(R(si, a) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P(sk|si, a)V (n)
real (sk)

)

−
(
R′(s′j , a) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P′(s′k|s′j , a)V
(n)

DT (s′k)
)∣∣∣}

(b)

≤ max
a

{∣∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣∣

+ γ
∣∣∣ |S|∑
k=1

(P(sk|si, a)V (n)
real (sk)− P′(s′k|s′j , a)V

(n)
DT (s′k))

∣∣∣}
(c)

≤ max
a

{∣∣R(si,a)−R′(s′j ,a)
∣∣+γW1

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′j ,a); dn

)}
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Quadrilateral inequality of DT-bisimulation metric
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Fig. 3. Quadrilateral inequality of DT-BSM.

(d)
= dn+1(si, s

′
j). (29)

Here, steps (a) and (d) stem from definitions in (18) and
(19), respectively. Step (b) follows from the triangle inequality.
Step (c) is derived from inequality (17) and the fact that,
according to (28),

(
V

(n)
real (si)

)|S|
i=1

and
(
V

(n)
DT (s′i)

)|S|
i=1

form a
pair of |S|-length vectors satisfying condition (15) with cost
function dn.

Now from (27)-(29), we have |V (n)
real (si) − V

(n)
DT (s′j)| ≤

dn(si, s
′
j), ∀n ∈ N. Taking n → ∞ yields the desired

result.

The DT-BSM also exhibits a distinct geometric property.
For comparison, BSM is a pseudometric which holds the
three axioms of a conventional distance metric, that is for all
{si, sj , sk} ∈ S: (1) d(si, si) = 0; (2) d(si, sj) = d(sj , si);
(3) d(si, sk) ≤ d(si, sj) + d(sj , sk). Due to the discrepancy
in terms of reward and transition probability between the
DT MDP and the real MDP, the first two properties are
unfortunately no longer held in general by the DT-BSM1.
However, the DT-BSM retains a unique modified form of
the triangle inequality, which we refer to as the quadrilateral
inequality, as illustrated in Fig. 3 and stated as follows.

Corollary 2. For any {si, s′j , sk, s′l} ∈ S and n ∈ N:

dn(si, s
′
l) ≤ dn(si, s

′
j) + dn(sk, s

′
j) + dn(sk, s

′
l). (30)

1Strictly, the DT bisimulation metric is not a metric as it does not satisfy the
three axioms like the bisimulation metric. We refer to it as a DT bisimulation
metric (DT-BSM) to acknowledge its extension from the bisimulation metric
(BSM).

Proof. The quadrilateral inequality of DT-BSM is derived
from the gluing lemma [48] and induction. The detailed proof
is provided in the supplementary material.

When the middle two states in the quadrilateral inequality
are identical, the expression reduces to a form analogous to
the triangle inequality as

dn(si, s
′
k) ≤ dn(si, s

′
j) + dn(sj , s

′
j) + dn(sj , s

′
k). (31)

V. UPPER BOUND OF SUB-OPTIMALITY IN POLICY
TRANSFER

In this section, we present the proofs for the upper bounds of
sub-optimality in policy transfer. The upper bounds outlined
in Theorem 1 include the one derived from the previously
defined DT-BSM d̄, and the other based on the computationally
efficient total variation distance. Proofs for the two bounds are
respectively introduced in the following subsections.

A. Performance Bound Using DT-BSM

Here, we establish the first inequality in Theorem 1, which
bounds the sub-optimality of transferred policy through the
newly defined DT-BSM.

Lemma 4. Given V ∗
DT, V π

DT, V ∗
real, V

π
real, and d̄ as defined above,

∥V ∗
real − V π

real∥ ≤ 2

1− γ
max

i
d̄(si, s

′
i) +

1 + γ

1− γ
∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT∥,

(32)
where ∥V ∗

real − V π
real∥ and ∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT∥ are the upper bounds

of the suboptimality of π, as defined in (6).

Proof. By the triangle inequality, for any state si, we have

|V ∗
real(si)− V π

real(si)| ≤ |V ∗
real(si)− V ∗

DT(s
′
i)|

+|V ∗
DT(s

′
i)−V π

DT(s
′
i)|+ |V π

DT(s
′
i)− V π

real(si)|. (33)

Within the right-hand side of this inequality, the first sum-
mation term |V ∗

real(si) − V ∗
DT(s

′
i)| is upper bounded by

maxi d̄(si, s
′
i) according to Corollary 1, and |V ∗

DT(s
′
i) −

V π
DT(s

′
i)| is upper bounded by ∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT∥ according to its

definition in (6). For the last term, we have

∣∣∣V π
real(si)− V π

DT(s
′
i)
∣∣∣

(a)
=

∣∣∣(R(si, π(si)) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P(sk|si, π(si))V π
real(sk))

)

−
(
R′(s′i, π(s

′
i)) + γ

|S|∑
k=1

P′(s′k|s′i, π(s′i))V π
DT(s

′
k))

)∣∣∣
(b)

≤
∣∣∣R(si, π(si))−R′(s′i, π(s

′
i))

∣∣∣
+ γ

∣∣∣ |S|∑
k=1

(
P(sk|si, π(si))V π

real(sk)− P′(s′k|s′i, π(s′i))V π
DT(s

′
k)
)∣∣∣

(c)

≤
∣∣∣R(si, π(si))−R′(s′i, π(s

′
i))

∣∣∣
+ γ

∣∣∣ |S|∑
k=1

(
P(sk|si, π(si))V ∗

real(sk)− P′(s′k|s′i, π(s′i))V ∗
DT(s

′
k)
)∣∣∣
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+ γ
∣∣∣ |S|∑
k=1

P(sk|si, π(si))(V π
real(sk)− V ∗

real(sk))
∣∣∣

+ γ
∣∣∣ |S|∑
k=1

P′(s′k|s′i, π(s′i))(V ∗
DT(s

′
k)− V π

DT(s
′
k))

∣∣∣
≤ max

a

{∣∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣∣

+ γ
∣∣∣ |S|∑
k=1

(P(sk|si, a)V ∗
real(sk)− P′(sk|s′i, a)V ∗

DT(sk))
∣∣∣}

+ γmax
k

∣∣∣V π
real(sk)−V ∗

real(sk)
∣∣∣+γmax

k

∣∣∣V π
DT(s

′
k)− V ∗

DT(s
′
k)
∣∣∣

(d)

≤ max
a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣+γW1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a); d̄

)}
+ γ

∥∥∥V ∗
real − V π

real

∥∥∥+ γ
∥∥∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT

∥∥∥
= d̄(si, s

′
i) + γ∥V ∗

real − V π
real∥+ γ∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT∥. (34)

Here, step (a) stems from the definition of value function in
(2), and steps (b) and (c) follow from the triangle inequality.
Step (d) is derived from inequality (17) and the fact that,
according to Corollary 1,

(
V ∗

real(si)
)|S|
i=1

and
(
V ∗

DT(si)
)|S|
i=1

form a pair of |S|-length vectors satisfying condition (15)
with cost function d̄. Combining inequalities on all the three
summation terms in (33), we have

∥V ∗
real − V π

real∥
= max

i
{V ∗

real(si)− V π
real(si)}

≤ max
i

d̄(si, s
′
i)︸ ︷︷ ︸

1st term

+ ∥V ∗
DT − V π

DT∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
2nd term

+max
i

d̄(si, s
′
i) + γ∥V ∗

real − V π
real∥+ γ∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT∥︸ ︷︷ ︸

3rd term

≤ 2max
i

d̄(si, s
′
i) + (1 + γ)∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT∥+ γ∥V ∗

real − V π
real∥.

(35)

Rearranging the inequality yields the desired result.

We now derive an upper bound on the sub-optimality for
any policy π transferred from the DT to the real environ-
ment. However, due to the recursive definition of DT-BSM,
d̄ must be calculated iteratively, which is computationally
exhaustive. Specifically, although only d̄(si, s

′
i) is requisite

for the performance bound, calculating the approximated DT-
BSM dn at each iteration still necessitates dn−1(si, s

′
j) for

distinct i and j to compute the Wasserstein distance. In
addition, solving the linear program in (10) has a com-
plexity of O(|S|2 log |S|) [49], so each iteration requires
O(|A||S|4 log |S|) operations. Combining with the conver-
gence of DT-BSM provided in Theorem 3, in order to approxi-
mate d̄ within an error of δ, the number of required operations
scales as O(|A||S|4 log |S| ln(δ(1−γ)/Rmax)

ln γ ). This substantial
complexity renders the DT-BSM computationally infeasible
for current DRL-based network optimization tasks in practice,
which typically involve large state and action spaces. As ex-
emplified in [6], for a conventional downlink power allocation
problem in a multi-cell environment, where B is the number
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Fig. 4. Schematic of the transportation plan.

of base stations, U is the number of users, and F is the
number of sub-bands. The state space of the MDP is given
by |S| = (B ×U × (F +1)). Considering L power levels for
optimization, the action space is |A| = (B×LF ). This results
in prohibitive computational complexity for the calculation of
DT-BSM in emerging heterogeneous and densely deployed 5G
networks and its beyond.

B. Performance Bound Using Total Variation Distance

To address the complexity issue, we adopt the total variation
distance, defined as

TV(P,Q) =
1

2

|S|∑
i=1

∣∣P (si)−Q(s′i)
∣∣, (36)

to formulate a modified version of DT-BSM, denoted by dTV.
Following the structure of d̄, we define dTV as follows.

Definition 2.

dTV(si, s
′
i) = max

a

{∣∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣∣

+
γRmax

1− γ
TV (P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a))

}
, (37)

where Rmax = maxi,j,a |R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)|.

Then we derive the second inequality in Theorem 1 by
demonstrating the relationship between d̄ and dTV.

Lemma 5. Given d̄ and dTV defined respectively in (19) and
(37),

max
i

d̄(si, s
′
i) ≤

1

1− γ
max

i
dTV(si, s

′
i). (38)

Proof. We consider a special transportation plan that moves
mass from distribution P to distribution Q. This plan pre-
serves the mass shared between P and Q, defined as
min{P (si), Q(s′i)} for each i. The remaining mass, where
P (si) > Q(s′i), is transported to states where P (si) < Q(s′i).
A schematic example of this plan is shown in Fig. 4. The
total mass to be transported is quantified by the total variation
distance, i.e., TV(P,Q), and the transportation cost with a
given cost function d is bounded by maxi,j d(si, s

′
j). The
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shared mass is given by 1−TV(P,Q), with the cost bounded
by maxi d(si, s

′
i).

While this plan adheres to the definition of Wasserstein dis-
tance, it is not necessarily the optimal one with the minimum
transportation cost. Then we have

W1(P,Q; d)

≤ TV(P,Q)max
i,j

d(si, s
′
j) +

(
1− TV(P,Q)

)
max

i
d(si, s

′
i)

(a)

≤ Rmax

1− γ
TV(P,Q) +

(
1− TV(P,Q)

)
max

i
d(si, s

′
i), (39)

where step (a) uses the fact that d is a map S×S → [0, Rmax
1−γ ].

Then we obtain

max
i

d̄(si, s
′
i)

(a)
= max

i,a

{∣∣R(si,a)−R′(s′i,a)
∣∣+γW1

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′i,a); d̄

)}
(b)

≤ max
i,a

{∣∣R(si,a)−R′(s′i,a)
∣∣+ γRmax

1− γ
TV

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′i,a)

)
+ γ

(
1− TV

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′i,a)

))
max

j
d̄(sj , s

′
j)
}

≤max
i,a

{∣∣R(si,a)−R′(s′i,a)
∣∣+ γRmax

1− γ
TV

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′i,a)

)}
+ γmax

i,a

{(
1− TV

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′i,a)

))
max

j
d̄(sj , s

′
j)
}

(c)

≤ max
i,a

{∣∣R(si,a)−R′(s′i,a)
∣∣+ γRmax

1− γ
TV

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′i,a)

)}
+ γmax

i
d̄(si, s

′
i). (40)

Here, step (a) follows from the definition of d̄ in (5),
step (b) is derived from (39), and step (c) is obtained from
the non-negativity of the total variation distance. Rearranging
both sides of the above inequality, we have

max
i

d̄(si, s
′
i) ≤

1

1− γ
max
i,a

{∣∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣∣

+
γRmax

1− γ
TV

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a)

)}
=

1

1− γ
max

i
dTV(si, s

′
i), (41)

which established the required inequality.

Now that Theorem 1 readily follows from Lemma 4 and
Lemma 5. Compared to the O(|A||S|4 log |S| ln(δ(1−γ)/Rmax)

ln γ )

operations required to approximate maxi d̄(si, s
′
i), the total

variation distance method requires only O(|A||S|2) operations
to compute maxi dTV(si, s

′
i), while consistently guaranteeing

the performance bound.

VI. EMPIRICAL DT-BSM WITH THE TOTAL VARIATION
DISTANCE

In the previous section, we established a performance bound
using d̄ and introduced a computationally efficient alternative,
dTV, based on the total variation distance. While dTV signif-
icantly reduces the computational complexity of calculating
DT-BSM, it is still challenging in practice to acquire accurate
transition probabilities in both real and DT environments.

A promising approach is statistical sampling. Suppose P
and Q are approximated by the empirical distributions P̂ and
Q̂, respectively. To be specific, we collect K independent
samples {X1, X2, . . . , XK} from P and define P̂ (xi) =
1
K

∑K
k=1 δXk

(xi), where δ denotes the Dirac measure at Xk

such that δXk
(xi) = 1 if xi = Xk and 0 otherwise. Similarly,

we define Q̂. By the strong law of large numbers (SLLN), P̂
and Q̂ converge almost surely to P and Q, respectively. Based
on these empirical distributions, we define the empirical total
variation distance, T̂V(P,Q), and the empirical DT-BSM on
total variation distance, d̂TV(si, s

′
i) as follows.

Definition 3. Given empirical distributions P̂ and Q̂ approxi-
mated through K samples, define the empirical total variance
by

T̂V(P,Q) =
1

2

|S|∑
i=1

|P̂ (si)− Q̂(s′i)|, (42)

and define the empirical DT-BSM on the total variation
distance by

d̂TV(si, s
′
i) =max

a

{∣∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣∣

+
γRmax

1− γ
T̂V (P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a))

}
. (43)

Then we have the following lemma on the convergence of d̂TV.

Lemma 6. d̂TV converges to dTV almost surely as K gets
large.

Proof. By the SLLN, we can choose a sufficiently large K
such that for all i,

max
{∣∣P̂ (si)−P (si)

∣∣, ∣∣Q̂(s′i)−Q(s′i)
∣∣} ≤ ϵ(1− γ)

γRmax|S|
, (44)

where ϵ > 0. Then∣∣TV(P,Q)− T̂V(P,Q)
∣∣

=
∣∣∣1
2

|S|∑
i=1

∣∣P (si)−Q(s′i)
∣∣− 1

2

|S|∑
i=1

∣∣(P̂ (si)− Q̂(s′i)
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

2

|S|∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣P (si)−Q(s′i)
∣∣− ∣∣(P̂ (si)− Q̂(s′i)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

2

|S|∑
i=1

∣∣∣(P (si)−Q(s′i)
)
−
(
(P̂ (si)− Q̂(s′i)

)∣∣∣
≤ 1

2

|S|∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣P (si)− P̂ (si)
∣∣+ ∣∣(Q̂(s′i)−Q(s′i)

∣∣∣∣∣
(a)

≤ |S|
2

·
∣∣∣ ϵ(1− γ)

γRmax|S|
+

ϵ(1− γ)

γRmax|S|

∣∣∣ = ϵ(1− γ)

γRmax
, (45)

where step (a) follows from (44). Next,∣∣dTV (si, s
′
i)− d̂TV (si, s

′
i)
∣∣

(a)
=

∣∣∣max
a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣+γRmax

1− γ
TV

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a)

)}
−max

a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣
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+
γRmax

1− γ
T̂V

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a)

)}∣∣∣
≤ max

a

{∣∣∣(∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣

+
γRmax

1− γ
TV

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a)

))
−
(∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)

∣∣
+

γRmax

1− γ
T̂V

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a)

))∣∣∣}
=

γRmax

1− γ
max

a

{∣∣∣TV
(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a)

)
− T̂V

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a)

)∣∣∣}
(b)

≤ γRmax

1− γ
· ϵ(1− γ)

γRmax
= ϵ. (46)

Here, step (a) follows from the definitions in (37) and (43),
and step (b) uses the result in (45).

The required number of samples for approximation can be
derived through the Hoeffding’s inequality [50]. Without loss
of generality, consider a transition start at state si with action
a. By recording the next state upon taking action a at state
s for a total of K times, we obtain K samples. For each
potential next state sk ∈ S, this process can be modeled as
Bernoulli trials with a success probability given by P(sk|si, a).
The empirical probability P̂(sk|si, a) is defined as the ratio of
the number of successful outcomes (i.e., the transitions into sk)
to the totally K trials. According to the Hoeffding’s inequality,
we have

Pr
{∣∣P̂(sk|si, a)− P(sk|si, a)

∣∣ ≥ ϵ
}
≤ 2e−2Kϵ2 (47)

for each sk, where Pr{·} represents the probabiltiy of an event.
To achieve a confidence level of 1−α for α ∈ [0, 1), we require

2e−2Kϵ2 ≤ α =⇒ K ≥ − ln(α/2)

2ϵ2
. (48)

This result applies to the transition probabilities in both
DT MDP and the real MDP. Combining (48) with (44) in
Lemma 6, we determine the required sample size for the
empirical dTV.

Theorem 4. For each state-action pair in both DT MDP and
the real MDP, collect K samples such that

K ≥ − ln(α/2)
γ2R2

max|S|2

2ϵ2(1− γ)2
. (49)

Then, with confidence level 1− α, we have

|dTV(si, s
′
i)− d̂TV(si, s

′
i)| ≤ ϵ, (50)

where dTV(si, s
′
i) and d̂TV represent the theoretical and empir-

ical DT-BSM based on the total variation distance, as defined
in (37) and (43), respectively.

This result enables the calculation of a sufficiently accurate
DT-BSM through sampling in both DT and real environments.
Notably, the sampling process is conducted for each state-
action pair, independent of the policy being followed. As a
result, sampling in the real-world network can be carried out

prior to the deployment of DRL policies, ensuring the reliable
performance of physical networks.

VII. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we validate the derived performance bounds
through a specific network optimization task, that is, admission
control in sliced wireless networks [2].

We consider a typical 5G wireless network with three
distinct slices, each catering to one of the typical services,
i.e., enhanced mobile broadband (eMBB), massive machine-
type communications (mMTC), and ultra-reliable and low
latency communications (URLLC) [51]. The network involves
three resource types, including radio, computing, and storage,
with each slice having unique resource requirements. For
example, eMBB services primarily rely on radio resources,
while URLLC services have a higher demand for computing
resources.

Service requests arise from end users continuously in the
wireless network, where the admission control policy evalu-
ates the current request and available resources to determine
whether some requests can be admitted and their priority. Re-
quests not admitted remain in the queue until either accepted
or expired due to a timeout. The request arrival process follows
a Poisson distribution, and the service time (network resource
occupation time) follows an exponential distribution [2].

In terms of the associated MDP, the state is defined by the
number of requests in the queue and the number of ongoing
services in the network. The action is a 3-dimensional vector,
representing the number of service requests to be admitted for
each slice. The transition probability is influenced by the mean
arrival rate of the Poisson distribution and the mean service
time of the exponential distribution. The reward is defined
as the expected profit from accepting service requests. The
proximal policy optimization (PPO) algorithm is utilized to
develop the optimal admission control policy.

In the experiment, we establish both a real environment with
accurate parameter setting and a DT environment that includes
potential estimation errors in the arrival/service processes
(transition probability) and the profit associated with each
request (reward). For each test, the DRL agent is trained in the
DT environment and then deployed in the real network to val-
idate its performance. Since the optimal policy is not directly
attainable, the sub-optimality in deployment is assessed by the
difference in long-term average reward between the transferred
policy and the policy directly trained in the real environment.
In addition, according to Theorem 1,

∥V ∗
real − V π

real∥ ≤ 2

(1− γ)2
max
i,a

{∣∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣∣

+
γRmax

1− γ
TV (P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a))

}
+

1 + γ

1− γ
∥V ∗

DT − V π
DT∥,

(51)

where 1+γ
1−γ ∥V

∗
DT − V π

DT∥ reflects the sub-optimality caused
by insufficient training in the DT environment. We conduct
thorough DRL training in the DT environment to minimize
this influence and denote it as ∆ in the following.

First, we maintain consistent arrival and service processes
in both environments, focusing on the error in profit estimation
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Fig. 5. Sub-optimality of transferred policy versus reward difference
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Fig. 6. Sub-optimality of transferred policy versus total variation distance of
transition probabilities

which introduces a discrepancy in the reward function of the
two MDPs. By aggregating the constants in the inequality, the
performance bound becomes

∥V ∗
real − V π

real∥ ≤ β1 max
i,a

∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′i, a)
∣∣+∆, (52)

where β1 is a constant. We conduct hundreds of training-
deployment tests with varying reward function errors in DT
and compare the sub-optimality of the performance of trans-
ferred policy in the real environment. As shown in Fig. 5, the
worst sub-optimality of the deployment performance exhibits
an approximately linear relationship with the reward function
discrepancy, which aligns with our theoretical analysis.

Next, we consider the error in the mean estimation of the
arrival and service processes, which leads to a discrepancy
in the transition probabilities. Detached from the impact of
rewards, the performance bound is given by

∥V ∗
real −V π

real∥ ≤ β2 max
i,a

TV
(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′i, a)

)
+∆, (53)

where β2 is a constant. Due to the large state space, we select
a few representative states from both MDPs and compute the
maximum total variation distance. Similar experiments are
conducted for the DT environments with varying transition
probabilities, and the results are presented in Fig. 6. Con-
sistently, the worst sub-optimality of the performance of the

deployed policy shows a nearly linear relationship with the
total variation distance in the transition probabilities.

The numerical results demonstrate that, for a DT-driven
DRL-based network optimization task, the worst-case deploy-
ment performance of a fully DT-trained policy approaches the
optimal almost linearly as the discrepancy between the DT
MDP and the real MDP decreases, both in terms of transition
probabilities and reward functions. Therefore, the proposed
DT-BSM provides a quantitative measure to evaluate the DT’s
quality for DRL training, thus ensuring reliable deployment
performance of DT-trained policies.

VIII. CONSLUSION

In this paper, we propose a novel metric, termed DT-BSM,
for DT-driven DRL in wireless network optimization. This
metric evaluates the DT’s quality for reliable DRL training by
measuring the discrepancy between the DT MDP and the real
MDP. We prove that for any policy learned within the DT MDP
(regardless of whether it is DRL-based), the sub-optimality
of its deployment performance in the real MDP is bounded
by a weighted sum of the DT-BSM and its sub-optimality in
the DT MDP. To enhance applicability in large-scale wireless
networks, the modified DT-BSM is introduced using the total
variation distance, which exponentially reduces the compu-
tational complexity from O(|A||S|4 log |S| ln(δ(1−γ)/Rmax)

ln γ ) to
O(|A||S|2). Furthermore, for real-world scenarios where accu-
rate transition probabilities of the MDP are hardly accessible,
we propose an empirical DT-BSM derived through statistical
sampling. We prove the convergence from the empirical DT-
BSM to the theoretical one and quantitatively establish the
relationship between the required sample size and the target
level of approximation accuracy. Numerical experiments on
a typical admission control task corroborate the theoretical
findings. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first metric
to provide provable and calculable performance bounds for
DT-driven DRL.

APPENDIX A
THE CONTINUITY OF FW1

We follow the definition of continuity defined in Lemma 1.
Regard FW1

(
si, s

′
j ; d

)
as a function of d. Without loss of

generality, fix probability distributions {P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a)}
as {P,Q} for brevity, and let ρ ≤ ρ′, {ρ, ρ′} ∈ M. Consider
an arbitrary optimal solution {µ,ν} for W1(P,Q; ρ) in the
dual linear program in (14), we have

µi − νj ≤ ρ(si, s
′
j) ≤ ρ′(si, s

′
j), ∀ i, j, (54)

which is derived from the condition in (15) and the pointwise
ordering in M. Here, {µ,ν} is a pair of vectors satisfying
condition (15) for W1(P,Q; ρ′), and according to inequality
(17),

W1(P,Q; ρ) =

|S|∑
i=1

µiP (si)− νiQ(s′i)

≤ W1(P,Q; ρ′). (55)
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By such a monotonicity, we have ⊔n∈N{W1(P,Q; ρn)} ≤
W1(P,Q;⊔n∈N{ρn}) for any increasing sequence {ρn} on
M.

We use the original linear program for the other side. Let
Λn denote the optimal solution in (10) for W1(P,Q; ρn) with
elements λn

i,j , which inherently satisfies conditions (11)-(13)
for W1(P,Q;⊔n∈N{ρn}). Define ϵni,j = ⊔n∈N{ρn}(si, s′j) −
ρn(si, s

′
j), then ϵni,j ≥ 0 and limn→∞ ϵni,j = 0 due to the

monotonicity of the increasing sequence. Then, we have

W1(P,Q;⊔n∈N{ρn})
(a)

≤
|S|∑

i,j=1

λn
i,j · ⊔n∈N{ρn}(si, s′j)

(b)
=

|S|∑
i,j=1

λn
i,jρn(si, s

′
j) +

|S|∑
i,j=1

λn
i,jϵ

n
i,j

(c)
= W1(P,Q; ρn) +

|S|∑
i,j=1

λn
i,jϵ

n
i,j

(d)

≤ ⊔n∈N {W1(P,Q; ρn)}+
|S|∑

i,j=1

min{P (si), Q(s′j)}ϵni,j .

(56)

Here, step (a) utilizes inequality (16), step (b) applies the
definition of ϵni,j , step (c) applies the definition of W1 in (10),
and the second term in step (d) is based on conditions (11)
and (12). Taking n → ∞, we have ⊔n∈N{W1(P,Q; ρn)} ≥
W1(P,Q;⊔n∈N{ρn}). Following from the two inequalities,
we have ⊔n∈N{W1(P,Q; ρn)} = W1(P,Q;⊔n∈N{ρn}), and
thus for any i and j,

FW1

(
si, s

′
j ;⊔n∈N{ρn}

)
= W1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a);⊔n∈N{ρn}

)
= ⊔n∈N

{
W1(P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); ρn)

}
= ⊔n∈N

{
FW1

(
si, s

′
j ; ρn

) }
. (57)

Now that the continuity of FW1 on M is established.

APPENDIX B
THE CONVERGENCE OF DT-BSM

Due to the continuity of the recursive function in (19) and
using the induction starting from d0 ≤ d1, {dn} forms an
increasing sequence on M. Given that d̄ = ⊔n∈NF

(n)(d0), we
have d̄ ≥ dn for any n. Then we begin with a simple inequality
for the Wasserstein distance before proving the convergence
of DT-BSM. Let Λ with elements λi,j denote the optimal
solution for W1(P,Q; d̄), then for any dn

W1

(
P,Q; d̄

)
=

|S|∑
i,j

λi,j d̄(si, s
′
j)

=

|S|∑
i,j

λi,j

(
d̄(si, s

′
j)− dn(si, s

′
j) + dn(si, s

′
j)
)

≤ max
i,j

{
d̄(si, s

′
j)− dn(si, s

′
j)
}
+W1

(
P,Q; dn

)
. (58)

In the last inequality, the first summation term is based on
conditions (11)-(13) and d̄ ≥ dn, while the second term
follows from inequality (16) and the fact that Λ satisfies
conditions (11)-(13) for W1 (P,Q; dn).

Now we employ the mathematical induction. For the base
case, for any i and j, we have

d̄(si, s
′
j)− d1(si, s

′
j)

= max
a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣+γW1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); d̄

)}
−max

a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣}

≤ max
a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣}

+ γmax
a

{
W1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); d̄

)}
−max

a

{∣∣R(si, a)−R′(s′j , a)
∣∣}

= γmax
a

{
W1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); d̄

)}
≤ γmax

i,j
{d̄(si, s′j)} =

γRmax

1− γ
. (59)

By the induction hypothesis, we assume that for any i, j, and
an arbitrary n,

d̄(si, s
′
j)− dn(si, s

′
j) ≤

γnRmax

1− γ
. (60)

Then for any i and j, we have

d̄(si, s
′
j)− dn+1(si, s

′
j)

(a)
= max

a

{∣∣R(si,a)−R′(s′j ,a)
∣∣+γW1

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′j ,a); d̄

)}
−max

a

{∣∣R(si,a)−R′(s′j ,a)
∣∣+γW1

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′j ,a);dn

)}
(b)

≤ max
a

{(∣∣R(si,a)−R′(s′j ,a)
∣∣+γW1

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′j ,a); d̄

))
−
(∣∣R(si,a)−R′(s′j ,a)

∣∣+γW1

(
P(·|si,a),P′(·|s′j ,a); dn

))}
= γmax

a

{
W1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); d̄

)
−W1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); dn

)}
(c)

≤ γmax
a

{
max
i,j

{
d̄(si, s

′
j)− dn(si, s

′
j)
}

+W1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); dn

)
−W1

(
P(·|si, a),P′(·|s′j , a); dn

)}
= γmax

i,j

{
d̄(si, s

′
j)− dn(si, s

′
j)
}
≤ γn+1Rmax

1− γ
. (61)

Here, step (a) follows the definitions of d̄ and dn, step (b) is
derived from d̄ ≥ dn+1, and step (c) follows from the result in
(58). Following from (59)-(61), d̄(si, s′j)−dn(si, s

′
j) ≤

γnRmax
1−γ

holds for all n ∈ N.
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