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Abstract
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remote controllers to transmit action commands to an amtusith low information rate. These two
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quantizers. We extend all these approximation results ndamized policies. These findings pave the
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the theory of Markov decision processes (MDP), the setarftrol policies induced by
measurable mappings from the state space to the action spaae important class since it
is the smallest structured set of control policies in whicte @an find globally optimal policy
for a large class of infinite horizon discounted cost (se@., €1], [2]) or average cost optimal
control problems (see, e.gl, [3]+[5]). Such policies areally called stationary policies in the
literature [2]. Although this set is the smallest structuoptimal class for MDPs, computing an
optimal policy even in this class is in general computatilgnarohibitive for non-finite Polish
(that is, complete, separable and metric) state and aqtieces. Furthermore, with applications in
networked control, transmission of such control actionariactuator is not realistic when there
is an information transmission constraint (physicallyited by the presence of a communication
channel) between a plant, a controller or an actuator.

Hence, it is of interest to approximate policies, in patacuihe optimal policy, in this class.
From the computation point of view, Approximate Value Iteya (AVI) and Approximate Policy
Iteration (API) algorithms are two powerful methods to apgmate an optimal (deterministic
stationary) policy for an MDP (seé[6],![7]./[8]. ][9] and reémces therein). In AVI, the idea
is to compute approximately the value iteration functioneisch step of the value iteration
algorithm. This way one can both approximately find the optinalue function and construct
an approximately optimal (deterministic stationary) pgliAlthough, the main purpose of the
APl is the same as AVI (i.e., to approximate the optimal vdiuection), the algorithm works
differently. In each step, first an approximate value fusrcfor a given policy is computed. Then,
an improved policy is generated using the approximate valoetion. The main drawback of
these algorithms is the accumulation of the approximatiooren each step.

Another well-known method for approximating an optimal tedeninistic stationary) policy
is state aggregationIn this method, similar states (e.g., with respect to cost &ransition
probabilities) are aggregated to form meta-states, andotimal policy can then be calculated
according to the reduced MDP (sée![10]4[12] and refererfveiein). The basic issue with this
method is how to efficiently aggregate states and construedaced MDP from the original
one.

For denumerable MDPs, several approaches have been deddmppproximate the optimal
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(deterministic stationary) policy. References![183]+[1i8kd the technique of truncating the state
space when evaluating the value function in the value itaraalgorithm. In these schemes,
in each step the state space is truncated and the corresgowmalue function is calculated,;
this latter is proved to converge to the true value functidhen, using the truncated value
function, approximately optimal policies are constructed18] the idea oembeddings used to
approximate an optimal (deterministic stationary) polidgre, a finite state MDP is constructed,
which has the same optimal cost as the original MDP and hagpamal policy which agrees
with the optimal policy of the original MDP in the approxinta set. This finite state MDP is
said to be embedded in the original one. Reference [19] dersthe approximation problem for
denumerable continuous time MDPs. Here a convergencemf@diocontrol models is defined
and is then used to show the convergence of optimal poligeghie truncated MDPs to the
optimal policy for the original MDP.

In all these works, optimal (deterministic stationary)ipplis approximated by deterministic
stationary policies induced by measurable functions lta¥inite range on the action space.
Motivated by this fact, in this paper we study the approxiorabf the deterministic stationary
policies by deterministic stationary policies having eniange. We call such policies determin-
istic stationary quantizer policies because they are iaduny quantizers from the state space to
the action space. These policies are then used to apprexidedtrministic stationary policies.
We show that there exists anoptimal deterministic stationary quantizer policy in thet of
deterministic stationary policies. We also demonstraat tihe difference between the cost of an
optimal deterministic stationary policy and the cost of épgroximating deterministic stationary
guantizer policy can be upper bounded by a term dependingeorate of the quantizer. We also
extend these results to approximating randomized statigoalicies by randomized stationary
guantizer policies. This extension is motivated by the fhett, for a large class of average
cost optimization problems, it is not known whether one castrict the optimal policies to
deterministic and stationary policies, whereas the ogiiynaf possibly randomized stationary
policies can be established through the convex analytibodei3], [20]. Note that in our method,
in order to approximate a deterministic stationary poliog anust know the policy itself, unlike
in the methods used to approximate the optimal policy in ftexdture. However, since we
show the existence of theoptimal deterministic stationary quantizer policy andaii an error

bound depending on the resolution of the quantizer, one earcls for approximately optimal
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deterministic stationary policy within the quantized aohtpolicies having fixed number of
output levelsM by choosing sufficiently largé/. Finding such efficient search (design) methods
is the subject of future work.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Seclion 1l redew the definition of
discrete time Markov decision processes (MDP) in the gttia will be dealing with. In Section
[I-Alwe consider the approximation problem for the totaldadiscounted cost cases and the
existence of ar-optimal deterministic stationary quantizer policy isadBished using strategic
measures (that is, measures on the sequence space of stdtesrdrol actions). In Section
[I-Bla similar approximation result is obtained for the eage cost case using ergodic invariant
probability measures of the induced Markov chains. In $edy| we derive quantitative bounds
on the approximation error in terms of the rate of the appnating quantizers for both the
discounted cost and the average cost. In Setion V we extencesults in Sectioris Il ard 1V

to approximating randomized stationary policies by randeuh stationary quantizer policies.

1. MARKOV DECISION PROCESSES

We consider a discrete time Markov decision process (MDR) womponents as follows.

() The state spacX is a complete, separable metric (Polish) space equippédd itsitBorel
o-algebraB(X).

(i) The action spacd\ is also a Polish space equipped with its BarehlgebraB3(A).

(iii) The transition probabilityp is a stochastic kernel oX given X x A, i.e., p(-|z,a) is a
probability measure o for all x € X anda € A, andp(B| -, -) is a measurable function
from X x A to [0, 1] for eachB € B(X).

(iv) The cost functionw will be specified later.

The following notation is from [[21]. Define the history spacH, = (X x A)" x X,

n = 0,1,2,... endowed with their product Boret-algebras generated y(X) and B(A). A

randomized policyr = {7, } is a sequence of stochastic kernelsfogivenH,,. A deterministic

policy = = {m,} is a sequence of stochastic kernels drgiven H,, which are realized by

a sequence of measurable functioh,} from H, to A, i.e., m,(-|hn) = 6f,(n,) () Where

fn : H, — A measurable. Aandomized Markov policys a sequence of stochastic kernels

m = {m,} on A given X. A deterministic Markov policys defined as sequence of stochastic

kernelsm = {m,} on A given X which are realized by a sequence of measurable functions
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{fa} from X to A, i.e., m,(-|z) = d5,@)(-), Where f,, : X — A is measurable. Aandomized
stationary policyis a sequence of stochastic kernels- {7,,} on A givenX such thatr, = 7,

for m,n = 0,1,2,.... A deterministic stationary policys a constant sequence of stochastic
kernelst = {m,} on A given X such thatr, (- |z) = dy)(-) for all n for some measurable
function f : X — A.

We denote byRII, II, RM, M, RS and.S the set of all randomized, deterministic, randomized
Markov, deterministic Markov, randomized stationary anetedministic stationary policies,
respectively. We have the following inclusion8Il > RM D RS, 11 D M D S, RII D 1I,
RM > M andRS D S.

Let B(E) denote the set of all bounded measurable real functions oseaumable spadé&, &)
and letC,(E) denote the set of all bounded continuous real valued funstan a topological
spacek equipped with its Boreb-algebra3(E). Also let P(E) denote the set of all probability
measures ot and let M (E) denote the Boreb-algebra generated by the weak topology on
P(E) [22]. If E is a Polish space, theR(E) is metrizable with the Prokhorov metric which
makesP(E) into a Polish space [23]. Unless otherwise specified, tha teneasurable” will
refer to Borel measurability. LefE,, = [[}; E; (2 < n < oo) be a finite or a infinite product
space. By an abuse of notation, any functipan H;.":Z.l E;, where{iy,...,i,} C{1,...,n},is
also treated as a function dn, by identifying it with its natural extension tg,,.

According to the lonescu Tulcea theorem![24], an initiatrdisition . on X and a policyr
define a unique probability measuR¥ on H,, = (X x A)>, which is called astrategic measure
[21]. Thus P} is symbolically given by

P:(dxodaodxldal )= ﬁp(dxn\xn_l, ap—1)m(day|hy),

n=0

where h,, = (zo,a0,.-.,Tpn_1,0n_1,%,) and p(dxo|lr_1,a_1) = p(dxy). If p = 4§, for some
r € X, we write P instead ofP}'. For A C RII define L .= {P] : p € P(X),7 € A}. Then
Lgn is the set of all strategic measures. Cledrly; C P(Hs). It is known thatLgr, Ly, Lg,
Ly, Lrs and Lg are all in M(H,,) [21, Theorem 3.2]. Hence, the restriction®f(H,,) to La,
for each of A = RIIL, II, RM, M, RS, S, coincides with the Boreb-algebra onL, generated
by the weak topology. The cost functianis defined to be a measurable function frdmy; to

0, ¢], i.e.,

w : Ly — [0,00] (1)
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Let c andc¢,, n =0,1,2,..., be measurable functions frokx A to [0, co]. The following are
examples for the type of cost functions definedlin (1) (5e)[2%ere the expectations are taken
with respect to strategic measures induced by the policidsiratial distributions.

i) Expected Finite Horizon Cosi® [Zfzo cn(n, a,)] for someN < oc.

i) Expected Total CostE [> "> cu (2, an)].
iii) Expected Discounted Cost[> > | f"c(z,,a,)] for somep € (0, 1).
iv) Expected Average Costimsupy_,. ~E[> 1 c(zn, an)].

Note that both the expected finite horizon cost and the egdediscounted cost are special
cases of the expected total cost.

A measurable functio : X — A is called aquantizerfrom X to A if the range ofq, i.e.,
q(X) = {q(z) € A: x € X}, is finite. The elements aj(X) (i.e., the possible values @) are
called thelevelsof ¢q. The rateR of a quantizer is defined as the logarithm of the number of
its levels: R = log, |¢(X)|. Note thatR (approximately) represents the number of bits needed to
losslessly encode the output levelsqotising binary codewords of equal length. L@tdenote
the set of all quantizers from to A. In this paper we introduce a new type of policy called
a deterministic stationary quantizer policguch a policy is a constant sequence- {r,} of
stochastic kernels oA given X such thatr, (- |x) = d4)( - ) for all n for someq € Q. Let SQ
denote the set of all deterministic stationary quantizéiciss.

One of the main goals in this paper is to find conditions on thacesX and A, initial
distributiony, the stochastic kernel, and the cost functiom such that the following statements
hold:

(P1) For any givens > 0 there exists ar* € SQ satisfyingw(Pf) <infresw(P]) +e.

(P2) For anyr € S there exists an approximating sequedeé} € SQ such that the difference
|w(P]) — w(P;[k)| can be upper bounded by a term depending on the rates of genti
inducing {7*}.

Similar results will be established feandomizedstationary quantizer policies in Sectibn V.

[1l. A PPROXIMATION OF DETERMINISTIC STATIONARY POLICIES

A sequencd 1, } of measures on a measurable spdee) is said to converge setwise |26] to
a measure: if u,(B) — p(B) for all B € &, or equivalently,/ gdu,, — [ gdu for all g € B(E).

In this section, we will impose the following assumptions:

November 17, 2018 DRAFT



(&) The stochastic kernel( -|z,a) is setwise continuous im € A, i.e., if a, — a, then
p(- |z, a,) = p(-|z,a) setwise for allz € X.

(b) A is compact.
We now define thews™ topology onP(H.,) which was first introduced by Schal in [27].
Let C(Hy) = B(X) and letC(H,,) (n > 1) be the set of real valued functionson H,, such
that g € B(H,) and g(xq, -, 21, + ..., Tn_1, -, x,) € Cy(A") for all (xg,...,x,) € X+
The ws™ topology onP(H,,) is defined as the smallest topology which renders all magping
P me gdP, g € U~ ,C(H,), continuous. Similarly, the weak topology d(H.,) can also
be defined as the smallest topology which makes all mappihgs fHoo gdP, g € U, ~, Co(Hn),
continuous [[2]7, Lemma 4.1]. A theorem due to Balder [28, ph4@] and Nowak|[[29] states
the weak topology and thes*> topology onLgzp are equivalent. Hence, thes> topology is
metrizable with the Prokhorov metric abgy.

The following theorem is a Corollary of [30, Theorem 2.4] aimiwill be used in this paper

frequently. It is a generalization of the dominated coneag theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Let (E,£) be a measurable space and let i, (n > 1) be measures with the
same finite total mass. Suppgsg — u setwiselim,, . h,(x) = h(x) for all x € X, andh, h,,
(n > 1) are uniformly bounded. Thetim,, . [ h,du, = [ hdp.

Since the action spac& is compact and thus totally bounded, one can approximate any
measurable functiorf : X — A by a sequence of simple functidi,} € Q (quantizers in our
context) such that, convergesuniformlyto f ask — oo. The following proposition will be

proved using Theoref 3.1.

Proposition 3.1. Assume (a) and (b) hold. Lete S be induced byf : X — A and let{q;} be
the sequence of quantizers which converge uniformly. toet {7*} € SQ be induced by{q;}.

7rk T 00 . « aye . . .
Then,P7" — PT in ws> topology for an arbitrary initial distributiory.

Proof: We will prove that [ gdP;fk — [gdP] for any g € J,~,C(H,). If g € C(H,) for

somen, then we have

/H gdP[ka/ g [ [ pldwilaizr, aio)dg, o, ) (dai—)p(dazo)

no=1
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= [ nlTpslesatoutin)
Xrtl 5

and similarly

[ oarz= [ rTIptdndeos, feoatro),

=1
wherery, := g(xo, gr(20), - - -, @r(Tn-1),7,) (k > 1) andr := g(xo, f(z0), ..., f(Tp-1),Tn) ON
X"+l Note that both- andr;, (k > 1) are uniformly bounded. Sincgis continuous in théa”

terms by definition and, converges tof, we have

ri(xo, ..o, Tn) = T(Toy .o, Tn)

for all (z,...,z,) € X" ask — co. Hence, if we can prove that

n

[ p(dzilzio, au(wioa))nldao) = [ pdailzios, f (i) p(dao)

i=1 i=1
setwise ag — oo, then by Theorerh 3|1 we ha\fgm gde — fHoo gd P which will complete
the proof.

We will prove this by induction. Clearlyy(dz:|xo, gx(xo))p(dxe) — p(dzy|xo, f(zo))wn(do)
setwise by assumption (a). Assume the claim is true for seme> 1. Let us define
V() = pldeg|zn_1, qp(@n-1)) - p(dzo) and y(-) = plday|zn-1, f(zn-1))---p(dzo), SO
Y — v setwise by the claim. For any € B(X"*?) we have

n

i—0 Xn+1

{ / hp(da:nmn,qk(xn))}m @)

and

n

/><n+2 th(d:cHﬂxi, fz) pldao) = /><n+1 {/x hp(dy 11| 2n, f(xn))} dry (3)

=0

It is enough to prove that[2) converges tdl (3) @& — oo. Let us define
(o, .., xn) = [y hp(depi1|@n, qe(zn)) and iz, ..., 2,) = [y hp(day 1|2, f(2,)). Ob-
serve thatl,(zo, ..., x,) — l(xg,...,x,) for all (x,...,z,) € X" by assumption (a). Also,
[ andl, (k > 1) are uniformly bounded functions oX"*! since is bounded. Hence, since
7% — ~ setwise, and by Theoref 8.1, we can conclude that, lxdvi, — [y, ldy, ie.,
(@) converges to[(3). Hencey(dx, 1|, gi(xy)) - - - p(dxo) — plda,ii|xn, f(x,)) - - p(dxo)
setwise ag: — oo, completing the proof. [ |
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A. Expected Total and Discounted Costs

Here we consider the first approximation problefRl) for the expected total cost
criterion E[>°>°  c,(2,,a,)] and its special case, the expected discounted cost criterio
B[ f"c(xn, an)]. Let ET denote the expectation with respect/9 on H... Define

wy(PT) = ET [i en(n, an)} .

n=0

We impose the following assumptions in addition to assuomgti(a) and (b):
(c) c and ¢, (n > 1) are non-negative, bounded measurable functions satgsiyix, - ),

cn(z, - ) € Cy(A) for all x € X.
(d) supres Y ninit Juo Cn(®n, an)dPy — 0 asN — oo.
Since the per stage cost functionsare non-negative, assumption (d) is equivalent to Conditio
(C) in [27, page 349]. Clearly, the expected discounted eost expected finite horizon cost
satisfy the assumption (d) under assumption (c).

We have the following proposition about the continuity o tbexpected total cost;.

Proposition 3.2. Under assumptions (c) and (d), the mapping— w;(P7) is sequentially

continuous onLgp under thews™ topology for any initial distributiory, on X.

Proof: Assume thatP;[k — P7 in the ws> topology. By Tonelli's theorem, we can write
wy aswy(PF) = Y27 Jiy_ cn(wn, a,)dP]. By assumption (c), since, € C(H,11), we have

/ Cn(Tny an)dPT — [ co(wn, an)dPT (4)

Hoo

ask — oo for all n. Then, we have

lim sup Z(/ Cn (xn,an)dpwk / c (xn,an)dpw)‘

k—oo n—0

< lim sup (T, ag) dP” / Cn (T, an) dP”
k—o0 n— Hoo

< hmsup o (Tny @) alP’T / (T, ay) alP’T + 2sup Z / cn(xn,an)dPZr
k—o00 e Heo Tes n=N+1 I

= 2sup / (T, a, alPZr , (5)
TS L IN+1
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where [5) follows from[(#). Since the last expression cogesito zero a®/ — oo by assumption
(d), the proof is complete. [ |

Theorem 3.2. Under assumptions (a), (b), (c) and (d) for any- 0 there existst™ € SQ such
that wt(P;[*) < infresw;(P]) + €. Hence,(P1) is true under assumptions (a), (b), (c) and (d)
for the expected total cost criterion.

Proof: The statement directly follows from Propositidns|3.1 3. [ |
In the rest of this section we consider the expected disealoost criterion, i.eis(P)) =
Yo, B wa c(y, a,)dP]. Recall thatws satisfies (d) under the assumption (c), so Theorem
3.2 holds forwsz under assumptions (a), (b), (c). However, we can also obitagorem[ 3.2
for ws by considering occupation measures. For any initial distion ;2 and any policyr the

occupation measure is defined as

[e.e]

Vi(B)=(1—8)Y_ B"P;((zn,an) € B), (6)

n=0

whereB € B(Xx A). Itis clear that] is a well defined probability measure &< A. It is also
immediate thatug(P]) can be written as an integral (?ﬁ—ﬁ)c with respect to the occupation

measure/;j, i.e.,

1
wg(PT) = —— c(x,a)dv’. 7
AP = g [ el ™)
Similar to thews> topology, we now define thes topology onP(X x A) which was also
introduced by M. Schal in'[27]. A sequence of probability s@@s{v,} on X x A converges
in the ws topology to a probability measureon X x A if and only if [ gdvy — [ gdv for all

bounded measurable functignsatisfyingg(z, - ) € C,(A) for all z € X.

Proposition 3.3. Let P7,{PT"} € Lpy (k > 1). If PT° — PT in the ws™ topology, then

v — T in the ws topology.

Proof: Let g € B(X x A) satisfyingg(z, - ) € C,(A) for all z € X. Then, we have
/ gdv™ = (1 —B)Zﬁ”/ (w0, an)dPT",
XxA

and

XxA n=0 e}

November 17, 2018 DRAFT



11

By the boundedness gfwe havesup, ¢z >, viq 5" me 9(wn, an) PT — 0 asN — oo. Hence

we obtain
Zﬁ”/ g(xn,an)dPka — Zﬁ"/ 9(Tn, an)dPy
n=0 Heo n=0 o0
as in the proof of Proposition_3.2. This means th@kt — vy, in the ws topology. [

Let w, s denote the expected discounted cost function when it igemritvith respect to the
occupation measure, i.e.,

1
w, 5(Vy) = W/XXAc(La)dV;,

and note thatv, 5(v]]) = ws(P]).

Proposition 3.4. Under assumption (c) if a sequence of occupation meas{ur@ks} converges

to an occupation measurg; in the ws topology, thenwoﬁ(u;jk) — Wo (V).
Proof: The proposition directly follows from the definition of thes topology. [ |

Theorem 3.3. Under assumptions (a), (b) and (c) for any given- 0 there existst* € SQ

such thatw, s(v7") < infres wo5(V7) + €.

Proof: The theorem is a direct consequence of Proposifiodd 3.Narkiz3.4. n

Example3.1 Let us consider an additive-noise system given by
Tpi1 = Fxy,an) +v,, n=0,1,2,...

whereX = R™ and theu,,’s are i.i.d. random vectors whose common distribution hasrginuous,
bounded, and strictly positive densigywith respect to the Lebesgue measure. A non-degenerate
Gaussian distribution satisfies this condition. We assumae the action spacA is a compact
subset ofR¢ for somed > 1, the one stage cost functionsandc, (n > 1) satisfy assumption

(c), andF(z, -) is continuous for allz € X. It is straightforward to show that assumption (a)
holds under these conditions. Hence, under assumptionn(dhe cost functions,,, Theorem

[3.2 holds for this system. Since discounted cost satisfmagstion (d), Theorein_ 3.3 also holds

for this system.
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B. Expected Average Cost

In this section we consider the first approximation probl@?t) for the expected average
cost functionlim supy_,.. = E[> 0" c(,,a,)]. We are still assuming (a), (b), and (c). Recall
that the goal is to obtain am-optimal deterministic stationary quantizer policy in teet of
deterministic stationary policies for any givers> 0. In contrast to the expected total cost and
discounted cost cases, the expected average cost is ilmfjapesequentially continuous on the
set of strategic measurds;;; for the ws®> topology under reasonable assumptions. Hence, in
this case it is not convenient working with strategic measur

Let J(m, ) = limsupy ., v En [Zivz‘ol c(zn, a,)] denote the expected average cost associated
with the initial distributiony and policyr. If u = 6., we write J(w,z) instead of.J(r,d,).
Observe that any deterministic stationary pohgyinduced byf, defines a stochastic kernel on

X given X:

Qu(-1a) = [ p(-las )y = pl- o (). ®
Define the functior:, on X corresponding to policy as follows:c,(z) = [, c(x,a)d () (da) =
c(x, f(x)). Clearly, ¢, is a bounded measurable function. L@} denote then-step transition
probability for Q). Let us writeQ”g fxg )Q™(y|x) for any measurable functiogon X.
If (). admits an ergodic invariant probablllty measurethen by Theorem 2.3.4 and Proposition
2.4.2 in [26], there exists an invariant set with full measure such that for all in that set we
have

J(m,z) = limsup — Z/ (T, an)dP; = hm — Z Qner(z) = / () (dz).  (9)
—)OO o X

N—oo
Let M, € B(X) be the set of all: € X such that convergence inl(9) holds. HenegM,,) =
if v, exists. By working with invariant probability measures tbe induced stochastic kernels
Q, instead of strategic measures, we can derive an approximegsult similar to Theoref 3.2
by invoking Theorenm_3]1. However, to do that we need the setwbnvergence of invariant
probability measures,. corresponding to stochastic kernels.. The following results give

sufficient conditions for this.

Proposition 3.5. Let 7 € S be induced byf. Let {¢,} and {r*} be as before and leD, and
Q.+~ (k> 1) be the corresponding stochastic kernels as defineflin &ue that
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() Q.= has an invariant probability measure.. for eachk,

(i) {v.+} is sequentially relatively compact for the setwise topglog
Then every setwise limit of the sequerice:} is an invariant probability measure foR),. In
particular, if @, has an unique invariant probability measure, then everyweogent subsequence

of {v,+} converges to this invariant measure.

Proof: Since {v,+} is sequentially relatively compact, there exists a subsecg{v,_x, }
of {v,x} which converges setwise to some probability measyreWe will prove thatv, is
an invariant probability measure f@p,. For simplicity we write{v.} instead of{v,.}. Let

g € B(X). Then by assumption (i) we have

/X 9(@)v(dr) = / / 9(5)Qui(dyl) () = / Qi () (d2).

Observe that by assumption (&),:9(z) — Q,g(z) for all z. SinceQ,g(x) and@Q,.g(x) (I > 1)
are uniformly bounded and,: — v, setwise, we have, Q..g(z)v.(dx) = [y Qrg(x)v(dz)
by Theorem[3]1. On the other hand sinege — v, setwise we havef, g(z)v.(dz) —
Jx 9(@)v=(dzx). Thus [, Qrg(x)v-(dz) = [, g(x)v-(dx). Sincey is arbitrary we have,Q. = v,

i.e. v, is an invariant probability measure fq),. [ |

Proposition 3.6. Let 7, f, Q, and {7*}, {q.}, {Q.+} (k > 1) be as in the Proposition 3.5 and

assume the following hold:

() Q. and@,~ (k> 1) have an invariant probability measureg and v« (k > 1),

(i) Forall B € B(X), Q2(Blz) — vz(B) asn — oo uniformly in 7 € {m, !, 72, ---} for
somex.

Thenv» — v, setwise.

Proof: Observe that for alk € X and alln, Q" (- |v) — Q»(-|r) setwise sinceP™ — Pr
in the ws*> topology (see Proposition_3.1). Lé? € B(X) be given and fix some > 0.
By assumption (ii) we can choos€ large enough such thé®2 (B|z) — vz (B)| < /3 for all
7 € {m,n', 7%, ---}. For thisN, chooseX large enough such th&®®", (B|z) — QY (B|z)| < /3
forall k > K. Thus, for allk > K we have

[Vt (B) = ve(B)| < v (B) — Qe (Blz)| + [Qzx (Blz) — Q7 (B|z)|

+ QY (Bl|z) — vs(B)| < e.
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Sincec is arbitrary, we obtain,.«(B) — v,(B) which completes the proof. u
Recall thatM, is the set of all initial pointsc such that the convergence id (9) holds. The
following assumptions will be imposed in the next theorem.
(e) For anyr € S, Q. has an unique invariant probability measute
(f1) The setl's .= {v € P(X) : vQ, = v for somer € S} is relatively sequentially compact
in the setwise topology.
(f2) There exitsz € X such that for allB € B(X), Q(B|z) — v.(B) uniformly in = € S.

(g) M = mwes M7r 7& @

Theorem 3.4. Let the initial distributionu be concentrated on somec M. Then, for any: > 0
there existst* € SQ such thatJ(n*, x) < infzcgs J(7, ) + € under assumptions (e), (f1) (or
(f2)), and (g).

Proof: Let 7 € S be induced byf such that/(w,z) < infzcs J(7,z) + /2. Let {q,} be a
sequence of quantizers converging uniformly‘tand let{7*} denote the corresponding policies.
Let Q. and Q.+ (k > 1) be the corresponding stochastic kernels defined]in (8). Byrmaption
(e), Q. and @+ (k > 1) have unique, and so ergodic, invariant probability messur andv .«

(k > 1), respectively. Then, by assumption (f1) (or (f2)) and Pition[3.5 (of 3.6) there exists a
subsequencév, ., } such that,», — v, setwise. Since: € M, we haveJ (7", z) = [, c.xdv
andJ(m, z) = [, cxdv,. Observe that i, (z) = c(z, g, (7)) = c(z, f(z)) = c(z) for all = by
assumption (c). Hence, by Theoréml3.1 we hdye*, x) — J(r, z), so for sufficiently large
lo we haveJ(rho, x) < J(m, x) + ¢/2 < infzcs J(7, x) + €. Letting 7* = 7% € SQ complete
the proof. [ |

In the rest of this section we will derive conditions underiethassumptions (e), (f1), (f2),
(g) hold. In particular, we will consider an additive-noisgstem to find sufficient conditions
under which assumptions (e), (f1), (f2) and (g) hold.

To begin with, assumptions (e), (f2) and (g) are satisfiedeurathy of the conditionsRi,
i € {0,1,1(a),1(b),2,...,6} in [31]. Moreover,M = X in (g) if at least one of the above
conditions hold. The next step is to find sufficient condisidar assumptions (e), (f1) and (g)

to hold. The following gives a sufficient condition for seqtial relative compactness in setwise
topology.
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Lemma 3.1. If the set of probability measurds on X is majorized by a finite measurg then

I' sequentially relatively compact in the setwise topology.

Proof: This follows from Prokhorov’s theorem and [26, Theorem 3].5. [ |
The following proposition gives a sufficient condition fohet existence of an invariant
probability measure for a stochastic kernel which is notessarily Feller. It can be proved
by modifying the proof of[[32, Theorem 4.17].

Proposition 3.7. Let () be a stochastic kernel oK given X. If there existsz in X such that
the sequencéQ” (- |zZ)} is majorized by a finite measurg then( has an invariant probability

measure.

Proof: Assume each term in the sequerdcg”( - |7)} is majorized by the finite measure
Define QM () == L 3" 1 Q»(-|7). Clearly, Q™) < v for all N. Hence, by Lemm&31 there
exists a subsequend&)™+)'} which converges to some probability measursetwise. Let us
write {Q™®} instead of{Q™*)}. For any f € B(X) observe that

£)Q® (de7) — / Qf (1)Q™ (d]7)

(2)Q™ (dx|z) — //f Q(di|x)Q™ (dx|7)

_ n+1
=W nz_%/xf "(dx|z) — Z/f (dz|T)

- x| | @@ = [ @@ del)| -

(WhereQ°(dz|Z) = 6z(dx)) since f is bounded. Hence we have

v(dz) /Qf /f v(dz) /f R (dx|7)

/ F(2)Q® (da7) - / QF ()Q (dxl7)

T / QF ()Q™ (dr|) — / Qf (2)(de)| — 0

by the factQ®) — v setwise and the preceding argument. THui(z)v(dz) = [ Qf(x)v(dz)

7

for all f € B(X) which implies thatv is an invariant probability measure f(i}. [ |
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Observe that the stochastic kerpedn X given X x A can be written as a measurable mapping
from X x A to P(X) if P(X) is equipped with its Boreb-algebraM (X), i.e

p(-|z,a) : X x A — P(X).

We impose the following assumption

el) p(-|zx,a) <v(-) for all x € X, a € A for some finite measure on X.

Fact 3.1. Let ™ € S be induced byf and let@, be the corresponding stochastic kernel defined
asQ.(-|z) =p(- |z, f(x)). Under assumption (e1X,Q"(-|z)} is majorized byy for all x.

Proof: Let « be an arbitrary point irK. Clearly Q,( - |x) =p(-|x, (x)) < v(-) by (el).
AssumingQ?( - |z) < (- ) for somen > 1, we haveQ? (- |z) = [ Q(-|2)Q2(dZ|z) < ~(-)
sinceQ,(-|z) < () for all . Thus,Q2(-|z) < ~(-) for all n. u

Proposition 3.8. Suppose (el) holds. Then, for anye S, @, has an invariant probability
measurer, which is majorized byy. Hence, (el) implies assumption (f1) by Lemima 3.1. In
addition, if these invariant measures are unique, then rggtions (e) and (g) also hold with
M = X in (Q).

Proof: Fix any 7 € S. The existence of an invariant probability measure @or follows

from Fact{3.1 and Propositidn 3.7. #f. is an invariant probability measure, then we have

_ /XQA.@)V,T(dx) <),

sinceQ,(-|z) < () for all x.

Observe that for each € X, Q¥ (-) = LSV Qr(-|2) < 4(-) for all N. Furthermore,
if the invariant measure, is unique, then every setwise convergent subsequen({e{)%\f)}
must converge to,. (see the proof of the Proposition B.7). These two facts inipayt Q&N )

v, setwise. Hence/J(r,z) = limsupy_,., [y cx(Z QW (di) = limy_oo [y cw(f)QgN)(df) =

Jx cx(Z)vx(dz) for all z € X sincec, is bounded and)™) — v, setwise. ThusM = X. [

Example3.2 Let us consider an additive-noise system in Exarhple 3.1. tiNeassume that the
noisewv, has a continuous, bounded, and strictly positive dengitye also assume that is
a compact subset @&“ for somed > 1, and the one stage cost functiorsatisfies assumption

(c). Observe that for any € S, if Q. has an invariant probability measure, then it has to be

November 17, 2018 DRAFT



17

unique [26, Lemma 2.2.3] since there cannot exist disjowatiant sets due to the positivity
of g. Hence if this system satisfies assumption (el), then adsumsp(e), (f1) and (g) with
M = X hold by Propositioi_318. Assumption (el) holdsAfis continuous and bounded [33,
Example 2.7]. In particular, i\ is a Gaussian distribution, the boundednesg-ofs enough
to hold assumption (el). On the other hand, the boundedrieBsatso impliesR1(a) in [31]
which further implies assumptions (e), (f2) and (g) with= X [31, Theorem 3.2]. Hence, iF

is bounded, then (e), (f2) and (g) hold with = X, and (e), (f1) and (g) hold wittvl = X if A

is also Gaussian. If' is bounded and continuous, then (e), (f1) and (g) hold Witk X. This
means that Theorem 3.4 holds for this systeni’ifs bounded.

IV. UPPERBOUNDS ON THEAPPROXIMATION ERROR IN TERMS OFQUANTIZER RATE

In this section our aim is to find an upper bound, in terms of rtes of quantizers used,
on how well deterministic stationary quantizer policies @pproximate general deterministic
stationary policies. Recall that the rate of a quantizeis defined as the logarithm of the
cardinality of its range, i.e R = log, |¢(X)|. Let || - ||7v [26] denote the total variation distance
between measures and lét denote the metric of the spade We will use the following
assumptions in this section:

(h) A is infinite compact subset @< for somed > 1.

() cis bounded andc(z,a) — c(z, a)| < Kida(a,a) for all z, and somei; > 0.

K) |lp(- |z, a) — p(- |z, a)|lrv < Kada(a,a) for all z, and somek, > 0.

() For each deterministic stationary poliey, the stochastic kernel), (dy|x) has a density
g-(y|x) with respect to ar-finite measuren on X, and there exists > 0 and C' € B(X)
such thatn(C') > 0 and

g=(ylz) >eforally e Cix e X,m € 8.

Indeed, assumption (l) is the same as condititiia) in [31] which was mentioned in Section
[I-B] However, we define it as a new assumption for the sakeamhpleteness and clarity. In
the following two section we will obtain bounds for the exfset discounted cost and expected
average cost criteria. Assumptions (h), (j) and (k) will bepbsed for both cases, but (1) will
only be assumed for the expected average cost case. Theifalexample gives the sufficient

conditions for the additive noise system under which (h),(K) and (I) hold.
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Exampled.3. Consider the additive-noise system in Exanmplé 3.1. In adib the assumptions
there, suppose the densigyis Lipschitz on all compact subsets ¥fand F'(x, - ) is Lipschitz
uniformly in x € X. Note that a Gaussian density has these propertiesc(ket) := ||z — a||*.
Under these conditions, assumptions (j) and (k) hold fomatthditive system. If we further assume

that ' is bounded, then assumption (I) holds as well.

The following result is a consequence of the simple fact that is a compact subset @
then there exist a constant > 0 and finite subsetg’, C A with cardinality |Cy| < k such
that max,ca mingeo da(w,y) < A(1/k)Y/¢ for all k, whered, is the Euclidean distance oh
inherited fromR<. This bound can be obtained, e.g., by finding a hypercubé (@dges aligned
with the coordinate axes) which contaiAsand choosing’, as the rectangular grid obtained by
intersecting this cube with the scaled integer Iat%égzd, whereA denotes the side length of
the cube. With this construction, = vdA.

Lemma 4.2. Let A Cc R¢ be compact. Then for any measurable functjon X — A we can
construct a sequence of quantizerg} from X to A with rates Ry := log, |qx(X)| = log, k
which satisfysup,x da (g (), f(z)) < A(1/k)Y¢ for some constan.

In the rest of this section we are assuming that any detestigrgtationary policyr induced
by f is approximated by a sequen¢e”*} of deterministic stationary quantizer policies which
are induced by a sequende;} of quantizers as in Lemmna_4.2. By an abuse of notation, let
P7(dx,) denote the marginal distribution of the statg The following proposition is the key

result in this section.

Proposition 4.9. Let 7 € S be induced byf. Let {q;} be as in the Lemnia4.2 inducing policies

{x*}. For any initial distribution; we have
| PE(dzy) = PE(dwa)llrv < AKa(2n = 1)(1/k)"* (10)
for all n > 1 under assumptions (h), (j) and (k).

Proof: We will prove this result by induction. Let be an arbitrary initial distribution and

fix k. Forn =1 the claim holds by the following argument:

Ameﬂ@mww—/MBm%ummm

X

P (dy) — P/fk(dxl)HTv =2 sup
BeB(X)
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< / 2 sup |p(Blz, £(x)) — p(Blzr, u(x)) (dz)

BeB(X)
= [ IoCle £@) = (- o (@) ()
/KQdA (z))u(dz) (by assumptior{k))

< sup Kada(f(2), qr(x)) < (1/k)V Ko\ (by Lemmal4.R).

zeX
Observe that the bountlK,(2n — 1)(1/k)Y/4 is independent of the choice of initial distribution

u for n = 1. Assume the claim is true for > 1. Then we have

1B (dans1) = P (dans) v

=2 sup ‘P:<$n+1 € B) - ng(xn+1 € B>|
BeB(X)

=2 sup
BeB(X)

=2 sup (
BeB(X)

/ PT (2, € B)PT(dz1) — / P (2, € B)P? (duy)
X X

/ PT (2, € B)PT(dr1) — / P (s, € B)P}(dn)
X X

+ / P;rlk(a:n € B)P;(dxy) — /XP;f(xn € B)P;fk(dxl)

)

< [ Pz o) = P2l P (don) + 20 PEdan) = PE (do)lly (@)
< (1/k)Y42n — 1) KoX + 2(1/k) YKL\ (12)
= MKy(2(n + 1) — 1)(1/k)YN,
Here [11) follows since

| rantan) = [ antan)

and [12) follows since the boundk,(2n — 1)(1/k)"/? is independent of the initial distribution.
u

< |l = nllzv sup [h(z)]
zeX

A. Upper Bound for the Expected Discounted Cost

In this case, for any initial distribution and anyr € .S, induced byf, the expected discounted

cost can be written as

Zﬁ" / c(@n, f(@n)) By (d2y). (13)
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We will write wg(m) instead ofws(P7). The following theorem essentially follows from
Propositior 4.D.

Theorem 4.1. Let 7 € S be induced byf. Let {¢.} be a sequence of quantizers with rates

Ry = log, k as in the LemmBa4.2, inducing polici¢s*}. For any initial distributiony, we have
jws(m) —ws ()] < K(1/k)!°, (14)

where K = $25(Ky — K, M + 252) with M = sup(, ,exxa [¢(, a)| under assumptions (h),
() and (k). Hence(P2) is true under assumptions (h), (j) and (k) for the expectetalinted

cost criterion.

Proof: For any fixedk we have

|wp(m) — m(ﬂ’“)l

/ (@, f(20)) Py (dzy) — Zﬁ"/ o, @i(n)) BT (day)

gw

n=0

| cton s P, = | o) Pids,)

+

/Xc(xna Qk(xn))P:(de) - /Xc(xn’ Qk(x"))P:k (dx")

)

< 35" et Fn) = clowan(an)| + 15 () = P2 ) e

n=0 zn€X

TnE€X

< Z 6"( sup da(F (o) an(e) 1) + 32 5 ((1/0) 420 - VRN 15)

n=1

< Z s ((1/k;)1/d)\K1) + iﬁ” ((1/k)1/d(2n — 1)K2)\M) (by Lemma4.R)

n=1
:(1/k)1/d)\(K1 BKyM >Lﬁ+(1//€)1/d2K2AM%
A 28MK.
= (1/l<)1/dm(K1 — BE>M + f_ ﬁ2),

Here [15) follows from Assumption (j) and Proposition|4.%id completes the proof. [ |

B. Upper Bound for the Expected Average Cost Case

For the expected average cost criterion we cannot applyatime snethod as for the discounted

cost since the bound obtained there diverge® approached. However, as in Section_I14B
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we approach the problem by writing the expected averageasosin integral of the one stage
cost function with respect to an invariant probability meaasfor the induced stochastic kernel.
This way we obtain a bound on the difference between the lhatndhthe approximated cost.
However, the bound for this case will depend both on the rafeguantizers approximating
the actual policy and an extra term which changes with theesyparameters. However, as we

show this extra term goes to zero as—> oc.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose (c) and (I) hold. Then, for anye S and x € X we have

J(m, x) :/cﬂ(x)uﬂ(dx), (16)
X
where v, is the unique invariant probability measure for the inducetbchastic kernel

Qx (seel(8)).

Proof: By [31, Theorem 3.2], assumption (I) implies thiniform Ergodicity property in
[31, page 33]. The Uniform Ergodicity property implies theistence of a unique invariant

probability measure,. for the ), and it also implies that
1 N-1
~ ZO PT(dx,) = vy(-) asN — oo setwise (17)

for all x € X and allw € S. Sincec is bounded by assumption (c), {17) impliésl(16). =

Lemma 4.4. Suppose assumption (I) holds. Then for ang S and x € X, we have

1Q2(- &) — ve(Hllrv < 2(%)"

for all n wherev, is the unique invariant probability measure in Lemmal 4.3.
Remark4.1 Note that sinces < g¢,(y|x) by assumption (I)em(C) < 1 which implies
((2—67;(0))) <1,

Proof: By assumption (), for anyr € S andx € X we have

Q(-[x) = 7(+), (18)

where the measure is defined asy(E) = [, p(x)m(dz) and p(x) = elo(z), with Io(-)
denoting the indicator function @f. Clearly,v(X) = em(C) > 0. Observe tha{(18) corresponds
to condition (2) in [34, page 56]. By [34, Lemma 3.3] conditi(?) implies condition (5) in

[34, page 56] with the bound(Z==“2)"  This completes the proof. n
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Lemmad 4.8 and 4.4 imply the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2. Let 7 € S be induced byf and let{q.} be a sequence of quantizers with rates
Ry = log, k as in the Lemm&4.2, inducing polici¢s*}. Under assumptions (h), (j), (k), and
(1), for any z € X we have

2
for all n > 0, where K, = ((2n — 1) Ko;AM + K1 A) and M = sup(, ,exxa l€(2; a)].

|J(m,z) — J(7*, z)| < 4M(w)" + K, (1/k)Y4 (19)

Proof: For anyk andz € X, we have
| J (7, @) — (7", 2))|

/ch(x)l/w(dx) —/chk(x)l/wk(dx) (by Lemmal4.B)

/X er(2)vn (dr) — /X e (2)vr (dz)| + /X e (2)vn (d) — /X e (2) v (d2)

< sup |er (@) — cor(@)| + |[vr — vr|[7v sup [cqe (@)
zeX zeX

<

< sup K1da(f(x), qp(x)) + ||V — var||7v M (DY assumptior(;))

zeX
< (/KK + (HVW 1)l + 1Q(-[2) — Q% (- [l + Q- [2) — VwkHTV)M
< (1/k)YVIK N + <4 2 + (1/k)Y4(2n — 1)K1)\>M (20)

_ 4M(2 — Em(c)) + <(2n — 1)K AM + K, )(1/k)1/d,

where [20) follows from Lemma&_4.4, from the fa€t’(-|x) = P7(dz,) for all 7 and from
Propositior 4.9. [ |
Observe that depending on the values @ndm(C'), we can first make the first term in_(19)
small enough by choosing sufficiently largeand then for this: we can choosé large enough
such that the second term [n_{19) is small. The following issaample of how to find andC

in assumption (1).

Example4.4. Let us again consider an additive-noise system in Examgdlew®th Gaussian
noise. LetX = R. AssumeF’ has a bounded range so thatR) C [-L, L] for someL > 0. Let

m denote the Lebesgue measureRarFor anyr € S induced byf and for anyzx € X, Q. (- |z)

November 17, 2018 DRAFT



23

is absolutely continuous with respect o with density g..(y|z) = —= exp~ (V= F@/@)%/2*,

Hence, assumption (I) holds with= ﬁgexp‘(%)%"z andC = [—L, L] for this system.

V. APPROXIMATION OF RANDOMIZED STATIONARY POLICIES

In Section[Ill we showed that any deterministic stationanjiqy can be approximated by a
sequence of deterministic stationary quantizer policiégckvimplies that for any > 0 there
always exists-optimal deterministic stationary quantizer poligy in the set of deterministic
stationary policies. Hence, if deterministic stationaojigies are an optimal class for this MDP,
then r. is e-optimal in the set of all policies as well. Under the assuons in Sectior(_1ll
deterministic stationary policies are known to be an opitiatss for the discounted cost [24].

However, for the average cost case there exist problermiossavhere it is not known whether
one can, without any loss, restrict the search for optimafisgtary policies to deterministic
policies. In particular, through the convex analytic metfi8]—[5], one establishes the optimality
of deterministic and stationary policies by showing thaisen correspond to the set of extreme
points in a properly defined set of ergodic occupation mess(gee, e.g., [5, Proposition 9.2.5]
for problems involving countable state spaces and [3], [85]problems involvingR? as the
state space). For this reason, it is worth investigatingafsyroximation of randomized stationary
policies for the average cost optimization problems. Ferdhke of completeness we also derive
results for the discounted cost, even though for this catienappolicies can be restricted to be
stationary and deterministic (a common proof technique ethrough contraction [2]).

We first consider the problem of approximating randomizetiaary policies byandomized
stationary quantizer policiesThen, we give quantitative bounds on the approximatioararr
terms of the rate of the approximating randomized quargiZzEnroughout this section we skip
over some proof details since these follow by applying satepssas in the proofs given in
Section ] and1V.

Throughout this section, we assume that conditions (a), gl (c) hold. Letr € RS be
induced by a stochastic kerng(da|z) on A given X. By Lemma 1.2 in[[36] there exists a
measurable functiofi: X x [0, 1] — A such that for any¥' € B(A)

n(Elz) =m({z: f(z,z2) € E}),
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wherem is the Lebesgue measure (N 1]. Equivalently, we can write)(E|z) as

n(E|z) = /[01} O (z,2) (E)m(dz). (21)

Hence,r can be represented as an (uncountable) convex combindtaeteyministic stationary
policies parameterized by [0,1]. For eachlet {qx(-,z)} denote the sequence of quantizers
that uniformly converges td( -, z). Note that such quantizers can be constructed so that the
resulting functionqy,(z, z) is measurable anf,.(X, z)| = k < oo for all z € [0,1]. Let {7*} be

the sequence of randomized stationary policies inducedéystochastic kernels

%OMVZAW%W@VWWM- (22)

Let RSQ denote the set of all randomized stationary polictes RSQ that are induced by

somen which can be written as

ﬁﬂW%ZAm%mMmed

whereq is measurable and satisfiggX, z)| = M for all z € [0, 1] and for someM < oo. We
call RSQ the set of randomized stationary quantizer policies. Hentenduced byn, in (22)
is in RSQ for all k.

Note that anyr € RS induced by a stochastic kernglfrom X to A, defines a stochastic

kernel onX given X given by

@+mw=/mwa@mmm» (23)
A
Using (21), [2B) can also be written in the form
@Awm=/°p«uf@wwmw> (24)
[0,1]

This representation can be used to prove the following tesul

Lemma 55. Let 7 € RS be induced byn(-|z) = [, dz(-)m(dz) and let {m*}
be the approximating sequence of randomized stationaryntipea policies be induced by
ne(|z) = fm} dqi(z,2) (- )m(dz). Under assumptions (a) and (bR (dx,) = Ql(-|r) —
Pr(dz,) = Q2(-|z) setwise for allz € X and n > 1. Hence, by dominated convergence
theorem,P™ (dz,) — PT(dz,) setwise for alln and ;1 € P(X).
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Proof: We prove the statement by induction. Fixc X. Forn = 1 we have

Qui(-|2) = /[ Pl sz ) (25)

Sincep(- |z, qr(x, 2)) — p(-|z,f(x,z)) by assumption (a) and the fagt(z,z) — f(x,z2), it

can be proved tha®) (- |x) converges setwise to

Qul-|1) = /[ [Pl fG i)

by an application of the dominated convergence theoremcéjahe statement holds far= 1.

Assume the statement holds for somée 1. Then we have
Q1) = [ Qu-12)Q(drl) [ Qul-12)@3drI) = Q- a)
X X

setwise by Theorern_3.1. This completes the proof. [ |

For any initial distributiony and anyr € RS we can write

/ . Cn(Tn, an)dP] = /X /A Cn (T, an)7j(day|z,) P] (day,)
_ /X nr () P (), (26)

wherec, z(2,) = [, ¢u(@n, an)i(day|z,) = f[0,1] Cn (e, f(z,, 2))m(dz) by (21). Hence, for any
n > 0, we havec, .«(z,) — c,(z,) ask — oo by dominated convergence theorem and

assumption (c). Thus, we have

/ (T, an)alPZf]c — cn(Tn, @n)d Py (27)
[ee] Hoo

by Theoreni3]1 and Lemnia 5.5.

The following assumption is a version of assumption (d) &eldo the set of randomized
stationary policies.
(d1) sup,crsdopeni1 Ju. Cn(®n, an) P — 0 @SN — oo.
Under assumption (d1) it is straightforward to show thai) [@7plies wt(ijk) — wy(P]) (see
the proof of Propositiof 312). Hence, we have the followiaguit.

Theorem 5.1. Under assumptions (a), (b), (c) and (d1), for any- 0 there existst* € RSQ
such thatwt(P/f*) < inf,cprs wt(P;f) +e.

Recall the occupation measures defined[in (6). Using Lemaabd applying the same

steps as in the proof of Propositibn 3.3, we can show zt/;‘j’ét—> vl in ws topology under the
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assumptions (a) and (b). It is also clear that expected drged cost functionw, s is continuous
with respect to occupation measuresuil topology by assumption (c). Hence, we obtain the

following theorem.

Theorem 5.2. For anye > 0 there existsr* € RSQ such thatwoﬁ(P[[*) < infrers woﬁ(P,j)ng

under assumptions (a), (b), (c).

The next step is to obtain an approximation result for theeetgrdl average cost case.
Observe that if we replace a deterministic stationary goticand the corresponding sequence
of deterministic stationary quantizer policiés*} with the randomized ones in Propositidns| 3.5
and[3.6, then the statements of these propositions arevaiil.

Likewise, let us adapt assumptions (e), (f1), (f2) and (gheorandomized stationary case as
follows
(é) For anym € RS, Q. has an unique invariant probability measute
(f1) The setfl'zg := {v € P(X) : vQ, = v for somer € RS} is relatively sequentially compact

in the setwise topology.
(f2) There exists an € X such that for allB € B(X), Q"(B|z) — v,(B) uniformly in7 € RS.
(@) M=\ cps Mz # 0.
By using the same steps as in the proof of Thedremh 3.4 we cainaibie following theorem.

Theorem 5.3. Suppose the initial distributiop is concentrated on some € M. Then, under
assumptiongé), (f1) (or (f2)) and (j), for any ¢ > 0 there existst* € RSQ such that

J(m*, x) < infzeps J(7, x) + €.

As in Section[IIl-B, in the rest of this section we find condits under which above

assumptions hold.

Proposition 5.10. Suppose (el) holds. Then, for amye RS, ), has an invariant probability
measurer, which is majorized byy. Hence, (el) implies assumptiofilj by Lemmd_3]1. In
addition, if the invariant measures are unique, then asdionp €) and () also hold with
M = Xin (g).

Proof: The proof follows verbatim the proof of Propositibn3.8. [
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Proposition 5.11. Suppose (l) holds. Then, for any € RS there exists unique invariant
probability measurev, for @, such that||Q"(-|z) — vx(:)|rv < 2a™ for all z € X and

n, wherea = =9 < 1. Hence, §), (f2) and ) with M = X hold under assumption ().
Proof: (I) implies (2), and therefore (4), in_[34, Lemma 3.3] giving
sup ||p(-|z,a) = p(- |y, 0)[rv < 2a (28)

(z,a),(y,b)

with o = Z20(@

). Now we use the same steps as in the proof_ of [34, Lemma 3.3bt&iro
the desired result. We first prove thg®”( - |x)} is a Cauchy sequence with respect to the total

variation norm for allz € X. For alln,m > 1 we have

Q7 (- |2) = Q™™ (- &) llrv = 2sup |Qr(Blw) — Q7" (Blz)l

= 25up / (QU(Bl2) - Qu(Bly)) Q2 (dyl)

< 25up sup [Q2(Bl) ~ Q2(Bly)

= sup Q2 I«) ~ Q3(- v

<27 sup [Qe(- 1) ~ Qs - v

< 2a", (29)

where [29) follows from

sup [|Qx (- [7) — @x(+ [y)l|l7v = sup

x?y

/ p(-ILf(LZ))m(dZ)—/ (- ly, f(y, 2))m(dz)
[0,1]

[0,1] TV

< / sup lp( - 2, F(z, 2)) — p( - |y, F(y, 2)) | rym(d2)
[0,1]

T,y

< 2o by (28)

(we refer to the proof of [34, Lemma 3.3] for the justificatiohthe other inequalities used).
Hence,{QZ(- |x)} is a Cauchy sequence for alle X. The rest of the proof is the same as the
proof of [34, Lemma 3.3]. [ |

Example 5.5. Let us again consider the additive-noise system of Exampldrdcall that
boundedness of' implies assumption (I) (oR1a in [31]), and continuity and boundedness

of F implies assumption (el). Hence, it has a bounded range, the#),((f2) and ) with

November 17, 2018 DRAFT



28

M = X hold by Propositiof 5.11. I is also continuous, therg), (f1) and §) with M = X
hold by Proposition 5.10.

A. Upper Bounds on the Approximation Error Based in Terms wdr@lizer Rates

We assume that (h), (j) and (k) hold (see Secfion 1V) in thitiea. By Lemmd 4.2, for any
we can approximaté( -, z) by a sequence of quantizefs;( -, z)} such thatiqx(-, z)| = k£ and
sup,ex da(ar (7, 2), f(z, 2)) < (1/k)/9\. The stochastic kernelg.( - |z) = Jioay Oan (e, (- )m(dz)

(k > 1) induce randomized stationary quantizer polic{e$}. Thus for eachk, all quantizers
{ar(-, 2)}.cp) have rateR;, = log, k. We will find an upper bound on the approximation error
in terms of this fixed rate. We can prove the following resuling the same argument as in the

proof of Propositior 419.
Proposition 5.12. Let 7 € RS be induced by; and let{n,} be as above, inducing policies
{7*}. Under assumptions (h), (j) and (k) for any initial distriimn 1 and all » > 1 we have

|PT(dx,) — Pr(dzy)|lov < (1/k)Y4(20 — 1) Ko\,

Note that for any initial distributiom and anyr € RS induced byn, the discounted cost can

be written as

walPD) = 326" [ [ clawann(dasfe,)api () (30)

n=0 XJA
Using (30) and Proposition 5.112, it is straightforward tove the following theorem (see the
proof of Theoreni 4]1).
Theorem 5.4. Let * € RS be induced by, and let{n,} be as above, inducing policigsr*}.
Under assumptions (h), (j) and (k) for any initial distribort 2 we have
[wo,5(T) — wo,(n")] < (1/k)K, (31)

where K = 25(Ky — BK,M + 2H22) and M = sup, ,exxa |¢(, a)).

Observe that by Proposition 5111, Lemmal 4.3 and Lernma 4dtfoolrandomized stationary

policies as well, where, is now defined as

cr(z) = /A c(w, a)n(da|z) = / c(w, f(z, 2))m(dz).

[0,1]
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Hence, Proposition 5.12 and the proof of Theofem 4.2 impéyfdllowing theorem.

Theorem 5.5. Let € RS be induced by, and let{n,} be as above, inducing policigsr*}.
Under assumptions (h), (j), (k) and (I) forale X and alln > 1

where K, = ((2n — 1) KxAM + K1 A) and M = SUD (3, q)exxa |C(T; a)l.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced stationary quantizer polieied showed under not too restrictive
conditions that one can always find a deterministic statypgaantizer policy which is optimal,
in terms of the cost, in the set of all deterministic statirynpolicies. We also found an upper
bounds on the error for approximating optimal policies ine of the rates of the quantizers.
We then extended these results to randomized stationanytigeia policies which are used to
approximate randomized stationary policies.

One direction for future work is to establish similar resulor scenarios where the set of
admissible quantizers have a certain structure, such asdhef quantizers having convex
codecells[[37], which may give rise to practical design rodth It would also be interesting to
investigate the structural properties of an optimal policythe set of deterministic stationary
guantizer policies having fixed number of output pointsalfi if one can obtain further results
on the structure of optimal policies (e.g., by showing thabatimal policy satisfies a Lipschitz
property with a known bound on the constant), the resultim paper may be directly applied

to obtain approximation bounds for quantized policies.
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