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Abstract

We present some hardness results on finding the optimal policy for the static formulation of distribu-
tionally robust Markov decision processes. We construct problem instances such that when the considered
policy class is Markovian and non-randomized, finding the optimal policy is NP-hard, and when the con-
sidered policy class is Markovian and randomized, the robust value function possesses sub-optimal strict
local minimizers. The considered instances involve an ambiguity set with only two transition kernels.

1 Introduction

Consider a finite-horizon distributionally robust Markov decision process ({St}Tt=1 , {At}Tt=1 ,P, {ct}Tt=1).
Here St and At denote the finite state and action space at stage t, P denotes a compact set of well-defined
transition kernels, and ct : St × At → R denotes the cost function at stage t. For any policy π, its
corresponding value function associated with a kernel P ∈ P is given by

V π
P (s1) = Eπ,P

[∑T
t=1 ct(St, At)|S1 = s1

]
, (1.1)

where Eπ,P [·] denotes the expectation with respect to the law of stochastic process {(St, At)}Tt=1 induced by
(π, P ) (cf. Ionescu Tulcea Theorem [9]). The static formulation of distributionally robust Markov decision
process, also known as robust MDP [3,6, 8, 10], defines the robust value function as

V π
r (s1) = max

P∈P
V π
P (s1), (1.2)

for a given initial state s1 ∈ S1. Correspondingly the policy optimization problem considers

min
π∈Π

V π
r (s1) = min

π∈Π
max
P∈P

V π
P (s1), (1.3)

where Π is a given set of Markovian policies.1

In this manuscript we will focus on a subclass of (1.3), where P =
{
P(1), P(2)

}
consists of two distinct

transition kernels. Clearly, (1.3) reduces to

min
π∈Π

max
{
V π
P(1)

(s1), V
π
P(2)

(s1)
}
. (1.4)

Note that P is non-rectangular [4, 10] unless P(1) and P(2) differs at only one state.

Remark 1.1. It is worth mentioning here that despite P being non-rectangular, the corresponding robust
policy evaluation problem (1.2) involves solving two linear systems and hence can be solved in polynomial
time. This should be contrasted with the NP-hardness result for computing V π

r with general P [10].

Let us use ΠMD to denote the set of non-randomized Markovian policies, and use ΠMR to denote the
set of randomized Markovian policies. We will proceed to show that finding the optimal policy for (1.4) is
difficult for both Π = ΠMD and Π = ΠMR. To facilitate our discussion, for any integer n > 0, let us denote
[n] = {0, . . . , n− 1}. We reserve ∥·∥ for the standard Euclidean norm.
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1It is worth mentioning here that optimal policies for the static formulation (1.3) can be history-dependent. We restrict our

attention to Markovian policies here as history-dependent policies take a space complexity that can grow exponentially with
respect to the horizon length.
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2 Computational Hardness

We begin by showing that finding the optimal non-randomized Markovian policy is NP-hard.

Theorem 2.1. The robust MDP (1.4) is NP-hard when Π = ΠMD.

Proof. Given anyW = {w1, w2, . . . , wn} ⊂ R+, consider the following construction of a robust MDP instance.
For any 1 ≤ t ≤ n, define S2t−1 = {2t− 1}, S2t = {0, 1}, A2t−1 = {0, 1}, A2t = ∅. Let cost function be
defined as

c2t−1(·) = 0, c2t(0) = wt, c2t(1) = 0.

Consider two transition kernels defined by

P(1)(S2t = 0|S2t−1 = 2t− 1, A2t−1 = 0) = 1, P(1)(S2t = 1|S2t−1 = 2t− 1, A2t−1 = 1) = 1,

P(2)(S2t = 1|S2t−1 = 2t− 1, A2t−1 = 0) = 1, P(2)(S2t = 0|S2t−1 = 2t− 1, A2t−1 = 1) = 1,

and P(1)(S2t+1 = 2t + 1|S2t) = P(2)(S2t+1 = 2t + 1|S2t) = 1. Given any non-randomized policy π ∈ ΠMD,
let Sπ = {t : π(S2t−1) = 0, 1 ≤ t ≤ n}. We have

V π
P(1)

(s1) =
∑

t∈Sπ
wt, V π

P(2)
(s1) =

∑
t/∈Sπ

wt,

which implies

V π
r (s1) = max

{∑
t∈Sπ

wt,
∑

t/∈Sπ
wt

}
.

It is then clear that minπ∈ΠMD V π
r (s1) ≥

∑
1≤t≤n wt

2 , and equality holds if and only if there exists W ′ ⊂ W,
such that

∑
w∈W′ w =

∑
w∈W\W ′ w. The latter is the set partition problem and is NP-complete.

We then construct problem instances for which (1.4) possesses a non-optimal local minimizer among the
set of randomized Markovian policies.

Theorem 2.2. There exists a robust MDP instance such that (1.4) has a sub-optimal strict local minimizer
when Π = ΠMR.

Proof. Given integer n > 0 and A ∈ Rn×n, consider a three-stage Markov decision process with S1 = A1 =
S2 = A2 = [n], S3 = [n] × [n], A3 = ∅. The per-stage cost function is given by c1(·) = c2(·) = 0, and
c3(i, j) = Aij for (i, j) ∈ [n]× [n]. Consider transition kernel P(1) defined as

P(1)(S2 = i|S1 = s1, A1 = i) = 1, P(1)(S3 = (i, j)|S2 = i, A2 = j) = 1, ∀i, j ∈ [n].

That is, starting from s, with action A1 = i, the state transits to S2 = i. Upon making A2 = j, the state
transits to S3 = (i, j). In addition, the transition kernel P(2) is defined as

P(2)(S2 = n− i|S1 = s1, A1 = i) = 1, P(2)(S3 = (n− i, j)|S2 = i, A2 = j) = 1, ∀i, j ∈ [n].

That is, starting from s, with action A1 = i, the state transits to S2 = n− i. Upon making A2 = j, the state
transits to S3 = (i, j).

For notational simplicity, given a randomized policy π = (π1, π2) with πt : St → ∆At
, let us denote

π1
i = π1(A1 = i|S1 = s1), π

2
ij = π2(A2 = j|S2 = i), ∀i, j ∈ [n].

Clearly, the value function V π
(1) associated with kernel P(1) is given by

V π
(1)(s1) =

∑
i∈[n] π

1
i

(∑
j∈[n] π

2
ijAij

)
,

and the value function V π
(2) associated with kernel P(2) is

V π
(2)(s1) =

∑
i∈[n] π

1
i

(∑
j∈[n] π

2
(n−i)jAij

)
.
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Hence the robust value function is defined as

V π(s1) = max
{∑

i∈[n] π
1
i

(∑
j∈[n] π

2
ijAij

)
,
∑

i∈[n] π
1
i

(∑
j∈[n] π

2
(n−i)jAij

)}
.

Now consider n = 1, and

A =

[
1 0
−1 1

]
.

Consequently we have

V π(s1) = max
{
π1
0π

2
00 + π1

1

(
−π2

10 + π2
11

)
, π1

0π
2
10 + π1

1

(
−π2

00 + π2
01

)}
. (2.1)

Let us define

f(π1) = min
π2

V π(s1) = min
π2
00,π

2
10∈[0,1]

gπ1(π2
00, π

2
10), (2.2)

where gπ1(a, b) = max
{
π1
0a+ π1

1 (1− 2b) , π1
0b+ π1

1 (1− 2a)
}
. It is clear that gπ1(·) is convex and symmetric,

i.e., gπ1(a, b) = gπ1(b, a). Hence there must exists an optimal solution (a∗, b∗) of (2.2) satisfying a∗ = b∗, and

f(π1) = min
π2

V π(s1) = min
a∈[0,1]

π1
0a+ π1

1(1− 2a) = min
{
π1
1 , π

1
0 − π1

1

}
. (2.3)

From the above observation, it is then clear that π1 = (1, 0) is a strict local minimizer of f(·). That is, there
exists δ > 0, such that f(π1) > f(π1) for any ∥π1 − π1∥ ≤ δ and π1 ̸= π1. In addition, π1 is suboptimal for
f(·) as

min
π

V π(s1) = min
π1

f(π1) = −1 < 0 = f(π1).

Let π2 ∈ Argminπ2 V π2,π2

(s1). That is, f(π1) = V π1,π2

(s1). Note that from (2.2), the definition of gπ1(·)
and the choice of π1, such choice of π2 is unique. Let us write π := (π1, π2).

It is clear that (π1, π2) is a strict local minimizer of V π(s1) but not a global minimizer. Indeed, consider
any π := (π1, π2) such that ∥π − π∥ ≤ δ and π ̸= π. If π1 ̸= π1, then

V π1,π2

(s1)
(a)

≥ f(π1)
(b)
> f(π1)

(c)
= V π1,π2

(s1)
(d)
> min

π
V π(s1),

where (a) follows from definition of f(·) in (2.2), (b) follows from that π is a strict local minimizer of f(·) in{
π1 : ∥π1 − π1∥ ≤ δ

}
, (c) follows from the definition of π2, and (d) follows from the sub-optimality of π1 for

f(·). On the other hand, if π1 = π1, then we must have π2 ̸= π2, and hence

V π1,π2

(s1)
(e)
> f(π1) = f(π1) = V π1,π2

(s1) > min
π

V π(s1),

where (e) follows from that π2 is the unique minimizer of minπ2 V π1,π2

(s1). The above two observations

jointly implies V π1,π2

(s1) > V π1,π2

(s1) > minπ V
π(s1). This concludes the proof.

Remark 2.1. It could be interesting to note that with a fixed transition kernel, the value function V π
P defined

in (1.1) does not possess sub-optimal local minimizers when Π = ΠMR (cf. [1, Lemma 4.1]).

When the maximization problem in (1.4) involves both ambiguous cost functions {ct} and transition
kernel P , [4] establishes the NP-completeness of (1.4) based on the reduction from Path with Forbidden Pairs
[2]. It appears to us that the reduction presented in [4] is not polynomial, as the transition kernel constructed
therein needs to memorize the visitation history of the forbidden pairs and hence is non-Markovian.

Theorem 1.3 can also be strengthened if (1.3) involves P consisting of K distinct kernels and the char-
acterization of computational hardness is allowed to depend on K. In this case, [4] shows that finding
the history-dependent optimal policy for (1.3) is NP-hard. Indeed, using the observations made in [7] for
multi-model MDPs, the following simple proposition shows that finding the optimal (randomized) Markovian
policy is also NP-hard.
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Proposition 2.1. For the robust MDP (1.3) where P =
{
P(k)

}K

k=1
consists of K distinct transition kernels,

finding the optimal policy within Π = ΠMR is NP-hard.

Proof. From [7, Proposition 2], finding a non-randomized policy π∗ ∈ ΠMD such that∑K
k=1 V

π∗

P(k)
(s) ≤ 0 (2.4)

is NP-hard for non-negative cost functions. If such a policy π∗ exists, then V π∗

P(k)
(s) = 0 for any 1 ≤ k ≤ K and

subsequently max1≤k≤K V π∗

P(k)
(s) ≤ 0. Conversely, if there exists π∗ ∈ ΠMR such that max1≤k≤K V π∗

P(k)
(s) ≤ 0,

then
∑K

k=1 V
π∗

P(k)
(s) = 0. This implies minπ∈ΠMD

∑K
k=1 V

π
P(k)

(s) = minπ∈ΠMR

∑K
k=1 V

π
P(k)

(s) ≤ 0, where the

equality follows from [7, Proposition 1]. Consequently there exists π∗ ∈ ΠMD such that
∑K

k=1 V
π∗

P(k)
(s) ≤ 0.

Hence certifying (2.4) is equivalent to finding a policy π∗ ∈ ΠMR such that max1≤k≤K V π∗

P(k)
(s) ≤ 0.

3 Dynamic Formulation

It is clear that in the static formulation (1.4), the transition kernel P ∈ P is selected before the realization of

process {(St, At)}Tt=1, and that the non-rectangularity of P creates coupling between transition probabilities
across states. This unfortunately destroys the dynamic decomposition of the corresponding distribution-
ally robust functional in (1.4), and hence the dynamic programming equations no longer exist. This also
constitutes the source of the hardness results presented in Section 2. We can instead consider a dynamic
counterpart of the static formulation that allows an adversarial nature to adopt a policy that selects the
transition kernel based on the process history [5]. It is shown in [5] that one can obtain dynamic equations
of the form

Vt(s) = min
π∈Π

max
P∈P

∑
at∈At

πt(at|st)
[
ct(st, at) +

∑
st+1∈St+1

P (St+1 = st+1|St = st, At = at)Vt+1(st+1)
]

for general compact P, and the above dynamic equations also characterize the value function for the static
formulation (1.3) with the rectangularized version of P. It is clear that computing the above optimal value
functions and policies are R-polynomial for both Π = ΠMR and Π = ΠMD when P is convex, compact, and
equipped with a separating oracle.

4 Concluding Remarks

We conclude by noting that the hard instances constructed within the manuscript can be extended to the
discounted infinite-horizon setting by taking union of the per-stage state spaces and introducing an additional
sink state. That is, S = ∪1≤t≤TSt ∪ST+1, where {St}Tt=1 is defined as before and ST+1 = {ssink} denotes an
additional sink state. The transition kernel P(i) in the discounted infinite-horizon setting is defined in the
same way as in the original instances, with P(i)(ST+1 = ssink|ST ) = 1 for i ∈ {1, 2}. It remains interesting
to study whether similar results can be established for the infinite-horizon average-cost setting.
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