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Abstract—A critical challenge for reinforcement learning (RL)
is making decisions based on incomplete and noisy observations,
especially in perturbed and partially observable Markov deci-
sion processes (P2OMDPs). Existing methods fail to mitigate
perturbations while addressing partial observability. We propose
Causal State Representation under Asynchronous Diffusion Model
(CaDiff), a framework that enhances any RL algorithm by
uncovering the underlying causal structure of P2OMDPs. This is
achieved by incorporating a novel asynchronous diffusion model
(ADM) and a new bisimulation metric. ADM enables forward
and reverse processes with different numbers of steps, thus
interpreting the perturbation of P2OMDP as part of the noise
suppressed through diffusion. The bisimulation metric quantifies
the similarity between partially observable environments and
their causal counterparts. Moreover, we establish the theoretical
guarantee of CaDiff by deriving an upper bound for the value
function approximation errors between perturbed observations
and denoised causal states, reflecting a principled trade-off
between approximation errors of reward and transition-model.
Experiments on Roboschool tasks show that CaDiff enhances
returns by at least 14.18% compared to baselines. CaDiff is the
first framework that approximates causal states using diffusion
models with both theoretical rigor and practicality.

Index Terms—Reinforcement learning, perturbed partially ob-
servable Markov decision process (P2OMDP), causal inference,
state representation, diffusion model.

I. INTRODUCTION

ARTIALLY observable Markov decision processes

(POMDPs) are relevant to a wide range of real-world
applications, such as robotics, autonomous driving, and fi-
nance [1]. Perturbed POMDPs (P2OMDPs) have been gener-
ally challenging for deep reinforcement learning (DRL), where
deep RL (DRL) agents must make optimal decisions under
both incomplete state observations and additional perturba-
tions caused by sensor noise, environmental disruptions, or
discrepancies between training datasets and actual conditions.
This noise complicates state inference by masking essential
features or introducing false signals.

Causal state extraction has offered an effective means to
capture the essential relationships between past observations
and future returns, filter out irrelevant data, and contribute
to improved efficiency. Existing studies have been primarily
based on Markov decision processes (MDPs) [2], with little
effort on POMDPs. Let alone P2OMDPs, where noise can
comprise causal state extraction from the partially observable
states. While it is possible to denoise the perturbed partially
observed states, balancing between denoising and preserving
the original causal structure is vital.

Diffusion models (DMs), as the state-of-the-art generative
models, have offered effective denoising capability. DMs
[3] are adept at removing noise while preserving essential
data features, through an iterative process that transforms

noisy samples into high-quality, real samples. In contrast,
traditional generative model-based approaches, which are in-
tegrated into POMDPs through algorithms, including deep
variational RL [4] and structured sequential variational auto-
encoders [5], often generate samples by learning latent data
representations, as opposed to tackling noise. DMs have gained
significant attention in decision-making tasks, utilized as tra-
jectory generators or tools for state representation [6]—[8], but
have not accounted for causality.

Bisimulation offers a rigorous mathematical framework for
evaluating state equivalence based on outcomes. Research
on causal state representation (CSR) has been developed to
extract abstract features from perturbed observations. Lever-
aging these abstract representations (instead of raw data)
has enhanced decision-making efficiency in both MDPs [9]
and POMDPs [10]. Related approaches include bisimulation-
based methods [11], Kalman filters [12], ordinary differential
equation-based recurrent models [13], world models [14], and
studies establishing a connection between predictive state rep-
resentations and bisimulation via causal states [10]. However,
no existing methods have captured the impact of perturbations.

A. Contribution

This paper enhances the decision-making of DRL for
P20OMDPs by extracting and denoising causal states. A novel
approach, Causal State Representation under Asynchronous
Diffusion Model (CaDiff), is proposed to mitigate perturbations
and uncover causality within denoised and partially observable
states of P2OMDPs. CaDiff offers a generic framework for any
RL algorithm, with the following contributions:

Algorithm Design: Tailored for P2OMDPs, CaDiff en-
hances any DRL operating with noisy and incomplete obser-
vations and noisy rewards, by designing a novel asynchronous
diffusion model (ADM) and a new bisimulation metric.

e ADM enables forward and reverse processes with differ-
ent numbers of steps in an asynchronous setting. Less
noise is injected via fewer steps in the forward process
than the noise suppressed in the reverse process, suppress-
ing the noisy perturbation of P2OMDPs. The difference
in the number of steps is regulated by noise intensity,
effectively denoising each dimension of the observation
features and preserving inherent causality.

o The new bisimulation metric quantifies the similarity be-
tween a partially observable environment and its causal
state. This metric, grounded in the consistency of input
states and rewards, measures the alignment between
underlying distributions of transition dynamics and re-
wards. By incorporating causal consistency constraints,
the denoised causal state captures the underlying causal
structure for better decision-making.
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CaDiff combines causality assessment with denoising. Guided
by causality measured by the new bisimulation metric, ADM
effectively denoises the perturbed partial observations of
POMDPs. ADM is adept at handling disturbances across
various scales and serves as a standalone denoising module.

Theoretical Guarantee: We establish a statistical theo-
retical guarantee for CaDiff with the upper bound of the
value function approximation (VFA) error derived between
perturbed observations and corresponding denoised causal
states in P2ZOMDPs. Based on the analysis incorporating the
new bisimulation metric under arbitrary distribution approx-
imation errors, the distribution estimation error of ADM is
quantified using the Wasserstein distance and analyzed through
initialization, score estimation, and discretization errors. We
also establish a sample complexity bound of CaDiff w.r.t. the
smoothness of the data distribution and the dimensions of
the observation and action spaces. Compared to standard RL
algorithms, the additional computational overhead by CaDiff
is marginal and polynomial in the logarithm of the observation
and action space dimensions.

Extensive Simulation: CaDiff is tested in six P?OMDP
environments with the soft actor-critic (SAC) RL algorithm.
CabDiff outperforms all baselines by at least 14.18% in return.
Despite more parameters, CaDiff delivers superior early-stage
training performance in five of the six environments, while
ultimately achieving the highest final return across all six. The
ablation studies show that state denoising is much more effec-
tive than reward denoising due to typically higher observation
dimensions. CaDiff incurs a mild cost of less than 7 GFLOPs.

B. Related Work

1) Causal State Representation: Several studies have fo-
cused on deriving CSR for decision-making generalization un-
der POMDPs. For instance, the authors of [10] approximated
causal states in POMDPs by invariant prediction. This concept
has also been explored in [15], [16]. Some studies [17],
[18] leveraged DMs for causal representation by counterfactual
inference or invention. Utilizing domain-invariant causal fea-
tures, the authors of [19] proposed invariant causal imitation
learning to address distribution shifts. Some other works,
e.g., [20], proposed ensemble representations that leverage
multi-modal sensor inputs to boost generalizability for self-
driving agents under uncertainty quantification. The PlanT
framework [21] serves as a learnable planner module grounded
in object-centric representations. Moreover, the realm of RL
has witnessed advancements in state representation through
self-supervised learning, including hierarchical skill decom-
position [22], time-contrastive learning [23], variational auto-
encoder [24], confounding and causal inference [25], and deep
bisimulation metric learning [11]. However, there is a lack of
consideration of perturbation-based CSR.

2) RL with DM: DM is a generative model, initially for
image generation [3]. It has been adopted in decision-making
for state-based tasks, especially for perturbed states. In RL,
DMs can be utilized, not only for direct decision-making [6]-
[8], but also for effective denoising and distribution estimation.
DMBP [8] utilizes a DM as a denoiser rather than a generator.

DIPO [26] utilizes a DM to address the denoising problem
in model-free RL. The authors of [27] presented a sharp
statistical theory of distribution estimation for the conditional
DM. However, these studies do not differentiate the noise used
for training, hence limiting the effectiveness of denoising.

To the best of our knowledge, no existing frameworks have
extracted causal states of P2OMDPs, which is nontrivial and
necessitates the integration of CSR with effective denoising.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Wasserstein Distance and Holder Ball

The distance between two distributions can be measured
using Wasserstein distance to measure convergence of CaDiff.

Definition 1 (Wasserstein metric [28]). Let d : X x X —
[0, 00) denote a distance function, and Q) denote the collection
of all joint distributions on X x X whose marginals are p and
. The Wasserstein metric is defined as

Wi (d) (11, A) = (infueco Biay anymwld(@n,@2)?])) 7. (1)

Definition 2 (Dual formulation of Wasserstein metric [28]). A
dual formulation of the Wasserstein metric is given by

Wi(d) (1)) = (5UPgerp<ar Ears mp [C (1)) + By [0()]) 7,

where ¢ @ v < dP is equivalent to ((z) + ¥(y) <
d(z,y)’, V(z,y) € X x X.
In the case of p = 1, the dual formulation simplifies to

Wi(d)(u, )= sup  Egoplf(21)]=Egpmn[f(22)], (2)

feLipy a(X)

where Lip, 4(X) denotes the set of all 1-Lipschitz functions
[ X — Rsatisfying |f(z1) — f(z2)| < d(z1, 22).

There is a closed-form expression of Gaussian measures for
the 2-Wasserstein metric Wa(] - |2) (abbreviated as W5) [29]:

Wa (N (113, 5), N (5, 55) =l i — s |5+ Zi = 5152 3)

Here, ||- || » represents the Frobenius norm. If ¥;, ¥£; — 0 (i.e.,
both distributions collapse to point masses), the 2-Wasserstein
metric recedes to the Euclidean distance between the points.

Lemma 1 (p-Wasserstein Inequality [28]). For any distribu-
tions pv and A\, Wy(u, A) > Wy(u, N), Yg > p.

Lemma 2 (Bounds on Wasserstein distance [30]). For any
distributions i and \ on X,

Wi (1, ) S Wi, A) < diam(X;d) 5 Wi (11, )7, ¥p>1, (4)
where diam(X; d) is the diameter of the metric space (X d).

To estimate the distribution of dynamic transitions for
P20MDPs, we define Holder norm and Holder ball, as follows:

Definition 3 (Holder norm and Holder ball). Let b = m+y >
0 represent the smoothness degree, with m = |b| an integer
and v € 10,1). For function f : R¥= — R and multi-index s,
we define the Holder norm as

|0°f (x)-0°f (2)]|
f wey = max sup|0®f(x)H max sup —————=——.
[Flas sy = max sup|df (x)| clshmsma  [X—2]L
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Fig. 1. System model: Solid-line and dashed-line circles denote observed and
unobserved variables, respectively; solid and dashed lines represent causality
and decision relationships, respectively.

A function f is said to be b-Holder if and only if
| f |30 (Rw=y < 00. A Holder ball of radius B > 0 is defined as

HYRY*, B) = {f - R™* = R | ||y g0y < BY.

B. RL for Perturbed POMDP

Environments are modeled as M = (S, 4,0,~,F,G,H)
in POMDPs, where S, A, and O are the state, action, and
observation spaces, respectively; v is the discount factor; F,
G, and H are the observation, reward, and transition functions,
respectively. Consider a sequence of samples {(o:, at, rt>}tT:1,
where o, € O is the observation at time ¢; a, € A C RY%e
is the w,-dimensional action chosen at time ¢; and r; € [0, 1]
denotes the reward. Let s, = {s1,4,..., 8w, ¢} € S denote the
ws-dimensional true state. We describe the P2OMDP as the
following functions and transitions:

oy = F'(st,er) <= P(o;]sy), (5a)
re =G (Se—1,a-1,6¢) <= P(r¢]se—1,a-1), (5b)
st = H (sy—1,ai-1,m) <= P(s¢|si—1,a-1), (5¢)

where e, ¢, and 7, are the associated independent and identi-
cally distributed (i.i.d.) random noises for each ¢, respectively.

Given a;_1 and s;_1, state s; is independent of the states
and actions occurred before time ¢t — 1. Action a;_ affects s;,
but does not directly affect o, which is affected by s;. The
reward r; is influenced by a;_; and s;_;. Let €; in the reward
function capture noise, e.g., measurement errors.

C. Causal State Representation and Bisimulation

The structural relationships among the different dimensions
of s; indicate that action a;_; may not affect all dimensions
of s, and the reward r, may not be affected by all dimen-
sions of s;_;. Fig. 1 shows an example with ws, = 3, i.e.,
St = [$1,4, S2,t, 337,5}T. State s3,_1 affects s ¢, but there is no
connection between a;_1 and s3;_1. Only s ;1 has an edge
towards r;. By extracting causal state §; = [31 ¢, $2,¢] within
the causal state space S. from o;, we suppress redundant
information and retain the causal structure.

As a type of CSR, states and observations are bisimilar
if they yield the same expected reward and have equivalent

Algorithm 1 CaDiff

1: Initialize: Discount factor -y, forward step K, noise intensity
d, observation-denoising and reward-denoising models 6 and ¢,
bisimulation model ¢, and replay memory D;

2: for Epocht =1,...,7T do

3:  Compute the (approximate) denoised causal state §; from oy

using € and (;

4:  Select action a; ~ m(8¢), and obtain 7,41 and 0¢41;

5 Store transition (04, a¢, 7t4+1,0¢+1) in D;

6:  Sample a batch of transitions B randomly from D;

7:  Obtain §; and §¢+1 from o; and otHAin B, respectively;

8

9

0

Take gradient descent on E:state(é?) + QBs(C );
Take gradient descent on Lrew () + Lpr(C);

1 end for

distributions over subsequent bisimilar states and observa-
tions [31]. To this end, they exhibit a bisimulation relationship.
With the environment’s dynamics P(S¢41,7t+1[St, a:), the
similarity between two environments can be expressed as that
between their state transition and reward functions. Follow-
ing [32], equivalence in P2OMDPs is defined as follows.

Definition 4 (CSR under bisimulation). Consider a P2OMDP
M = (S, A 0,v, F,G,H) with causal state space S, and
learned encoder F : O — Se. §¢ = F(ot) is a causal state
if, for any action a;, P(ri11 | 8¢,ar) = P(ri41 | ot,a) and
P(St+1 | §t,at) = P(St+1 | ot,at).

III. ALGORITHM DESIGN OF CADIFF

As summarized in Algorithm 1, the CaDiff framework
consists of three modules. It employs ADM to denoise states
and rewards separately. Then, it approximates causal states
based on the denoised states and rewards with bisimulation.
The approximated causal states and denoised rewards serve as
samples for RL algorithms for decision-making.

A. Asynchronous Diffusion Model

The objective of ADM is to derive P (S;11 | $:,a;) and
P (7141 | 8¢,a¢) from (o4, as,7441,0¢41), Where §;11 is the
causal state estimated under denoised observations, and 7,1
is the denoised reward at time ¢ + 1. Existing DM-based RL
algorithms typically use oy and r;y1 as input data [8]; the
distribution fitted by DM is affected by the input data’s noise.

For conciseness, ¢t and k£ € N indicate the RL iteration
and DM’s step with total forward step K, respectively. ADM
denoises the observations and rewards of P2OMDPs, and
estimates environmental dynamics by assuming that o, and
r¢+1 are superimposed by d-step Gaussian noise. To obtain
the denoised causal state S;11, we input 1 and S;q1 to
ADM, along with §; and o;, where S;; is the noised causal
state. When ADM accurately predicts the future causal state,
S; serves as a sufficient statistic for the latent variables.
x9,, denotes the inputs under §-step Gaussian noises. For
simplification, we omit ¢. The input x° corresponds to the
results after a §-step forward process in the DM, as follows.
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Definition 5. For a P2OMDP, the sampled distribution P,
is the result of the noiseless distribution P(X;|St,a:) after 6
steps of the forward process, i.e.,

Rn(xé‘étaat) = P(Xtr|ét,at)0'g)w (271_)71)1/2 (6)

Rwa
X exp (—H\/ngxtr — x6||2/(203)) dXir,

where Xy, is the noiseless input, w, is the dimension of input
data x°, as = 1 — ag, and o%,...,0% > 0 forming a
predefined variance schedule.

Given the input conditional distribution P(x°|$;,a;), we
seek for its denoised version P(x°[8;,a;). ADM adds Gaus-
sian noise progressively through a forward diffusion process,
i.e., a forward Ornstein—Uhlenbeck (OU) process as:

dx* = f%xkdk +dwk VE>6

with x° ~ P(x’|8;,a;); (7a)

1
dx" = —§xkdk +dw* VE>0
0:=%" = (x* — VI —ase) /Vas, (7b)

where w* denotes a Wiener process, a5 = H?:o a; with o =
1-— O'j2-, and the noise € is drawn from the normal distribution.

Without a step limit, x> converges to a Gaussian distribu-
tion. At each step k, P(x"|8;, a;) is the conditional distribution
of the intermediate variable x* generated by the forward
process, given the denoised causal states and actions. (7a) is a
forward process that starts at step ¢ from the J-step perturbed
input x° and runs (k — ) additional steps to reach x* with
k > §. (7b) refreshes the process with the denoised input %° at
step 0 and applies the same schedule for k steps to obtain x*.

The forward process of ADM terminates at a large enough
step K. The reverse process generates samples by reversing
results per step in (7) as dx" = [1%" +V log P(X"|8;, a;)] dk+
dw”, where X° ~ P(x¥|3;, a;); W and X* are the
time-reversed Wiener and reverse processes, respectively;
V log P(%"|8;,a;) is the unknown conditional score function
and estimated utilizing conditional score networks.

In line with classifier-free guidance, a popular approach for
conditional DMs [3], we define a mask variable 7 € {&,id}
with equal probability, which determines whether the
guidance is used or ignored. In this paper, we define the
guidance as y = (8;,a;). ADM performs conditional
denoising when 7 = id; the guidance is omitted for the
unconditional case when 7 = @. We further define two
score-matching errors for reconstructing denoised data
from P2OMDP, i.e., the conditional score error R(p) =
%f;:ﬁExk,yng(xk,y, k)—VlogP(x’ﬂy)Hidk +
%féKﬁExk7y||<p(xk,y7k) —VlogP(xﬂy)Hidk for
7 = id (under 7y = y) and the unconditional score error
Ro(p) for 7 = & by replacing the guidance y with & in
R(p) (under 7y = @). Here, ¢ denotes the conditional score
network. Unifying the two cases, we design the overall loss:

Ri() = R(») + Rolp) (8)

K
1
:/ k £ H@(kaTyak‘)*VlogP(xleY)Hzdk
ko 0 X*,y,T

with x

K—

K 1 2
- /5 Kog il etet 7y k)= Viog P(x"[ry)]|, i

which implies that R(p) < 2R.(p) with o(x* 7y, k) es-
timating V log P(x¥|8;,a;), which is used in the proof of
Theorem 2 (see Appendix J). 0 = \/% (x° — VT = age) is
the predicted denoised input at step §. P(x*|x) is the Gaussian
transition kernel for the forward process of ADM.

To prevent blow-up of score functions, we follow [33],
introduce an early-stopping step kg, and write R, equivalently:

lp) = €))

K
1 k IRONIES
kOK—kO*EEQy |:‘r,xI’[::5co [ng(x , 7Y, k)—V log P(x"|x )||2Hdk:

K
1 & NI
Rty {“% [IIso(X 7y k) =V log P )HQH‘”‘“

According to [34, Lemma C.3], (8) differs from (9) by a
constant independent of x*. ADM is optimized over a mini-
batch B with |B| = n by minimizing the empirical loss:

i(p) = ZteB U(xt, 515 0) /1

Here, ¢(x¢,y+; @) represents the loss computed on the training
pair (xy,y:), replacing the expectation on (X°,y) in (9).

Substituting the generic denoising model ¢ and its input
xF 1 in (10) with the observation-denoising and reward-
denoising models 6 and ¢ (associated with inputs S;,; and
r+41, respectively), and recalling that y = (§;, a;), we derive
the following objectives for state and reward estimation:

Lsae(0) = ZtEB ((St41,8e41,a50) /n;
»CAReW(Qb) = Z

(10)

(11

teB e(rt+1aét+laat;¢)/n' (12)

B. Bisimulation Metric

We extend the concept of bisimulation to POMDPs to
achieve effective CSR, i.e., estimating P (S; | o;). Based on
the Wasserstein metric, a new bisimulation metric is defined:

Definition 6. Given constants C;,Cs € (0, 1), for any pair of
causal state and observation {8; € S, 0; € O} of a P>OMDP,
the bisimulation metric is defined as

d(8¢,0;) = maxac a(Cr Wy (d)(P(ri41(8¢,a) , P (41| 04,a))
+CSWp(d)(P (ét+1 |§t,a) 7.P (ét+1 |0t,a))). (13)

A distance of zero indicates bisimilarity. Combining (5a)
with F(-) in Definition 4, it follows that the causal state
learning objective is equivalent to inferring the conditional
distribution P(8; | o;). We employ a recurrent neural net-
work (RNN) ((o;) to approximate the noised causal state,
i.e., fitting P (8; | 0;), which is utilized by ADM to obtain
denoised causal state S;. Besides, we here can obtain S;;;
introduced above as §;41 = ((0441). Given Definition 6, we
can empirically estimate the CSR by minimizing

£u5(0) = S EWa (P (Ses1 | 31:20).0.(C (00) )
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Lpr(C) = %E[Wd (P (reg1 | 8,a0) , 6 (G (0r) ,ar))] -

Thus, we implement CSR and assist RL decisions, by itera-
tively optimizing Lgue(0) + Lps(¢) and Lgew(¢) + Lr(C).

IV. THEORETICAL GUARANTEE OF CADIFF

This section provides a theoretical guarantee for CaDiff
with the value function used to measure the discrepancy
between observations and their causal states. Following [27],
we begin by imposing a mild light-tail assumption on the
initial conditional data distribution as follows.

Assumption 1. For a fixed radius B and a P?OMDP M,
define the b-Holder function f € HP(RWs x R%v, B) with
Wy = Ws+wW,. For C, Cy > 0, we assume f (X, 8¢, a¢) > C,
V(Xtr, St, a¢), and the true conditional density function yields
P(xel8e,ar) = exp(—Ct [[xeell3 /2) - f (Xer, 81, a0).

As provable tightness implies theoretical guarantees in VFA,
the key to bisimulation metrics is their connection to value
functions. To generalize the VFA bound, we assume the
existence and uniqueness of the p-Wasserstein bisimulation
metric for any state pair to measure their similarity, as follows.

Assumption 2 (p-Wasserstein bisimulation metric). For
P20OMDP M, any given C,,Cy € (0,1), C, + Cs < 1, any
(8i,85) € Sc XS, and p > 1, we assume that the bisimulation
metric d (8;,8;) in (15) exists and is unique:

= max(C:Wp(d)(P(rit1 | 85, 2), P(rit1 | 85,2))
+ CWp(d)(P(8i41 | 8isa), P(841 [ 85,a))). (15)

Remark 1. If both policy and environment are deterministic
or p =1, Assumption 2 holds.

d(s;,8;)

Proof. See Appendix A. O

To verify the denoised causal state approximation, we
analyze CaDiff in the following four steps, by establishing the
upper bound of VFA under the ADM approximation error:

Step 1: p-Wasserstein value difference bound for any state
pair: Like the bounds in [35], [36] for policy-independent
bisimulation metrics, the bisimulation metric can be bounded:
|Vﬂ—(§l> — Vﬂ<§j)| < d(éi, §J) with Cl(él7 éj) defined in
Assumption 2, where V™(8) = E.[> 72 v'7eiit1se = 8]

Theorem 1 (Value difference bound for p-Wasserstein dis-
tance). For the bisimulation metric defined in (15), for any
p>1 Cs € [v,1), C. € (0,1), and C, + Cs < 1, the
bisimulation distance between two states provides the bound
on the discrepancy in the VFA:

Cr‘Vﬂ—(él)—Vﬂ—(éj)‘Sd(él,éj), V(éi,éj) € S;xS.. (16)

Proof. See Appendix B. O

As revealed in (16), the bisimulation metric in (15) reflects
the upper bound of the value gap.

Step 2: Value difference bound for observation/state pairs:
The influence of the model errors on the VFA with the optimal
policy-dependent bisimulation distance is as follows.

Theorem 2 (Value difference bound with model errors). For
P2OMDP M, let ¢ : O — 8. be a function mapping
observations to noised causal states such that ((0;) = ((0;)
is equivalent 10 d¢(s;,8;) = [[¢(0;) —C(0))]|, < 2€ for
Si = ((0;) and §; = ((0;). For C; € (0,1), C’ € [,1),
C.+Cs <1, and p =1, then: Vs, € S,

V7 (se) = VT (F(0))| <(26+E +2C:E4/(1-Cs—Cr)
+2C:&/(1-Cs=Cr)) /Cr(1=7),
where E = ||c?< - c?||o<J is the bisimulation metric learning

error; £y == W1 (d)(P(r | s¢,a), P(r | F(0),a)) is the reward
approximation error, and Eg = W1(d)(P(s' | s¢,a), P(s’ |
F(0),a)) is the state transition model error. € denotes the ag-
gregation radius in (-space. d(8;,8j) denotes the bisimulation
metric computed under the estimated environment dynamics,
while d¢(8;,S;) represents its approximation derived from (.

Proof. See Appendix C. O

By Theorem 2, we can quantify the upper bound of the
value gap under arbitrary model errors. This can be extended
to different probability density estimation models to establish
specific convergence properties.

Step 3: Distribution estimation under ADM: Since &y and
&y are based on the same ADM architecture, we define
the approximation error of the conditional probability as
o(x*,8,a;, k), where x* can be replaced by 8;4; or 7y 1.
Under Assumption 1, we measure the ADM’s distribution esti-
mation by considering the initialization error, score estimation
error, and discretization error, and provide sample complexity
bounds for each of these errors using the Wasserstein-1
distance. We utilize an approximation theory for estimating
the conditional score with ReLU neural networks (NNs).

Theorem 3
Assumption 1, for any given

- 20
K _4b2w5+wa+2b

n~ TwsFwar® L the estimated error of the conditional prob-
ability of noiseless data is given by

E [Wl(P(ch\ét, at),P(xk“|ét,at))]
:T(S:, a*)O (n—m (1ogn)max(19/2,(b+2)/2)> ,

(Approximation error by ADM). Under
(sr,a*), terminal step
logn, and early-stopping step ko =

where b is the degree of smoothness in Holder norm; ws and
w, represent the dimensions of state and action, respectively;
T (st,a*) is the distribution coefficient.

Proof. See Appendix D. O

As n — oo, the distribution estimation measured by the
Wasserstein-1 distance converges, i.e.,

E{ot,atyrt+170t+l}|:Wl (P()A(O|§taat)vp(xl%'étvat))} — 0;

showing the effective distribution estimation of ADM.

Step 4: Wasserstein value difference bound under ADM: The
bisimulation metric learning can be achieved, e. g by an RNN,
whose convergence rate of & is O (n z1°1%+W(log n) )
with the model size pr [37]. Substituting the approximation
error in Theorem 3 with the respective error terms, £, and
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&y, introduced in Theorems 2, we establish the theoretical
guarantee of CaDiff in P20MDPs, as follows.

Theorem 4 (Value difference bound with ADM). Consider
the conditions in Theorems 2 and 3. Let ¢, = max{l—;, H% .
Vs e S,

IEHV”(SC)—V”(F‘(O))H <2

# —2pr/(2pr+ws+1) 6

Fai (ol o)
2Cr + 205 * ok —b/(2ws+we+2b) cp
oo a0 (n (togn)*) ).

As n — oo, the approximate value function for the esti-
mated causal state V™ (F'(0)) in (17) converges to within 2é-
neighborhood of the ground-truth causal state V7 (s.). The
parameters (Cy,Cs) ensure a trade-off between the reward
approximation error and the state transition model error, while

1 and 2C,+2C4
Cr(lf'yf

i—6—¢ balance the approximation error of the
bisimulation and that of the noisy distribution.

Computational cost: We evaluate the additional computa-
tional cost of CaDiff on top of RL algorithms. From [38], the
computational cost of a DM is O(polylogd;), where d; is
the dimension of the input data. The loss function of ADM
includes two terms to be computed, i.e., (10), thereby doubling
the computational cost of a standard DM. The additional
computational cost of CSR is O(poly log max{|.A|, |O]}) in
CaDiff, as empirically evaluated in Section V-4.

V. EXPERIMENTS

To evaluate CaDiff in classical control tasks with high
degrees of freedom (DoFs), we consider Roboschool tasks
under standard POMDPs [39]. There are six environments,
i.e., {Hopper, Ant, Walker}-{P, V}, where “-P” stands for
observing positions and angles only, and “-V” stands for ob-
serving velocities only. In the no-velocities (i.e., “-P”) settings,
velocity features are excluded from the raw observations;
in the velocities-only (i.e., “-V”) settings, the observations
contain only velocity-related information. Details for each
environment are summarized in Table I with a maximum of
1,000 steps. In all experiments, both the rewards and obser-
vations are perturbed by zero-mean Gaussian noise, whose
variance is scaled by a noise scale to control the perturbation
intensity. Unless otherwise specified, the noise intensity is set
to § = 2 to evaluate the impact of the noise. Since CaDiff can
accommodate any RL algorithm, we consider SAC, a typical
RL algorithm. We evaluate all experiments with 600,000
iterations and smooth each return. The hyperparameters are
summarized in Table II.

1) Comparison with Baselines: Compared to classical
SAC, DMBP [8] (only denoising), and DBC [11] (only
considering bisimulation), we demonstrate the effectiveness
and scalability of CaDiff. In Fig. 2, CaDiff demonstrates
superior performance across six environments. Compared to
DMBP in Walker-V or DBC in Hopper-P, CaDiff exhibits
superior generalization capabilities. Notably, CaDiff improves
returns by at least 14.18%, 29.42%, and 136.63% across the
six environments when compared to SAC, DMBP, and DBC,

TABLE I
INFORMATION OF ENVIRONMENTS IN THIS PAPER

Name Dimension of observation space | DoF
RoboschoolAnt 28 8
RoboschoolAnt-V 11 8
RoboschoolAnt-P 17 8
RoboschoolHopper 15 3
RoboschoolHopper-V 6 3
RoboschoolHopper-P 9 3
RoboschoolWalker2d 22 6
RoboschoolWalker2d-V 9 6
RoboschoolWalker2d-P 13 6
TABLE I

HYPERPARAMETERS FOR TASKS
Description Value
Number of training iterates 600
Size of replay memory 106
Number of samples for each update 64
Discount factor 0.99
Fraction of updating the target network per gradient step | 0.005
Learning rate for the policy and value networks 0.0003
Learning rate for the entropy coefficient in SAC 0.0003

Target entropy in SAC 0.2

Learning rate of the asynchronous diffusion model 0.0003
Learning rate of the bisimulation metric learning 0.0003
Network for the asynchronous diffusion model UNet
Total diffusion step 500
Beta schedule linear
Noise intensity of observation and reward 2

respectively. CaDiff achieves better performance in the early
stages of training in five out of six environments.

2) Ablation Study: We proceed to disable individual mod-
ules of CaDiff: bisimulation, reward denoising, and observa-
tion denoising. Fig. 3 presents the ablation study of CaDiff
across six environments. By comparing these three cases
with our approach, it is evident that both bisimulation and
ADM contribute to the return. In most environments, reward
denoising is much less effective than state denoising. This can
be attributed to the higher observation dimension compared
to the reward, resulting in a greater impact of its noise.
Additionally, the environments of Hopper-V and Walker-P
exhibit higher sensitivity to noise (see Table III).

3) Influence on Key Parameters: We evaluate CaDiff across
three noise scales with varying intensities in six environments
in Table III. Bold numbers indicate the optimal results for each
environment and noise scale. The conclusion drawn across the
six environments is that for a noise scale of 0.1, the optimal
noise intensity is § = 1; for a noise scale of 0.5, the optimal
noise intensity is 4 = 2. When the noise scale increases to
1, the optimal noise intensity becomes unstable and fluctuates
between 1 and 3, indicating that a larger noise intensity may
be required to ensure reliable estimation under higher noise
scales. As the noise scale increases from 0.1 to 0.5, half of the
environments exhibit relatively stable returns. When the noise
scale rises from 0.5 to 1, the returns of CaDiff across all six
environments show no significant change. In this sense, CaDiff
can maintain stable performance under high noise intensity.

4) Computational Cost: We provide a quantitative analysis
of the additional computational cost introduced by our denois-
ing CSR using the FLOPs metric. Experiments are conducted
on PyTorch 2.0.0 with an NVIDIA RTX 4090 24GB GPU,
as shown in Table IV. We also report the average runtime
over 200 iterations across six environments. The runtime varies
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Fig. 2. Comparison of CaDiff and baselines on six environments.

TABLE III
RETURNS OF NOISE INTENSITIES WITH VARIOUS NOISE SCALES.

Noise scale 0 Ant-P Ant-V Hopper-P Hopper-V Walker-P Walker-V

1 7908 573.8 214 183 285.1 65.44

0.1 2 7642 499.1 153.3 161 221.3 52.68
3 694 466 122.4 128.7 215.4 58.05

1 7277 4654  23.87 45.58 31.04 58.15

0.5 2 789.3 6154 24.18 50.17 34.01 65.24
3 670.9 5603 21.94 433 31.23 61.03

1 569.2 5382 2493 45.26 35.25 50.45

1 2 5973 5338 26.2 48.16 35.8 53.36
3 648.3 5284  25.53 48.96 33.3 62.26

around 200 ms per update on average. Compared to SAC, the
complexity of our method is increased by less than 7 GFLOPs,
lower than the typical overhead of DMs; see [40].

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces CaDiff that effectively addresses
the challenges posed by high-dimensional and noisy inputs
to RL in P2OMDPs. Integrating the new ADM for denois-
ing both rewards and observations with a new bisimulation
metric, CaDiff captures essential CSRs, which are crucial
for decision-making tasks. Our analysis provides rigorous
guarantees for the approximation of value functions between
noisy observation spaces and causal state spaces. Experiments
corroborate CaDiff’s superiority, enhancing the performance
and robustness of RL under various noise conditions. This
research lays the groundwork for studies on CSR in noisy
environments.
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Fig. 3. Ablation studies of CaDiff on six environments.

TABLE IV
COMPUTATIONAL COST IN TERMS OF FLOPS AND RUNTIME (MS).

Ant Hopper  Walker

GFLOPs of ¢ 33354  3.3350  3.3352

FLOPs on “-P” GFLOPs of & 33365 3.3355  3.3360
GFLOPs of {  0.2785  0.1474  0.2129

GFLOPs of ¢ 33352 3.3349  3.3351

FLOPs on “-V” GFLOPs of &  3.3359 33352  3.3356
GFLOPs of ¢ 0.I802 09830  0.1474

CaDiff 20895 219.06 221.69

Runtime on “.P" SAC 25.03 25.06 2435
DMBP 86.64 87.67 8711

DBC 40.29 41.03 4127
CaDiff 209.09 211.93 219.99

Runtime on “-V" SAC 24.60 24774 2417
DMBP 87.04 88.26 87.56

DBC 41.95 4141 41.09

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Remark 1

We first prove that the update d(S;, §;) satisfies the contrac-
tion property. Applying the Banach fixed-point theorem then
ensures the existence and uniqueness of the resulting metric.
Start with p = 1 under the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality as:

d(8:,8;) — d (8:,8;)
<maXaca (CrWI |d—d|_ (P(rit1|8i,a), P(rj+1 | 8;,a))
+CWilld—d|| (P(s |5i8), P (s |85,)) )
<(Ce+Co)||d=d'||, V(8i,8;) € Sc X Se. (18)

For C; + C5 € [0,1), the Banach fixed-point theorem [41]

guarantees the existence and uniqueness of the fixed point.
We turn to the deterministic setting, where both P and
m are deterministic, implying P being delta distribution.
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GV () = VI (s))

<(C;| max (/ r(8i,a) P (rit1 | 8, a) drf/
a€A A Jrer re€R
gC’rmax/ T (8i,a)P (rit1]8:, a)drf/ r(8;,a)P (rj+1|8;,a)dr
acA rTER TER

r(8;,a) P (rj+1 | 8;5,a) dr+7/ (P (s’ | éi,a)fP (s’ | éj,a)) Vm(s/)ds')
s’'eS

(22)

Cs
+Csy I;}Eaj‘(

[ (P 1sa)-P (s 185) SO as
s’eS s

Cel VI (8:) - VD (8))] <Cr maXaeA(Wl(d( NP (ri41]8i,8),P (rj41] éj»a)))+Cs maXaeA(Wl(d(t))(P (s'|8:,a),P (Sl|§jaa)))

< Crmaxae A (Wp(d(t J(P (rig1]8i,a),P (rj1 | éjva)))JrCs MaXae A (Wp(d<t))(P (s'|8:,a),P (S/|§j,a))) =d"*,

As noted in Definition 1, the Wasserstein distance satisfies

Wy(d)(A(8:), A(8;)) = d(ss,s;) for point masses, where

A(+) denotes the Dirac delta function. Under the fact that
d(8,8;) — d (5:,8;) = maxaea (Co (d(ryryry) = d (i, 730))
+Co (d(rinyry) = d (riryry) ) < (Cot G [la =],

the convergence of the update d("*1)(8;,8;) from d(™ (8;,8;)
is ensured when the underlying POMDP is finite, V8§;, §;.

B. Proof of Theorem 1
We prove (16) by induction with the update rules:

VD (§,) = max (/ r(8i,a) P (ri+1 | 8i,a) dr
acA rerR

+7/ P
s’eS

(s"|8i,a) V(t)(s')ds/) (19)

AV (8,,8)) = gleaj(crwp(d(t)) (P(rit1[si,a), P(rj+1|8;,a))
+ W, (dW) (P (8" | 8i,a) , P (5 | 85,))). (20)
We proceed to demonstrate that, V¢ € N,
cr‘v@(s )— V(s )‘ <d®(8:,8;),%(8:,8,) €Se xSe.  (21)

Then, (16) holds as ¢ — oo. With mathematical induction,
the base case t = 0 satisfies because

‘V(O)(é V(O) ) =4 ) (8:,8;) =0, V(8,8;) € Sc X S..

Assume (21) holds Vt. In the case of ¢t + 1, we have (22)
under triangle inequality. By the induction hypothesis, the
function C,V()(8) is 1-Lipschitz w.r.t. the metric d*), that
is, C,V(8) ¢ Lip; 4. Since v < Cs by assumption,
%:V(t)(é) is 1-Lipschitz. Under the assumption of 7 (8,a) €
Lipy 4, the dual form of the W metric in (2) leads to (23),
where the second inequality holds due to Lemma 1.

C. Proof of Theorem 2
We first introduce two useful lemmas.

Lemma 3 (Bound for convergence). Let S. be compact. If
the support S; = supp(P) C S of the fitted dynamics P is
closed, (15) admits a unique bounded bisimulation metric d:

Supp( ) C S :>d1am(8(37 d) <C (Tlnax - Tmln)/(l - Cs)
Proof. See Appendix E. O

Lemma 4 (Bisimulation distance approximation error). Define
Cy > 0 and Cs € [0,1). Suppose supp(P) C S. and 1 —

(23)

(Cy + Cy)a, > 0. With a, = 2°~1/P and diam(S,;d) <
— T'min), based on Lemma 3, there is

755 (Timax
Hd ﬂ‘ [(Cs + Co)(ap — 1)diam(Se; d)

20,84 + 20:0]/[1 — (Cr + Co)ap]. (24
Proof. See Appendix F. O

If p = 1, there is a, = a; = 1. Based on Lemma 4, we
obtain the following Corollary.

Corollary 1 (Bisimulation distance approximation error for
p = 1). On the remaining conditions in Lemma 4, for p =1,

Hd’ﬂ‘m = 1—20?— o.fot 1—20?5— o b

Corollary 1 establishes a bound on the deviation between
the true bisimulation distance and its optimal approximate
counterpart, reflecting the achievable distance under encoder
and ADM approximation errors. We express the VFA error

w.r.t. d¢ (not d), incorporating the effect of encoder and ADM.
Using Corollary 1 and the definition of bisimulation encoder,

o= el = -2, e -],

<
1o C R C C.
Once d relates to VFA, a similar relat10nsh1p can be estab-
lished for dC as a function of the model approximation error.
Let € denote the aggregation radius in (-space, such that

the c?c—diameter of each equivalence class (or partition subset)
is bounded by 2€. Thus, sup,, o co [[((0:) — ((0;)[lq < 2€

(25)

(26)

Eo + .

Note that € provides an upper bound on the maximum diameter
of the partition cells w.r.t. the learned distance induced by (,
not the true bisimulation distance.

Lemma S5 (Value difference bound with causal state). Let
¢ : O — 8. be a function mapping denoised observations
to causal states such that ((o;,) = ((o;) is equivalent to
d(s;,8;) < 2e For Cy,Cs € [0,1) and C; + Cs < 1:

V™ (se) — VT (F(0))] < 2¢/[Ce(1—=7)], Vse €Se.  (27)
Proof. See Appendix G. O
From Lemma 5, it readily follows that
. c1
1=V = VIFE) < S [ dlseade(a)
§(F(0)) JzeF (o)
G [ o) +ldlsen) — el ) )

<— de(se,z) + |d(se,z Scy Z) | oo

§(F(0)) JzeF (o)

1/ 20, 20,
Sa (26+5g+ 1*Crfcsg¢+ licricsgg)

where the last inequality is due to (26). Theorem 2 is proved.
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Wi (P (x*[y), P(x"]y)) \//k , PxFlst, a*) [lo(x*, s, 8%, k) — Vlog P(x*|st, a*)||*dxdk
0 X

(32)

S B [llp(x*, 55, 2%, k)~ Vlog P(x¥[sg, a%)|*] dk [}
N\ L Eae e [lo(xk,s,a, k)~ Viog P(xk]s, a)|*] dk V2

D. Proof of Theorem 3
Notice that we have the following decomposition:

Wi(P(xly), P(x"]y)) < Wi(P(x]y), P(x*|y)) (28)
+ Wi(P(x"y), P'(x"]y)) + Wi(P'(x"]y), P(x"*|y)),

where Wi (P(x|y), P(x*°|y)) follows the correspondence
between  the forward and  backward  processes;
Wi (P(xF|y), P'(x*|y)) follows the definitions of x
and x’ (with the only difference in initial distribution), with
the latter being the result obtained by the true distribution.

We use another backward process as a transmon term
between x), and Xj,, which is defined as: with X;, ~ N (0, I),

dx), = [0.5%), + Vlog Pk _x(Xi|y)] dk + dws. (29)
Let Py, (-]y) denote the conditional distribution of X, on
y. We bound the three terms on the RHS of (28), as follows.
Bound Wy (P(x|y), P(x*|y)): Let X ~ P(x|y) and Z ~
N(0,1). Then,

Wi(P(xly),P(x*[y)) < E[|X — y/arX + ox, Z]]
< (1 = Voo )E[|| X]] + oo E[| Z]]] (30)
< (1= Var)Vd +ox,Vd S Vo,

where the last holds since o /\/a = O(Vk) if k = o(1).

Bound Wy (P(x*|y), P'(x*°|y)): Because X) and Xj
evolve under an identical backward stochastic differential
equality (SDE) while differing only in their initial distribu-
tions, following [42, Lemma 2], we have

Wi(P(x"]y),P' (x*]y)) < TV(P(x"]y),
< VEKL(P(xX]y)[|N(0,1)) 31)
< VEL(P(x]y)[[N(0, 1)) exp(—K) < exp(—K).

P'(x"y))

Bound W1 (P’ (x*]y), P(x*|y)): Although Assumption 1
does not ensure Novikov’s condition according to [43], Gir-
sanov’s theorem bounds the KL divergence between any two
distributions produced from the same SDE, provided the score
estimation error possesses a bounded second moment and the

KL divergence w.r.t. the standard Gaussian remains finite.
According to [27, Lemma D.4], we obtain

Wi(P'(x"[y), P(x"[y))
STV(P' (x"y), P(x*]y))

< VKL(P/(xFoy), P(xboly))

|
5\// 3 /k Py (xF|y) |le(xF,y, k) — Vg P(xk\y)H2 dx*dk.
ko x

For a state-action pair y* = (s, a*), the estimated conditional
distribution P(x*°|s*, a*) is obtained via the reverse process
of ADM, arriving at (32), Besides, the distribution coefficient
T (st,a*) is aligned with the concentrability coefficient, i.e.,
L, density ratio in RL [44]. Owing to the smoothing property
of the score network F that mitigates discrepancies between

S R(p) < T(st,a7)y S R().

(sz,a*) and the training data, 7 (s?,a*) is persistently lower
than the standard concentrability coefficient.

We investigate the theoretical guarantees under the case of
approximating the conditional score with a ReLU NN. We
derive the bounded covering number of ReLU NN functions
by defining a truncated loss function ¢ (x,y; ) as

T (x,y50) = Ux,y;0)I{|Ix]|, < R}.

Following this, we define the truncated domain of the score
function as D = [—R, R]"= x R*v U {@}, and the associated
truncated loss function can be written as

S(R)={4(-,;¢): D> R|s € F}. (33)

To derive the approximation guarantee with statistical the-
ory, the loss function class’s covering number S(R) is defined:

Definition 7. Let N'(o, F, ||-||) denote the o-covering number

N(o, F,|I-l) =min{N : I{fi}yep € F,

st.VfeF,3te[N], |fi— [l <o}

We present the covering number associated with S(R) as:

Lemma 6. For any ¢ > 0, under the condition |X|. < R, the
o-covering number of S(R) under ||-||,_p is bounded as

k]

2L (Wmax(R, K )42
N (28,1, ) ()
©
where the norm ||||, p is given by
[RACR] P
Proof. See Appendix H. [

Following from [27, Thm 3.4] established upon [27, As-
sumption 3.1], we have the key Lemmas as follows.

)I{LWL+110gN>2P

= MaXxe[-R,R|we ,ycRYY U{@} [f(x,¥)]-

Lemma 7. Under Assumption 1, for positive constant C, and
large enough N, by setting the terminal step K = C, log N,
s € F(My, W, k, L, P) exists and satisfies that, for y € R%v
and k € [0, K], one has

[ 166 k) = Vo Py (5 ) - Py (6 )™

ko 2 k ko

+ / 10GE2, v, k) — V1og by ("2 [y)[2 - piy (x[)dx
xk2

2 2
—O(B -N ww*“fy‘(logN)bH),

P

(34)

where § < k1 < K and 0 < ko < K. The ReLU NN class F
is parameterized by hyperparameters that fulfill

—~0 (\/logN/at) , W =0 (Nlog" N),
k= exp (O(log* N)), L=0(log"N), P=0 (Nlog’ N).
Proof. See Appendix 1. O
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d(5c,isSe.5) ~d (Se.is Se.5) < maxaea Cr [Wi(d) (P (riss | sei,a), P (rsn | sc,5,8) ) = Wa(d) (13 (riv | 5ci,2), P (rs1 | 5c,5,0)) |

+ maxaca Cs |Wi(d) P(s | Sc,i,a ,ﬁ s | scj,a)) — Wi(d P (s Sc,i, @
! ! (/) !

s\scj, }

<maxa€A[CW1Hd dH ( n+1\scz,a),13(rj+1|sw, ))—|—C’W1Hd dH ( s|sc,, ) ﬁ(s\sw, ))]

<(Ce+Co)||[d=d'|| s Y(sc,ir8c,5) € Se X Se.

Lemma 8. Under Assumption I, Lemmas 6 and 7, given
ReLU NN F(M;,W,k,L,P) as Lemma 7, by setting the
early—stoppinéf step ko = n~CW), the network size parameter
N = nwetwyt2b, O(logn), the
empirical loss has

and terminal step K =

1 ——2b max
E{xt+1,yt} [R(@]:O(bgkion 2wstwat2b (log n) (17,b))‘

Proof. See Appendix J. O
Taking expectations w.r.t. n samples {x:, st, a;} and apply-
ing (35), we have
E (WA (P (e}, 81 20), P(xi2, 80, 20))]

E in T er b (log n)max(17,b)

2 ko

(33)

S T(sc,a")

4b
1 — T 2wsfwg -1 —_
Taking kg =n 2w FwaF2l and K = 2w&+w 5
expected total variation can be bounded as

E[Wa (P (g[8t 20), P(x19, 15, 20))|
=T (s:,a")0O (nfm (log n)max(19/2,(b+2)/2)> .

log n, the

Finally, the divergence between the estimated conditional
distribution P(x*°|y) and the true conditional data distribution
P(x|y) can be bounded as

E[Wi(P(xly), P 1y))]
< T(s5,a")O (nfm(log n)max(19/2,(b+2)/2)) .

The convergence of E V”(sc)—V”(F(o))H relies
on the convergence of 12;2”, sincc;pﬂcl = 6 and
g = % > 0 in O(n _W(logn)(j) and
¢ = max{5, %2} > 0and ¢ = 57— > 0 in
1200-&-260’5 T(st,a")O (n m(logn)max(19/2,(b+2)/2))'
With L’Hopital’s rule, lim lnnc%

n—oo
nh_)rr;C % = nh_)rrgo C{;CQ = 0, Vep,ceo >
0. Both O(n_% (logn)©) and
12CC+2CC T(st,a%)O (n—m(logn)max{19/2,(b+2)/2}

approach zero, as n — oo. The value funtion of the
estimated causal state V™ (¢(s)) in (17) converges to within
2¢é-neighborhood of the ground-truth causal state V™ (s), i.e.,
the neighborhood region of V™ (s) with the radius of €.

E. Proof of Lemma 3
The existence proof follows that of Remark 1 in Ap-
pendix A, only with P replaced by P. Given that S is compact

by assumption, it follows that supp(P) C S, is compact as
(36). Hence, F satisfies the (C, + Cs)-contraction property.

(36)

Next, we prove the boundedness of the distance. With Lemma
2 and supp(P ) C S, we have, Vp > 1,

sup  Wy(d)(P™([se.i,a), P™(-]sc.;, ) < diam(Sc; d).

Sc,i,Sc,j €Sc X Sc

In turn, V(sc;, Sc,j) € Se X Se,
d(sc,i7 Sc,j) :I;ﬂeaj‘( (Cer(d) (P (TiJrl | Sc,i, a) , P (rj+1 | Sc,j5 a))

+ CsWy(d) (P (s' | Sc,i,a) , P (s | sc,j,a)) )
<Cy(Tmax — Tmin) + Csdiam(Se; d)
< Cr(Pmax — rmin) /(1 = C5),
which follows from Lemma 2 and gives the upper
bound as p — oo. Subsequently, diam(S.;d) <
Cr(Tmax — Tmin)/(1 — Cs). Likewise, V(sc,i,Sc,j) € Se X Sc,
diam(Se; d) < Cr(rmax — Fmin)/(1 — C).

F. Proof of Lemma 4

By the Wasserstein triangle inequality [45], we define the
respective differences for rewards and transitions in (37). Since
dP is convex, we obtain

W (|ld — dlloc + d)(P (8" | sci,a) , P (s' | sc,5,a))
<(infuen 2" Bis, 0 mel(1d = dl[% + d(se,i,5¢,)P)P
<ap(|ld — d||% +Wp(d>u3 (8" | scina) , P (s | scj.a))'/”
<ap([lld — dl|ec+Wy(d)(P (8 | se.1,2) , P (s | sc.j, ))1?)”?
=a,(||d — dl|ec + Wy(d)(P (5" | sci,a) , P (' | 5c,5,))).
Similarly, we obtain

W (|ld = dlloo + d)(P (rit1 | sciya), P (rj41 | Sc,j,a))
<ap(|ld — dl[oe + Wp(d)(P (ris1 | seira), P (rji1 | sc,a))).
Due to Lemma 2, we have:

Wp(d)( (s | sc.i,a) P (s’ | sc.j,a)) < diam(Se;d)  (39a)

Wy (d)(P (rit1 | se,a), P (rjs1 | se,a)) < diam(Se; d).
(39b)

(38)

The difference in distance can be bounded in (40), where the
second inequality holds due to (37), the penultimate inequality
inherits from (38), and the last one comes from (39). Similarly,

(W (d) (P (rig1 | Sc.ira), P (rjt1 | Se.j,a))
— Wy (d)(P (rig1 | se,i-a), P (rj41 | scj,a))|
<ap||d — d||so + (a, — 1)diam(S,; d) + 2E. (42)

Plugging (40) and (42) into the difference between the approx-
imate and the true bisimulation distances yields

|d(Sc,i58c,5) — d(Sc,isSc,5)]
< maxacA (Cr p(d) (P (rig1 | Sc,i,a) , P (1541 | 8,5, )
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’Wp(d) (P (rig1 | sci,a), P(rj1 | sc.j,a)) — Wp(d) (13 (rit1 | sea), P (rypa | Scma))’ < 264 (372)
‘Wp(d) (P (s"| sci,a), P (s' | scj a)) — Wp(d) ( (s' | sc,ia), P (s | sc,j,a)>‘ < 2& (37b)
|Wp(d) (P (s | se,i;a) , P (s | sej,a)) — W,(d) (P ( (s' | scira), P (s | sc,j,a))}
<‘W ( (s |s“,a),]3(s/ \sc,j,a)) — Wp(d) (P (s/ |sci,a),ﬁ(s' |scﬁj,a))| (40)
+ ‘Wp(d) P (s’ | Sc,i,a) , P (s' | scj,a)) — Wp(d) (P (s | Sc,iy@ ) ,16 (s' | sw',a))‘
<|Wi( c/i\(ﬁ(s’|sci,a),ﬁ(s'\scj7 ) »(d) 135 | sc,i,a) }3(5'|scj,a))|+259
<‘VVp Hd d|\oo—|—d)( (s |sc,,a), s | sc.j,a ) Wp(d ( s |s”,a),]3(s/\sc,j,a))’+259
S‘G’PHd* dHOO +aPWP(d) (P (S, | Scyi7a) aP (S | SCqJﬁa)) - Wp(d) (P (S/ ‘ SC,iaa) 7ﬁ (S/ | SC,jva))| +2&
<apld — dl|c + (ap — 1)diam(Se; d) + 2E (41)
V(se) = V(F(@)] <|ma [ [ _ (e POl sea) 1 (Flo),a) PUIF(0),a)) dr
([ P saa) Vs - / PU(@) (o). )V (F(o)aF (@)
s’eS F(o’)eSc
<rgl€aj( /TeR (r (sc,a) P (7| sc,a ( ) ) dr
+ max y / P (s/ | sc,a) V(s')ds' — / ﬁ(ﬁ'(o')|ﬁ'(o),a)V(F(o/))dﬁ'(o/) 43)
acA s’'eS F(o')eS.
— W,(d) ( (ris1 | Sei,a), P(rjen | scyj,a)) D (44). where the second inequality holds since ||| defined

o(d) (P (s | scia), P (8] sc,5,a))
— Wp(d) ( (s' | sci,a) , P (s | scma)) D
<C,

+ maxac.A (Cs

aplld — dloe + (ap — 1)diam(Se; d) + 254

+Cs

aplld — dlse + (ap — 1)diam(Se; d) + 259‘ .
In other words, we have

ld = dljoo < 2CiE4 + 2CsE + (Cr + Co)apld — d]| oo+
(Cr + C6)(ap — 1)diam(S; d).
Applying the supremum over states, we derive

ld — dllee < [(Cx + Cs)(ap — 1)diam(Se; d)

+ 2C:Ep +2Cs&9]/[1 — (Cr + Cy)ay).

G. Proof of Lemma 5
_Define § as the measure over S. Consider a partition
F(o) € &, representing a subset of S. formed by clustering

points within an e-neighborhood such that £(F'(0)) > 0. In
analogy with the £-average finite MDP formulation in [36,
Theorem 3.21], we define the reward and dynamics of the
&-average finite POMDP as follows:

P(r|F(0),a) = 5(1571(0)) /eﬁ( )P(r\z,a)dﬁ(z);
D I\ T 1

P(F(0")|F(0),a) =

- PFOI z7ad 7).
¢(F(o0)) /za%) (F(0')|z,a)d¢(z)

Then, we obtain (43), where the penultimate inequality holds
because r(s¢,a) is 1-Lipschitz and the W; metric has dual
form; the last line is due to Lemma 1. Similarly, we obtain

the supremum norm over S, the third inequality holds because
"YV(SC) is 1-Lipschitz, together with the dual form of the
W1 metric, and the last inequality is due to Lemma 1. Hence,

V(se) = V(F(0))] < max(A; + Az)
C 1

/A d(se, 2)dé(z) + ||V — V|,
z€F (o)

T E(F(0))
<Cr "2+ |V =V, 47
Hence, applying the supremum over states:
V(se) = V(F(0)| <2¢/(Ce(1—7)), Vs€S.  (48)
H. Proof of Lemma 6
For any two ReLU NN, 1 and s, with 1 — ¢2[[;_p <

€, the Lo, error is bounded between (-, -, ¢1) and £(-, -, ¢2).
For any (x,y) € D, we have (49), where %' =

\/170 (x® — /1 = ase) and e follows a normal distribution. For

the second inequality, we invoke |<p(xk7 TY, k)‘ < myg+/Tog N.
In the last inequality, we invoke my; < U% <0 (%) when
k = o(l) and m = O(1) when k "> 1, and have
logN < K—6§ and § > kg. Since F concatenates two
ReLU NNs of the identical architecture, the input variable
z = (x,y,k) (or z = (x,k) in the unconditional setting) lies
within the bounded domain ||(x,y, k)|lcc < max(R, K). By
[46, Lemma 7], the covering number of F is bounded as

2L2(W max(R, K)+2)x X WEr\"
N (07l ) (P R B EDWE

Together with (49), we bound the covering number of S(R).
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Ay = / (r (sc,a) P(r | sc,a) —r (F(o),a) 13(r|ﬁ'(0),a)> dr
reR
S# / / (r (sc,a) P(r ]| sc,a) —r (F‘(o), a) ﬁ(r|F(o),a)) dr| d¢(z) 44
§(F(0)) JacF(o) I/rer
crt / crt
< CoWa(d) (P (r | sc.2), P (rls, ) de() < [ cw@ | soa) P irlaa) di(a)
§(F(0)) Jaerio) E(F(0) Jocr@) "
Az =v / P (s'|sc,a) V(s')ds' — / P(F(0)|F(0),a)V(F(0'))dE (o)
s’'eS F(o’)eSc
Y / / ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
<— P(s'|sc,a)V(s') — P(s'|z,a)V(s)) ds'| d¢(z)
§(F(o)) s'es (7 ) )
zEF (o)
i / / ty ’ Byt ’
+ —= P(F(0')|z,a) (V(s) —V(F(0))))ds'|d&(z) 45)
oy | (Pl ) ( )
z€F (o)
<7 / / (P (s"| sc,a) — P(s'|z,a)) V(s')ds'| dé(z) + |V — V|
E(F(0)) Jacio) |/sres
< CFl / Cs / (P (s"| sc,a) — P (s'|z,a)) @V(s/)dsl dé(z)+v |V -V
§(F(0)) Jzef (o) s’'es Cs
-1
< C:r / CsWi(d) (P (s" | sc,a) , P (s'|z,a)) d&(z) + v ||V — V|
§(F(0)) JacF(o)
crt : /
< © /  CWy(d) (P (5 | sera), P (5']z,a)) de(z) + ||V — V.., (46)
£§(F(0)) J2eF (o)
le(x,y,01)—L£(x,y,02)| < piE [(4,01()(’C 7y, k)—p2 (x", Ty k))T (4,01(xk Ty, ko (xF, Ty k)—2P(xk|§(0)>]dk
) ) ’ ’ - kOK—kO T,xk‘xO:&O ’ ) ) ) ) ) ) )
K T
k k k k k|6
s B (a6 iy = e ) (a6 my )+ al v b) = 2P )
< e/K L E [ ’@1(xk 7y, k) + oo (xF, 7y, k) — 2P(xk|§(0)H] dk
~ ko K — ko xk X0 =50 ’ ’ ’ ’
+ € KK175 xklx,; x[‘wlx Ty,k)+§02(x Ty,k)—zp |X H]
5
| ——
56 ko K — kO Txk\xofxo[’mk 10gN+P H dk+6/ K 5-rxk\x5 |: W+P |X H]
(\/logN mkdk+/ —dk) + = (x/logN/ mkkor/ —dk) SelogN (49)
0 ko ko Ok
L. Proof of Lemma 7 P(x*|y) = exp(—Cy ||XkH2 /2) - f(x*,y), there is
The proposed loss function can be divided as follows: % P(xi:]y) ||\ﬁ Xir — X H
P y)= | —oisexp|————57—
pd O (2m)d/2 202
k k 2 k k
h :/xku‘p(x ¥s k) =V log Pr(x7|y) |, P (x7y)dx (502)  Therefore, [27, Assumption 3.1] holds Vk > 0. Based on [27,
X ~ Paa(xX’ly), V6 <k <K, Thm 3.4], by replacing K, with § in (50a), we derive
2
lzz/ NGty k)= Vlog Pi(x"y)[lo Pk (<" [y)x®,  (50b) =0 (B N"= - (log N fof) . (52)
0 s = _
x = (x" —V1-ase)/vas VO<k<K. Proof of ly: Based on DM, we have x° =
\/%5 (x® — /T — ase) with € following a normal distribution:
Next, we analyze [; and ls separately. s ., _
Proof of l;: For [y, each conditional distribution in the e=(x’ = Vasx") /1~ as. (53)
forward process satisfies [27, Assumption 3.1]. We obtain ) 9 /2
(51). With f € HP(R™s x R¥s, B) and f(xu,y) > C in  With P(€) = exp (—[|e[|3/2) /(2m)%*, we have
Assumption 1, there are two constants B’ and C', such that s o2
¥ e HYRY: x R¥, B') and f(x*,y) > C' hold. Let P, %’ y) = — 1 exp <_w) R
Cy =C1/(ar + C’lak), and the conditional density function (2m)d/2 2(1—as)
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e - |
|y / P( Xtr|y )d/2 exp < T (51)
_ C1 Hx ||2 f(er, ) [xix = v/arx*/(u+Crod) 7Y Crllt 5 ) e
_exp< 2{an+Cro?) /Rd (3m)1/307 exp | — 202/ {an + Cro7) dxir =exp “2antCio?) (=" y).

With variable substitution, we have

nx°—x5/@||%) |

207 (55)

O vy L

P(X |X ’y)_o'gl(Qﬂ')d/Q exp(

Therefore, P(x°|x%,y) follows a distribution with mean

x%/\/as and covariance oI, where o5 = /(1 — as)/(as).
Then, it readily follows that

ly) = / PO, y) P y)dx (56)
R4
_ ; 1 I — x* /a3
= [ P g o (P55 e

As a result, P(x°|y) satisfies [27, Assumption 3.1] and leads
to [27, Theorem 3.4]. Consequently, we can replace Ky with
0 and obtain the final conclusion, that is:

___2b
lb=0 (132 N w ey (log N)*™! /a,%) ) (57)

By summing 1y in (52) and s in (57), we obtain the final
NN approximation error. Lemma 7 is proved.

J. Proof of Lemma 8

Define N := N (0, S(R), |||l ,_p) for brevity. Under the
network configuration in Lemma 7, we obtain the following
upper bound on the logarithmic covering number:

log Nr <N log® N(Poly(log log N) +log® N + 1
o
+ Poly(log log N) log N log R)
1
<Nlog’ N (1og8 N +1log®> Nlog R + E) . (58)

Let ¢*(x,y, k) = Vlog P(x*|y) be the true score if y # @

and ¢*(x, @, k) = Vlog P(x"). Create n i.i.d. ghost samples:
(Xlla yll)v e (X;u Y’/V‘L) ~ Pdata(X67 y)-

As R.(¢*) = 0 and R, (p) deviates from ¢(p) merely by a

constant independent of ¢, it can be readily bounded that
Ralp) = 73*( ) = Rul™) = L) — £(¢7) (59)

7Ex2 yf [Zt (é(xh Y <P)*Z(Xt7 Y@ ))] .
Define (1 = 135, (U(xe41,¥659) = LXet1, ¥4 9%))s
Gy = ¥ Zt (0 (Xe41, ye50) — £ (Xt-‘rlaYty ©*)
and 2 = (Xt7 yt7 ))’

> Zt ((x3, yi; ‘P))

0 = 1S (5 (x), yh ) — 00 (x), v %)

Ext+1 Yt [R* (SD)] into

_ , , _ tr
LE Rl=_E_ (B, y; [tz = 657

+]Ext+1v)’t [Ex’ v V%r] - Zir] +]Ex,:+1,>'t [Zl]v

with the four terms on the RHS denoted by B, B, C, and D.

We decompose

[§r7£1]+ E

Xt+1,Yt

(60)

Bounding By and Bs: By the definition of 4(x,y;v), (61)
holds Vx,y and s € F, where we invoke |p| < my+/Tog N
for the first inequality and 1/0p < my for the last line.
For Vo € JF with ¢ possibly dependent on (x,y), we
obtain (62), where the middle line follows from the sub-

Gaussian property of P(x|y) with Assumption 1, and the third
2 2
2} = 1/0}
and By s |||V log P(x*[x") 3] = 1/02. Thus, both B,

and B, are bounded by O (exp (—C1R?) RM).

Bounding C': For conciseness, we take z = (x,y), and write
(" (x,y;¢) as £(z) and £ (x,y; p*) as £*(z). For p > 0 to
be specified subsequently, consider J = {{1,...,0nx,} as a
minimal g-covering of S(R) in the L* metric over D. Let

J denote a random index such that |[{ — £;],, < . Set uj; =
max {A, VE, [¢;(z) — K*(z)]} with z ~ P , independent of
(2¢,2}),.3- Moreover, we define

= 2% ’Z — 0 (2z0)) — (Ui (z1) — € (z1))]/uj] -
We can bound C' as

22 (i)~ (@) - 5 [Z (2 — (@)
+20

> (L ()= (2e) — (Lo (z0)— " (21)))

teB

inequality invokes Kk |xo_x {HVIog P(xF|x%)

Cl=

1
— E

’
N z,z;

IN

1 1 2 1 2
— E FEl+20<~ E — E |FE
n ol [Bl+2es5 B Jusl+ s B

IN

] +20.(63)

Let hj(z) = ;(z) — *(z) and h(z
the truncated population loss as R

(p) =
truncated empirical loss as RY () = %Z h(zt).
it follows that |[RY(¢) — R.(¢)| S exp (—C1R?) RM

From the definition of u s, 1t follows that

ey z [u5] < A* + By, 41 [Ex [h(2)]]
< A2 +E,, 2 [Ez [ﬁ(z)“ + 20
= A’ +E,, 2 [RY ()] + 20.

h;(z};)]/u;. Notice that
= 0,Vt,j. With the indepen-

) = U(z )—z* z); define
r { } and the
From (62),

(64)

Denote g; = > ,[h;(z) —
By, 1 (a0) = hy(al)T/s] =

dence of {g; i ', we have

Eave, [ D0, [(hi(z) = 1y (20)) /u;]°]
<3 Eum [ (20) ;) + (R () /)]
<MZ E,,. Zt i (Z /uJJrh (zt)/uj} < 2nM.

Since |(h;(z¢) — hj(z}))/u;| < M/A and g
applying Bernsteln s inequality yields that,

Plgi=n] =2P > (h;(ze) -

has zero mean,
V;j, there exists

hy(2))/u; > V|
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1
E
K—6- xF | x0=x

T 1
(x,y;50) <2 [

K—kO T xk’\xo—x0
o

‘@ X7y, b H +HVI0gpt “I%%) H }dk—ﬂ [H@(leTy,k)Hj—&-”Vlogpt(xk|x5)Hjdk

~ |x0=x

2 k|40 2 N
o K —Fo T,xkEO:&O {mt log N + HV]ogpt(x |x )HJ dk +/5 =3 TxkE {mt log N + HVlogpt(x |x )HJ dk

K K 1
< | Midk+
ko ko

idk+/KM2dk+/KLidk< Mdk+/ M2dk < KMQdk—M 61)
K — ko o2 s O F s K—607  ~ [, " k by ’

K 4 r 2 2
. _ptr . k k)0
xI%Hf(x,y,ap) 0 (x,y; QD)H <2 k:OK_kO//|xH>R7' xkEo_;(o Hcp(x ,Ty,k)H —|—HV10g((x |x )HJ P(x|y)P(y)dxdydk

w25 [ el

|
5/ E. ck|x0=20 mi log N + HVIogC(xk|xO)H exp(—C ||x||2 /2)dxdt
ko 108N Jixi>r 2]

‘@X 7Y, k H +HV108§C F1x%) H] (x|y)P(y)dxdydk

K 1 2 k0 2 ! 2
+/6 Tog N Hx|\>RET’Xk‘X5:x {mk log N + HVIogg‘(x |x )HJ exp(—C1 ||x]|5 /2)dxdt (62)
K K K 1
gexp(—ClRQ)R midk—i—exp(—CﬁRQ)/ —dk+exp( CiR R/ mkdk—i—exp( C'R )/ deﬁexp(—clRQ)RM
ko ko Tk 5 Ok
< 2exp(—(h/2)/(M(2n + Vh/34))). _Bounding D: Let R.(¢) = {(¢) — {(¢*), Vo. Next, {1 =
Thus, it follows that R4« (8). As § is the minimizer of /, it follows
hy2 Rulp) = (8) = L(¢") < L) = U(¢") = Ru(¥)-
E2>h <Z g >h <2MNgexp 7f . . .
M(2n+¥%) Thus, we have D = E,, [R*(go)} < E,, [R*(go)} = R, ().
Thus, we have: Vhg > 0, Take the minimum w.rt. ¢ € F. D < minge 7 R (¢

Balancing error: Combining the bounds for By, Bg,. C, and

ho > D and plugging the 1 ' ber (58), we derive (66a)
271 _ 2 2 and plugging the log covering number , we derive a),
E*| = | P[E®>h]dh+| P[E" > h|dh Tt g

0 ho where (66c) comes from Assumption 1, R = Crloontws)
1 x Yy
o _ —2b/(we+w : : 1
Sho+/ 2N exp (—(h/2)/<M <2n+\/ﬁ>>> dh and ¢ = N“/(wF) and the inequality M S 5 <
ho

E

/
oimf |

3A 1710 = N%. For any k > 0, recall that the score function

o approximator ((-, -, k) obeys
§h0+2NR/ exp (—ﬁ)—kexp (—%)} dh )
ho " IE‘r,xk,y (p(xk7 TY, k) - legP(Xk‘Ty)H
< ho + 2Ng[8Mnexp (—ho/(8Mn)) 1 2
_ 2
1
Taking A = /ho/6n and hg = 8Mnlog N'r, we have + 5By [/Rd lo(x,y, k) — Vlog P(x|y)l* P(X|Y)dx} .

<MnlogNg. (65) Under Assumption 1, M = O(1/kg). Setting N =

E [E | <8Mnlog Nr+48Mn—+
p(watwy)/(watwy+b) and considering Lemma 7, it follows that

32
z,,zt lo gNR
By substituting (64) and (65) into (63), it follows that
]Ezt 7%}: - Rir
[ ) ((p)” Similarly, under Assumption 1, M = O(logkg). Setting

1 (A2 + B, 0 [RY(0)] + 2@) WM log Nr + 20 N = plwstwy)/(watwst2) and considering Lemma 7, the
] n conditional score error is bounded by

Ezt [R((P)] S QEzt [R*(QO)] < tln wz+wy+b logmax(17,d+b/2+l) n
0

N

1 tr M 7
= -E,, [R" | Zo.
e [RY (9)] + - og Nr + 50 E,, [R(o)] < %n—iwmﬁfw% logmx(AT:(b+1/2)
Thus, we have 0
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