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Abstract

Since the 1990s, considerable empirical work has been carried out to train statistical models, such
as neural networks (NNs), as learned heuristics for combinatorial optimization (CO) problems. When
successful, such an approach eliminates the need for experts to design heuristics per problem type. Due
to their structure, many hard CO problems are amenable to treatment through reinforcement learning
(RL). Indeed, we find a wealth of literature training NNs using value-based, policy gradient, or actor-critic
approaches, with promising results, both in terms of empirical optimality gaps and inference runtimes.
Nevertheless, there has been a paucity of theoretical work undergirding the use of RL for CO problems.
To this end, we introduce a unified framework to model CO problems through Markov decision processes
(MDPs) and solve them using RL techniques. We provide easy-to-test assumptions under which CO
problems can be formulated as equivalent undiscounted MDPs that provide optimal solutions to the
original CO problems. Moreover, we establish conditions under which value-based RL techniques
converge to approximate solutions of the CO problem with a guarantee on the associated optimality gap.
Our convergence analysis provides: (1) a sufficient rate of increase in batch size and projected gradient
descent steps at each RL iteration; (2) the resulting optimality gap in terms of problem parameters and
targeted RL accuracy; and (3) the importance of a choice of state-space embedding. Together, our analysis
illuminates the success (and limitations) of the celebrated deep Q-learning algorithm in this problem
context.

1 Introduction

A combinatorial optimization (CO) problem is an optimization problem where one optimizes a given function
g dependent on a parameter c over a finite set Π of feasible solutions (|Π| < ∞). Ideally, one looks for the
optimal solutions x∗,

x∗ ∈ argmax
x∈Π

g(x; c). (1)

CO problems are ubiquitous in many logistic, transportation and scheduling applications (see [23] and
references therein). This family of problems includes NP-Hard problems such as the Knapsack problem,
the traveling salesman problem, the vehicle routing problem, and their variations, as well as polynomially
solvable problems such as the shortest path problem and network flow problems.

*Equal contribution.
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The NP-hardness of some CO problems implies that, unless P = NP , there does not exist a polynomial-
time algorithm to solve them exactly for the general case. Thus, while off-the-shelf solvers utilizing classical
approaches, such as branch and bound, can provide exact solutions to CO problems, these solvers do not
perform well when problem size increases significantly. In particular, these solvers may fail to obtain a
feasible solution with a sufficient optimality guarantee in a reasonable amount of time.

Extensive research has been carried out into designing or learning algorithms that may provide sufficiently
good feasible solutions to these problems, such as polynomial-time approximation algorithms [35] that
provide guarantees on the quality of the solution obtained or search heuristics and meta-heuristics (see e.g.,
[7, 12] and references therein), which do not provide such guarantees but perform well in practice. These
two approaches address the issues of running time and storage as the problem scales up, paying a price in
the quality of feasible solutions obtained (optimality gap). There are many known designed heuristics and
approximation algorithms for specific CO problems such as the traveling salesman problem. However, these
methods are designed by experts per problem type, which constitutes their main drawback. For this reason
researchers turned to statistical modeling to learn heuristics. Considerable empirical work has been carried
out since the 1990s to train statistical models, like neural networks (NNs) [13], to solve CO problems or
incorporate these tools with standard operations research methodologies to provide improved heuristics [4].

In the recent decades, reinforcement learning (RL) frameworks have been combined with NNs to solve
CO problems by treating CO problems as sequence generation tasks (see, for example, [6, 19] and references
therein). Specifically, a variety of approaches rely on transformer architectures to construct a stochastic solver
that learns heuristics to solve CO problems and show promising empirical performance, both in terms of
optimality gap as well as in terms of time needed to generate a solution, for various families of CO problems
[1, 3, 10, 16, 18].

The latent starting point of these RL methods, however, is a Markov decision process (MDP) formulation
tailored to each problem type. There is scarce research on characterizing the structure needed for a general
CO problem to be formulated as an MDP with guaranteed convergence to an optimal value function V ∗ that
maps to the optimal solution of the CO problem. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, there is no general
framework to translate a given CO problem to such an MDP. In this work, we provide such characterization
and corresponding framework based on Karp and Held’s work [15]. Moreover, this framework allows us
to translate any approximate of V ∗ to a feasible solution of the CO problem, with optimality gap derived
directly from the distance of the approximate value function to the optimal one.

To learn a stochastic solver from the MDP associated with the CO problem, some value-based RL
approaches attempt to learn probability distributions over the space of state-action-state transitions associated
with promising solution heuristics using approximate value functions of the MDP as a guide. Specifically,
an exploration-exploitation framework is used to simultaneously learn a useful probability distribution and
retrieve an optimal value function approximate under this distribution. Moreover, due to the high dimen-
sionality of the state-action space concerned, the optimal value function is approximated by a parameterized
family of functions (e.g., NNs), and the per-iteration computational cost is reduced by sampling, leading to
methods such as deep Q-learning (DQL) [20]. In a policy-gradient RL algorithm such as REINFORCE, as
used for example in [5, 18], the algorithm generates complete solution rollouts for each sampled CO instance
and updates the policy based on entire trajectories, rather than on individual one-step transitions as in DQL.
In this work we focus on transition-based value methods, such as DQL, that operate on sampled transitions.
We do not analyze policy-gradient approaches such as REINFORCE, PPO, or A2C.

Specifically, in this work, we focus on fitted Q-iteration (FQI) [27], which can be thought of as a
subroutine of DQL for a given learned distribution. We first show that, due to the deterministic nature of
the underlying CO MDP, one can switch instead to fitted value iteration (FVI) [22], which reduces memory
requirements by handling value functions over the state space (rather than Q-functions on the state-action
space). FVI fits in the literature into the more general framework of approximate policy and value iteration.
We provide a full analysis of FVI, including conditions for convergence, sample, and iteration complexity.
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FVI accumulates errors, stemming either from the restriction to a parameterized family of value functions,
i.e., approximation errors, or from the loss minimization procedure, i.e., estimation errors. Error propagation
in FVI and, more generally, in approximate value iteration (AVI) and approximate policy iteration (API), has
been studied in the literature. In [11], the authors derive bounds on the value function error in terms of the
maximum per-iteration error, but do not provide sample or iteration complexity results. By contrast, [22]
analyzes error propagation in terms of both sample and iteration complexity, under the assumption of no
approximation error. In this work, we take a different approach to analyzing FVI. Specifically, we establish
an equivalence between FVI and applying sample average approximation (SAA) to the loss established at
each iteration of a projected variant of value iteration. This equivalence enables us to decouple the cumulative
error into two independent components: the approximation error of the optimal value function, arising from
the use of projected value iteration, and the estimation error accumulated from applying SAA to distance
minimization at each projection step.

While it has been shown that projected value iteration does not converge for the general MDP [9], we
introduce an assumption to guarantee its convergence and use it to derive a bound on the approximation
error. Furthermore, we provide empirical evidence, based on our modified analysis, demonstrating that our
assumption holds in practice and that the resulting bound is tight.

Finally, leveraging existing SAA consistency theory of [28], we derive sample and iteration complexity
bounds for the per-iteration estimation error, and consequently for FVI. In contrast to prior work, we further
assume that each SAA subproblem is solved approximately via the projected gradient method, leading to a
first-order iteration complexity characterization of FVI.

Contribution We view the contribution of this paper as twofold. First, we provide a unified framework that
translates CO problems into equivalent undiscounted MDPs and establish conditions under which applying
value iteration to the derived MDP converges to an optimal value function from which an optimal solution
to the original CO problem can be obtained. Specifically, we utilize the general framework of Karp and
Held [15], originally designed for discrete problems with possibly infinite feasible sets, to the CO setting.
We show that a CO problem can be associated with a finite-state, finite-depth, deterministic undiscounted
MDP possessing a unique absorbing state. This construction enables us to specify conditions on both the CO
problem and the choice of constructed MDP that permit the application of a modified version of convergence
results in [30]. Consequently, we prove that the MDP admits an optimal value function corresponding to
optimal solutions of the CO problem, which can be obtained through the VI procedure. Using this unified
translation framework, we further show that any ϵ-approximation of the CO MDP’s optimal value function
can be converted into a feasible and O(ϵ)-optimal solution to the original CO problem.

Second, we show how value-based RL methods can be used to approximate the optimal value function for
the CO MDP and analyze their complexity. Our analysis focuses on FVI, whose applicability stems from the
deterministic structure of the underlying MDP. We propose a novel interpretation of FVI as projected value
iteration with SAA applied at each iteration. Under this interpretation, we present the first error-propagation
analysis that clearly separates the approximation error of FVI, stemming from restricting the hypothesis
class of value functions, from the estimation error introduced by sampling in loss minimization. We do not
assume that the optimization problem solved at each FVI iteration is solved exactly; instead, we assume it is
solved approximately using first-order methods. This allows us to analyze the sample and first-order iteration
complexity of FVI required to achieve a prescribed estimation error.

Taken together, these two contributions establish a comprehensive framework for addressing CO problems
with RL-based methods and offer new insights into the conditions under which these methods are both
applicable and effective.
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Figure 1: Paper overview

Overview Figure 1 provides an overview of the paper. Following our two main contributions, this paper
is split into two major parts: §3 is dedicated to the translation from CO problems to MDPs, while §4 is
dedicated to RL-based methods. Following a brief review of Karp-Held §3.1.1–3.1.2 and MDP §3.1.3–3.1.4
theory sufficient for this work, we provide our main results for the first part of the paper in §3.2, while §3.3
establishes how they apply to ϵ-approximations. We finish this part by spelling out the MDP formulations of
standard CO examples §3.4.1–§3.4.2 resulting from our framework. Turning to part §4, we begin by laying
the groundwork for the use of parametrized value functions §4.2, and then introduce projected value iteration
§4.3 in this context, which allows us to isolate out the approximation error. Now we can introduce estimation
procedures §4.3 on top of that. As we turn to concrete RL-based methods from the literature, we justify
our focus on SAA using bias-variance decomposition §4.6. We conclude this second part with our main
analytical results for FVI in §4.7. Finally, we provide a summary and outlook of future work in §5. Proofs
for the results stated in parts §3 and §4 are provided in Appendix A.1 and A.2 respectively.

1.1 Mathematical Notation

1.1.1 Set Notation

We will use either script letters (A,B, etc.) or capital Greek letter (Θ,Π, etc.) to denote abstract sets. The
product A× · · · ×A for n copies of A is denoted by An. For two sets X and Y we will denote the power set
YX ≜ { f : X → Y }. For two disjoint sets X ,Y ⊆ Z , X ∩Y = ∅, we will use the notation X ⊔Y for their
disjoint union. As for specific sets, we will use R for the set of real numbers and ⟨n⟩ ≜ {0, . . . , n− 1} ⊂ N
for the aforementioned subset of the integers N (including zero). For a metric space (Z, dist) and X ⊆ Z ,
the distance between a point z ∈ Z and X is denoted by dist(z,X ) ≜ infx∈X dist(z, x). The size of a finite
set A will be denoted |A|. We denote a ball in Z of radius ρ centered at z by Bρ(z).

1.1.2 Equivalence Relations

Here, we let A denote a finite set, which we will consider as a finite alphabet. We will denote the set of all
finite strings in the alphabet A by A∗. The latter has a distinguished identity element e ∈ A∗ with respect to
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concatenation, i.e., the empty string. Note that e /∈ A. We let lg(x) denote the length of a string x ∈ A∗, in
particular, lg(e) = 0.

Consider an equivalence relation ∼ defined over A∗. An equivalence relation induces a partition of A∗.
We will use A/ ∼ to denote the derived set of equivalence classes and [x] to denote the equivalence class
of x ∈ A∗. An equivalence relation ∼ defined on A∗ is of finite rank if it has finitely many equivalence
classes. One equivalence relation refines another when each equivalence class of the former is contained in
an equivalence class of the latter. In that case, we say that the first equivalence relation is a refinement of
the other. An equivalence relation ∼ defined on A∗ is a right congruence if, for any pair x, y ∈ A∗, x ∼ y
implies xu ∼ yu for any u ∈ A∗.

2 Prologue: Sequence Generation

There is a natural sense in which we can think of solving a CO problem (1) as a sequence generation task.
For example, in the traveling salesman problem with d cities each city ai can be thought of as a distinct token
drawn from a finite set A of possible tokens, i.e., A = ⟨d⟩ represents all cities in a complete route. A string
of tokens x0 · · ·xl−1 represents a route (not necessarily complete or efficient). To generate routes, especially
complete and non-repetitive ones, we can look for a way to sequentially generate the next token, or city, xl,
following the current (partial) route,

xl | x0 · · ·xl−1, x0, . . . , xl ∈ A,

where x0 = 0 is chosen to be the home base. Generation should clearly depend on the parameters of
the problem, namely, on the city map denoted by c, which can be encoded using a statistical model qθ
parameterized by weights θ ∈ Θ. The next token is then derived from a conditional probability distribution
provided by a decoder hθ,

xl ∼ hθ (xl|x0 · · ·xl−1; qθ(c)) ,

where θ ∈ Θ now represents the combined weights of the model in this encoder-decoder-type setting.
Multiplying the next-token generation probabilities, we end up with a pθ that we can use to generate solutions
sequentially,

pθ(x; c) ≜
d∏

l=1

hθ (xl|x0 · · ·xl−1; qθ(c)) , x = x0 · · ·xd. (2)

We can show that, in theory at least, a perfect p∗(·; c) does exist, meaning one that can be used to generate
an optimal solution. Specifically, we can show there exists a function V ∗ defined on sequences (e.g., routes) –
we call it the optimal value function and justify this terminology later on – that factors through equivalence
classes of routes, namely, V ∗(·; c) : A∗/ ∼→ R, and another function r defined on routes and cities – we
call it the immediate reward function – that factors similarly, r(·, ·; c) : A∗/ ∼ ×A → R, which we can put
together to form a perfect p∗(·; c) using softmax.

Theorem 2.1 (Informal). There exists an optimal value function V ∗(·; c) : A∗/ ∼→ R and an immediate
reward function r(·, ·; c) : A∗/ ∼ ×A → R such that the following

p∗(x; c) =
d∏

l=1

h∗ (xl|x0 · · ·xl−1; c) , x = x0 · · ·xd

will generate an optimal solution using Beam Search [14, 26, 32] of width B = 1 for

h∗ (xl | x0 · · ·xl−1; c) =
er([x0···xl−1],xl;c)+V ∗([x0···xl];c)∑

x′
l∈A

er([x0···xl−1],x
′
l;c)+V ∗([x0···xl−1x

′
l];c)

.
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We will see, that this procedure arises naturally in cases where the CO problem is equivalent to an
undiscounted MDP with appropriate states, actions, transitions, and immediate rewards, and present a
framework for this translation. The Bellman functional equations of this MDP will then guarantee the
generation of an optimal solution to the CO problem using Beam Search with width B = 1, i.e., at each stage
l = 1, . . . , d, generate xl ∈ A by maximum likelihood. The reward structure would need to be designed so
that generating an infeasible extension from a feasible partial solution – in the case of the traveling salesman
problem, a partial route without repeated cities – would incur significantly low reward.

By standard MDP theory, finding the optimal value function can be done through value iteration, which
is a successive applications of the Bellman map applied to any initial value function, defined here as a
real-valued function on A∗/ ∼. Since the equivalent MDP to the CO problem is undiscounted, its Bellman
map is undiscounted: we do not discount future rewards by some factor smaller than one – we care about
reward now just as much as we care about reward later.

While value iteration is known to converge for discounted MDPs, convergence is not guaranteed for
undiscounted MDPs. Nevertheless, we will show that, owing to the specific structure induced by the CO
problem, applying value iteration to the corresponding undiscounted MDP does converge to the optimal value
function V ∗. Although this above convergence result is theoretically encouraging, it has limited practical
relevance since the corresponding MDP generally possesses an enormous state space – exponential in d for
the traveling salesman problem. This renders the use of value iteration computationally impracticable.

Standard RL practice informs us that we should aim for the best approximate to V ∗ over some hypothesis
class parametrized by a set of weights Θ. A well-known and widely used value-based RL algorithm is DQL
introduced by Mnih et al. in [20]. It has been used in the literature to solve CO problems [10, 16]. The DQL
routine incorporates sampling both to explore the space of MDP transitions as well as to approximate value
iteration, which complicates theoretical analysis. In this paper, we therefore focus on a single iteration of this
algorithm, in which the sampling probability is fixed and aim to understand whether and why it should yield
high-quality solutions for CO problems, as empirically observed in previous works.

3 CO as an MDP

In this section, we provide a unified framework for representing CO problems as undiscounted MDPs,
amenable to solution through VI. Specifically, we identify the assumptions required for CO problems to
be represented as such. To this end, we first present an intermediary representation of a CO problem as
discrete decision process (DDP). We use the theory established by Karp and Held [15] for conditions under
which a DDP can be transformed into an additive sequential decision processes (SDP) with states defined
by a refinement of the DDP equivalence sets. Next, using the work of Tseng [30], we establish conditions
under which the resulting additive SDP can be transformed into a deterministic undiscounted MDP with a
contractive Bellman operator under an appropriate choice of norm. Finally, VI for this MDP converges to the
optimal value function, which admits an optimal policy for the underlying CO.

3.1 Preliminaries

We begin by reviewing existing definitions and results that form the theoretical foundation of our unified
framework. We first revisit Karp and Held’s theory [15] and highlight its distinctive properties in the context
of CO problems. We then review the concept of undiscounted MDPs and extend Tseng’s convergence theory
for this setting [30].
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3.1.1 Discrete Decision Processes

Let C denote a parameter set. A C-parametrized DDP [15] consists of a tuple (A,Π, g) such that A is a finite
set, ∅ ̸= Π ⊆ A∗, and g : Π× C → R is a C-parametrized objective function. The subset Π is viewed as the
subset of feasible solutions. A C-parametrized DDP is finite when |Π| < ∞.

Definition 3.1. The depth of a C-parametrized DDP is defined via dΠ ≜ maxx∈Π lg(x) which may assume
the value ∞.

Definition 3.2. A C-parametrized DDP is associated with a unique equivalence relation ∼Π on A∗ defined
via x ∼Π y iff ∀w ∈ A∗ : xw ∈ Π ⇐⇒ yw ∈ Π.

A C-parametrized DDP determines a C-parametrized family of discrete optimization problems

max
x∈Π

g(x; c), c ∈ C.

A C-parametrized family of CO problems is derived from a finite C-parametrized DDP.
The equivalence relation ∼Π in Definition 3.2 has two distinguished equivalence classes:

se = {e}; (3)

s∞ = { x ∈ A∗ | ∄w ∈ A∗ : xw ∈ Π } . (4)

In CO the corresponding DDP is finite. Thus s∞ is non-empty with { x ∈ A∗ | lg(x) > dΠ } ⊆ s∞ resulting
in ∼Π being of finite rank. Under Karp and Held’s more general formalism, s∞ does not appear, as it may be
empty, and ∼Π is not necessarily of finite rank.

Example 3.1 (Knapsack Problem). Let C ⊆ Rd be a parameter set, and let w ∈ Rm×d
≥0 and b ∈ Rm

≥0. The
(multi-constrained, bounded) knapsack problem (KSP) with multiple budget constraints associated with
c ∈ C is given by the following liner integer programming problem:

max
x∈⟨n⟩d

d∑
j=1

cjxj (5)

s.t.
d∑

j=1

wijxj ≤ bi, i = 1, . . . ,m.

Note that the constraints are unaffected by the parametrization C. The KSP (5) has a C-parametrized DDP
formulation (A,Π, g) with A = ⟨n⟩, Π the finite set of feasible solutions, i.e., all x ∈ ⟨n⟩d ⊂ A∗ that satisfy
the constraints in (8), and g(x; c) =

∑d
j=1 cjxj .

3.1.2 Karp-Held Theory

Karp-Held theory was developed for DDP with a possibly infinite set Π of feasible solutions. It introduced
conditions on an equivalence relation ∼ that refines ∼Π under which one can derive an additive SDP. We
focus on the CO case in which Π is finite, and show the specific properties of the SDP resulting from their
theory.

A C-parametrized SDP consists of a tuple (A,S, se,F , λ, h) such that A is a finite alphabet, S is a finite
set of states, se ∈ S is a distinguished initial state, F ⊆ S is a subset of final states, and λ : S ×A → S is a
transition map. A reward structure, h, of the C-parametrized SDP is defined through h : R×S ×A×C → R,
with h(ξ, s, a; c) interpreted as the reward for transitioning to λ(s, a), having been rewarded ξ for reaching
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s, under the setting specified by c ∈ C. 1 A C-parametrized SDP is additive when its reward structure is
defined via incremental reward ι : S ×A× C → R, that is, h(ξ, s, a; c) = ξ + ι(s, a; c). We think of ι as the
immediate reward for the transition λ(s, a). Both the transition map and the reward structure can be extended
recursively to A∗ in the obvious manner.

Definition 3.3. A C-parametrized SDP is associated with a unique equivalence relation ∼λ over A∗ defined
via x ∼λ y ⇐⇒ λ(se, x) = λ(se, y), x, y ∈ A∗.

An equivalence x ∼λ y is established by Definition 3.3 iff beginning from the initial state and following
the transitions prescribed by x results in the same terminal state as following the transitions prescribed by y.

Definition 3.4. Sharing an alphabet A and a parameter set C, an SDP (A,S, se,F , λ, h) is said to represent
a DDP (A,Π, g) if the following conditions hold:

(i) Π = { x ∈ A∗ | λ(se, x) ∈ F };

(ii) g(x; c) = h(0, se, x; c).

Theorem 3.5 ([15], Theorem 3). Let (A,Π, g) be a C-parametrized DDP, and let ∼ be an equivalence
relation over A∗. Then there exists an additive C-parametrized SDP that represents the DDP with its ∼λ

being ∼ iff the following conditions hold:

(i) ∼ is a right congruence of finite rank (§1.1.2) which refines ∼Π;

(ii) if x ∼ y and xu, xv ∈ Π for u, v ∈ A∗, then for any c ∈ C

g(xu; c)− g(yu; c) = g(xv; c)− g(yv; c).

The construction in Theorem 3.5, which establishes its ‘if’ statement, first determines (A,S, se,F , λ) as
follows. The set of states is given by

S ≜ A∗/ ∼, (6)

which is finite by Theorem 3.5(i). The initial state is given by se ≜ [e], the final states are F = { [x] | x ∈ Π },
and the transition map λ : S × A → S is determined through concatenation, λ([x], a) = [xa], which can
be extended to λ : S ×A∗ → S in the obvious manner. It is well defined since ∼ is a right congruence by
Theorem 3.5(i).

To establish additive reward structure, Karp and Held [15] first construct an extension g̃ : A∗ × C → R.
For every x ∈ Π, they have

g̃(x; c) ≜ g(x; c), ∀c ∈ C. (7)

For x ∈ s∞, they have g̃(x; c) ≜ g(y; c), where y is the longest sub-string of x such that y /∈ s∞. Such a y
always exists (it may be e). Here, we will make the canonical choice

g̃(e; c) = 0, ∀c ∈ C, (8)

which represents zero initial reward for starting at the initial state. For x ∈ A∗ \ (se ⊔ s∞ ⊔Π), there
exists u ∈ A∗ s.t. xu ∈ Π, then yu ∈ Π for any y ∼ x. By condition (ii) of Theorem 3.5, the difference
g(yu; c)− g(xu; c) is independent of u. Thus, there exists g̃ that satisfies

g̃(y; c)− g̃(x; c) = g(yu; c)− g(xu; c), (9)

1In the definition given in [15] there is an additional degree of freedom k : C → R that represents the reward for the null sequence
e ∈ A∗ under any given parametric setting. We will assume k ≡ 0.
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determined up to a choice of constant (for non-initial states). The incremental reward function ι : S×A×C →
R is constructed via g̃ by

ι(s, a; c) ≜ g̃(xa; c)− g̃(x; c), s = [x]. (10)

which is shown to be well defined (see discussion in §A.1).

Example 3.1 (KSP continued). For Theorem 3.5 to apply to KSP, we require an equivalence relation ∼ over
A∗ that satisfies conditions (i) and (ii). In particular, it should refine ∼Π. As noted, the equivalence relation
∼Π (Definition 3.2) over A∗ has two distinguished classes se (3) and s∞ (4). Specifically, s∞ consists of all
strings that are either of length greater than d or correspond to (partial or full) infeasible solutions. There is
an additional distinguished class consisting of Π in its entirety, which we will denote by sd.

While there are may be many ∼Π refinements satisfying conditions (i) and (ii), we will consider those ∼
which maintain s∞ while (possibly) refining others.2 Later we will see the importance of this choice. We
will define ∼, therefore, by providing its remaining equivalence classes. Let x, y ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ sd ⊔ s∞ and
denote x = x1 · · ·xl and y = y1 · · · yl′ . If x ∼Π y then, necessarily, l = l′ < d. For every x (and similarly
for y), we denote Wil(x) ≜

∑l
j=1wijxj , i = 1, . . . ,m. For every u = ul+1 · · ·ud such that xu, yu ∈ Π,

we have Wil(x) +
∑d

j=l+1wijuj ≤ bi and Wil(y) +
∑d

j=l+1wijuj ≤ bi. For both inequalities to hold
simultaneously, irrespective of u, as dictated by Definition 3.2, it is sufficient to require Wil(x) = Wil(y).
Note that the latter is a sufficient not a necessary condition for defining an equivalence relation ∼ that refines
∼Π. Apart from se, sd and s∞, we have its equivalence classes determined by tuples (l, w1, . . . , wm), so that

x ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ sd ⊔ s∞

[x] = s(l,w1,...,wm)

⇐⇒
x = x1 · · ·xl, l < d

Wil(x) = wi ≤ bi, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}

These are the equivalent classes of partial solutions that can be extended to feasible solutions, labeled by their
length l and partial capacities wi. Consequently, the equivalence relation ∼ just defined satisfies conditions
(i)-(ii) of Theorem 3.5, the former by construction and the latter trivially. The transition map λ : S ×A → S
is determined for s = s(l,w1,...,wm), l < d, by

λ(s(l,w1,...,wm), a) =


s(l+1,w1+w1,l+1a,...,wm+wm,l+1a) l + 1 < d, wi + wi,l+1a ≤ bi, i = 1, . . . ,m

sd l + 1 = d, wi + wi,l+1a ≤ bi, i = 1, . . . ,m

s∞ otherwise

The additive reward structure coming from Theorem 3.5 is defined through the auxiliary function g̃ (7)-(9)
determined here (up to a choice of scalar) by

g̃(x; c) =

maxl′∈L(x) l
′∑

j=1

cjxj , x = x1 · · ·xl ∈ A∗

L(x) =

 l̃

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1 ≤ l̃ ≤ min{l, d},
l̃∑

j=1

wijxj ≤ bi, i = 1, . . . ,m

 ̸= ∅,

with g̃(e; c) = 0 and g̃(x; c) = 0 when L(x) = ∅. By (10) for s = s(l,w1,...,wm) and a ∈ A the incremental
reward function ι is given by

ι(s, a; c) = g̃(xa; c)− g̃(x; c) = cl+1a, s = [x] (11)

whereas ι(se, a; c) = c1a, ι(sd, a; c) = 0, and ι(s∞, a; c) = 0.
2Note that there will always be at least one such refinement: the finest possible, i.e., [x] = {x} for each x /∈ s∞.
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3.1.3 Markov Decision Processes

A finite MDP consists of a tuple (S,A, p, r) where S is a finite set of states, A is a finite set of actions enacted
at each state, p(s′|s, a) is the conditional probability of transition from state s to state s′ under action a, and
r(s, a) is the immediate reward for taking action a at state s. A policy is a map π : S → A. It is associated
with a value function V π : S → R providing the expected return V π(s), starting from state s and enacting
the policy π repeatedly. It is also associated with a Q-function Qπ : S × A → R providing the expected
return Qπ(s, a), starting from state s taking the action a and only then enacting the policy π repeatedly. The
goal of MDP is to find an optimal policy π∗, or, equivalently, its optimal value function V ∗ ≡ V π∗

: S → R
or Q-function Q∗ ≡ Qπ∗

: S ×A → R.
One can characterize the optimal value function or Q-function neatly via fixed point theory. Consider the

space

VS ≜ { V | V : S → R } , (12)

of value functions over S.3 Given δ ∈ (0, 1], define the Bellman map B : VS → VS to be

BV (s) = max
a∈A

{
r(s, a) + δ

∑
s′∈S

p(s′|s, a)V (s′)

}
, s ∈ S. (13)

The Bellman map can also be defined for Q-functions via

BQ(s, a) = r(s, a) + δ
∑
s′∈S

p(s′|s, a)max
a′∈A

{
Q(s′, a′)

}
, s ∈ S, a ∈ A. (14)

When the MDP is discounted, namely, when δ ∈ (0, 1) in (13), B is easily seen to be a contraction of
modulus δ w.r.t. the ℓ∞ norm [25, §6], namely,∥∥BV −BV ′∥∥

∞ ≤ δ
∥∥V − V ′∥∥

∞ ,
∥∥BQ−BQ′∥∥

∞ ≤ δ
∥∥Q−Q′∥∥

∞ (15)

Thus, by the Banach fixed-point theorem, B : VS → VS has a unique fixed point, BV ∗ = V ∗, which is the
optimal value function, and similarly for the optimal Q-function, BQ∗ = Q∗. One can derive an optimal
policy π∗ from V ∗ by

π∗(s) ∈ argmax
a∈A

{
r(s, a) + δ

∑
s′∈S

p(s′|s, a)V ∗(s′)

}
. (16)

Through (15), one has

V ∗ = lim
t→∞

BtV0, (17)

converging at a linear rate for any initial V0 ∈ VS . The iterative process of improvement to optimality in (17)
is known as value iteration (VI).

3.1.4 Undiscounted MDPs

When an MDP is undiscounted, namely, when δ = 1 in (13), one is not guaranteed contraction for B in
sup-norm. For the undiscounted setting, Tseng [30] introduced the following two assumptions.

3We apply the tern “value function" broadly, though not every V ∈ VS can be associated with a policy.
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Assumption 1. There is a distinguished state s∞ ∈ S such that p(s∞|s∞, a) = 1 and r(s∞, a) = 0 for all
a ∈ A.

Given Assumption 1, a policy π : S → A is said to be proper if (pπ)t(s∞|s) → 1 for t → ∞, where
(pπ)t(s′|s) is the conditional probability of getting from s to s′ under π in t steps.

Assumption 2. All policies π : S → A of the MDP are proper.

Assumption 2 makes s∞ into a unique absorbing state while all other states are transient: they eventually
transition to the absorbing state under any policy. Assumptions 1-2 induce a state-space partition

S = S0 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sd ⊔ {s∞}. (18)

For l = 0, . . . , d, s ∈ Sl, and a ∈ A, we have p(s′|s, a) > 0 iff s′ ∈ Sl+1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sd ⊔ {s∞}.
Following [30], consider a strictly-positive, decreasing sequence

τ0 ≥ τ1 ≥ . . . ≥ τd ≥ τ∞ > 0. (19)

and denote

γτ ≜ max
l=0,...,d

τl+1

τl
≤ 1, (20)

where we identify the d + 1 index with ∞. We have γτ < 1 if and only if the sequence (19) is strictly
decreasing. We define τ : S → (0,∞) via

τ(s) = τl, s ∈ Sl, l = 0, . . . , d (21)

τ(s∞) = τ∞

For such τ , we define the τ -weighted ℓ∞ norm

∥V ∥τ,∞ ≜ max
s∈S

|V (s)|
τ(s)

, (22)

or, equivalently,
∥∥V ∥∥

τ,∞ ≜
∥∥diag(τ)−1V

∥∥
∞, where diag(τ) is the |S|×|S| diagonal matrix whose diagonal

entries are given by τ(s).
We note that BV (s∞) = V (s∞) and V ∗(s∞) = 0 for an MDP respecting Assumptions 1-2. Therefore,

let

V0
S ≜ { V ∈ VS | V (s∞) = 0 } . (23)

We can thus restrict the undiscounted Bellman map (13) to B : V0
S → V0

S . The following proposition
appeared in [30] while we extended its proof to include a more general γτ (20) and τ (21) and allow for zero
transition probabilities, as would be the case with CO.

Proposition 3.6. Let (S,A, p, r) be a given undiscounted MDP with an associated Bellman map B. Suppose
Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, and that γτ < 1. Then B : V0

S → V0
S is a contraction of modulus γτ w.r.t. the

τ -weighted ℓ∞ norm.

By Proposition 3.6 and the Banach fixed-point theorem, the undiscounted Bellman map B : V0
S → V0

S
has a unique fixed point, BV ∗ = V ∗, which is the optimal value function in this case.

Remark 3.7. Assuming |Π| < ∞, the C-parametrized additive SDP presented in §3.1.2 gives rise to
a deterministic, undicounted MDP with C-parametrized reward. The state S and action A spaces are,
respectively, the quotient set (6) and alphabet, deterministic transitions are given by λ, namely, p(s′|s, a) =
δs′=λ(s,a), and the reward is given by the incremental reward function ι (10).
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3.2 From Finite DDP to Undiscounted MDP

In this section, we identify the properties of the CO problem, namely, its DDP representation, and of the
chosen equivalence relation ∼ that enable the construction of a deterministic, undiscounted MDP satisfying
Assumptions 1 and 2. This provides a unified framework for transforming CO problems into MDPs that
guarantees (a) the convergence of value iteration (VI) to a unique optimal value function V ∗ and (b) the
equivalence between V ∗ and an optimal solution of the original CO problem.

Let (A,Π, g) be a finite C-parametrized DDP and let ∼ be an equivalence relation over A∗ that satisfies
conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 3.5.

Assumption 3. For every x ∈ Π there exists u ∈ A∗ such that xu ∈ Π, lg(xu) = dΠ (Definition 3.1), and
g(xu; c) ≥ g(x; c).

Assumption 4. Let [x] denote the equivalence class of x ∈ A∗ w.r.t. ∼ over A∗. Then [x] = s∞ for any
x ∈ s∞ (4).

Assumption 3 states that any string in Π can be extended to a length dΠ string in Π without reducing the
reward g. This assumption can easily be satisfied for various CO problems with linear objective functions
given that 0 ∈ A. Assumption 4 simply means that the ∼, which recall is a refinement of ∼Π, does not refine
the equivalence class s∞.

Theorem 3.8. Let (A,Π, g) be a finite C-parametrized DDP that satisfies Assumption 3, and let ∼ be an
equivalence relation over A∗ that satisfies conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 3.5 as well as Assumption 4.
Then the additive C-parametrized SDP that represents it via Theorem 3.5 satisfies Assumptions 1 and 2 in the
sense of Remark 3.7.

Following Theorem 3.8, we alter the reward structure of the resulting C-parametrized additive SDP, while
maintaining Assumptions 1 and 2, to establish a connection to the optimal solution of the underlying CO
problem. Choosing a sufficiently large M > 0, we re-define the immediate reward as follows:

r(s, a; c) ≜

{
−M s /∈ F ⊔ {s∞}, λ(s, a) = s∞
ι(s, a; c) otherwise

(24)

The change (24) in incremental reward modifies the additive reward structure of the C-parametrized SDP,
coming from Theorem 3.8, i.e., h(ξ, s, a; c) ≜ ξ + r(s, a; c). Given this modified reward structure, we define

V ∗(s; c) ≜ max
x∈A∗:λ(s,x)=s∞

h(0, s, x; c), (25)

The set { x ∈ A∗ | λ(s, x) = s∞ } we are maximizing over is non-empty for every s ∈ S due to Assump-
tion 2. Moreover, We have r(s∞, a; c) = 0 for all a (see (64) in §A.1). Adding additivity, we have
V ∗(s∞; c) = 0.

Note that a look-ahead V ∗(s; c) (25) does not feature in Karp-Held theory [15], because, unlike in CO,
the existence of a unique absorbing state is not guaranteed in their general discrete framework.

Proposition 3.9. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.8,

V ∗(se; c) = max
x∈Π

g(x; c),

for every c ∈ C.

The functional equations of dynamic programming (DP) hold for V ∗(·; c). Thus, the following proposition
provides us with a greedy mechanism that yields an optimal solution for the CO problem for any parameter
c ∈ C (3.1.1), beginning at the initial state se and looking for the argmax at each stage.
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Proposition 3.10. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.8, the following functional equations hold for V ∗

(25):

V ∗(s; c) =

{
0 s = s∞
maxa∈A{r(s, a; c) + V ∗(λ(s, a); c)} otherwise

(26)

The additive C-parametrized SDP resulting from Theorem 3.8 together with its modified reward structure
(24) provides us with a C-parametrized family of MDPs (S,A, p, r(·, ·; c)) whose immediate reward is
parametrized by c ∈ C. The state S and action A spaces are the quotient set (6) and alphabet, respectively,
deterministic transitions are given by λ, namely, p(s′|s, a) = δs′=λ(s,a), and the reward is given by (24).

The undiscounted (δ = 1) Bellman map (13) applied to V ∈ V0
S (23) now becomes

BV (s; c) = max
a∈A

{r(s, a; c) + V (λ(s, a); c)} , s ∈ S. (27)

By Theorem 3.8, Assumptions 1 and 2 hold for the resulting C-parametrized family of MDPs. By [30],
Assumptions 1 and 2 guarantee the point-wise convergence of {BtV0(·; c)}∞t=0 to a unique fixed point for
each c ∈ C and initial V0(·; c) ∈ V0

S (§3.1.4). That fixed point is V ∗(·; c) by Proposition 3.10.

Corollary 3.11. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.8,

(i) the resulting C-parametrized family of MDPs is equivalent to its underlying C-parametrized family of
CO problems in the sense of Proposition 3.9;

(ii) VI (17) converges for the resulting undiscounted C-parametrized family of MDPs to V ∗(·; c) (25) for
any c ∈ C.

We have thus established the informal Theorem 2.1. Corollary 4.15 established the MDP in question
with r(·; c) its immediate reward structure. Proposition 3.9 and 3.10 concerning txhe optimal value function
V ∗(·; c) ensured that greedy generation results in an optimal solution for the CO problem parametrized by c.

Example 3.1 (KSP continued). Continuing with KSP (5), recall that we defined ∼ over A∗ that satisfies
conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 3.8. Assumption 3 is satisfied trivially for this C-parametrized DDP, since
the only u ∈ A∗ that applies is u = e with dΠ = d. Assumption 4 is satisfied by definition: ∼ does not refine
s∞.

The modified reward structure r : S × A × C → R (24) maintains ι (11), apart from s = s(l,w1,...,wm)

and a ∈ A such that λ(s, a) = s∞. In that case, r(s(l,w1,...,wm), a; c) = −M if ∃i = 1, . . . ,m s.t.
wi + wi,l+1a > bi, and any x ∈ s(l,w1,...,wm) extends to an infeasible solution by a. Here, we can pick, for
example, M = n

∑d
i=1 |ci|.

Figure 2 illustrates the state space S for the KSP

max
x∈⟨5⟩d

x1 + x2 + x3 (28)

s.t. 2x1 + x2 + 2x3 ≤ 4

As an example, the state s(2,2) consists of strings x = x1x2 of length 2 whose partial capacity is 2, namely,
2x1 + x2 = 2 – there are two such strings, ‘10’ and ‘02’, i.e., s(2,2) = { ‘10’, ‘02’ }. The actions A = ⟨5⟩
label the transitions we see in the transition graph (with some transitions to s∞ omitted for clarity). In
particular, λ(s(2,4), 1) = s∞ since 4 + 2 · 1 > 4, but λ(s(2,4), 0) = s3, which is the state indicating the set of
feasible solutions.
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Figure 2: States and action-labeled transitions for the KSP (28). Some actions in A = ⟨5⟩ leading to s∞ were omitted
for clarity.

3.3 ϵ-Approximation of V ∗

Following Corollary 3.11, the optimal value function V ∗ of the derived C-parametrized MDP allows us to
construct an optimal solution for the underlying C-parametrized CO problem.

Definition 3.12. Let V ∈ V0
S and ϵ > 0. We say that V is an ϵ-approximation of V ∗ w.r.t. a τ -weighted ℓ∞

norm if ∥V − V ∗∥τ,∞ < ϵ.

Under the following additional Assumption 5, any ϵ-approximation of V ∗ can be translated into an
O(dπϵ)-optimal solution. Assumption 5 guarantees that every partially feasible solution can be extended to a
fully feasible solution; in particular, it implies that V ∗(s; c) > −M for any s ∈ S . It relies on our choice of
equivalence relation ∼ over A∗ that satisfies conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 3.5.

Assumption 5. For any x ∈ A∗ \ s∞ there exists u ∈ A∗ such that [xu] ∈ { [y] | y ∈ Π }.

Given any V ∈ V0
S , define the following greedy generation sequence {(si, ai+1)}ki=0 recursively, begin-

ning with s0 = se,

ai+1 ∈ argmax
a∈A

{r(si, a; c) + V (λ(si, a))} ; (29)

si+1 = λ(si, ai+1).

The sequence terminates at the first k such that λ(sk, ak+1) = s∞.

Theorem 3.13. Let V ∈ V0
S be an ϵ-approximation of V ∗ w.r.t. a τ -weighted ℓ∞ norm (22). Let

{(si, ai+1)}ki=0 be as defined (29). Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.8 and Assumption 5, for a sufficiently
small ϵ > 0, the following holds:

(i) y = a1 · · · ak ∈ A∗ is a feasible solution, namely, y ∈ Π;

(ii) maxx∈Π g(x; c) ≤ 2ϵτ0(dΠ + 1) + g(y; c).
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3.4 Additional Examples

To show the generality of our approach, we provide additional well-known CO problems with their derived
MDP formulations.

3.4.1 Traveling Salesman Problem

Let C ⊆ Rd×d
≥0 be a parameter set. The TSP has a C-parametrized DDP formulation (A,Π, g) with A =

⟨d⟩ the set of indexed cities (0 denoting the home base), Π the set of valid routes of length d + 1, i.e.,
x = x0 · · ·xd ∈ A∗, xj ∈ A, where x0 = xd = 0 and { x0, . . . , xd } = A, and a C-parametrized
objective g(x; c) = −

∑d−1
j=0 c[xj , xj+1] = − (c[0, x1] + . . .+ c[xd−1, 0]). Each c ∈ C is a matrix such that

c[xi, xj ] ≥ 0 is the weight associated with the transition from xi to xj . Here, dΠ = d+ 1 (Definition 3.1).
For Theorem 3.5 to apply, we require an equivalence relation ∼ over A∗ that satisfies conditions (i) and

(ii). First, consider ∼Π (Definition 3.2). As noted, it has two distinguished classes se (3) and s∞ (4), where
s∞ consists of all routes that are either of length > d+ 1 or correspond to illegal (partial or full) routes, for
example, routes that do not start at the home base. It has an additional distinguished class consisting of Π in its
entirety, which we will denote by sd+1. All other equivalence classes of ∼Π that partition A∗ \se⊔sd+1⊔s∞
are characterized by subsets ∅ ⊆ B ⊆ A \ {0} (for details, here and below, see §B.1).

Now, to establish an appropriate ∼ it is sufficient to finitely refine ∼Π (apart from se, sd+1, s∞) by
pointed sets, i.e., pairs (B, b), where ∅ ⊊ B ⊆ A \ {0} and b ∈ B. The set B = ∅ characterizes the ∼Π

equivalence class [0] = {0} – it cannot and does not need to be refined as (ii) holds trivially. To conclude,

x ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ sd+1 ⊔ s∞

[x] = s(B,b) or s∅
∅ ⊊ B ⊆ A \ {0}, b ∈ B

⇐⇒
x = x0 · · ·xl, l = |B| or l = 0

x0 = 0

{x1, . . . , xl} = B, xl = b, l > 0

Following the construction of Theorem 3.5, F = {sd+1} and the transition map λ : S × A → S is
determined by

λ(s, a) =



s∅ s = se, a = 0

s({a},a) s = s∅, a ̸= 0

s(B∪{a},a) s = s(B,b),B ⊊ B ∪ {a}, a ̸= 0

sd+1 s = s(B,b), a = 0, 0 /∈ B, |B| = d− 1

s∞ otherwise

Figure 3 illustrates S for the TSP with d = 3 including action-labeled transitions. As an example, s({1},1) =
{‘01’} and s({1,2},1) = {‘021’}, while s4 = { ‘0120’, ‘0210’ }.

The reward is derived from the incremental reward function ι : S × A × C → R given for s = s(B,b)
or s∅ by ι(s, a; c) = −c[xl, a] where s = [x], whereas ι(se, a; c) = 0, ι(sd+1, a; c) = 0, and ι(s∞, a; c) =
0. Assumptions 3–5 hold trivially so that Theorems 3.8 and 3.13 apply. The modified reward structure
r : S × A × C → R (24) maintains ι, apart from s ∈ S and a ∈ A such that λ(s, a) = s∞. Thus,
r(s, a; c) = −M iff s = se, a ̸= 0 or s = s∅, a = 0 or s = s(B,b),B ∪ {a} = B or |B| < d− 1, a = 0. Here,
we can pick, for example, M =

∑d
i,j=0 c[i, j] > 0.

3.4.2 Shortest Path Problem

The single-source, single-target shortest path problems (SPPs) we consider are characterized, each, by a
weighted finite directed graph comprising a finite set of vertices A, a finite set of edges E ⊆ A×A, a cost
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Figure 3: States and action-labeled transitions for the TSP with d = 3.

function c : E → R≥0, and a choice of distinct source vsrc ∈ A and target vtgt ∈ A vertices. A path in the
graph from the source to the target vertex is a sequence x = x0 · · ·xl ∈ A∗ such that x0 = vsrc, xl = vtgt,
and (xi, xi+1) ∈ E for i = 0, . . . , l − 1. The CO problem minimizes the total path cost

∑l−1
i=0 c((xi, xi+1))

over all such x, which can be assumed to satisfy lg(x) ≤ |A| due to the non-negativity of the edge weights.
Moreover, we may as well assume E = A×A, since we can always introduce edges with sufficiently large
weights.

Let C ⊆ R|A|×|A|
≥0 be a parameter set and denote d = |A| − 1. The SPP, as described above, has a C-

parametrized DDP formulation (A,Π, g) with A the alphabet, Π the set of strings x = x1 · · ·xl ∈ A∗,l ≤ d,
s.t. xl = vtgt, and the C-parametrized objective

g(x; c) = −

(
c[vsrc, x1] +

l−1∑
i=1

c[xi, xi+1]

)
. (30)

Each c ∈ C is a matrix such that c[xi, xj ] ≥ 0 is the weight associated with the edge (xi, xj) ∈ E . Here,
dΠ = d (Definition 3.1). One may easily conceive of an alternative, but equivalent, DDP formulation in
which Π is the set of all strings x = x0 · · ·xl s.t. x0 = vsrc and xl = vtgt and g(x; c) = −

∑l−1
i=0 c[xi, xi+1].

In the latter DDP formulation dΠ = |A|.
Our choice of Π results in the equivalence relation ∼Π over A∗ with se and s∞, the latter consisting of

all x ∈ A∗ such that either lg(x) ≥ d+ 1 or lg(x) = d while xd ̸= vtgt, but, also, d additional equivalence
classes that partition A∗ \ se ⊔ s∞ according to lg(x).

The coarsest finite rank refinement to guarantee conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 3.5 has the following
equivalence classes, on top of se and s∞,

x ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ s∞

[x] = s(l,a) or sd

0 < l < d, a ∈ A
⇐⇒

x = x1 · · ·xl
0 < l < d, xl = a or l = d, xl = vtgt

and it is clearly a right congruence (for details, see §B.2). Unlike in the case of the KSP of Example 3.1
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Figure 4: states and action-labeled transitions for the SPP with d = 3 (A = { 0, 1, 2, 3 }, vsrc = 0, vtgt = 3). Some
action labels were omitted for clarity.

or the TSP §3.4.1, the set Π of full and feasible solutions is partitioned in the SPP state space, namely,
Π = sd ⊔

⊔d−1
l=1 s(l,vtgt).

The resulting additive SDP of Theorem 3.5 involves the tuple (A,S, se,F , λ) with S = A∗/ ∼=
{ se, sd, s∞ }⊔

{
s(l,a) | 0 < l < d, a ∈ A

}
and F = { sd }⊔

{
s(l,vtgt) | 0 < l < d

}
. Thus, the state space

is O(|E|). The state transitions are given by

λ(s, a) =


s(1,a) s = se
s(l,a) s = s(l−1,a′), l < d− 1

sd s = s(d−1,a′), a = vtgt
s∞ otherwise

Figure 4 illustrates the state space S for the SPP with d = 3, including action-labeled transitions. As an exam-
ple, s(1,1) corresponds to the paths {‘01’} while s(2,1) corresponds to the paths { ‘001’, ‘011’, ‘021’, ‘031’ }.
Transitions, such as λ(s(1,2), 2) = s(1,2) or λ(s(2,3), 3) = s3, that correspond to self loops along the path are
allowed. Self loops do not increase the size of the state space.4

The additive reward structure coming from Theorem 3.5 is defined through the help function g̃ : A∗×C →
R (7)-(9) determined here (up to a choice of scalar) by

g̃(x; c) = −

c[vsrc, x1] +

min{d,l}−1∑
j=1

c[xj , xj+1]

 , x = x1 · · ·xl ∈ A∗,

with g̃(e; c) = 0. Similarly to TSP, the incremental reward function ι : S × A × C → R for s = s(l,a) is
given by

ι(s, a; c) = g̃(xa; c)− g̃(x; c) = −c[xl, a], s = [x] (31)

whereas ι(se, a; c) = −c[vsrc, a], ι(sd, a; c) = 0, and ι(s∞, a; c) = 0.
4Limiting the MDP to state-specific actions is challenging from a transformer-type sequence generation perspective: the set of

tokens should remain fixed, while conditional probability determine their relevance.
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For Theorem 3.8 to apply, we require the equivalence relation ∼ over A∗ to satisfy Assumptions 3 and
4. For Assumption 3 to hold, it is sufficient to require c[vtgt, vtgt] = 0, which is a standard requirement in
DP formulations of SPP [24]. However, we do not need to require other self loops to carry zero cost, i.e.,
c[a, a] ≥ 0 for a ̸= vtgt. Assumption 4 holds by construction.

The modified reward structure r : S × A × C → R (24) maintains ι (31), apart from s and a such
that λ(s, a) = s∞. Thus, r(s, a; c) = −M iff s = s(d−1,a), a ̸= vtgt. Here, we can pick, for example,
M =

∑d+1
i,j=1 c[i, j] > 0. For Theorem 3.13 to apply, we require Assumption 5, which holds since, for any

x ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ sd ⊔ s∞, we can choose u = vtgt to get [xu] ∈ F .
A few notes are in order before we finish the discussion on the SPP. Karp and Held [15] discuss an

alternative formulation of the SPP as a DDP. In their formulation Π = { x = x1 · · ·xl ∈ A∗ | xl = vtgt },
which, strictly speaking, considers the SPP as a discrete optimization problem. The equivalence classes of
∼Π, in this case, consist of { se } ⊔ { sa | a ∈ A }, in particular, there is no s∞ – all strings are either in Π or
can be extended to strings in Π – and there is no absorbing state, thus, Assumption 4 is violated.

Lastly, changing the DDP formulation above to one in which Π is the set of strings x = x0 · · ·xl ∈ A∗

such that xl = vtgt and 1 ≤ l ≤ d + 1 and g(x; c) = −
∑l−1

i=0 c[xi, xi+1] would have resulted in an MDP
formulation that captures the single-target SPP. Proposition 3.9 would have made little sense, choosing
the minimal cost among all paths that terminate in vtgt. On the other hand, V ∗(s(1,a); c) would then have
captured the minimal cost path from any a ∈ A to vtgt.

4 RL Training

We now turn to discuss the RL framework aimed at producing ϵ-approximations of V ∗ (Definition 3.12). For
the sake of simplicity, in this part, we fix a problem instance c ∈ C and suppress it, henceforth, from our
notation. In particular, we replace V (s; c) with V (s) for any value function V in the space of value functions
VS (12).

4.1 Preliminaries

By Theorem 3.8, representable C-parametrized families of CO problems, constituting a special case of
undiscounted MDPs that respect Assumptions 1-2, admit a state space partition

S = S0 ⊔ · · · ⊔ SdΠ ⊔ {s∞}, (32)

such that, for l = 0, . . . , dΠ, s ∈ Sl, and a ∈ A, one has p(s′|s, a) > 0 iff s′ ∈ Sl+1 ⊔ {s∞}. Denote the
maximal reward and maximal girth of the MDP by

R ≜ max
s,a

r(s, a), W ≜ max
l

|Sl| . (33)

Let B : V0
S → V0

S be the undiscounted Bellman map (27) with its unique optimal value function V ∗ §3.1.4.
Using these definitions and γτ (20), we can characterize a compact set in which V ∗ lies.

Proposition 4.1. Let ρ = R
√
Wγτ

1−γτ

(
1
τ∞

− 1
τ0

)
. Then, V ∗ ∈ Bτ

ρ(0) where the metric in V0
S is derived from

∥·∥τ,∞.

We will later use this characterization to define a parametrized set in which to search for V ∗ approximates.

18



4.2 Approximation Schemes

Consider a finite set of K state features ϕi : S \ {s∞} → R, i = 1, . . . ,K assembled into a state feature
vector ϕ(s) ≜ (ϕ1(s), . . . , ϕK(s)), s ∈ S \ {s∞} that constitutes the embedding of the state s into RK . An
embedding is considered efficient (also known in the literature as “compact” [31]) when K ≪ |S|.

Let Θ be a compact and convex parameter set and let

v : RK ×Θ → R. (34)

be continuous. This results in a Θ-parametrized family of value functions VΘ ≜ { Vθ | θ ∈ Θ } ⊂ V0
S with

Vθ : S → R defined for every θ ∈ Θ via Vθ(s) = v(ϕ(s), θ) when s ∈ S \ {s∞} while Vθ(s) = 0 when
s = s∞.

Definition 4.2. The compact subset VΘ ⊂ V0
S is an approximation scheme for value functions.5

An approximation scheme is considered efficient when the states embedding ϕ is.

Definition 4.3. Following Proposition 4.1, an approximation scheme is said to be sufficiently expressive w.r.t.
∥·∥τ,∞ if Bτ

ρ(0) ∩ VΘ ̸= ∅ for ρ = R
√
Wγτ

1−γτ

(
1
τ∞

− 1
τ0

)
.

When an approximation scheme is sufficiently expressive, it can approximate V ∗ ∈ Bτ
ρ(0) within 2ρ. On

the other extreme, VΘ will be fully expressive when V ∗ ∈ VΘ.

4.3 Projected Value Iteration

We now introduce projected value iteration: an iterative procedure that aims to approximate VI, where at
each iteration we compute the weighted projection of the Bellman map applied to the current iterate onto
the approximation scheme VΘ. As noted, the weights of the projection may be obtained by some learning
mechanism employing exploration and exploitation. Hereafter, we will assume those to be given. We will
provide assumptions under which projected value iteration converges and bound its approximation error with
respect to V ∗. While projected value iteration is not implementable in practice, it plays a key role in isolating
out the approximation error stemming from the approximation scheme.

For σ ∈ ∆S , define the σ-weighted ℓ2-norm on VS to be

∥V ∥σ,2 ≜
√
Es∼σ [V (s)2] =

∥∥∥diag(σ)1/2V ∥∥∥
2
. (35)

When VΘ is compact, for every V ∈ V0
S there exists θ∗V ∈ argminθ∈Θ ∥Vθ − V ∥σ,2 such that∥∥∥Vθ∗V

− V
∥∥∥
σ,2

= min
θ∈Θ

∥Vθ − V ∥σ,2 . (36)

By the Axiom of Choice, i.e., an arbitrary choice, we get a well-defined notion of a projection, Πσ
Θ : V0

S → VΘ,
w.r.t. ∥·∥σ,2 defined via

Πσ
ΘV ≜ Vθ∗V

. (37)

When VΘ is closed and convex, we have a uniquely determined continuous Πσ
Θ [8, Theorem 2.5].

Definition 4.4. Consider the undiscounted Bellman map B : V0
S → V0

S (27).

5Though VΘ depends on v, we suppress this dependence in our notation.

19



(i) The σ-projected Bellman map in a given approximation scheme is defined to be

Πσ
ΘB : V0

S → VΘ. (38)

(ii) The σ-projected VI (PVI) initialized with Vθ0 ∈ VΘ is defined by the iterative update process

Vθt+1 ≜ Πσ
ΘBVθt . (39)

When the limit of PVI (39) exists, we denote it by

Ṽ ∗ ≜ lim
t→∞

Vθt ≡ lim
t→∞

(Πσ
ΘB)t Vθ0 ∈ VΘ ⊂ V0

S (40)

For now, we do not claim it to be independent of Vθ0 .

Assumption 6. There exists τ : S → (0,∞) (21) such that Πσ
ΘB is a contraction of modulus γ < 1 w.r.t.

∥·∥τ,∞.

The following proposition provides a bound on the limit of σ-PVI under Assumption 6.

Proposition 4.5. Under Assumption 6, σ-PVI (39) converges irrespective of initialization and its limit (40)
satisfies ∥∥∥Ṽ ∗ −Πσ

ΘV
∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ γ

1− γ
·
∥∥∥V ∗ −Πσ

ΘV
∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

. (41)

In particular, the approximation scheme is fully expressive iff Ṽ ∗ = V ∗.

The difference ∥V ∗ −Πσ
ΘV

∗∥τ,∞ on the RHS of (41) is the approximation error. The approximation
error is a fundamental aspect of the given approximation scheme that we cannot eliminate. Proposition 4.5
allows us to separate out the approximation error while focusing, instead, on the σ-PVI limit. Given the
conditions of Proposition 4.5, its limit Ṽ ∗ (40) exists and is identified with the unique fixed point of the
σ-projected Bellman map

Πσ
ΘBṼ ∗ = Ṽ ∗. (42)

Remark 4.6. The bound in Proposition 4.5 is established on the weaker assumption that, for Vθ0 ∈ VΘ, the
limit limt→∞(Πσ

ΘB)tVθ0 exists and there exists γ < 1 such that∥∥∥(Πσ
ΘB)t+1 Vθ0 −Πσ

ΘV
∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ γ
∥∥(Πσ

ΘB)t Vθ0 − V ∗∥∥
τ,∞

for all t ≥ 0. Such weaker assumption does away with the uniqueness of the limit Ṽ ∗. We will re-visit this
weaker assumption in §4.4. In general, it is known that Assumption 6 does not hold for the general discounted
MDP in sup-norm [9, Section 3]. However, varying the weights τ and restricting to CO MDPs, we only
require contraction on the PVI iterates.

4.4 PVI Experiments

The importance of the affine approximation scheme transcends that of a basic or toy example: it serves as a
natural choice of state embedding – the first embedding layer of a transformer, for example (2).
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Given K ≪ |S|, K = K ′+1 and a closed and convex set Θ ⊆
{
θ = (θ0, θ1, . . . , θK

′
) ∈ RK | θ0 = 1

}
,

one can define an affine approximation scheme by v(x, θ) = x⊤θ. Specifically, defining ϕ(s∞) = 0⊤,
Vθ(s) =

∑K′

i=0 ϕi(s)θ
i, for all s ∈ S. Let Φ denote the |S| ×K matrix defined by

Φs,i =

{
ϕi(s) s ∈ S \ {s∞}
0 s = s∞

(43)

for s ∈ S and i = 0, . . . ,K ′. We denote its i-th column by ϕi ∈ R|S| and its s-row, constituting the state’s
embedding, by ϕ(s) ∈ RK . The column vector ϕ0 serves as the bias.

Consider σ ∈ ∆S with Supp(σ) = S \ {s∞}. Under an affine approximation scheme, VΘ is closed and
convex and Πσ

Θ (37) is uniquely determined. It is well known [29] that when Θ = {θ = (θ0, θ1, . . . , θK
′
) ∈

RK | θ0 = 1} and rk(Φ) = K then Φ⊤ diag(σ)Φ is invertible and Πσ
ΘV = V

Φ†
σV

for the σ-weighted
Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse

Φ†
σ ≜

(
Φ⊤ diag(σ)Φ

)−1
Φ⊤ diag(σ). (44)

Since our analytical scheme is based on the convergence of PVI §4.3, we tested the validity of As-
sumption 6 for the affine approximation scheme by running PVI using Πσ

Θ defined thereof.6 To that end,
we focused on two combinatorial optimization problem (COP) types: KSP (Example 3.1) and TSP §3.4.1.
We considered three problem dimensions per problem type (KSP: d = 10, 14, 18; TSP: d = 8, 10, 12).
Problem dimensions were limited by the prohibitive size of the state space, influencing both computational
and memory requirements. However, though PVI is not intended be used in practice, PVI convergence is
necessary in our analytical framework.

To run PVI in a variety of scenarios, we sampled 50 problem instances for each COP type (KSP/TSP)
and dimension d (for further details on COP instance generation, see Appendix C). For each sampled COP
instance, we considered two embedding dimensions K = d/2 and d. For each instance and a choice of K,
we considered 50 randomly generated distributions σ on the relevant state space. Thus, we had a total of 2500
scenarios to check for Assumption 6 per problem type, problem dimension (d) and embedding dimension
(K). For each one of the 2500 generated scenarios (COP, d,K, σ), we sampled 50 triplets τ (22), Φ (43),
and initial θ0 to test contraction in PVI.

The contraction modulus for each one of the 1.5mil PVIs we ran was estimated as follows. We randomly
generated an initial value function Vθ0 and let PVI run for T iterations (depending on problem type and
dimension). Setting ϵ = 10−12, for each PVI sequence { Vθt }

T−1
t=0 (39), we first calculated the minimal

t∗ ∈ [0, T − 2] for which
∥∥∥Vθt′+1

− Vθt′

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ ϵ for all t′ ∈ [t∗, T − 2]. When there was no such t∗, we set

t∗ = T − 2. Following Remark 4.6, we calculated

γ = max

{
max

1≤t≤t∗−1

{∥∥Vθt+1 − Vθt

∥∥
τ,∞∥∥Vθt − Vθt−1

∥∥
τ,∞

}
, max
0≤t≤t∗−1

{∥∥Vθt+1 −Πσ
ΘV

∗∥∥
τ,∞

∥Vθt − V ∗∥τ,∞

}}
. (45)

Since a contractive Πσ
ΘB in each PVI run necessitates γ < 1, we took γ in (45) as indicative of contraction

whenever it was found to be < 1. Under Assumption 6 per scenario (COP, d,K, σ), we calculated the ratio
χ ∈

{
k
50

}50
k=0

of contractive PVIs. The statistics for χ are presented in Table 1.
Table 1 demonstrates that there were no scenarios (COP, d,K, σ) in which Assumption 6 failed, namely,

in each scenario, we were able to generate an affine approximation scheme and a τ that produced con-
traction and hence (empirical) convergence of the sequence of iterates. Mean, skewness, and quantiles,

6This uses Θ ⊆
{
θ = (θ0, θ1, . . . , θK

′
) ∈ RK | θ0 = 1

}
contrary to our assumption of compactness for Θ. However,

compactness was necessary for Πσ
Θ to be well-defined and is therefore not necessary here.
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COP d K Mean Min Skewness (q0.95, q0.50, q0.25)

KSP

10
5 0.896 [0.893, 0.899] 0.62 -0.731 [-0.818,-0.647] (0.98, 0.90, 0.86)

10 0.747 [0.742, 0.753] 0.32 -0.590 [-0.661,-0.520] (0.92, 0.76, 0.66)

14
7 0.908 [0.906, 0.911] 0.62 -1.016 [-1.102,-0.931] (1.00, 0.92, 0.86)

14 0.800 [0.795, 0.805] 0.36 -0.652 [-0.722,-0.581] (0.96, 0.84, 0.70)

18
9 0.886 [0.882, 0.891] 0.40 -1.444 [-1.556,-1.335] (1.00, 0.92, 0.84)

18 0.764 [0.757, 0.770] 0.16 -0.939 [-1.014,-0.867] (0.96, 0.80, 0.66)

TSP

8
4 0.952 [0.951, 0.953] 0.82 -0.690 [-0.791,-0.585] (1.00, 0.96, 0.94)

8 0.893 [0.891, 0.895] 0.66 -0.530 [-0.638,-0.422] (0.96, 0.90, 0.86)

10
5 0.988 [0.988, 0.989] 0.92 -1.227 [-1.329,-1.120] (1.00, 1.00, 0.98)

10 0.976 [0.976, 0.977] 0.86 -0.873 [-1.002,-0.753] (1.00, 0.98, 0.96)

12*
6 0.997 [0.997, 0.998] 0.94 -2.638 [-3.058, -2.264] (1.00, 1.00, 1.00)

12 0.994 [0.993, 0.995] 0.94 -1.678 [-1.856,-1.514] (1.00, 1.00, 0.98)

Table 1: For each (COP, d,K), we report the Mean, Min, and Skewness for χ – the ratio of contractive PVIs
per scenario (COP, d,K, σ); Skewness is Fisher–Pearson (bias-corrected); Mean and Skewness are reported with a
95% percentile bootstrap CI (4k resamples). To capture concentration near 1, we further include empirical quantiles
q0.95, q0.50, q0.25. All summaries use n = 2500 groups per (COP, d,K). TSP12 statistics are derived from 30 COPs
per K.

q0.95, q0.50, q0.25, suggest mass concentration near 1, indicating that for almost all problem instances most of
the generated tuples resulted in a contraction. Moreover, non-converging instances were made rarer as we
decreased the precision ϵ down to 10−4 and rarer still as we increased problem dimension d (KSP: 0.203%
(d = 10), 0.008% (d = 14), 0.000% (d = 18); TSP: 0.000% in all dimensions).

If we think of χ as the random variable defined by the chance to sample contractive (Φ, τ, θ0) per instance
(COP, d,K, σ), it depends on problem type, problem dimension, and embedding dimension in likely intricate
ways. The summary statistics suggest a drift away from 1 as d and K increase. The former is to be expected.
The latter suggests that a lower K increases contraction as it produces a greater “crunch” in the projected
Bellman operator. We believe the improved statistics for TSP as compared to KSP can be explained by the
relation |S| /K which is O(d) for KSP and O(2d) for TSP. At the same time, when PVI did converge, we did
not witness a decisive benefit for higher embedding dimensions K in terms of the relative optimality gap (see
(77) in §C). We suggest that the decisive factor affecting the relative optimality gap is O(|S| /K), which is
identical, in our experiments, for both high and low choices of K.

Finally, we used Proposition 4.5 as a sanity check for the γ value (45) calculated in each contractive PVI
run. Indeed, in each problem instance (COP, d), we found not only that (41) holds, but it also provided a
tight bound (see Fig. 5 in §C).

4.5 Estimation Procedures

Recall that we have σ ∈ ∆S with Supp(σ) = S \ {s∞} and consider the σ-projected Bellman map
Πσ

ΘB : V0
S → VΘ for a given approximation scheme §4.3. Under the conditions of Proposition 4.5, Πσ

ΘB is
assumed to be a contraction of modulus γ w.r.t. ∥·∥τ,∞, and the σ-PVI converges to the fixed point Ṽ ∗ 42 of
the σ-projected Bellman map irrespective of initialization.

We typically cannot calculate Πσ
ΘB directly, due to state space size, and must therefore resort to some

estimation procedure. Assume we have a procedure that yields an estimate Ṽt+1 ≜ Vθ̃t+1
of Πσ

ΘBṼt at

each step t of σ-PVI initialized with Ṽ0 ≡ Vθ0 . The τ -normed difference between the σ-projected Bellman
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Algorithm 1 Fitted Q-Iteration [27]

1: input: T ∈ N, σ ∈ ∆S×A, θ̃0 ∈ Θ, δ ∈ (0, 1].
2: for t = 0, . . . , T − 1 do
3: sample {(si, ai, s′i)}

n
i=1 i.i.d. from pσ

4: yi := r(si, ai) + δmaxa′∈AQθ̃t
(s′i, a

′)

5: ft,n(θ) :=
1
n

∑n
i=1 (yi −Qθ(si, ai))

2

6: estimate argminθ∈Θ ft,n(θ) to get θ̃t+1

7: end for
8: output: Qθ̃T

improvement and its estimate, ∥∥∥Ṽt+1 −Πσ
ΘBṼt

∥∥∥
τ,∞

, (46)

is the revolving estimation error for the estimation procedure. Works such as [21] regard the difference
Ṽt+1 −BṼt, while the estimation procedure is applied to BṼt. Such an approach absorbs the approximation
error into AVI error propagation. Considering Πσ

ΘB instead, we keep approximation and estimation errors
separate. The following proposition, adapted from [34, Lemma 4], relates the revolving estimation errors to
the convergence of σ-PVI estimates to Ṽ ∗.

Proposition 4.7. Denote the estimation error by ϵt :=
∥∥∥Ṽt+1 −Πσ

ΘBṼt

∥∥∥
τ,∞

and assume ϵt → 0. Then,

under Assumption 6, the sequence of estimates
{
Ṽt

}
converges to Ṽ ∗ (40) in the τ -weighted ℓ∞ norm.

4.6 SAA through the Lens of RL

So far we discussed estimation procedures without commitment to any particular one. One specific choice,
namely SAA, arises when we bridge the gap between PVI and DQL with FVI and FQI forming the middle
links. This joins in the second thread of this work that begins with empirical evidence in favor of RL for CO
and culminates with FVI.

DQL couples value updates with an explicit exploration–exploitation mechanism: a continually updated
behavior policy generates new transitions stored in a replay buffer, so the effective state–action distribution
evolves over time and progressively concentrates on regions visited under – and favored by – the current
high-value policy. In this work, however, we are not concerned with the resulting dynamics of this state–action
distribution, but rather with the process by which the target policy is learned. Stripping away the explo-
ration–exploitation machinery leaves us with FQI (Algorithm 1) [27], which assumes a given sampling
distribution σ over state–action pairs. This section is dedicated to the link between PVI and FQI via FVI
from which SAA emerges.

Consider a general MDP (S,A, p, r) with discount factor δ ∈ (0, 1] together with a Q-function Q̃ :
S × A → R. Define the loss function f : Θ × S × A × S → R in relation to Q̃ to be f(θ, s, a, s′) ≜
(y(s, a, s′)−Qθ(s, a))

2, where y(s, a, s′) ≜ r(s, a)+δmaxa′∈A Q̃(s′, a′) [11]. By definition (14), we have

BQ̃(s, a) = Es′∼σ[y(s, a, s
′)]. (47)

Pick σ ∈ ∆S×A and consider the distribution on S × A × S determined by the density pσ(s, a, s
′) ≜

σ(s, a)p(s′|s, a). By the bias-variance decomposition [11],

Epσ [f(θ, s, a, s
′)] = Epσ

[(
y(s, a, s′)−BQ̃(s, a)

)2]
+
∥∥∥BQ̃−Qθ

∥∥∥2
σ,2

(48)
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The variance term on the RHS does not involve θ, hence,

argmin
θ

Epσ [f(θ, s, a, s
′)] = argmin

θ

∥∥∥BQ̃−Qθ

∥∥∥2
σ

(49)

By (47), FQI uses SAA (Line 5) to get a (biased) estimate of the RHS of (49) for Q̃ ≡ Qθ̃t
and, thus,

ultimately, of the expected loss.
Switching from Q-functions to value functions, we consider a given value function Ṽ : S → R and

define the loss function f : Θ× S × SA → R in relation to Ṽ to be

f(θ, s, ξ) ≜ (y(s, ξ)− Vθ(s))
2 , (50)

where y(s, ξ) ≜ maxa∈A

{
r(s, a) + δṼ (ξ(a))

}
. Now pick σ ∈ ∆S and consider pσ to be the distribution

over S × SA whose marginalization over SA produces σ such that the probability of ξ ∈ SA mapping a
to s′ conditioned on s ∈ S is Pr[ξ(a) = s′|s] = p(s′|s, a). One can similarly work out the loss function
bias-variance decomposition.

Lemma 4.8. For σ ∈ ∆S and pσ and f defined above, we have

Epσ [f(θ, s, ξ)] = Epσ

[(
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

)2]
+

2Eσ

[(
BṼ (s)− Vθ(s)

)
Eξ|s

[
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

]]
+
∥∥∥BṼ − Vθ

∥∥∥2
σ,2

(51)

Focusing on the middle term on the RHS of (51), for s ∈ S, we have

Eξ|s

[
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

]
= Eξ|s [y(s, ξ)]−BṼ (s)

= Eξ|s

[
max
a∈A

{
r(s, a) + δṼ (ξ(a))

}]
−BṼ (s)

where ξ|s ∼
∏

a∈A p(·|s, a). For that middle term to cancel, we need

Eξ|s

[
max
a∈A

{
r(s, a) + δṼ (ξ(a))

}]
!
= max

a∈A

{
r(s, a) + δ

∑
s′∈S

p(s′|s, a)Ṽ (s′)

}
(52)

Expectation and maximum generally do not commute. When transitions are deterministic, however, we have
Prpσ [ξ(a) = s′|s] = δλ(s,a),s′ , which determines ξ|s with probability 1, and we get equality in (52). At the
same time, the value-function analogue of (48) trivializes to

Epσ [f(θ, s, ξ)] = Epσ

[(
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

)2]
+
∥∥∥BṼ − Vθ

∥∥∥2
σ,2

=
∥∥∥BṼ − Vθ

∥∥∥2
σ,2

(53)

This allows us to consider FVI (Algorithm 2) [22] as the value-function analogue of FQI (Algorithm 1)
suitable for MDPs with deterministic transitions such as CO MDPs (where δ = 1). Similarly, it uses
SAA (Line 5) to get a (biased) estimate for the RHS of (53), namely, the projected improvement in the
approximation scheme. Importantly, the SAA optimal solution (Line 6) and its distance from θ∗ that
minimizes (53) will determine the accuracy of Vθ obtained for this procedure.
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Algorithm 2 Fitted Value Iteration [22]

1: input: T ∈ N, σ ∈ ∆S , θ̃0 ∈ Θ, δ ∈ (0, 1].
2: for t = 0, . . . , T − 1 do
3: sample {si}ni=1 i.i.d. from σ

4: yi := maxa∈A

{
r(si, a) + δVθ̃t

(s′i,a)
}

where p(s′i,a|si, a) = 1

5: ft,n(θ) :=
1
n

∑n
i=1 (yi − Vθ(si))

2

6: estimate argminθ∈Θ ft,n(θ) to get θ̃t+1

7: end for
8: output: Vθ̃T

4.7 Sample Average Approximation

Consider a sufficiently expressive (Definition 4.3), compact approximation scheme VΘ with a continuous
v : RK × Θ → R such that Θ ⊂ RN is compact and convex. We assume, in addition, that v(ϕ(s), ·) is
Lipschitz continuous over Θ for each s ∈ S \ {s∞} with Lipschitz constant L(s), namely,

|Vθ(s)− Vθ′(s)| ≡
∣∣v(ϕ(s), θ)− v(ϕ(s), θ′)

∣∣ ≤ L(s) dist
(
θ, θ′

)
, (54)

which extends, by definition, to S with L(s∞) = 0. Let σ ∈ ∆S with Supp(σ) = S \ {s∞}. Following
Proposition 4.5, assume Πσ

ΘB is a contraction of modulus γ < 1 w.r.t. ∥·∥τ,∞ for some τ : S → (0,∞) (21).
Under these assumptions (or, possibly, additional ones), our goal is to establish a convergence theorem for
FVI (Algorithm 2) in the undiscounted case (δ = 1) which suits our CO use case.

As previously noted (§4.6), at each iteration t, FVI uses SAA (Line 5) to estimate ft(θ), defined as the
σ-expectation

ft(θ) ≜ Eσ[ft(θ, s)] ≡
∥∥∥BVθ̃t

− Vθ

∥∥∥2
σ,2

(55)

of the sample function

ft(θ, s) ≜
(
BVθ̃t

(s)− Vθ(s)
)2

. (56)

SAA thus serves to estimate σ-projected improvement in the given compact approximation scheme,

argmin
θ∈Θ

ft(θ) = argmin
θ∈Θ

∥∥∥BVθ̃t
− Vθ

∥∥∥2
σ,2

.

We denote the sample average random variable by

ft,n(θ) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

ft(θ, si). (57)

for i.i.d. σ-samples {si}ni=1. Before we continue, we will establish some basic properties of ft(θ) and ft(θ, s)
that will serve us later.

Lemma 4.9. Consider a compact approximation scheme v : RK × Θ → R such that Θ is compact and
convex, v is continuous, and v(ϕ(s), ·) is Lipschitz continuous over Θ for each s ∈ S. Then,

(i) ft(θ) is finite for all θ ∈ Θ;

25



(ii) for any θ, θ′ ∈ Θ the r.v. Y θ,θ′

t (s) = (ft(θ, s)− ft(θ)) − (ft(θ
′, s)− ft(θ

′)) is ωt-sub-Gaussian for

some ωt, namely, Eσ

[
eζY

θ,θ′
t (s)

]
≤ e

1
2
ω2
t ζ

2
, ∀ζ ∈ R;

(iii) there exists κt : S → R≥0 such that |ft(θ, s)− ft(θ
′, s)| ≤ κt(s)d (θ, θ

′), for every θ, θ′ ∈ Θ, and its
moment-generating function Mκt(ζ) := Eσ

[
eζκt(s)

]
is finite ∀ζ ∈ R;

(iv) for any κ̂t > Eσ [κt(s)] there exists a corresponding βt := β(κ̂t) such that Pr [κt,n ≥ κ̂t] ≤ e−nβt

for the sample average κt,n = 1
n

∑n
i=1 κt(si). In particular, for κ̂t = κ∗t + δ, where δ > 0 and

κ∗t := maxs∈S κt(s), we have βt(κ̂t) = ∞.

Let us denote the optimal solutions of ft(θ) and ft,n(θ) in Θ and their optimal values by

θ∗t ∈ Θ∗
t ≜ argmin

θ∈Θ
ft(θ), f∗

t = ft(θ
∗
t ),

θ∗t,n ∈ Θ∗
t,n ≜ argmin

θ∈Θ
ft,n(θ), f∗

t,n = ft,n(θ
∗
t,n).

We will also denote the compact subset of ϵ-optimal solutions of ft(θ) by

Θ∗
t,ϵ ≜ { θ ∈ Θ | ft(θ) ≤ f∗

t + ϵ }

for any ϵ > 0. The optimal solution θ∗t satisfies an equivalent form of the Pythagorean theorem for σ-projected
Bellman improvement.

Lemma 4.10. Assume VΘ ⊂ V0
S is convex. Then, for any θ ∈ Θ, we have

∥∥Vθ − Vθ∗t

∥∥2
σ,2

≤ ft(θ)− f∗
t .

By Lemma 4.9(iii), ft(·, s) is Lipschitz continuous for each s ∈ S. It then follows that {ft(θ, s)}θ∈Θ
is a uniformly integrable family of random variables. Thus, f∗

t,n converges to f∗
t as n → ∞ w.p.1 [17,

Proposition 8], and, in particular, Eσn

[
f∗
t,n

]
converges to f∗

t . Moreover, [28, Theorem 5.3] states that
d
(
Θ∗

t,n,Θ
∗
t

)
converges to 0 w.p.1 as n → ∞. To establish a convergence theorem for FVI, however, we

are interested in the rate – established in terms of number of samples n – at which an estimate θ̃t+1 of θ∗t,n
(Line 6 of FVI), obtained by some method, converges to the optimal solution set Θ∗

t .
Note that when the dimension of θ is large, SAA is often solved by using first-order methods. Here we

take projected gradient descent (PGD) as our estimation method in Line 6. Accordingly, to establish our
convergence result for FVI, we will determine the minimal number of samples n and PGD steps c required
at each iteration. Having assumed the approximation scheme is sufficiently expressive, we will initialize
Algorithm 2 with Vθ̃0

∈ Bτ
ρ(0), where ρ is defined in Definition 4.3. The following theorem merges the

general result on estimation procedures from Proposition 4.7 with the SAA [28] and PGD [2] convergence
properties.

Theorem 4.11. Assume VΘ ⊂ V0
S is convex and ft(·, s) is convex for each s ∈ S. Let {ϵt}∞t=0 be a

monotonically decreasing sequence such that 0 < ϵt < 1/4 and limt→∞ ϵt = 0. Let ωt, κ̂t, κ∗t , κ̄t,n, and
βt satisfy the properties in Lemma 4.9, and let ρ be as stated in Definition 4.3. Then, at each iteration
t = 0, . . . , T − 1 of Algorithm 2, choosing a number of samples

nt ≥ max

{
32ω2

t

ϵ2t

[
N ln

(
16νDΘκ̂t

ϵt

)
+

1

2
ln

(
1

ϵt

)]
,
1

2βt
ln

(
1

ϵt

)}
, (58)

and a number of PGD steps

ct ≥
D2

Θ

ηtϵt
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with stepsize ηt ∈ (0, 1/κ∗t ] to obtain an estimate θ̃t+1 ∈ Θ, guarantees

E
[∥∥∥Vθ̃T

− Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

]
≤ min

t=0,...,T−1

{
γT−tρ+

√
ϵt

(1− γ)

(
2 ∥L∥τ,∞DΘ +

1

c(σ, τ)

)}
. (59)

In particular, Algorithm 2 output, Vθ̃T
, converges to Ṽ ∗ in expectation as T → ∞.

One important takeaway of Theorem 4.11 is that as ϵt → 0 we get nt → ∞. In particular, for a sufficiently
small ϵt, we get nt = O(|S|), implying that the number of samples becomes prohibitive, effectively lower
bounding the estimation error guarantee. It is also important to note that (59) provides a guarantee on the
expected error, which, nevertheless, can be translated into a guarantee in probability by Markov’s inequality.

Remark 4.12. The lower bound on the number of samples nt (58) in Theorem 4.11 depends on a constant
ν characterized by the geometry of Θ. Explicitly, for Θ ⊂ RN , ν is defined as a constant such that
|Nδ(Θ)| ≤

(
νDΘδ

−1
)N for a δ-net Nδ(Θ) of Θ. As an example, for Θ = [a, b]N ⊂ RN , DΘ =

√
N(b−a),

and for 0 < δ < (b − a), we can take ν = 2/
√
N , using the bound δ + (b − a) < 2(b − a). For

Θ = B2
ρ(θ) ⊂ RN , DΘ = 2ρ, and for 0 < δ < 2ρ, since B2

ρ(0) ⊂ [−ρ, ρ]N , we can take ν = 2, following
[33, Lemma 5.2] and using the bound δ + 2ρ < 4ρ.

Remark 4.13. In Theorem 4.11, one can make a global choice of ωt, κ̂t, κ
∗
t , βt, and ηt that is independent

of t. In fact, there exists κ : S → R≥0 such that |ft(θ, s)− ft(θ
′, s)| ≤ κ(s) dist (θ, θ′) for every θ, θ′ ∈ Θ.

This can be seen by calculating directly∣∣ft(θ, s)− ft(θ
′, s)
∣∣ = ∣∣∣(Vθ(s)−BVθ̃t

(s)
)
+
(
Vθ′(s)−BVθ̃t

(s)
)∣∣∣ |Vθ(s)− Vθ′(s)|

≤
∣∣∣(Vθ(s)−BVθ̃t

(s)
)
+
(
Vθ′(s)−BVθ̃t

(s)
)∣∣∣L(s) dist (θ, θ′)

The expression
∣∣∣(Vθ(s)−BVθ̃t

(s)
)
+
(
Vθ′(s)−BVθ̃t

(s)
)∣∣∣ can be bounded in Θ, irrespective of θ̃t.

Lemma 4.14.
∣∣∣Vθ(s)−BVθ̃t

(s)
∣∣∣ ≤ (1 + τ0γτ

τdΠ

)
∥L∥∞DΘ + τ0γ(1+γτ )

1−γ ∥V ∗ −Πσ
ΘV

∗∥τ,∞.

Thus, we can choose κ(s) ≜ ζκL(s) for

ζκ ≜ 2

[(
1 +

τ0γ
τ

τdΠ

)
∥L∥∞DΘ +

τ0γ (1 + γτ )

1− γ
∥V ∗ −Πσ

ΘV
∗∥τ,∞

]
whose moment generating function, Mκ(ζ) := Eσ

[
eζκ(s)

]
, is also finite ∀ζ ∈ R. For any δ > 0, choosing

κ∗t ≡ κ∗ ≜ maxs∈S κ(s) = ζκmaxs∈S L(s) = ζκ ∥L∥∞ and κ̂t ≡ κ̂ ≜ κ∗+ δ, we will have Pr [κn ≥ κ̂] =
0 for any sample average κn = 1

n

∑n
i=1 κ(si), thus, βt ≡ β ≜ β(κ̂) = ∞. Following Lemma 4.9(iii),

we have |ft(θ, s)− ft(θ
′, s)| ≤ ζκL(s)DΘ and, consequently, |ft(θ)− ft(θ

′)| ≤ ζκDΘ Eσ[L(s)]. Thus,∣∣∣Y θ,θ′

t (s)
∣∣∣ ≤ ζκDΘ

(
∥L∥∞ + Eσ[L(s)]

)
. As in Lemma 4.9(ii), we can use Hoeffding’s Lemma to choose

ωt ≡ ω ≜ ζκDΘ

(
∥L∥∞ + Eσ[L(s)]

)
. Given all these choices, we can take

nt≤
32ω2

ϵ2t

[
N ln

(
16νDΘκ̂

ϵt

)
+

1

2
ln

(
1

ϵt

)]
+ 1.

Moreover, for any t, one can always choose ηt ∈ (µ/κ∗, 1/κ∗t ), for some µ ∈ (0, 1) guaranteeing that

ct ≤
D2

Θκ
∗

µϵt
+ 1.
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Corollary 4.15. Let ϵ > 0. Following the global choice of constants ωt ≡ ω, κ̂t ≡ κ̂, κ∗t ≡ κ∗, βt ≡ β, and
ηt ≡ η ∈ (0, 1/κ∗] in Remark 4.13, while taking ϵt = ϵ0/(1 + δ)t, for ϵ0 < 1/4 and δ > 0, and

T =

⌈
a log1+δ

(
ρ+ ρ′

ϵ

)⌉
,

for ρ as in Theorem 4.11 and

a = −
(

2

log1+δ γ
∗

)
> 0, γ∗ = max

{
γ,

1√
(1 + δ)

}
< 1,

ρ′ =

√
ϵ0

(1− γ)

(
2 ∥L∥τ,∞DΘ +

1

c(σ, τ)

)
,

Algorithm 2 will output an ϵ-approximation Vθ̃T
of Ṽ ∗ (40) w.r.t. ∥·∥τ,∞ in expectation with sampling

complexity
T−1∑
t=0

nt = O

(
log1+δ

(
1

ϵ

)(
1

ϵ

)2a
)

and first-order iteration complexity
T−1∑
t=0

ct = O

((
1

ϵ

)a)
. (60)

Following Corollary 4.15 and Proposition 4.5, we find that, for each ϵ > 0, we can guarantee the following
bound with high probability∥∥∥Vθ̃T

− V ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ ϵ+

(
1

1− γ

)∥∥∥V ∗ −Πσ
ΘV

∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

.

The second summand on the RHS cannot be made arbitrarily small without changing the approximation
scheme itself. FVI runtime is given by (60). It is manifestly not polynomial in 1/ϵ, unless we can bound
γ away from 1. Such a global bound, however, cannot be guaranteed for all CO problems in the same
parametrized class. Moreover, the dependence of γ on problem input size is unclear. Nevertheless, Vθ̃T

is
an approximate value function for the CO MDP that can be translated to an approximate solution to CO as
stated in Theorem 3.13.

5 Summary and Outlook

In this paper, we presented a unified framework to convert CO problems to equivalent undiscounted MDPs
and analyze their solutions through value-based RL methods in terms of convergence, optimality gap, as well
as sample and first-order complexity.

In our analysis, we did not discuss generalization, i.e., the problem of learning an approximate value
function as a function of parameterized reward c ∈ C. Rather, our focus was the training processes, analyzing
existing value-based RL methods for a fixed (possibly randomized) parameter realization c. Future work
may build on our framework to analyze the generalization properties of methods such as DQL in solving CO
problems.

In our analysis (Theorem 2) we provide a bound on the expected weighted infinity norm of the error, i.e.,
the difference between the value function at the last iteration and the accumulation point. However, we do
not necessarily need to be accurate on all states to get a good approximate solution. Future work may explore
how the exploration-exploitation mechanism’s focus on high-value states serves to mitigate the explosion in
sample size necessary to decrease the error.
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A Proofs

A.1 Proofs of Section 3

Proposition 3.6. Let (S,A, p, r) be a given undiscounted MDP with an associated Bellman map B. Suppose
Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, and that γτ < 1. Then B : V0

S → V0
S is a contraction of modulus γτ w.r.t. the

τ -weighted ℓ∞ norm.

Proof. Let V1, V2 ∈ V0
S . Note that BV1(s) = BV2(s) for s ∈ Sd ⊔ { s∞ }. Consider s ∈ S \ Sd ⊔ { s∞ }.

Hence, there exists l = 0, . . . , d− 1 s.t. s ∈ Sl. Let a∗s ∈ A be the argmax for BV1 at s (13).

BV1(s)−BV2(s) = Ba∗sV1(s)−max
a∈A

{BaV2(s)}

≤ Ba∗sV1(s)−Ba∗sV2(s)

=
∑
s′∈S

p(s′|s, a∗s)
(
V1(s

′)− V2(s
′)
)

=
∑
s′∈S

τ(s′)p(s′|s, a∗s)
(
V1(s

′)− V2(s
′)

τ(s′)

)
≤ ∥V1 − V2∥τ,∞

∑
s′∈S

τ(s′)p(s′|s, a∗s)

= τl ∥V1 − V2∥τ,∞

τl+1

τl

∑
s′∈Sl+1

p(s′|s, a∗s) +

. . .+
τd
τl

∑
s′∈Sd

p(s′|s, a∗s) +
τd+1

τl
p(s∞|s, a∗s)


≤ τ(s) γτ ∥V1 − V2∥τ,∞

∑
s′∈S

p(s′|s, a∗s)

= τ(s) γτ ∥V1 − V2∥τ,∞

We conclude that

BV1(s)−BV2(s) ≤ τ(s) γτ ∥V1 − V2∥τ,∞ .

The argument we employed is symmetric in V1 and V2, hence

|BV1(s)−BV2(s)| ≤ τ(s) γτ ∥V1 − V2∥τ,∞ .

Dividing by τ(s) and taking the maximum of the LHS, we get

∥BV1 −BV2∥τ,∞ ≤ γτ ∥V1 − V2∥τ,∞ .

and the proof is complete.

To show that (10) is well-defined, first, consider s = [x] and a ∈ A such that λ(s, a) = s∞. By definition,

ι(s, a; c) = g̃(xa; c)− g̃(x; c) = g̃(x; c)− g̃(x; c) = 0 (61)

The second equality results from the fact that x and xa share the same maximal sub-string y that extends
to a string in Π. For any other s = [x], let y ∈ [x] and u′ ∈ A∗ s.t. xau′, yau′ ∈ Π and denote u = au′.
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Then, by (9), g̃(ya; c) − g̃(xa; c) = g(yau′; c) − g(xau′; c) = g(yu; c) − g(xu; c) = g̃(y; c) − g̃(x; c),
which proves that (10) does not depend on the choice of x s.t. [x] = s. Finally, the full reward structure
h : R × S × A × C → R is constructed additively via h(ξ, s, a; c) ≜ ξ + ι(s, a; c). The change (24)
in incremental reward modifies the additive reward structure of the C-parametrized SDP, coming from
Theorem 3.8, h(ξ, s, a; c) ≜ ξ + r(s, a; c). It extends recursively to h : R× S ×A∗ × C → R via

h(ξ, s, e; c) = ξ; (62)

h(ξ, s, xa; c) = h(h(ξ, s, x; c), λ(s, x), a; c). (63)

Theorem 3.8. Let (A,Π, g) be a finite C-parametrized DDP that satisfies Assumption 3, and let ∼ be an
equivalence relation over A∗ that satisfies conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 3.5 as well as Assumption 4.
Then the additive C-parametrized SDP that represents it via Theorem 3.5 satisfies Assumptions 1 and 2 in the
sense of Remark 3.7.

Proof. We follow the construction in §3.1.2 to establish the additive C-parametrized SDP (A,S, se,F , λ, h).
By Assumption 4, the set of states S has a distinguished class s∞ which is not refined. If x ∈ s∞ then there
does not exist w ∈ A∗ such that xw ∈ Π, in particular, λ(s∞, a) = s∞. By (61), we also have

ι(s∞, a; c) = 0, ∀a ∈ A (64)

This establishes Assumption 1, with the deterministic transition probability p determined via λ and ι standing
for r. In particular, p(s; |s, a) = δs′,λ(s,a). Note that we have not relied, so far, on |Π| < ∞.

As for Assumption 2, consider the equivalence relation ∼dΠ defined via the following partition of A∗ by
non-intersecting subsets

A∗ = s∞ ⊔
dΠ⊔
l=0

Al, (65)

Al ≜ { x /∈ s∞ | lg(x) = l } ,

with dΠ as in Definition 3.1. We will show that ∼Π refines ∼dΠ , and, since ∼ refines ∼Π by condition (i) of
Theorem 3.5, it also refines ∼dΠ . With ∼ refining ∼dΠ , we will get a partition of S via S \ {s∞} =

⊔dΠ
l=0 Sl

for Sl ≜ { s ∈ S \ {s∞} | s ⊆ Al }, which constitutes a special case of (18) with d ≡ dΠ. For any
l = 0, . . . , dΠ, s ∈ Sl, and a ∈ A, there will exist s′ ∈ Sl+1 ⊔ {s∞} such that λ(s, a) = s′ – string
length necessarily increases by concatenation. Such a partition of S will thus establish Assumption 2, and,
specifically, (pπ)t(s∞|s) = 1 for t ≥ dπ + 1 for any π : S → A.

To show that ∼Π refines ∼dΠ , consider a pair x ∼Π y. By Definition 3.2, exactly one of the following
two options holds: (i) neither x nor y extend to a string in Π, or, (ii) both x and y extend to a string in Π. In
scenario (i), we have x, y ∈ s∞, which, by (65), is also an equivalence class of ∼dΠ , therefore, to demonstrate
the refinement of ∼dΠ by ∼Π, we need only consider scenario (ii). Thus, assuming scenario (ii) for x ∼Π y
(which includes the case when both x and y are in Π), let d(x) ≜ maxu∈A∗:xu∈Π lg(u). By Definition 3.2,
d(x) = d(y), since the sets we are maximizing over are identical. Also, note that d(x) ≤ dΠ − lg(x) by
definition of dΠ (and similarly for d(y)). Applying Assumption 3, we can show that d(x) ≥ dΠ − lg(x) and,
similarly, that d(y) ≥ dΠ − lg(y), for there exists u ∈ A∗ such that xu ∈ Π and lg(xu) = dΠ implying that
d(x) ≥ lg(u) = dΠ − lg(x). This establishes lg(x) = lg(y) and, by definition (65), the refinement of ∼dΠ

by ∼Π.

Lemma A.1. h(ξ, s, ax; c) = ξ + r(s, a; c) + h(0, λ(s, a), x; c).
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Proof. We prove by induction on lg(x). The base case for x = e is derived from both (62) and (63). For
induction step, consider a ∈ A and x′ = xa′ ∈ A∗ with s′ = λ(s, a). Then,

h(ξ, s, ax′; c) = h(ξ, s, axa′; c)

= h(h(ξ, s, ax; c), λ(s, ax), a′; c)

= h(ξ, s, ax; c) + r(λ(s, ax), a′; c)

= ξ + r(s, a; c) + h(0, λ(s, a), x; c) + r(λ(s, ax), a′; c)

= ξ + r(s, a; c) + h(h(0, λ(s, a), x; c), λ(s, ax), a′; c)

= ξ + r(s, a; c) + h(h(0, λ(s, a), x; c), λ(λ(s, a), x), a′; c)

= ξ + r(s, a; c) + h(h(0, λ(s, a), x; c), λ(λ(s, a), x), a′; c)

= ξ + r(s, a; c) + h(h(0, s′, x; c), λ(s′, x), a′; c)

= ξ + r(s, a; c) + h(0, s′, xa′; c)

= ξ + r(s, a; c) + h(0, λ(s, a), x′; c),

where we used the induction step on the forth equality and a combination of (63) and additivity for the rest.
This completes the proof.

Proposition 3.9. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.8,

V ∗(se; c) = max
x∈Π

g(x; c),

for every c ∈ C.

Proof. First, following (25), let x ∈ A∗ such that λ(se, x) = s∞. This means [x] = s∞. Denote lg(x) =
l ≥ 1 and let x = x1 · · ·xl, xj ∈ A. Also denote x̃j = x1 · · ·xj ∈ A∗ for j = 1 . . . l and x̃0 = e. Let x̃k be
the longest sub-string of x such that x̃k /∈ s∞, in particular, λ(x̃k, xk+1) = s∞. We necessarily have k < l.
Also note that h(0, se, x; c) = h(0, se, x̃k+1; c).

We may as well assume that [x̃k] ∈ F , otherwise, by (24) and (63), we have

h(0, se, x; c) = h(0, se, x̃k+1; c)

= h(h(0, se, x̃k; c), [x̃k], xk+1; c)

= h(0, se, x̃k; c) + r([x̃k], xk+1; c)

= h(0, se, x̃k; c)−M

≈ −M

and x would not compete for the maximum (25). Thus, we have

h(0, se, x; c) = h(0, se, x̃k+1; c)

=
k∑

j=0

r([x̃j ], xj+1; c)

=
k−1∑
j=0

ι([x̃j ], xj+1; c)

=

k−1∑
j=0

(g̃(xj+1; c)− g̃(xj ; c))
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= g̃(x̃k; c)− g̃(e; c)

= g̃(x̃k; c)

utilizing recursive additivity from Lemma A.1 in the 2nd equation, the definition (24) as well as (61) in the
3rd equality, the definition (10) in the 4th equation, and (8) in the last equality. But if [x̃k] ∈ F then x̃k ∈ Π
and g̃(x̃k; c) = g(x̃k; c) (7). Taking the maximum over all x ∈ A∗ such that λ(se, x) = s∞, we establish
that V ∗(se; c) ≤ maxx∈Π g(x; c).

To establish the reverse inequality, let x ∈ Π. By Assumption 3, there exists u ∈ A∗ such that [xu] ∈ F
and λ([xu], a) = s∞ for any a ∈ A. Pick an a and let y = xua, thus, λ(se, y) = s∞. Following the
calculation above, with xu being the longest sub-string of y such that xu /∈ s∞, we have h(0, se, y; c) =
g̃(xu; c) = g(xu; c), with the last equation established by (7). Then, V ∗(se; c) ≥ h(0, se, y; c) = g(xu; c) ≥
g(x; c), with the right-most inequality given by Assumption 3. Taking the maximum over all x ∈ Π, the
reverse inequality is established and completes the proof.

Proposition 3.10. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.8, the following functional equations hold for V ∗

(25):

V ∗(s; c) =

{
0 s = s∞
maxa∈A{r(s, a; c) + V ∗(λ(s, a); c)} otherwise

(26)

Proof. Define a function

H(s; c) ≜

{
0 s = s∞
maxa∈A{r(s, a; c) + V ∗(λ(s, a); c)} otherwise

First, we’ll show that V ∗(s; c) ≤ H(s; c). By definition 25, V ∗(s; c) = h(0, s, x; c) for some x ∈ A∗ such
that λ(s, x) = s∞. If x = e then s = s∞ and V ∗(s; c) = 0 = H(s; c). If x ̸= e, then x = ay for some
a ∈ A and

V ∗(s; c) = h(0, s, ay; c)

= r(s, a; c) + h(0, λ(s, a), y; c)

≤ r(s, a; c) + V ∗(λ(s, a); c)

≤ H(s; c)

where the 2nd equality comes from recursive additivity in Lemma A.1. Let’s now show the reverse
V ∗(s; c) ≥ H(s; c). It holds for s = s∞. If s ̸= s∞ then let’s pick an argmax a∗ such that H(s; c) =
r(s, a∗; c)+V ∗(λ(s, a∗); c). By definition, V ∗(λ(s, a∗); c) = h(0, λ(s, a∗), y; c) for some y ∈ A∗ such that
λ(λ(s, a), y) = s∞. We can then show

H(s; c) = r(s, a∗; c) + h(0, λ(s, a∗), y; c)

= h(0, s, a∗y; c)

≤ V ∗(s; c)

by recursive additivity in Lemma A.1 and the definition 25. This ends the proof.

Theorem 3.13. Let V ∈ V0
S be an ϵ-approximation of V ∗ w.r.t. a τ -weighted ℓ∞ norm (22). Let

{(si, ai+1)}ki=0 be as defined (29). Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.8 and Assumption 5, for a sufficiently
small ϵ > 0, the following holds:

(i) y = a1 · · · ak ∈ A∗ is a feasible solution, namely, y ∈ Π;
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(ii) maxx∈Π g(x; c) ≤ 2ϵτ0(dΠ + 1) + g(y; c).

Proof. Beginning with (i), consider sk. By construction, sk ̸= s∞ and λ(sk, ak+1) = s∞. Either sk ∈ F or
not. If sk /∈ F , then r(sk, ak+1; c) = −M . By Assumption 5, there exists a′ ∈ A s.t. s′ = λ(sk, a

′) ̸= s∞.
By definition of ak+1,

r(sk, ak+1; c) + V (λ(sk, ak+1)) ≥ r(sk, a
′; c) + V (λ(sk, a

′)),

which implies −M ≥ r(sk, a
′; c) + V (s′). Since V is an ϵ-approximation of V ∗ w.r.t. the τ -weighted ℓ∞

norm, V (s′) > V ∗(s′) − ϵτ(s′). Hence, ϵτ(s′) > M + r(sk, a
′; c) + V ∗(s′), which is contradictory for a

sufficiently small ϵ. Therefore, sk ∈ F . Now, note that sk = [y], and since ∼ refines ∼Π, this means that
y ∈ Π.

Focusing now on (ii), for each si apply Proposition 3.10 to pick a∗i such that

V ∗(si; c) = r(si, a
∗
i ; c) + V ∗(λ(si, a

∗
i ))

Then, by ϵ-approximation w.r.t. the τ -weighted ℓ∞ norm, for each i = 0, . . . , k,

r(si, ai+1; c) + V ∗(si+1; c) + ϵτ(si+1) ≥ r(si, ai+1; c) + V (si+1)

≥ r(si, a
∗
i+1; c) + V (λ(si, a

∗
i+1))

≥ r(si, a
∗
i+1; c) + V ∗(λ(si, a

∗
i+1); c)− ϵτ(λ(si, a

∗
i+1))

= V ∗(si; c)− ϵτ(λ(si, a
∗
i+1)),

where the 2nd inequality results from (29). This implies, by (19), that 2ϵτ0 ≥ V ∗(si; c) − V ∗(si+1; c) −
r(si, ai+1; c). Taking the sum, and recalling that k ≤ dΠ must hold, we get

2ϵτ0(dΠ + 1) ≥
k∑

i=0

(V ∗(si; c)− V ∗(si+1; c)− r(si, ai+1; c))

= V ∗(se; c)−
k∑

i=0

r(si, ai+1; c),

which completes the proof by Proposition 3.9 and the additivity of the SDP.

A.2 Proofs of Section 4

By Proposition 3.6 and the Banach fixed-point theorem, the undiscounted Bellman map B : V0
S → V0

S
has a unique fixed point, BV ∗ = V ∗, which is the optimal value function in this case. Let π∗ denote its
corresponding optimal policy (16). Let P∗ be its transition probability matrix and let r∗ be its immediate
reward vector, namely,

(P∗)s,s′ ≜ p(s′|s, π∗(s)) s, s′ ∈ S (66)

(r∗)s ≜ r(s, π∗(s)) s ∈ S
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Note that (r∗)s = 0 for s = s∞. By the MDP transition structure, the transition probability matrix for π∗ is a
upper block-triangular matrix of the form

P∗ =

S0 S1 · · · Sd s∞



0 (P∗)0,1 · · · (P∗)0,d (P∗)0,∞ S0

0 0
. . .

...
...

...

0 0 0 (P∗)d−1,d (P∗)d−1,∞ Sd−1

0 0 0 0 (P∗)d,∞ Sd

0 0 0 0 1 s∞

(67)

Proposition A.2. V ∗ = r∗ + P∗r∗ + . . .+ P d
∗ r∗.

Proof. Since V ∗ is a fixed point for B, we have

V ∗(s) = max
a∈A

{
r(s, a) +

∑
s′∈S

p(s′|s, a)V ∗(s′)

}
= r(s, π∗(s)) +

∑
s′∈S

p(s′|s, π∗(s))V ∗(s′),

namely,

V ∗ = r∗ + P∗V
∗. (68)

Let P̃∗ be P∗ (67) with the bottom row and right column associated with s∞ removed. For k = 1, . . . , d,
P̃ k
∗ is an upper block-triangular matrix with zeros along the main diagonal and (possibly) non-zero blocks(
P̃ k
∗

)
l,l+k′

of size |Sl| × |Sl+k′ | above it, encoding the k-step transition probabilities from Sl to Sl+k′ for

l = 0, . . . , d− k and k′ = 0, . . . , d− l. Moreover, P̃ k
∗ = 0 for all k > d.

For any x ∈ R|S|, let xS\{ s∞ } ∈ R|S|−1 denote x with the entry associated with s∞ removed. If
xs∞ = 0, then

P k
∗ x =

[
P̃ k
∗ xS\{ s∞ }

0

]
∀k ∈ N, (69)

Following (68), we thus have

(I − P̃∗)V
∗
S\{ s∞ } = (r∗)S\{ s∞ } ,

where I ≡ I|S|−1 is the identity matrix in dimension |S| − 1. Using the identity (I + . . .+ P̃ k
∗ )(I − P̃∗) =

I − P̃ k+1
∗ , we get

V ∗
S\{ s∞ } = (I + . . .+ P̃ d

∗ ) (r∗)S\{ s∞ } ,

taking k = d and applying P̃ d+1
∗ = 0, which extends, by (69), to V ∗ = (I + . . .+ P d

∗ )r∗, completing the
proof.
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The undiscounted (δ = 1) Bellman map (13) applied to V ∈ V0
S (23) now becomes

BV (s; c) = max
a∈A

{r(s, a; c) + V (λ(s, a); c)} , s ∈ S.

By Theorem 3.8, Assumptions 1 and 2 hold for the resulting C-parametrized family of MDPs. By [30],
Assumptions 1 and 2 guarantee the point-wise convergence of {BtV0(·; c)}∞t=0 to a unique fixed point for
each c ∈ C and initial V0(·; c) ∈ V0

S (see §3.1.4). That fixed point is V ∗(·; c) by Proposition 3.10. The
transition probability matrix (67) associated with its derived optimal policy π∗ (16) takes the simpler form

P∗ =

S0 S1 S2 · · · Sd s∞



0 (P∗)0,1 0 · · · 0 (P∗)0,∞ S0

0 0 (P∗)1,2 0
... (P∗)1,∞ S1

0 0
. . . . . . 0

...
...

0 0 · · · 0 (P∗)d−1,d (P∗)d−1,∞ Sd−1

0 0 0 0 0 (P∗)d,∞ Sd

0 0 0 0 0 1 s∞

(70)

Proposition 4.1. Let ρ = R
√
Wγτ

1−γτ

(
1
τ∞

− 1
τ0

)
. Then, V ∗ ∈ Bτ

ρ(0) where the metric in V0
S is derived from

∥·∥τ,∞.

Proof. Let π∗ (16) denote the optimal policy w.r.t. B : V0
S → V0

S . Let P∗ (70) be its transition probability
matrix, specific to the unique CO MDP structure, and r∗ (66) its immediate reward vector. By the transition
and reward structure of the CO MDP, as well as the optimality of V ∗, we have P∗ as in (67), only, for
l = 0, . . . , dΠ, we have (P∗)l,l′ ̸= 0 iff l′ − l = 1 or l′ = dΠ + 1. Let P̃∗ be the (|S| − 1)× (|S| − 1) matrix
identified with P∗ with its bottom row and right column, associated with s∞, removed. For k = 0, . . . , dΠ,
P̃ k
∗ is an upper block triangular matrix with zeros along the main diagonal and non-zero blocks

(
P̃ k
∗

)
l,l+k

of

size |Sl| × |Sl+k| above it, encoding the k-step transition probabilities from Sl to Sl+k for l = 0, . . . , dΠ − k.
Moreover, P̃ k

∗ = 0 for all k > dΠ.
For any x ∈ R|S|, let xS\{ s∞ } ∈ R|S|−1 denote x with the entry associated with s∞ removed. Following

Proposition A.2, we have

V ∗
S\{s∞} = (I + . . .+ P̃ d

∗ ) (r∗)S\{s∞} .

Consequently,

∥V ∗∥τ,∞ ≤
dΠ∑
k=0

∥∥∥P̃ k
∗ (r∗)S\{ s∞ }

∥∥∥
τ,∞

=

dΠ∑
k=0

max
l=0,...,dΠ−k

{
1

τl

∥∥∥(P̃ k
∗ (r∗)S\{ s∞ }

)
l

∥∥∥
∞

}

=

dΠ∑
k=0

max
l=0,...,dΠ−k

{
1

τl

∥∥∥∥(P̃ k
∗

)
l,l+k

(r∗)l+k

∥∥∥∥
∞

}
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≤
dΠ∑
k=0

max
l=0,...,dΠ−k

{
1

τl

∥∥∥∥(P̃ k
∗

)
l,l+k

(r∗)l+k

∥∥∥∥
2

}

≤
dΠ∑
k=0

max
l=0,...,dΠ−k

{
1

τl

∥∥∥∥(P̃ k
∗

)
l,l+k

∥∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥(r∗)l+k

∥∥∥
2

}

≤ R

dΠ∑
k=0

max
l=0,...,dΠ−k

{√
|Sl+k|
τl

∥∥∥∥(P̃ k
∗

)
l,l+k

∥∥∥∥
2

}

By the Gershgorin circle theorem and the stochasticity of P k
∗ ,7 we have∥∥∥P k

∗

∥∥∥
2
=
∥∥∥P∗

∥∥∥k
2
= 1, ∀k ∈ N.

Since ∥∥∥∥(P̃ k
∗

)
l,l+k

∥∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥∥∥P̃ k

∗

∥∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥∥∥P k

∗

∥∥∥∥
2

,

we can conclude that

∥V ∗∥τ,∞ ≤ R

dΠ∑
k=0

max
l=0,...,dΠ−k

{√
|Sl+k|
τl

}
.

Working out each maximum, we have

max
l=0,...,dΠ−k

{√
|Sl+k|
τl

}
≤

√
W

τdΠ−k
, k = 0, . . . , dΠ.

Thus,

∥V ∗∥τ,∞ ≤ R
√
W

dΠ∑
l=0

1

τl
.

Evaluating the sum,

∆ =

dΠ∑
l=0

1

τl
=

dΠ∑
l=0

1

τl+1
· τl+1

τl
≤ γτ

dΠ∑
l=0

1

τl+1
= γτ

(
∆+

(
1

τ∞
− 1

τ0

))
,

we get

∆ ≤ γτ

1− γτ

(
1

τ∞
− 1

τ0

)
,

which is tight for a choice of τl = τ0γ
l for γ ∈ (0, 1). The result now follows.

Lemma A.3. For V ∈ VS with V |S\Supp(σ) ≡ 0, we have

c(σ, τ) ∥V ∥τ,∞ ≤ ∥V ∥σ,2 ≤ τ0 ∥V ∥τ,∞ ,

where

c(σ, τ) ≜ min
s∈Supp(σ)

{
τ(s)

√
σ(s)

}
.

7By our convention for defining P∗, its 2-norm is defined by row multiplication.

39



Proof. We use the well-known relation between the supremum and l2 norms ∥V ∥∞ ≤ ∥V ∥2, to establish the
inequality on the LHS

∥V ∥2τ,∞ =
∥∥diag(τ)−1V

∥∥2
∞

≤
∥∥diag(τ)−1V

∥∥2
2

=
∥∥∥diag(σ)1/2 diag(σ)−1/2 diag(τ)−1V

∥∥∥2
2

=
∥∥∥diag(σ)−1/2 diag(τ)−1V

∥∥∥2
σ,2

≤ 1(
mins∈Supp(σ)

{
τ(s)

√
σ(s)

})2 ∥V ∥2σ,2 .

On the other hand,

∥V ∥2σ,2 = Es∼σ

[
V (s)2

]
≤ τ20 Es∼σ

[
V (s)2

τ(s)2

]
≤ τ20 max

s∈S

{
V (s)2

τ(s)2

}
= τ20

(
max
s∈S

{
V (s)

τ(s)

})2

= τ20 ∥V ∥2τ,∞ ,

which establishes the inequality on the RHS.

Lemma A.4. Assume VΘ ⊂ V0
S is convex and let Ṽ ∈ V0

S . Then Πσ
ΘṼ ∈ VΘ is the optimal solution of (36)

iff (
Ṽ −Πσ

ΘṼ
)⊤

diag(σ)
(
Vθ −Πσ

ΘṼ
)
≤ 0

for all θ ∈ Θ.

Proof. By [2, Theorem 9.7] applied to the continuously differentiable convex function g(V ) ≜
∥∥∥V − Ṽ

∥∥∥2
σ,2

defined over the compact and convex set VΘ ⊂ V0
S , we have that Πσ

ΘṼ is the optimal solution iff it is a
stationary point, i.e.,

∇g
(
Πσ

ΘṼ
)⊤ (

Vθ −Πσ
ΘṼ
)
≥ 0

for all θ ∈ Θ. Spelling out the stationarity condition, we get(
Ṽ −Πσ

ΘṼ
)⊤

diag(σ)
(
Vθ −Πσ

ΘṼ
)
≤ 0

which completes the proof.

Proposition 4.5. Under Assumption 6, σ-PVI (39) converges irrespective of initialization and its limit (40)
satisfies ∥∥∥Ṽ ∗ −Πσ

ΘV
∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ γ

1− γ
·
∥∥∥V ∗ −Πσ

ΘV
∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

. (41)

In particular, the approximation scheme is fully expressive iff Ṽ ∗ = V ∗.
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Proof. Since, by Assumption 6, Πσ
ΘB is a contraction of modulus γ < 1 w.r.t. some ∥·∥τ,∞, then, by the

Banach fixed point theorem, it has a unique fixed point Ṽ ∗ = limt→∞(Πσ
ΘB)tVθ0 for any choice Vθ0 ∈ VΘ.

In particular, σ-PVI converges to Ṽ ∗. As for the bound, for any Vθ0 ∈ VΘ,

∥Πσ
ΘBVθ0 −Πσ

ΘV
∗∥τ,∞ = ∥Πσ

ΘBVθ0 −Πσ
ΘBV ∗∥τ,∞

≤ γ ∥Vθ0 − V ∗∥τ,∞
≤ γ ∥Vθ0 −Πσ

ΘV
∗∥τ,∞ + γ ∥V ∗ −Πσ

ΘV
∗∥τ,∞

Recurrent application of Πσ
ΘB results in

∥∥(Πσ
ΘB)tVθ0 −Πσ

ΘV
∗∥∥

τ,∞ ≤ γt ∥Vθ0 −Πσ
ΘV

∗∥τ,∞ + γ · 1− γt

1− γ
∥V ∗ −Πσ

ΘV
∗∥τ,∞ .

Taking the limit t → ∞ establishes the bound. Lastly, when the approximation scheme is fully expressive,
i.e., V ∗ ∈ VΘ, then Πσ

ΘV∗ = V∗ and the bound establishes Ṽ ∗ = V ∗. On the other hand, if Ṽ ∗ = V ∗ then
V ∗ ∈ VΘ.

Proposition 4.7. Denote the estimation error by ϵt :=
∥∥∥Ṽt+1 −Πσ

ΘBṼt

∥∥∥
τ,∞

and assume ϵt → 0. Then,

under Assumption 6, the sequence of estimates
{
Ṽt

}
converges to Ṽ ∗ (40) in the τ -weighted ℓ∞ norm.

Proof. Let ϵ > 0. By assumption, there exists t′ = t′(ϵ) s.t. ϵt ≤ (1 − γ)ϵ for all t ≥ t′. At iteration t′,
we have Ṽt′ ∈ Bτ

ρ′(Ṽ
∗) for some ball of radius ρ′ = ρ′(ϵ) w.r.t. ∥·∥τ,∞. Consequently, at t′ + 1, we have

Ṽt′+1 ∈ Bτ
γρ′+ϵt′

(Ṽ ∗), since∥∥∥Ṽt′+1 − Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

=
∥∥∥Ṽt′+1 −Πσ

ΘBṼt′ +Πσ
ΘBṼt′ − Ṽ ∗

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤
∥∥∥Ṽt′+1 −Πσ

ΘBṼt′

∥∥∥
τ,∞

+
∥∥∥Πσ

ΘBṼt′ −Πσ
ΘBṼ ∗

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ ϵt′ + γρ′.

At the next step, we find Ṽt′+2 ∈ Bτ
γ2ρ′+γϵt′+ϵt′+1

(Ṽ ∗), since∥∥∥Ṽt′+2 − Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

=
∥∥∥Ṽt′+2 −Πσ

ΘBṼt′+1 +Πσ
ΘBṼt′+1 − Ṽ ∗

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤
∥∥∥Ṽt′+2 −Πσ

ΘBṼt′+1

∥∥∥
τ,∞

+
∥∥∥Πσ

ΘBṼt′+1 −Πσ
ΘBṼ ∗

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ ϵt′+1 + γ
(
ϵt′ + γρ′

)
.

and so on. Thus, we have

∥∥∥ṼT+1 − Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ γT+1−t′ρ′ +

T∑
t=t′

γT−tϵt.

Thus, ∥∥∥ṼT+1 − Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ γT+1−t′ρ′ + (1− γT+1−t′)ϵ

≤ γT+1−t′ρ′ + ϵ
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Letting T → ∞, we find that

0 ≤ lim inf
T→∞

∥∥∥ṼT − Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ lim sup
T→∞

∥∥∥ṼT − Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ ϵ

Since ϵ > 0 was chosen arbitrarily, limT→∞

∥∥∥ṼT − Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

= 0.

Lemma 4.8. For σ ∈ ∆S and pσ and f defined above, we have

Epσ [f(θ, s, ξ)] = Epσ

[(
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

)2]
+

2Eσ

[(
BṼ (s)− Vθ(s)

)
Eξ|s

[
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

]]
+
∥∥∥BṼ − Vθ

∥∥∥2
σ,2

(51)

Proof. Let σ ∈ ∆S . As defined in §4.6, consider pσ to be the distribution over S×SA whose marginalization
over SA produces σ such that the probability of ξ ∈ SA mapping a to s′ conditioned on s ∈ S is Pr[ξ(a) =
s′|s] = p(s′|s, a). Following the standard bias-variance decomposition for the loss function f in (50), we
have

Epσ [f(θ, s, ξ)] = Epσ

[(
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s) +BṼ (s)− Vθ(s)

)2]
= Epσ

[(
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

)2]
+ 2Epσ

[(
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

)(
BṼ (s)− Vθ(s)

)]
+ Eσ

[(
BṼ (s)− Vθ(s)

)2]
= Epσ

[(
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

)2]
+ 2Eσ

[
Eξ|s

[(
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

)(
BṼ (s)− Vθ(s)

)]]
+ Eσ

[(
BṼ (s)− Vθ(s)

)2]
= Epσ

[(
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

)2]
+ 2Eσ

[(
BṼ (s)− Vθ(s)

)
Eξ|s

[
y(s, ξ)−BṼ (s)

]]
+
∥∥∥BṼ − Vθ

∥∥∥2
σ,2

,

where ξ|s ∼
∏

a∈A p(·|s, a), as desired.

Lemma 4.9. Consider a compact approximation scheme v : RK × Θ → R such that Θ is compact and
convex, v is continuous, and v(ϕ(s), ·) is Lipschitz continuous over Θ for each s ∈ S. Then,

(i) ft(θ) is finite for all θ ∈ Θ;

(ii) for any θ, θ′ ∈ Θ the r.v. Y θ,θ′

t (s) = (ft(θ, s)− ft(θ)) − (ft(θ
′, s)− ft(θ

′)) is ωt-sub-Gaussian for

some ωt, namely, Eσ

[
eζY

θ,θ′
t (s)

]
≤ e

1
2
ω2
t ζ

2
, ∀ζ ∈ R;
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(iii) there exists κt : S → R≥0 such that |ft(θ, s)− ft(θ
′, s)| ≤ κt(s)d (θ, θ

′), for every θ, θ′ ∈ Θ, and its
moment-generating function Mκt(ζ) := Eσ

[
eζκt(s)

]
is finite ∀ζ ∈ R;

(iv) for any κ̂t > Eσ [κt(s)] there exists a corresponding βt := β(κ̂t) such that Pr [κt,n ≥ κ̂t] ≤ e−nβt

for the sample average κt,n = 1
n

∑n
i=1 κt(si). In particular, for κ̂t = κ∗t + δ, where δ > 0 and

κ∗t := maxs∈S κt(s), we have βt(κ̂t) = ∞.

Proof. (i) Since S is a finite set, the expected value of ft(θ, ·) w.r.t. any probability measure σ over S is finite
for any θ ∈ Θ. (ii) Since S is finite, Θ is compact, and v is continuous in θ, it follows that

ω̃t ≜ max
s∈S

max
θ∈Θ

|ft(θ, s)− ft(θ)|

is finite, and, therefore,
∣∣∣Y θ,θ′

t (s)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2ω̃t. Since Eσ

[
Y θ,θ′

t (s)
]
= 0, by Hoeffding’s Lemma

Eσ

[
exp

(
ζY θ,θ′

t (s)
)]

≤ exp

(
ζ2(4ω̃t)

2

8

)
= exp

(
ζ2(2ω̃t)

2

2

)
implying that Y θ,θ′

t is ωt-sub-Gaussian with

ωt ≜ 2ω̃t. (71)

(iii) Since Vθ(s) is Lipschitz continuous over Θ for each s ∈ S (54), so is ft(·, s), for some Lipschitz constant
κt(s). Since S is finite,

κ∗t ≜ max
s∈S

κt(s) (72)

is finite and so is Mκt(ζ) for all ζ ∈ R. (iv) This is a direct application of Cramér’s Large Deviation
Theorem.

Lemma 4.10. Assume VΘ ⊂ V0
S is convex. Then, for any θ ∈ Θ, we have

∥∥Vθ − Vθ∗t

∥∥2
σ,2

≤ ft(θ)− f∗
t .

Proof. By definition (55), we have

ft(θ) =
∥∥∥Vθ −BVθ̃t

∥∥∥2
σ,2

, ft(θ
∗
t ) =

∥∥∥Vθ∗t
−BVθ̃t

∥∥∥2
σ,2

.

Thus, we need to show ∥∥Vθ − Vθ∗t

∥∥2
σ,2

≤
∥∥∥Vθ −BVθ̃t

∥∥∥2
σ,2

−
∥∥∥Vθ∗t

−BVθ̃t

∥∥∥2
σ,2

.

Indeed, ∥∥∥Vθ −BVθ̃t

∥∥∥2
σ,2

−
∥∥∥Vθ∗t

−BVθ̃t

∥∥∥2
σ,2

= (Vθ − Vθ∗t
)⊤ diag(σ)(Vθ + Vθ∗t

− 2BVθ̃t
)

≥ (Vθ − Vθ∗t
)⊤ diag(σ)(Vθ + Vθ∗t

− 2Vθ∗t
)

=
∥∥Vθ − Vθ∗t

∥∥2
σ,2

,

where the inequality follows from Lemma A.4 with Ṽ := BVθ̃t
and Πσ

ΘṼ := Πσ
ΘBVθ̃t

≡ Vθ∗t
.

43



Theorem 4.11. Assume VΘ ⊂ V0
S is convex and ft(·, s) is convex for each s ∈ S. Let {ϵt}∞t=0 be a

monotonically decreasing sequence such that 0 < ϵt < 1/4 and limt→∞ ϵt = 0. Let ωt, κ̂t, κ∗t , κ̄t,n, and
βt satisfy the properties in Lemma 4.9, and let ρ be as stated in Definition 4.3. Then, at each iteration
t = 0, . . . , T − 1 of Algorithm 2, choosing a number of samples

nt ≥ max

{
32ω2

t

ϵ2t

[
N ln

(
16νDΘκ̂t

ϵt

)
+

1

2
ln

(
1

ϵt

)]
,
1

2βt
ln

(
1

ϵt

)}
, (58)

and a number of PGD steps

ct ≥
D2

Θ

ηtϵt

with stepsize ηt ∈ (0, 1/κ∗t ] to obtain an estimate θ̃t+1 ∈ Θ, guarantees

E
[∥∥∥Vθ̃T

− Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

]
≤ min

t=0,...,T−1

{
γT−tρ+

√
ϵt

(1− γ)

(
2 ∥L∥τ,∞DΘ +

1

c(σ, τ)

)}
. (59)

In particular, Algorithm 2 output, Vθ̃T
, converges to Ṽ ∗ in expectation as T → ∞.

Proof. Since ft(·, s) is convex over Θ for any s ∈ S, then so is ft,nt for any i.i.d. σ-sample. Following [2,
Theorem 9.16] applied to the function ft,n defined over the compact and convex Θ, after

ct ≥ D2
Θ/ηtϵt ≥ d

(
θ̃t, θ

∗
t,n

)2
/ηtϵt

projected GD steps with constant stepsize ηt ∈ (0, 1/κ∗t ], we get an ϵt/2-optimal solution θ̃t+1 of ft,nt , which
serves as our estimate for θ∗t . Note that (0, 1/κ∗t ] ⊆ (0, 1/κ̄t,n] w.p.1 since Pr[κ̄t,n = 1

n

∑n
i=1 κt(si) > κ∗t =

maxs∈S κt(s)] = 0.
Lemma 4.9 establishes the necessary conditions for [28, Theorem 5.18]. At the t iteration, we pick

αt ∈ (0, 1) and κ̂t > Eσ[κt(s)] with its corresponding βt = β(κ̂t) as in Lemma 4.9(iv). When [28,
Theorem 5.18] is applied to our ϵt/2-optimal solution θ̃t+1 of ft,nt , using ϵ ≡ ϵt and δ ≡ ϵt/2, we get

Pr
[
θ̃t+1 ∈ Θ∗

ϵt

]
≥ 1− αt for nt bounded by

nt ≥ max

{
32ω2

t

ϵ2t

[
N ln

(
16νDΘκ̂t

ϵt

)
+ ln

(
2

αt

)]
, β−1

t ln

(
2

αt

)}
, (73)

with ωt given in (71). Thus,

E
[
d
(
θ̃t+1,Θ

∗
ϵt

)]
≤ Pr

[
θ̃t+1 ∈ Θ∗

ϵt

]
· 0 + Pr

[
θ̃t+1 /∈ Θ∗

ϵt

]
·DΘ ≤ αtDΘ.

With Θ∗
ϵt compact, let us pick θ̃t,ϵt ∈ Θ∗

ϵt such that d
(
θ̃t+1, θ̃t,ϵt

)
= d

(
θ̃t+1,Θ

∗
ϵt

)
. Then, applying the

Lipschitz constant (54) and Lemma A.3∥∥∥Vθ̃t+1
− Vθ∗t

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤
∥∥∥Vθ̃t+1

− Vθ̃t,ϵt

∥∥∥
τ,∞

+
∥∥∥Vθ̃t,ϵt

− Vθ∗t

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ ∥L∥τ,∞ d
(
θ̃t+1,Θ

∗
ϵt

)
+

1

c(σ, τ)

∥∥∥Vθ̃t,ϵt
− Vθ∗t

∥∥∥
σ,2

By Lemma 4.10 applied to θ ≡ θ̃t,ϵt , we know that
∥∥∥Vθ̃t,ϵt

− Vθ∗t

∥∥∥2
σ,2

≤ ft(θ̃t,ϵt)− f∗
t ≤ ϵt, and, therefore,

∥∥∥Vθ̃t+1
− Vθ∗t

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ ∥L∥τ,∞ d
(
θ̃t+1,Θ

∗
ϵt

)
+

√
ϵt

c(σ, τ)
.
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We, thus, have, for the estimation error (46),

E
[∥∥∥Vθ̃t+1

− Vθ∗t

∥∥∥
τ,∞

]
≤ ∥L∥τ,∞ αtDΘ +

√
ϵt

c(σ, τ)
.

Assigning αt := 2
√
ϵt ∈ (0, 1) in (73), we get the desired sample size bound in (58). Let us denote the

resulting expected estimation error by

ϵ̃t ≜
√
ϵt

(
2 ∥L∥τ,∞DΘ +

1

c(σ, τ)

)
,

which decreases asymptotically to zero as O(
√
ϵt).

Proposition 4.7 can be applied in expectation as well. In particular, for the projected improvement fixed
point Ṽ ∗ (40), we have, for each t = 0, . . . , T − 1,

E
[∥∥∥Vθ̃T

− Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

]
≤ γT−tρ+ ϵ̃t/(1− γ),

where ρ = 2R
√
Wγτ

1−γτ

(
1
τ∞

− 1
τ0

)
comes from choosing θ̃0 since Vθ̃0

∈ Bτ
ρ(0). In particular,

E
[∥∥∥Vθ̃T

− Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

]
≤ min

t=0,...,T−1

{
γT−tρ+ ϵ̃t/(1− γ)

}
and, consequently,

lim
T→∞

E
[∥∥∥Vθ̃T

− Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

]
= 0.

Lemma 4.14.
∣∣∣Vθ(s)−BVθ̃t

(s)
∣∣∣ ≤ (1 + τ0γτ

τdΠ

)
∥L∥∞DΘ + τ0γ(1+γτ )

1−γ ∥V ∗ −Πσ
ΘV

∗∥τ,∞.

Proof. We have∣∣∣Vθ(s)−BVθ̃t
(s)
∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣Vθ(s)− Ṽ ∗(s)

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣Ṽ ∗(s)− V ∗(s)
∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣V ∗(s)−BVθ̃t

(s)
∣∣∣

≤ L(s)DΘ + τ0

∥∥∥Ṽ ∗ − V ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

+ τ0

∥∥∥BV ∗ −BVθ̃t

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ ∥L∥∞DΘ + τ0

∥∥∥Ṽ ∗ − V ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

+ τ0γ
τ
∥∥∥V ∗ − Vθ̃t

∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤ ∥L∥∞DΘ + τ0

∥∥∥Ṽ ∗ − V ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

+ τ0γ
τ

[∥∥∥V ∗ − Ṽ ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

+
∥∥∥Ṽ ∗ − Vθ̃t

∥∥∥
τ,∞

]
≤
(
1 +

τ0γ
τ

τdΠ

)
∥L∥∞DΘ + τ0

(
1 + γτ

)∥∥∥Ṽ ∗ − V ∗
∥∥∥
τ,∞

≤
(
1 +

τ0γ
τ

τdΠ

)
∥L∥∞DΘ +

τ0γ (1 + γτ )

1− γ
∥V ∗ −Πσ

ΘV
∗∥τ,∞ ,

where the last inequality was established by Proposition 4.5 and the second to last was established by
(54).
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Corollary 4.15. Let ϵ > 0. Following the global choice of constants ωt ≡ ω, κ̂t ≡ κ̂, κ∗t ≡ κ∗, βt ≡ β, and
ηt ≡ η ∈ (0, 1/κ∗] in Remark 4.13, while taking ϵt = ϵ0/(1 + δ)t, for ϵ0 < 1/4 and δ > 0, and

T =

⌈
a log1+δ

(
ρ+ ρ′

ϵ

)⌉
,

for ρ as in Theorem 4.11 and

a = −
(

2

log1+δ γ
∗

)
> 0, γ∗ = max

{
γ,

1√
(1 + δ)

}
< 1,

ρ′ =

√
ϵ0

(1− γ)

(
2 ∥L∥τ,∞DΘ +

1

c(σ, τ)

)
,

Algorithm 2 will output an ϵ-approximation Vθ̃T
of Ṽ ∗ (40) w.r.t. ∥·∥τ,∞ in expectation with sampling

complexity

T−1∑
t=0

nt = O

(
log1+δ

(
1

ϵ

)(
1

ϵ

)2a
)

and first-order iteration complexity

T−1∑
t=0

ct = O

((
1

ϵ

)a)
. (60)

Proof. Following the choice of global constants in Remark 4.13, the total number of samples drawn in
Algorithm 2 over all iterations t = 0, . . . , T − 1 is given by

T−1∑
t=0

nt≤
T−1∑
t=0

32ω2

ϵ2t

[
N ln

(
16νDΘκ̂

ϵt

)
+

1

2
ln

(
1

ϵt

)]
+1

Choosing ϵt = ϵ0/(1 + δ)t, with ϵ0 < 1/4 and δ > 0, we get

T−1∑
t=0

nt ≤
T−1∑
t=0

(1 + δ)2t (ã1t+ ã2)

≤ (ã1T + ã2)
T−1∑
t=0

(1 + δ)2t

= (ã1T + ã2)
(1 + δ)2(T−1) − 1

(1 + δ)2 − 1

≤ (ã1T + ã2)
(1 + δ)2T−1

δ
, (74)

where

ã1 =
32ω2

ϵ20

(
N +

1

2

)
ln (1 + δ) + 1, ã2 =

32ω2

ϵ20
N ln

(
16νDΘκ̂

ϵ
3/2
0

)
.

Now, if we require the expected error (59) to be bounded by ϵ, then it is sufficient to require that

γT/2ρ+

√
ϵT/2

(1− γ)

(
2 ∥L∥τ,∞DΘ +

1

c(σ, τ)

)
≤ ϵ,
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where we picked t = T/2 (assuming for the moment T is even). Applying our choice of ϵt, we have
γT/2ρ+ (γ′)T/2 ρ′ ≤ ϵ, where

γ′ =
1√

(1 + δ)
< 1, ρ′ =

√
ϵ0

(1− γ)

(
2 ∥L∥τ,∞DΘ +

1

c(σ, τ)

)
.

Taking γ∗ = max{γ, γ′} < 1, it is sufficient to require (ρ + ρ′) (γ∗)T/2 ≤ ϵ. When T is odd, we should,
similarly, require (ρ+ ρ′) (γ∗)(T−1)/2 ≤ ϵ, which implies, either way, that

T ≥ log1+δ

(
ϵ

ρ+ ρ′

)(
2

log1+δ γ
∗

)
≥ 0

Thus, taking T =
⌈
a0 log1+δ

(
ρ+ρ′

ϵ

)⌉
for a0 = −

(
2

log1+δ γ
∗

)
> 0 guarantees E

[∥∥∥Vθ̃T
− Ṽ ∗

∥∥∥
τ,∞

]
≤ ϵ for

a given ϵ > 0.
Back to sampling complexity, applying the above choice of T to (74), we obtain that for all sufficiently

small ϵ

(ã1T + ã2)
(1 + δ)2T−1

δ
≤
(
a1 log1+δ

(
ρ+ ρ′

ϵ

)
+ a2

)(
ρ+ ρ′

ϵ

)2a0

with

a1 =
a0 · ã1(1 + δ)

δ
, a2 =

(ã2 + ã1)(1 + δ)

δ
,

to get the sampling complexity as stated.
The case for the total sum of projected GD steps is more straight forward. Applying the given choice of a

monotonically decreasing sequence ϵt and total number of iterations T , we have

T−1∑
t=0

ct ≤
D2

Θκ
∗

µ

T−1∑
t=0

1

ϵt
+ T ≤

D2
Θκ

∗

µϵ0

(1 + δ)T

δ
+ T

≤
D2

Θ(1 + δ)

ηϵ0δ

(
ρ+ ρ′

ϵ

)a0

+ a0 log1+δ

(
ρ+ ρ′

ϵ

)
+ 1

as stated.

B Examples in Detail

B.1 Traveling Salesman Problem

For Theorem 3.5 to apply to the TSP §3.4.1, we require an equivalence relation ∼ over A∗ that satisfies
conditions (i) and (ii). First, however, we need to consider ∼Π of Definition 3.2. As noted, it has two
distinguished classes se (3) and s∞ (4), where s∞ consists of all routes that are either of length > d + 1
or correspond to illegal (partial or full) routes. By definition, it also has an additional distinguished class
consisting of Π in its entirety, which we denote by sd+1. As in the KSP Example 3.1, we define ∼ by
specifying equivalence classes that refine those of ∼Π, apart from se, sd+1 and s∞.

To complete our calculation of ∼Π, let x, y ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ sd+1 ⊔ s∞. If x ∼Π y then there exists u ∈ A∗

such that xu, yu ∈ Π and, in particular, lg(x) = lg(y) = l + 1 for 0 ≤ l < d. By definition, denoting
x = x0 · · ·xl, y = y0 · · · yl, and u = ul+1 · · ·ud, we must have: (1) x0 = y0 = 0, (2) ∅ ⊆ {x1, . . . , xl} =
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{y1, . . . , yl} ⊆ A\{0}, and (3) |{x1, . . . , xl}| = |{y1, . . . , yl}| = l. One can easily see that (1)–(3) are both
necessary and sufficient, for if x and y are such that (1)–(3) hold, then any u for which xu ∈ Π will satisfy
{ul+1, . . . , ud} = A \ {x1, . . . , xl} and this will also guarantee yu ∈ Π. We can thus conclude that the
equivalence classes of ∼Π that partition A∗ \ se ⊔ sd+1 ⊔ s∞ are characterized by subsets ∅ ⊆ B ⊆ A \ {0}.

For ∼ to satisfy condition (i) it should be preserved under right concatenation, and it should finitely
refine ∼Π. If we only care to refine classes apart from se, sd+1, s∞, then we only need consider x, y ∈
A∗ \ se ⊔ sd+1 ⊔ s∞ and their respective ∼ classes. Moreover, condition (ii) is straightforward for x, y ∈ se
or x, y ∈ sd+1 and does not apply to x, y ∈ s∞. To establish condition (ii) in all other cases, let x ∼ y,
which should imply x ∼Π y, and let u, v ∈ A∗ such that xu, xv ∈ Π. As before, lg(x) = lg(y) = l + 1
for 0 ≤ l < d. Denote x = x0 · · ·xl, y = y0 · · · yl, u = ul+1 · · ·ud, and v = vl+1 · · · vd. We know that
x0 = y0 = ud = vd = 0. Then,

g(xu; c)− g(yu; c) = −
(
c[0, x1] + . . .+ c[xl, ul+1] + . . .+ c[ud−1, 0]

)
+
(
c[0, y1] + . . .+ c[yl, ul+1] + . . .+ c[ud−1, 0]

)
= −

(
c[0, x1] + . . .+ c[xl, ul+1]

)
+
(
c[0, y1] + . . .+ c[yl, ul+1]

)
.

If we wish g(xu; c)− g(yu; c) = g(xv; c)− g(yv; c), then, by the calculation above, we need

c[yl, ul+1]− c[xl, ul+1] = c[yl, vl+1]− c[xl, vl+1]. (75)

This will hold, irrespective of u and v, when xl = yl. Thus, to establish ∼, it is sufficient to finitely refine
∼Π by characterizing equivalence classes (apart from se, sd+1, s∞) by pointed sets, i.e., pairs (B, b), where
∅ ⊊ B ⊆ A \ {0} and b ∈ B. The set B = ∅ characterizes the ∼Π equivalence class [0] = {0} – it cannot
and does not need to be refined as (75) holds trivially. To conclude,

x ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ sd+1 ⊔ s∞

[x] = s(B,b) or s∅
∅ ⊊ B ⊆ A \ {0}, b ∈ B

⇐⇒
x = x0 · · ·xl, l = |B| or l = 0

x0 = 0

{x1, . . . , xl} = B, xl = b, l > 0

The additive reward structure coming from Theorem 3.5 is defined through the help function g̃ : A∗×C →
R (7)-(9) determined here (up to a choice of scalar), for a legal (partial or full) route, by

g̃(x; c) = −
min{d,l}−1∑

j=0

c[xj , xj+1], x = x0 · · ·xl ∈ A∗

with g̃(e; c) = g̃(a; c) = 0. By (10), the incremental reward function ι : S × A × C → R is given for
s = s(B,b) or s∅ by

ι(s, a; c) = g̃(xa; c)− g̃(x; c) = −c[xl, a], s = [x] (76)

whereas

ι(se, a; c) = 0, ι(sd+1, a; c) = 0, ι(s∞, a; c) = 0.

For Theorem 3.8 to apply, we require the equivalence relation ∼ over A∗ to satisfy Assumptions 3 and 4.
Both hold trivially, Assumption 3 since lg(x) = dΠ for each x ∈ Π and Assumption 4 by definition. The
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modified reward structure r : S ×A× C → R (24) maintains ι (76), apart from s ∈ S and a ∈ A such that
λ(s, a) = s∞. Thus,

r(s, a; c) = −M ⇐⇒


s = se, a ̸= 0

s = s∅, a = 0

s = s(B,b),B ∪ {a} = B or |B| < d− 1, a = 0

As noted, we can pick, for example, M =
∑d

i,j=0 c[i, j] > 0. For the approximation bound in Theorem 3.13
to hold, we require Assumption 5, and, indeed, for any x = x0 · · ·xl ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ sd+1 ⊔ s∞, we can choose
u ∈ A∗ to be any permutation of A \ {x0, . . . , xl} concatenated with ‘0’.

B.2 Shortest Path Problem

We follow the SPP DDP formulation provided in §3.4.2. By Theorem 3.5, we require any choice of an
equivalence relation ∼ over A∗ to satisfy conditions (i) and (ii). This means ∼ should be a right congruence –
if [x] = [y] then [xu] = [yu] for any u ∈ A∗ – of finite rank that refines ∼Π and, in addition, for x ∼ y and
u, v ∈ A∗ s.t. xu, xv ∈ Π, we require

g(xu; c)− g(yu; c) = g(xv; c)− g(yv; c), ∀c ∈ C,

for g defined in (30). We can calculate directly what this means in terms of ∼. Since ∼ refines ∼Π, if
x, y ∈ s∞ condition (ii) holds vacuously, since there are no u, v s.t. xu, xv ∈ Π. If x, y ∈ se then x = y = e
and condition (ii) holds trivially with zero on both sides. If x, y ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ s∞ and lg(x) = lg(y) = d,
then the only u, v for which xu, xv ∈ Π is u = v = e and condition (ii) again holds trivially. We are left
with the only non-trivial case: x, y ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ s∞, lg(x) = lg(y) = l and l < d. Denote x = x1 · · ·xl and
y = y1 · · · yl and pick u = ul+1 · · ·ul′ ∈ A∗ so that l + 1 ≤ l′ ≤ d. Then, as in §3.4.1,

g(xu; c)− g(yu; c) = −
(
c[vsrc, x1] + · · ·+ c[xℓ, uℓ+1]

)
+
(
c[vsrc, y1] + · · ·+ c[yℓ, uℓ+1]

)
.

For condition (ii) to hold, we will need

c[yl, ul+1]− c[xl, ul+1] = c[yl, vl+1]− c[xl, vl+1]

irrespective of u, v. This will be guaranteed iff xl = yl. The coarsest finite rank refinement to guarantee
condition (ii) thus has the following equivalence classes, on top of se and s∞,

x ∈ A∗ \ se ⊔ s∞

[x] = s(l,a) or sd

0 < l < d, a ∈ A
⇐⇒

x = x1 · · ·xl
0 < l < d, xl = a or l = d, xl = vtgt

and it is clearly a right congruence.

C PVI Experiment in Detail

First, we spell out the specifics of instance generation (COP, d,K, σ,Φ, τ, θ0) for the PVI experiments
with the affine approximation scheme §4.4. We generated 50 KSPs (5) with a single constraint (m = 1)
by sampling coefficients cj ∼ N (1, 4) (thus allowing for some negative values), w1j ∼ Poisson(1), and
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COP d K Low K High nlow /nhigh PS

KSP
10 5 10 112007 / 93434 0.508

14 7 14 113534 / 100020 0.513

18 9 18 110795 / 95459 0.493

TSP
8 4 8 118990 / 111646 0.499

10 5 10 123548 / 122058 0.498

12* 6 12 52357 / 51462 0.504

Table 2: Probability of Superiority (PS) for the relative optimality gap comparing higher K to the baseline lower K for
each (COP, d). Entries are point estimates. Sample sizes vary by after filtering to contractive PVI runs (γ < 1) out of a
total of 125, 000; the column nlow/nhigh reports the respective group sizes. PS equals the normalized Mann–Whitney U
(ties receive half credit). TSP12 statistics are derived from 30 COPs per K.

b1 ∼ Poisson(d), while restricting to w1 > 0. In each dimension, we assumed n = d. We generated 50 TSPs
§3.4.1 by sampling d points uniformly in [0, 1]2.

For all COPs, we made the following sampling choices for the state distribution σ, the affine em-
bedding matrix Φ, the weights τ , and the initial θ0: σ was sampled uniformly from {(σs)s∈S\{s∞} |
σs ≥ 0,

∑
s∈S\{s∞} σs = 1}; the state embedding ϕ(s) for s ∈ S \ {s∞} was sampled uniformly in

[−1, 1]K ⊂ RK ; for the weights τl, l ∈< dΠ + 2 >= { 0, . . . , dΠ + 1 }, we first sampled {τ ′l}
dΠ+1
l=0 uni-

formly from {(τ ′l )l∈<dΠ+2> | τ ′l > 0,
∑dΠ+1

l=0 τ ′l = 1} and then set τl =
∑dΠ+1

l′=l τ ′l′ ; finally, the entries
(θ10, . . . , θ

K−1
0 ) of the initial θ0 were sampled uniformly in [−1, 1].

Recall that we let χ be the random variable defined by the chance to sample contractive (Φ, τ, θ0)
per instance (COP, d,K, σ). As a generative description of χ, we assessed a Beta–binomial model using
randomized probability integral transforms with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS), Cramer-von Mises (CvM),
and Anderson–Darling (AD) empirical distribution function tests and a parametric bootstrap with refitting.
With n = 2500, the tests rejected the model for KSP despite visually small deviations (e.g., for (KSP, 10, 5)
KS = 0.022, p = 0.003; CvM 0.352, p < 10−3; AD = 2.102, p < 10−3) but accepted it for TSP.8

As noted, we did not witness a decisive benefit for higher embedding dimensions K in terms of the
relative optimality gap, defined via

|(g(x∗)− g(xt∗))/g(x
∗)| (77)

calculated for the approximate solution xt∗ derived from Vθt∗ for each contractive PVI run. This insight is
captured in the Probability of Superiority (PS) for the relative optimality gap comparing the higher dimension
embedding K against the lower K baseline. Here PS = Pr(XK high < XK low) +

1
2 Pr(XK high = XK low)

(so PS > 0.5 favors higher K), which is equivalent to the normalized Mann–Whitney U . In our case, XK high
and XK low designate the r.v.s of the relative optimality gap for high and low K values respectively. To begin
with, we never expected the affine approximation scheme to provide quality solution approximates. Yet, we
hypothesize that a decisive factor for XK would be O(|S| /K), which, in our experiments, is identical for
both high and low choices of K.

As a validation of the per–run contraction modulus γ in (45), we evaluated the slack of the residual bound
8We therefore chose to present non-parametric summaries (Mean with CI, Min, ModeKDE with CI) without imposing a parametric

form.
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Figure 5: Each panel corresponds to a single (COP, d) instance and summarizes all contractive PVI runs (γ < 1).
Shown is the histogram of Res (78) derived from Proposition 4.5; the y-axis reports relative frequency. The lower 5%
of values (right tail) were trimmed prior to plotting. Group sizes for each setting appear in Table 2. TSP12 statistics are
derived from 30 COPs per K.

from Proposition 4.5. For each contractive PVI run (γ < 1) we computed the slack

Slack =
γ

1− γ
−

∥∥VθT−1
−Πσ

ΘV
∗∥∥

τ,∞∥∥V ∗ −Πσ
ΘV

∗
∥∥
τ,∞

(78)

as implied by (41). Figure 5 shows, for each (COP, d), the histogram of Slack values (right 5% trimmed).
Across all panels we observe Slack ≈ 0 with mass near zero, indicating that the bound is respected and often
tight, and supporting the correctness of our γ calculation (45).
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