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Abstract
Despite its experimental success, Model-based Reinforcement Learning still lacks a complete theo-
retical understanding. To this end, we analyze the error in the cumulative reward using a contraction
approach. We consider both stochastic and deterministic state transitions for continuous (non-discrete)
state and action spaces. This approach doesn’t require strong assumptions and can recover the typical
quadratic error to the horizon. We prove that branched rollouts can reduce this error and are essential
for deterministic transitions to have a Bellman contraction. Our analysis of policy mismatch error also
applies to Imitation Learning. In this case, we show that GAN-type learning has an advantage over

Behavioral Cloning when its discriminator is well-trained.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) has attracted much attention recently due to its ability to learn good policies
for sequential systems. However, most RL algorithms have a high sample complexity of environment queries
(typically in the order of millions). This sample complexity hinders the deployment of RL in practical
systems. An intuitive potential solution is to learn an accurate model of the environment’s outcome, hence
reducing the demand for environment queries. This approach leads to a dichotomy of RL algorithms:
training without an environment model is called model-free RL, and training with an environment model is
called model-based RL. Model-free RL is often faulted for low exploitation of environment queries, while the
performance of model-based RL suffers under model inaccuracy.

Model-based Reinforcement Learning (MBRL) is nontrivial since RL’s sequential nature allows errors to
propagate to future time-steps. This fact leads to the planning horizon dilemma Mgﬁill, M), a long
horizon incurs a large cumulative error, while a short horizon results in shortsighted decisions. We need to
understand this trade-off better as it is currently one of the fundamental limitations of model-based RL.

Most prior error analyses impose a strong assumption in their proofs; e.g., Lipschitz value function
(Luo et all, 2019; Xiao et all, 2019; [Yu et al), [2020) or maximum model error (Janner et all, 2019). In gen-
eral, the value function is unlikely to be Lipschitz because its gradient w.r.t. the state can be very large.
This event happens when a state perturbation is applied at the stability-instability boundary of a control
system, resulting in a large change in value (performance) from a small change in state. For instance, if one
perturbs a robot’s leg, it may fall and, as a result, receive many negative future rewards.

To mitigate the cumulative reward error, lJanner et all (2019) experimentally shows that branched rollouts
(short model rollouts initialized by previous real rollouts) help reduce this error and improve experimental
results. However, the effectiveness of branched rollouts remains unclear since the experiments of
(@) use deterministic transitions (MuJoCo (Todorov et all, [2012)). However, their error analysis only ap-
plies to stochastic transitions and contains unclear reasoning, see §3l Ideally, we need an analysis framework
that applies to both stochastic and deterministic transitions.

Our main contribution is a contraction-based approach to analyze the error of MBRL that applies to
both stochastic and deterministic transitions without strong assumptions. Prior work typically makes strong
assumptions such as a Lipschitz value function or a maximum model error. To avoid these assumptions
and maintain generality, we: (a) provide an analysis framework that applies to both (absolutely continuous)
stochastic and deterministic transitions, (b) mostly uses constants in expectation, and (¢) does not require
a Lipschitz assumption on value functions. Our results also contribute to theoretical explanations of some
techniques in deep RL. We prove that branched rollouts significantly reduce the cumulative reward error
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for both stochastic and deterministic transitions. In particular, branched rollouts are vital for deterministic
transitions to have a Bellman contraction. Although prior work also claimed to have a similar conclusion,
the analysis is unclear (see §3)) and, in any case, does not apply to the deterministic environment in their
experiment. Our approach also helps analyze Imitation Learning. We show a GAN-type learning method like
Generative Adversarial Imitation Learning (Ho and Ermon, I2016) is potentially preferable to a supervised
learning method like Behavioral Cloning (Ross et all, 12011;Syed and Schapire, 2010) when the discriminator
is well-trained.

The primary intuition of our analysis comes from the MBRL problem’s asymmetry: the policy mismatch
and model mismatch errors, or the terms on the RHS of Eq. (8], are the errors of interest and are symmetric
when interchanging transitions or policies. However, the objects that control the errors of interest (can
be directly made small in training) are asymmetric. At some point, we have to bridge from symmetry to
asymmetry. We show that the Bellman flow operator is the key to this bridge. If the Bellman flow operatoris a
contraction w.r.t. a metric, we can analyze the error of MBRL under that metric regardless of the asymmetry.
When we do not have a Bellman contraction, we provide another way inspired by |Syed and Schapird (2010)
to analyze the problem and identify the impact of asymmetry. The resulting insight suggests the potential
usefulness of the Ensemble Method (Kurutach et all, [2018).

Prior work has done extensive experiments on branched rollouts (Janner et all, 2019), Generative Adver-
sarial Imitation Learning (Ho and Ermon, 2016) and the Ensemble Method (Kurutach et al), |2018). Since
the empirical evidence in the literature is clear, this work does not include additional experiments. Instead,
we focus on providing an improved theoretical understanding of existing empirical results.

2 Preliminaries

Consider an infinite-horizon Markov Decision Process (MDP) represented by (S, A, T, r, 7). Here S, A are
finite-dimensional continuous state and action spaces, T'(s'|s,a) is the transition density of s’ given (s,a),
7(s,a) is the reward function, and v € (0,1) is the discount factor. We use T to denote a deterministic
transition with the density 7(s|s,a) = §(s’ — T(s, a)).

Given an initial state distribution pg, the goal of reinforcement learning is to learn a (stochastic) policy
7 that maximizes the y-discounted cumulative reward R~ (po, 7, T), or equivalently, the expected cumulative

reward, denoted as R(p4." ) under the normalized occupancy measure pp 0.
1
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where f;(s,alpg,m, T) is the density of (s,a) at step ¢ under (po, 7, T). Because (po, 7, T,~y) uniquely deter-
mines the occupancy measure, we use R(pf° ”) as an alternative expression for R (po,m,T). When po,
are fixed, we simplify the notation to R(m, ) and p7..

2.1 Bellman Flow Operator

In Eq. (@), because each f;(s,alpo,m, T) uses the same policy, fi(s,a) and pf’2"(s,a) can be factored as
fi(s)m(als) and pf27 (s)7(als). This allows us to mainly focus on the state d1str1butions. In particular, we

define the normalized state occupancy measure p772"(s) as the marginal of pf"(s,a) and show (Fact 4,
Appendix) that it satisfies a fixed-point equation charactemzed by a Bellman ﬂow operator By ().

pgovﬂ( ) é (1 - 7) Z"yifi(5|p0,7T,T) = BT" T(pf}o’Yﬁ( ))7 (2)
i=0

where By r(-) under (pg, 7, T) and + is defined as:

Brir(p(s)) 21— 1)(s) +7 [ (sl (a5 )p(s s da’ 3)



By r(-) is a vy-contraction w.r.t. total variation distance (see Appendix). Hence, B, r(-) has a unique fixed
point, and by Eq. (@), this point is pfp‘i;f(s). This result foreshadows the utility of the Bellman flow operator
for analyzing state occupancy measures. Indeed, Lemma [I] exploits the Bellman flow operator to upper
bound the distance between state distributions. This is useful for analyzing MBRL. In passing, we note that

previous work (Syed et all, [2008) has made distinct use of a Bellman flow constraint.

2.2 Model-based RL

We study the model-based RL procedure shown in Algorithm [l and its variants (e.g., branched rollouts).
Line 3 deals with the storage of a dataset D of real transitions. Observe that D;_1 is generated by (pg, m;—1,T)

Algorithm 1 Model-based RL Algorithm

Require: Dataset D = (), policy 7, learned transition T.
1: fori=1,2,...do

2:  Sample D;_1 = {s¢, at, s} from real transition 7" and policy ;1.
3: D <« Truncate(DUD;_1)
4 Fit T using samples in D.
5. m = argmax R(m,T)
TEBx
6: end for

and that D aggregrates the D;_1’s. The policy that generates D, which we call the sampling policy 7p, is a
mixture of previous policies. If D;_1’s have equal sizes, 7p(als) = Z;i_q m;(als)py’ (s)/ Z;i_q py’ () with
q being the truncation level. The larger ¢ is, the more dependent the sampling policy is on previous policies.
To facilitate subsequent supervised learning, we need D to be sufficiently large. However, the larger dataset
implies the stronger dependence of the sampling policy on previous policies. For technical reasons (see the
final paragraph of the section), we need the current policy 7 and the sampling policy 7mp to be sufficiently
close. Hence we expect a tight truncation, e.g., D = D;_1 UD;_s.

Line 4 is a supervised learning task. The objective function is usually the log-likelihood for stochastic
transitions or the ¢ error for deterministic transitions. For stochastic transitions, maximizing likelihood
is equivalent to minimizing KL divergence. Hence, by Pinsker’s Inequality, the total variation distance
E;DT =E( oynprp Drv (T(-|s,a) || T(-|s,a)) is small. For deterministic transitions, the objective is to minimize

€y = E(s,a)wp%D HT(Sa a) - T(Sa a)||2'

Line 5 is to maximize model-based cumulative reward R(m,T) under the learned transition 7'. Still, the
overall goal is to maximize the true cumulative reward R(mw,T'). Note that

R(m;,T) — R(mi—1,T) = R(m;, T) — R(mi—1, T)+ R(m;,T) — R(ms, T) + R(mi—1,T) — R(mi_1, T).  (4)

m.-b. policy improvement reward errors

Hence Line 5 makes an improvement on R(w,T) (Eq. @)> 0) if the error in cumulative reward |R(w,T) —
R(m,T)| is small and the model-based policy improvement R(m;,T) — R(m;_1,T) is large. However, the
model-based policy improvement is often theoretically intractable. This is because the policy optimization is
usually conducted by deep RL algorithms (Fujimoto et all, 2018; [Haarnoja et all, |2018) but state-of-the-art
provable RL algorithms are still limited to linear function approximation (Jin et al); [2020; Duan et all, 2020).
Therefore, we assume the model-based policy improvement is sufficiently large and focus on the error in the
cumulative reward.

The desired closeness between 7 and 7p is achieved by Line 3’s truncation and Line 5’s constraint to
a local ball By, of mp. Such closeness of policies is commonly used in the literature (Luo et all, 2019;
Janner et all; 2019; [Yu et all, 2020). Indeed, since T is fitted under 7p (D’s distribution is p7”), if w and 7p
are far apart, we cannot expect T behave like T under 7. Practically, this is not a strong assumption, because
we can algorithmically enforce closeness between m and wp by constraining the KL divergence between 7
and mp. Since it is much easier to control the policy error, the model error is the dominating error in MBRL.
Hence we focus on the dependency of the cumulative model error w.r.t. the horizon.



3 Related Work

There have been many experimental studies of model-based RL. Evidence in (1]] QL all (IZD_l_d and Nagabandi et al
(@) suggests that for continuous control tasks, vanilla MBRL M ) hardly surpasses model-free
RL, unless using a linear transition model or a hybrid model-based and model-free algorithm. To enhance the
applicability of MBRL, the Ensemble Method is widely adopted in the literature, since it helps alleviate over-
fitting in a neural network (NN) model. Instances of this approach include an ensemble of deterministic NN
transition models (Kurutach et all, [2018), an ensemble of probabilistic NN transition models
M) with model predictive control (IQama&hMmj_&zrgiQns_A_lhd 2013) or ensembles of deterministic NN
for means and variances of rollouts with different horizons (Buckman et all, 2018). In addition to training
multiple models, [Clavera et al! (2018) leverages meta-learning to train a policy that can quickly adapt to
new transition models. [Wang et all (2019) provides useful benchmarks of various model-based RL methods.
On the theoretical side, for stochastic state transitions the error in the cumulative reward is quadratic in
the length of model rollouts. Specifically, .Janner et all (121119, Theorem A.1) provides the bound

2,)/,,,.11’18,)( 4€7T,rmax
(e + 265) — ——, 5
(1- 7)2( A (%)

where €, = max; Es anp,. ., Drv(T(:|s,a) || T(-|s,a)), €x = max, Dy (7p(-|s) || 7(:|s)) and pr,, ¢ is the den-

R(x,T) — R(x,T) > —
sity of (s,a) at step t following (po,7p,T). For deterministic state transitions and an L-Lipschitz value

function V (s), Luo et all (2019, Proposition 4.2) shows

oz IT(s,a) = T(s,0) +2

a~r(-]s)

)R(?T,T) - R(W,T)) < %L E § diams, (6)

(1—=7)?

where 0 = Eqpr /D r(m(-[s)[[7p(:[s)) and diamg is the diameter of S.

In practice, we enforce mp and 7 to be close, so the model error terms dominate in Eq. (@) and (@]).
Eq. (@) looks sharper since the model error is correlated with a linear rather than quadratic term of the
expected rollout length (1 —+)~!. However, since the value function represents the cumulative reward, it’s
Lipschitz constant (assuming it exists) can be O((1—+)71). So it is hard to compare Eq. (B) and (@). While a
Lipschitz value function is commonly assumed in the literature (Luo et all, 2019; Xiao et all,[2019; Yu et al,
), this is hard to verify in practice, and, even if it holds, the constant can be very large. To avoid
strong assumptions, we do not assume a Lipschitz value function. In addition, we enhance the results of
\Janner et all (IZDJ_Q), by showing their constants “in maxima” can be replaced by constants “in expectation”.

A major contribution of lJanner et all (2019) is the use of branched rollouts generated by (p7",m, T) By
Theorem 4.3 in (Janner et all, [2019), branched rollouts of length k satisfy

k+1€ﬂ—

__ pbranch __9,.max v ’ykeﬂ' kem }

R(m,T) — RP™h(7) > _op [(1_7)2+1_7+1_7, (7)
with the same constants as Eq. (B)). Eq. (@) implies that if the model is almost perfect (¢, ~ 0), the error is
dominated by the policy error v*e,. Since v < 1, the minimal error is attained at large k. This suggests that
a near perfect model helps correct the error due to the mismatch of the sampling policy and current policy.
Still, with an almost perfect model, the problem is reduced to off-policy RL, which always suffers from policy
mismatch error (I]llanﬂ_aﬂ, [2_Q2d) Attaining the minimal error at large branch length k also contradicts
the fact that the error accumulates over the trajectory Mgm, 2019; Xiao et al, M) The error
propagation in the MBRL system implies the compounding error always increases with length. If we accept
Eq. (@), there is still an important gap since Eq. () is for stochastic transitions, but the experiments in

(2019) used deterministic transitions. Our analysis shows the error of branched rollouts for
both stochastic and deterministic transitions increases in the expected branched length (1 — 8)~!. So we
always favor short lengths and are free from the issues mentioned above.




4 Main Result

As discussed in §2.2) we focus on the error in the cumulative reward |R(w, T) — R(w,T)| in MBRL settings.
To do so we use the triangle inequality:

|R(z, T) — R(n,T)| < |R(r, T)—R(np,T)|+ |R(xp,T)—R(xp, T)| + |R(xp, T)— R(w, T)|. (8)

controlled by E:Dm controlled by E;DT or g, controlled by 6Z:D,n-
The error terms on the RHS of Eq. () result from policy mismatch (15* and 3™ terms) and transition
mismatch (2°¢ term). Moreover, since these errors are controlled by the discrepancies between T,7T and
between 7, wp, the errors can be made small in the MBRL training (see the discussion in §2.2)).

The discrepancy between policies mp and 7 is measured by the total variation (TV) distance:

€xpm = Egpro Drv (np(:[s) | 7([s))  and e, o = Esvpr Drv(mp(ls) || m(-]s)).

T 3 D 3 T
7. 18 over pr” and in e o

under the real dataset D (distributed as p7.”) and the simulated environment (distributed as p7.).

The expectation in € over pg. This allows us to measure policy discrepancy

The discrepancies between real and learned transitions T, T' are measured by (a) TV distance for stochas-
tic transitions and (b) ¢5 error for deterministic ones.

o [T(s, a) = T(s,a)]lo.

T

(a) €72 = E,

T =n Dy (T(-|s,a) I T(-|s,a)) and (b) e, = E

s,a)~p s,a)~p

From the RHS of Eq. (), the policy mismatch errors (15 and 3¢ terms) are invariant under exchange

”

of m and mp. We hence call these terms “symmetric in (7, 7p)”. Similarly, the transition mismatch error

(274 term) is symmetric in (T,7). However, the terms that control them, ETTFD o ETTFD - and G;DT’ €r, are

asymmetric; the first two in (m,7p) and the last in (7,7). To bridge these symmetric and asymmetric
quantities, we establish the following:

[R(p1)—R(p2)| (S) Cx{Drv(p1llp2) or Wi(p1 | p2)} (S) C'x{ € m €y s €t pr OF €0} (9)

Eq. @) outlines the proof technique using notations in Eq. (), with C, C’ being underdetermined
constants. Inequality (x) upper bounds the cumulative reward error by one of the symmetric quantities
w.r.t. occupancy measures (p1 (s, a), p2(s,a)): TV distance for stochastic transitions or 1-Wasserstein distance
(Villani, [2008) for deterministic transitions. Inequality (xx) upper bounds the symmetric quantities by one
of the asymmetric ones, using the contraction of the Bellman flow operator (if it holds).

While the Bellman flow operator is a contraction w.r.t. TV distance, this may not hold w.r.t. W7 distance.
We address this situation in §£3.2 Although we use Wj distance as an intermediate step to analyze
deterministic transitions, we finally upper bound W; distance by ¢5 error, as outlined by Inequality (*+). This
avoids the need to minimize W7 error using a Wasserstein GAN (Arjovsky et all |2017) or other optimization
techniques (Peyré and Cuturi, 2019).

In the following subsections, we first analyze the policy error, then the transition error when we have:
(1) absolutely continuous stochastic transitions, (2) deterministic transitions with strong continuity, and
(3) deterministic transitions with weak continuity. Cases (1) and (2) have Bellman contractions yielding
sharp two-sided bounds. Case (3) uses a bounding technique inspired by |Syed and Schapire (2010, Lemma
2) to establish a one-sided bound. By combining the policy error with the transition errors, we obtain
corresponding MBRL errors. Full proofs are in the Appendix.

4.1 Symmetry Bridge Lemma and Policy Mismatch Error

We start by introducing a key lemma. Then we will use it to analyze the policy mismatch error.



4.1.1 Symmetry Bridge Lemma

Lemma [I] (following |Conrad (2014, Corollary 2.4)) is a key to analyze both policy mismatch and transition
mismatch errors through contractions.

Lemma 1. Let B be a Bellman flow operator with fized-point p* and p be a state distribution. If B is a
n-contraction w.r.t. some metric ||-||, then

lp—p*ll <llp— Bp)ll /(1 —n).

Recall from inequality (xx) of Eq. (@), we need to bridge from symmetric quantities to asymmetric ones.
Lemma [Tl constructs a bridge for this purpose. The LHS is symmetric (invariant under exchange) in (p, p*).
Also, the RHS is asymmetric in (p, p*) because B is associated with p*. Hence, one can upper bound
symmetric quantities using asymmetric ones if the contraction is given.

4.1.2 Policy Mismatch Error

The policy mismatch error is analyzed by Eq. ([@). Note that the discrepancy between policies is measured by
TV distance and that the Bellman flow operator is a contraction w.r.t. TV distance. Lemma [I] establishes
the inequality (xx) of Eq. (@). The next Lemma is used to verify inequality (x).

Lemma 2. If 0 < r(s,a) < r™* then
|R(p1) — R(p2)| < Drv (p1lp2)r™> /(1 — 7).

The following theorem establishes the upper bounds of policy mismatch errors (1% and 3™ terms of
Eq. @)). Lemmas [l and [2] are used in its proof.

Theorem 1. If0 < r(s,a) <™ gnd el = Eqprp [Drv (mp(:|s) | w(:]s))], then

TD,T

T 1 0
R(mp,T)— R(m,T)| < max( )
| ( D ) ( )| = eﬂ'D,ﬂ'T 1 v + (1 ,7)2

Proof Sketch. By Lemma [2 it is enough to upper bound Drv (p7° (s, a)||pT(s, a)):

Dy (55 (s, )| (5, 0))
<Dry (05 () (als) |05 (s)n(als)) + Drv (05 (3)(al3) o7 (s)m(als))
<+ 7= Drv (B (07 () IBF (7 (5)

T T

T
SE7'I'D,7'l' + 1 _ ,YEWDJT’

where the second inequality follows from Lemma [I] and the fixed-point property. O

4.1.3 Application to Imitation Learning

We now make the following interesting side observation. Imitation learning (Syed and Schapire, [2010;
Ho and Ermon, [2016) is matching the demonstrated policy and the generator policy. Because Theorem [ is
about policy mismatch error, it is applicable to imitation learning. Observe that the objective of GAIL is JS
(Jensen-Shannon) divergence when its discriminator is well-trained and that Behavior Cloning’s objective is
KL divergence. We can use Pinsker’s Inequality to upper bound these divergences and translate Theorem [I]
and Lemma [2] yielding:

Corollary 1 (Error of Behavioral Cloning). Let mp and 7 be the expert and agent policy. If 0 < r(s,a) <
i and B, o Dgr(mp(-|s)|7(-]s)) < epc, then

[R(np,T) = R(m, T)| < v/emof2 ™ iv T _77)2)-



Corollary 2 (Error of GAIL). Let mp and 7 be the expert and agent policy, respectively. If0 < r(s,a) < rmax
and D js(p7” ||pT) < €garr, then

|R(mp,T) — R(m,T)| < V2eqam r™™/(1 — 7).

Observe that Behavioral Cloning’s error is quadratic w.r.t. the expected horizon (1 —v)~! while GAIL’s
is linear. This suggests that when the discriminator is well-trained, GAN-style imitation learning, like GAIL,
has an advantage.

4.2 MBRL with Stochastic Transitions

If the true transitions are stochastic, we can learn T by maximizing the likelihood, or equivalently by
minimizing the KL divergence. To ensure the KL divergence is defined on a continuous state space, we
assume the transition probability is absolutely continuous w.r.t. the state space, i.e., there is a density
function and hence no discrete or singular continuous measures (Hewitt and Ross, [1963). The following
theorem then follows by the proof of Theorem [l

Theorem 2. If 0 < r(s,a) < ™ gnd E;DT =B q)npp [Drv(T(-|s,a)||T(:|s,a))], then

|R(7p,T) — R(mp,T)| < eqn T (L =)

Theorems Ml and 2] yield the following result for MBRL with absolutely continuous stochastic transitions.

Corollary 3. Assume 0 < r(s,a) <™ and let 2. = E ™ Dry(T(|s,a) || T(:|s,a)),

T, 7 (s,a)~p

IS B, prp Dry(mp(-ls) || 7(-|s)) and el éESNPZI‘;DTV(ﬂ-D('|5) || 7(-|s)). Then

T™D,T T™D,T
~ max ~ max
R(m,T) — R(x,T)| < (€2 + L TN (T Ty
| (777 ) (Wa )| > (ET)T A 677,3,77) (1 — 7)2 + (Eﬂp,w + 6TrD,Tr) (1 — ”Y)

Comparing the result in Corollary Bl with the prior results in Eq. (B), we sharpen the bounds by changing
the constants from maxima to expected values.

4.2.1 MBRL with Branched Rollouts

Corollary 3] indicates that the model error term €77 r™®y/(1 — 7v)? is quadratic w.r.t. the expected rollout

length (1—+)~!, which makes MBRL undesirable for long rollouts and leads to the planning horizon dilemma.
An intuitive countermeasure is to use short rollouts that share similar distributions with the long ones. This
leads to the idea of branched rollouts. Throughout the rest of the paper, 8 > 0 will denote the branched
discount factor with g < . We define a branched rollout with discount factor 3, to be a rollout following

the laws of (p}’f,y, m, T). Intuitively, these are rollouts initialized on the states of previous real long rollouts,

pgDv (s), and then run a few steps under policy m and model T.

™D
The occupancy measure of branched rollouts is ppTATgm where the superscripts p}%, 7 indicate the initial

state distribution and policy, and the subscripts T, B indicate the transition and discount factor. Branched
rollouts are short by construction, but it is unclear whether their distribution is similar to that of long
rollouts. This is verified by the following Lemma.

Lemma 3. Let v > B be the discount factors of long and short rollouts, and wp and T be the sampling
policy and the real transition. Then

Drv (32, || £5557™) < (1= )8/(7 - B).

- .

By Lemma [3] p;DW and ppr’“ﬂD are close if § is small. Hence once the pairs (7,7p) and (T,T) are close,
the distribution of branched rollouts is similar to that of long real rollouts, and the error in cumulative
reward is small. This is given in detail below.



Corollary 4. Let 0 <r(s,a) <rmax I = By prp Dry(mp(ls) || w(-|s)),

TD,T
rnr=E o Dry(rp(ls) | 7(s)), and e;’ff =E o2 2 Drv(T(s,a) || T([s,a)). Then
~Pp g (s,a)~pp 4
mD,B T,B T 7.3
1-— B ~ . ezﬁﬂ_,y (ETDT + Eﬂp,ﬂ)ﬁ Ew”yﬂ. +elb B
R (po, 7, T) = 7= Ra(pf2,m, )| < rmos (22l 4 =T e |
¥ 1—7 B\PT,~ (1 —~)2 (1-B)(1—7) 1—~ "

Proof Sketch. Decompose the error as follows and then apply Theorems [l 2] and Lemmas [2]

1_6 ™ 7
|RV(p077T7T) - 1 — ,YRB(pT],D'wW?T”
1_6 T
§|Rv(p077T7T) - Rv(pf)uﬂ—DuT)l + |R7(P077TDaT) - :Rﬂ(pTeyaﬂ-DaT)'

1 B T T 2 1_ﬁ T 2 T a
+ E|Rﬁ(pTey’ﬂ-D5T) - RB(pT%,ﬂTDaT” + E|Rﬁ(pT€yaﬂ-DvT) - Rﬁ(pT%,,TF,T”-

Notice E;DTJﬁ is controlled by supervised learning since it is evaluated on dataset D. Because branched

rollouts are shorter than normal rollouts, the branch cumulative reward is rescaled to %Rﬁ(pz}%,ﬁ,f)
for comparison to normal rollouts. Compared with Corollary Bl the model error term’s dependency on the
rollout lengths is reduced from O((1 —v)~2) to O((1 —v)~(1 — 8)~'). This shows that branched rollouts
greatly reduce the cumulative reward error.

Corollary [ shows the error in cumulative reward increases in 3, or equivalently in the expected branched
length (1—(3)~!. Thus our result is free from the issue of previous work Eq. (7)) (Note: (1—3)~! corresponds
to the branch length & in Eq. (@)). It is tempting to set 8 = 0 to minimize the reward error. However, if

B =0, each branched rollout is composed of a single point drawn from p;D,Y This means that the branched

rollouts access neither 7" nor T, so we will learn a policy that only optimizes on initial states and has no
concern for the future. For example, the reward of MuJoCo environment (Todorov et all, [2012) is typically
r(s,a) = velocity(s) — ||a|\§ . To maximize cumulative reward on branched rollouts with 8 = 0, the optimal
policy will shortsightedly select a = 0 for any s.

The branched rollout makes a trade-off between policy improvement and reward error, as discussed in
§2.20 The policy improvement Rg(p7”, 7, T) — Rs(pp”, mi—1, T) in branched rollouts benefits from a larger
B, while the reward error, as shown in Corollary[dl and Bl favors smaller . In MuJoCo, |Janner et al! (2019,
Appendix C) says the branched length is chosen as 2 in early epochs and may stay small or gradually increase
to 16 or 26 later. This suggests for continuous-control (MuJoCo) tasks, 5 & 0.9 is enough to balance policy

improvement and reward error.

4.3 MBRL with Deterministic Transitions

We discuss deterministic transitions under (a) strong, and (b) weak Lipschitz assumptions. The main
difference is the validity of Lemma [4] which is controlled by the smoothness of the deterministic transition.

4.3.1 Strong Lipschitz Continuity

A major difficulty in analyzing deterministic transitions is that TV distance is not suitable for comparing

T and T. Indeed, for any fixed (s,a), Dyy(§(s’ — T(s,a)) || 6(s' — T(s,a))) = 1 once T(s,a) # T(s,a).
5,0)~pP |T(s,a) — T(s,a)||2, but the ¢5 error is not a
distance metric for distributions. To control the distance between distributions through an ¢y error, we can
select a distance metric for distributions that is upper bounded by ¢5 error. The 1-Wasserstein distance is a

good candidate:

Moreover, the model error is controlled by e, = IE(

Wilor(s) [ pa(s) =, inf Byl sl (10)

where the infimum is over joint distributions J(s1, s2) with marginals p;1(s1), p2(s2). To apply Eq. [@), it is
crucial to use a metric under which the Bellman flow operator is a contraction. To ensure this holds for Wy
distance, we make the following Lipschitz assumptions on the transitions and policies.



Assumption 1
, T are (L o L ), (L? R L? a) Lipschitz w.r.t. states and actions.

T
A is a convex, closed, bounded (diameter diam 4) set in a dim 4-dimensional space.

)
)
) m(als) ~ PalN(pix(s),Ex(s))] and 7p(als) ~ PaN (sxp (5), Xy (5))]-
A) gy g, E}T/DQ, E}rﬂ are Ly ., Lz 4, Lz, Lz, s Lipschitz w.r.t. states.

n (1.3), P4 is the projection to A and in (1.4) ||[S¥2(s) — ¥2(s)| < Lrys|ls —s'|l,. Assumption 1 is
easily satisfied in most continuous control tasks, as explained in §4 of the Appendix. The harder one, which
will be resolved later, is 7, 7z < 1 in Lemma [

Lemma 4. If Assumption 1 holds, and 1 5 = Ly ,+ Ly (Lzu + L sy/dimg) < 1/7, then B_x is a
M, 7-contraction w.r.t. 1-Wasserstein distance.

To verify there exists a nontrivial system such that the condition yn_ 7 < 1 in Lemma @ holds under
Assumption 1, we consider a continuous-control task. The key term depends on the sample interval A. Let

s = [z,v]" = [position, velocity] ", and a = acceleration. By the laws of motion,

;2] [z +vA+3aA?] [T 1A I3A%Y o

5 [’U/:| N { v+ aA 0 I IA a=T(s,a) (11)
This shows Lz . = 1+ O(A), Ly, = O(A) and n, 7z = 1 + O(A). Therefore, we conclude that yn, 7 =

v+ 0(A) <1 for small enough A.

If Lemma [ holds for T, we can apply Eq. ([@): measure error in W; distance, apply contraction on W,
to get an asymmetric bound (Lemma [I]) and then upper bound W; distance by ¢ error. This gives the
following Theorem for deterministic transitions.

Theorem 3. Under Lemmal{], if r(s,a) is L.-Lipschitz and the o error is €g,, then

\R(7p,T) — R(np,T)| < (1+ Ly u + Ly s/dimg) Ly Vet .
=7 =7n,_ 5

The typical MuJoCo reward, r(s,a) = velocity(s) — HaHg, is Lipschitz if the diameter diam 4 is finite.
As MuJoCo also provides the bounds for the action space A, the Lipschitz assumption on r(s, a) is usually
satisfied in MuJuCo continuous-control tasks.

Theorem [3] in conjunction with the calculation of 7 in Eq. (1), indicates that the cumulative model error
decreases as the sampling interval A becomes smaller. This is because the cumulative model error decreases
in un and N %= =14 O(A). Hence, as expected, the sampling period of a continuous-control task has to
be small enough in order to train an MBRL system.

Although Theorem Bl requires Lemma [4]s strong assumption, branched rollouts allow this assumption to
be satisfied since branched rollouts use a much smaller discount factor. Thus, one might expect a benefit
from using branched rollouts with deterministic transitions. This is validated in the following Corollary.

Corollary 5. Let r(s,a) be L,.-Lipschitz and bounded: 0 < r(s,a) < r™®*. Let
roimw = Egnpro Drv(mp(t]s) | 7(-]s)), I =E om0 = Drv(mp(ls) | 7(-]s)),

6

€, 3 =E ) ||T(s a) —T(s,a)||2. Then,
(s, a)~pT 5
B _ eIy LP.B T +IE
R (po,m,T) — —— ED,w,T’ﬁrma"( 2 o + == 2= 4 )
o m 1) = T Ralor,m 1) G- T-pi-n"" 1=7 T5-8
4+ (14 Lyp o+ Loy 5y/dim4) L, Beea.p

-0~ 7)



Corollary [0l shows an additional benefit of branched rollouts: to ensure Bnﬁ = < 1, by choosing a small
D,

B (say 0.9). This suggests that branched rollouts are particularly useful for deterministic transitions. Such
a suggestion on branched length (or equivalently, the branched discount factor 3) supports the experimental
success of [Janner et all (2019) and their choice of hyperparameter, as mentioned in the last paragraph of
§ 4.2. Also, this result is for deterministic transitions, so this resolves an open issue in Janner et al) (2019),
as they proved for stochastic transitions but experimented with deterministic transitions.

4.3.2 Weak Lipschitz Continuity

When Lemma Ml is invalid, there is no Bellman contraction, and we cannot use the bounding principle in
Eq. @). We provide another way to analyze the error, giving a weaker one-sided bound.
We cannot expect much when L% L > 1, since the rollout diverges when being repeatedly applied to

)

14 (1 — )¢ with ¢ < 1; i.e., the Lipschitzness of the transition w.r.t. state is slightly higher than 1. The

T, with the error growing exponentially w.r.t. rollout length. Hence in this subsection we assume L% L <

longer the expected length (1 —~)~!, the smoother T should be.
The following theorem reveals the impact of asymmetry when there is no Bellman contraction.

|| T — ?HQ Assume that:

Theorem 4. Let 0 < r(s,a) <™ and €4, = E(s7a)~pT
(a) T(s,a), 7(s,a), mp(a|s) are Lipschitz in s for any a with constants L . Lys, Lap,s.
(b) Lz <14 (1—7) with <1.

(¢) The action space is bounded: diam 4 < oo. Then,

o3l = 1+7 p 1+O(L) max -
R(7p,T) — R(rp,T) < W e, T™AX L, + m?‘ v/ 2€p, Ly ,diam 4.

Theorem Ml is a one-sided bound resulting from the asymmetry of e, = E, ) ,mp T — %”2: E is taken
@)~Pg
biasedly on pZ”, so we can only upper bound R(p, T) by R(np,T)+O((1 —v)~5/2). The resulting MBRL

error (Corollary 6, Appendix) only ensures that a policy that works well on T also works on 7', but not

the other way around. This one-sided nature may allow T to overfit the data. This supports the use of the

Ensemble Method (Kurutach et all, 2018) to mitigate model bias by training multiple independent models.
Theorem [ only indicates the consequence of the €y, objective’s asymmetry. However, this is avoidable.

As discussed in Corollary Bl branched rollouts provide a Bellman contraction and hence two-sided bounds.

5 Conclusion

Using a Bellman flow contraction w.r.t. distance metrics of probability distributions, we have provided results
on the cumulative reward error in MBRL for both stochastic and deterministic transitions. In particular,
absolutely continuous stochastic transitions and deterministic transitions with strong Lipschitz continuity
have Bellman contractions. This result suggests that MBRL is better suited to these situations. The difficulty
of dealing with deterministic transitions that do not yield a Bellman contraction arises from the objective
function’s asymmetry. Finally, we prove that branched rollouts can significantly reduce the error of MBRL
and allow a Bellman contraction under deterministic transitions.
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A Appendix

A.1 Total Variations, Bellman Contraction and Symmetry Bridge

Fact 1. Let m' and m? be probability measures on R™ whose singular continuous parts are zero. Decompose
m' and m? into their absolutely continuous and discrete parts: m* =ml. +mb, m? =m2 +m3. Then

1 1
Dry (m|lm?*) = 5 ([ma = mall, + [[ma = mgll, ) 2 5 [m" —m?[], .

Proof. (Hewitt and Ross, 1963, Theorem 19.20) implies Dy (m'||m?) = Dpy (ml||m2) + Dy (mk|im3), so
Fact [l is proved by combining (Hewitt and Ross, 1963, Theorem 19.20) and that TV distance = half of ¢;
norm for absolutely continuous or discrete measures.

To avoid using a big hammer, we provide an alternative proof by revising the usual proof of “TV distance
= half of ¢; norm” with the Lebesgue decomposition: m = m, + mg. Since m! and m? are absolutely
continuous w.r.t. Lebesgue measure, let d', d> be the corresponding probability density functions.

Let B = B, U By where B, = {z € Supp(m}) U Supp(m?2) : d'(z) > d*(z)}, Bs = {z € Supp(m}) U
Supp(m?) : mL(z) > m?3(z)}. Since m, and m, are mutually singular, we know

ma(Ba) = mg(Ba) = 0 = mq(Ba) = m(Ba) (12)
Also, the complement operation implies
m?(A°) —m'(A°) =1 —m?*(A) — 1 +m'(A) = m'(A) —m?(A), for any measurable set A (13)
Hence we have an important result

m*(B) —m*(B) =mqy(B) — mg(B) + mg(B) — mg(B)

D, 1(B,) — m2(Ba) + mh(Ba) — m3(Ba)
L1 (B,) — m2(Ba) + m2(BS) — mh(BE) + mb(Ba) — m3(Ba) +m3(BS) — mb(BS)]

=3 [/B d'(z) — d?*(x)dx —|—/ d*(z) — d" (z)da

Supp(m})USupp(m2)\ B,

+ Y mi(@) - mi() + > mi (@) — mi ()]

TEBg z€Supp(m})USupp(m?)\Bg

d'(x) — dQ(x)}d:c + Z }m}l(:c) — mi(:v)H

wESupp(m}i)USupp(mi)

1[ /
2 L JSupp(m2)uSupp(m?2)

1

_1 él‘
2 2

1 2 1 2 1 2
([lma =mzll, + [lma —mall,) = 5 [[m" —m?, .

(i) By definition of TV distance, we get

ey

Dry(m!|[m?) > [m' (B) — m*(B)| = m(B) —m*(B) = _ ||lm" — m?|,

1
2
(ii) For any measurable set A in R™, we know

m'(4) —m*(A) = [m" (AN B) —m*(AN B)] + [m'(AN B°) — m?(An B°)]
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By definition of B, the first term is nonnegative while the second term is nonpositive; therefore
Im!(A) — m?(A)| < max {ml(A N B) — m2(AN B), m*(ANB¢) —m'(AN BC)}

< max {ml(B) —m?(B), m*(B°) — ml(Bc)}

1
="m!(B) — m*(B) gHml—m2Hl
Taking a supremium over A, we arrive at
1
Dry (m']jm®) < 5 [|m" —m?[|,
Combining (i) and (ii), the result follows. O

Due to Fact [Il in the following we will treat TV distance as the half of £; norm. Also, to unify the
operations in discrete and continuous parts, we will consider “generalized” probability density functions
where Dirac delta function is included. Thus, Fact [l is rephrased as

Drv(m!jm?) = 5 [ 1d*(2) = (a)d

where d', d? are the generalized density functions of m' and m?. This allows us to prove Fact
Fact 2. B, 7 is a y-contraction w.r.t. total variation distance.

Proof. Let p1(s), p2(s) be the density functions of some state distributions.

Drv(Bra(pn)|[Brirlpe)) = 5 [ |Brao1(9) - Brr(pa(o)|ds

= %/’Y‘/T(S|S’,a/)Tr(al|Sl)(p1(S/)_pz(s/))dslda/ ds
< g/T(s|s’,a')w(a’|3’)‘pl(5/) —Pz(S')|ds'da'ds

— g/ [p1(s") = p2(s')|ds” = yDrv (p1|p2)-

O

The advantages of working on contractions are their convergence and unique fixed-point properties [The-
orem 1.1.]JConrad (2014).

Fact 3. Let (X,d) be a complete metric space and f: X — X be a map such that

d(f(z), f(2')) < cd(@,2’)
for some 0 < c<1 and all z, 2’ € X. Then f has a unique fized point in X. Moreover, for any xo € X the
sequence of the iterates xo, f(xo), f(f(x0)),... converges to the fized point of f.

Fact 4. The normalized state occupancy measure pfp‘if(s) is a fized point of the Bellman flow operator

Brr().
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Proof.

PR () =(1 =) >4 filslpo, m, T)

=0

=(1 =) fo(slpo, ™, T) +~(1 -~ vam s|po. 7, T)
=0

—(1 = 1)pols) + (1~ Z”y [ 71 w5 o, )

—( = po(s) +7 [ Tl el l) (1 =) D7 il . T

1=0
—(1 = 1)pols) + 4 / T(sls', a')m(a|s") oA, (s')ds'da’ = B (o227 (5)):
]

Together, Fact 2l and Blimply the Bellman flow operator has a unique fixed point, and according to Fact @]
the unique fixed point is the state occupancy measure. The contraction and the fixed point properties are
particularly useful for proving the symmetry bridge Lemma.

Lemma 1 (symmetry bridge). Let By be a Bellman flow operator with fixed-point pa. Let p1 be another
state distribution. If Bz is a n-contraction w.r.t. some metric ||-||, then ||p1 — p2|| < ||p1 — B2(p1)]| /(1 —n).

Proof.
0 .
o1 = pall = llor = B (o)l < llor = Ba(pn) | + Y || Ba(pr) = B (0|
i=1
o0
< lor = Ba(p1)ll + Y lor = Ba(p1) | 0* = llpr = Ba(p1)| /(1 = ).
i=1
The first line uses the fixed-point property and the triangle inequlaity for the distance metric ||-||. The second
line uses the contraction property. O

A.2 Error of Policies

Lemma 2 (Error w.r.t. TV Distance between Occupancy Measures). Let p1(s,a), p2(s,a) be two normalized
occupancy measures of rollouts with discount factor . If 0 < r(s,a) < ™ then |R(p1) — R(p2)| <
Dry (p1l||p2)r™®* /(1 — ). where Dy is the total variation distance.

Proof.

1
R(p1) = —— (s,a)p1(s,a)dsda < T 7(s,a) max (p1(s, a), p2(s, a))dsda

= R(Pz) + m /T‘(S,a)(max (Pl(SaG)am(Saa)) - P2(Saa))d3da

max
T

< R(ﬂ?) + 1—~ /max (pl(sva)7p2(sva)) - p2(87a)d8da

max max

1 r
z — =R + D .
) o1 = p2ll; (p2) 1—~ v (p1lp2)

T
= R(p2) + =

Because the TV distance is symmetric, we may interchange the roles of p; and ps; thus we conclude that

|R(p1) = R(p2)| < Drv (prllp2)r™ /(1 = 7).
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Theorem 1 (Error of Policies). If 0 < r(s,a) < r™* and the discrepancy in policies is
Ty = By o Drv (e (1) C1s))], then [R(n, T) ~ Bx, T)] < e, oo 4 ).

Proof. Let By, 1, By be Bellman flow operators whose fixed points are p7” (s), p7.(s), respectively.
According to Lemma [2, we need to upper bound Drv (p7” (s, a)||pF(s,a)). Observe that

Drv (i3 (s, lloF (s.a) =5 [

<5 [ 5 ©)|rotals) - n(als)] + n(als

=€l ++Drv(p7 (s)|lpT(s))

1
P (s,a) — p7(s, a)‘dsda = 5/

o7 (s)7p(als) = o7 () (als) | dsda
(15)

P3P () = 7 (s)|dsda

As for the rest, by the properties of the Bellman flow operators, we have

Dy (05 (G)IPF(E) < 7 Drv (65 () Brir (05 )
B ﬁDTV(BmT(P?D(8))|IBW,T(p;D(s)))

_r
2(1—7)
Yoo

ETI'D,TH

-y

/T(s|s/, a’)‘wD (a'|s") = w(a'|s") | pTP (s")ds'da’ ds

where the top two lines follows from the symmetry bridge property (Lemma[I]) and the fixed-point property.
Combining Eq. ([A) and (I6), we know Drv (p72 (s,a)||pF(s,a)) < €L (1 + 725 ); therefore by Lemma 2

— "TD,T

1 8l
R T —R T < T max
| (7TD= ) (7T7 )| S Crpal (1 —5 + (1 _ 7)2)

O

Corollary 1 (Error of Behavior Cloning). Let mp and 7 be the expert policy and the agent policy. If
0 <r(s,a) < rmax andESNP;D Dir(mp(-|9)||7(-|s)) < epc, then |R(rp,T)—R(w,T)| < «/630/27""13"(1%4—

5
0

(1—9)2 )

Proof. The result is immediate from Theorem [Il and the Pinsker’s Inequality. O

Corollary 2 (Error of GAIL). Let mp and 7 be the expert policy and the agent policy. If 0 < r(s,a) < rmax
and Dys(pTF||pT) < ecarr. Then |R(mp,T) — R(m,T)| < v2eqarr™® /(1 —7)

Proof. By definition of the JSD, for any distributions P, @ and their average M = (P + Q)/2 we know

Dys(PllQ) = %[DKL(PIIM) + Dg(QI[M)] = Dry(P||M)? + Drv(Q||M)* > 5 Drv(P||Q)?,

N =

where the first inequality follows from Pinsker’s Inequality, and the second inequality holds because that
Dzy (P||M) + Drv(Q||M) > Dry(P||Q) by triangle inequality and that 2a? 4+ 2b*> > c? if a +b> ¢ > 0.
Thus, we know Drv (p7”||pT) < v2€garr. Applying Lemma 2] completes the proof. O

A.3 MBRL with Absolutely Continuous Stochastic Transitions

Theorem 2 (Error of Absolutely Continuous Stochastic Transitions). Let mp, T and T be the sampling
policy, the real and the learned transitions. If 0 < r(s,a) < r™® and the error in one-step total variation
distance is €77, =K o [Drv (T (-|s,a)|[T'(-]s,a))], then |R(mp,T) — R(mp, T)| < €77 r™* (1 — v)72.

s,a)~p]
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Proof. 1f there is a upper bound for Drv (p7” (s, a)|p7” (s, a)), by Lemma[ we are done. Also, observe that

Drv (5 (5.0l (5.0) = 5 [ molals)]o? 5) = 737 (9)]dsda = Drv (552 (9157 (5)

so Drv (p7” (s)[|p%” (s)) is of interest. Employing the properties of Bellman flow operator, we have

Drv(pi? (95 () ST==Dav (65 (3|, 207 (5))

:%DMBW, (052 (s)I1B,., 1(05 (5)))

/‘7/ (s]s",a") = (5|5/aa/))WD(a'|S')p§D(Sl)ds'da' ds

/‘ (s|s',a") (3|3/,a/))‘p;D(S/,a/)dsds’da’
Y oox
E(S a)~prP Drv(T(:s, a)||T( |s,a)) = ﬁ TDT

where the top two lines follows from the symmetry bridge property (Lemma[I]) and the fixed-point property.
Finally, from Lemma 2, we conclude that

1_

- ™ max ,7
|R(mp,T) = R(rp, T)| < efpr =77

O

Corollary 3 (Error of MBRL with Absolutely Continuous Stochastic Transition). Let np, 7w, T and T be
the sampling policy, the agent policy, the real transition and the learned transition. If 0 < r(s,a) <™ and
the discrepancies are ETT =E o)~ DDTV( (1s,a)||T(-[s,a)) and e = E, ~pTD Dyy (mp(-|s)||7(-]s)),

then |R(x, T) = R(m, T)| < (€], +6T7 + €Dy (1= )+ (€l + €Ty rma (1= ).

TD,T

Proof. Observe that |R(7T,T)— (m,T)| < |R(w, T)=R(rp, T)|+|R(xp, T)—R(mp, T)|+|R(xp,T)—R(m,T)|.
Combining Theorem 2] and [I], the result follows. O
Lemma 3. Let v > ( be discount factors of long and short rollouts. Let mp and T be the sampling policy
and the real transition, then DTV(pT7||ppT 2T < (1= )8/ (v = B).

™D
Proof. Since p;D,Y is generated by the triple (pg, 7p,T) with discount factor v while ppTTb”’ﬂD is generated by
(p}’):’v, 7mp,T) with discount factor 5. By definition of the occupancy measure we have

oo

P12, (550) = (1 =)' i),
=0
T ) = 330 0~ ),
=0 j=0

where f;(s,a) is the density of (s, a) at time 4 if generated by the triple (po, 7p,T). Then,

pTw,TrD 1oo ; 7 i _100 1 ﬁ
Dryv (055, llpr's >s5§\<l—m—;<l—m a-pp|=330- jz_%u—m(;)]
= -] s+ (D) - an
=0

O O=VBS i ma . =B w o

R (L= +1=8)p = o (v =8

< d=7)B

- oy—8
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where (%) comes from that —8(1 — v) + (g)z(l — B)v is a strictly decreasing function in i. Since v > £, its

sign flips from + to — at some index; say M. Finally, the sum of the absolute value are the same between
Zij\ial and >_:° ,, because the total probability is conservative, and the difference on one side is the same
as that on the other. O

Corollary 4 (Error of MBRL with A. C. Stochastic Transition and Branched Rollouts). Let v > 3 be
discount factors of long and short rollouts. Let mp, w, T and T be sampling policy, agent policy, real transition

and learned transition. If 0 < r(s,a) < ™ and the discrepancies are € = = ESNP;% Dry (mp(-|s)||7(:]s)),

Ip = Eswp,i;%,ﬂDTV(wD(-|s)||w(-|s)), and 77" = E(S e F Dry(T(|s,a)||T(]s,a)), then
T,8 ’ 5

TD,B T8 T 7.8
1_6 ~ . 53;)7”’7 (ETDT +€71'D177)ﬁ Eﬂ_ﬂ’ﬂ__i_eﬂ_, . ﬁ

Ry (po, 7, T) = 7= R(pf2,,m )| < pmos (22 =2 )

‘ 7( ) 1—~ B( T,y ) (1_,)/)2 (1—ﬂ)(1—7) 11—~ "Y—ﬂ

Proof. Expand with the triangle inequality:

1_[3 T 7
‘R'Y(pOaﬂ-vT) - mRﬁ(pT])jyaﬂ-vT)‘
1_ﬂ T D
S RV(p077T7T)_RV(p077TD7T) + Rv(pf)uﬂ—DaT)_ mRB(pTﬂ/uﬂ—DuT) +
Y= Rytpre wpnT) - Ro(pi 1p, D) + 2L | Ra(pie 70, ) — a7, T
1_,}/ B(pT,y77TD7 )_ ﬂ(pT,'wﬂ-D’ ) + 1_7 B(pT,'Wﬂ-D? )_ ﬂ(pT,y77T7 )

By Theorem [T} the first term < X7 Tmax(ﬁ + ﬁ)

D,
The second term is a short extension of Lemma [2] and Lemma

R (po,7p,T) = % r(s,a)pr?,(s,a)dsda < % r(s, a) max (p37 (s, a%pfg’”’ (s,a))dsda
= %Rﬁ(pﬁ,m,ﬂ + % /r(s,a)(max (p}(s,a),p;i‘}’n)(s,a)) - p;%r;”’ﬂD (S,a))dsda
< %Rﬁ(ﬂ?ﬂ,wD,T) + Inia); / (max (p}(s,a),p;?g”n)(s,a)) - ps%;"’ﬂD (S,a))dsda
< %RB(P;DW 7p.T) + Inj; Drv (05 o5 ™)

By the symmetry of the total variation distance and Lemma Bl we obtain

1- ﬁ D rrmax D p;,D—wﬂ'D max B
Rv(p077TD7T)_ RB(pTyuﬂ—DuT) S DTV(pT'prTﬁ )ST .
1- ’ L=~ T y—B
By Theorem 2] the third term < egDTﬂ rmax%.
T8 gymax(_1_ 4 B
By Theorem [I} the fourth term < ez." r (1_7 + (1—6)(1—v))' O

A.4 MBRL with Deterministic Transition and Strong Lipschitz Continuity

Assumption 1.

(1.1) T, T are (L oo L )5 (L% oLz ) Lipschitz w.r.t. states and actions.

Ta)
(1.2) Ais a convez, closed, bounded (diameter diam4) set in a dim 4-dimensional space.

(1.3) m(als) ~ PaN (ux(s), B (s))] and 7p(als) ~ PalN(tixp (5), Ly (5))]

(1.4) pr, tap, 271,{32, and Y% are Ly, Lapys Les, Lry s Lipschitz w.r.t. states.
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The validation of Assumption [lis below.

1.1 The real and learned transitions are Lipschitz w.r.t. states and actions. For the real tran-
sition especially in continuous control, the Lipschitzness follows from the laws of motion, as computed
in Eq. (10) in the paper. For the learned transition, the Lipschitzness can be made by spectral nor-
malization (Miyato et all, [2018) or gradient penalty (Gulrajani et all, 2017), which are some notable
approaches to ensure the Lipschitzness of the discriminator in Wasserstein GAN (Arjovsky et all;[2017).

1.2 The action space is convex, closed and bounded in a finite dimensional linear space. This
is a standard assumption in continuous-control and is usually satisfied (or made satisfied) in practice
(Fujita and Maeda, 2018). The boundness assumption, if not naturally satisfied, is addressed in 1.3.

1.3 The policy follows truncated Gaussian, by projecting the Gaussian r.v. onto the action
space. According to (Fujita and Maedd, [2018), this is a common practice in RL experiment. The
Gaussain assumption is made by training some NNs for the mean and variance of the policies. As for
the projection of action to a bounded convex set, it is perfectly fine in RL experiment and is largely
used in most MuJoCo experiments as MuJoCo also provides the bounds for the action space. It is also
a good practice since it helps stabilize the training.

1.4 The mean and covariance of the policy are Lipschitz w.r.t. state. As again noted in 1.1,
the Lipschitzness can be realized by spectral normalization or gradient penalty. Since the mean and
covariance of the policy are represented by some NN, this assumption can be easily made in practice.

Lemma 4 (Conditional Contraction). Under assumption[d, ifn, 7 = Ly ,+ Lz ,(Lx u+ Ly xv/dima) < 1/7,
where v 1s the discount factor of B_ 7, then B_ 7 is a yn, p-contraction w.r.t. 1-Wasserstein distance.

Proof. Recall B, 7(p(s)) = (1 —7)po(s) + [ (s — T(s',a'))m(a'|s")p(s")ds'da’. Let p1(s), p2(s) be some
distributions over states. We have

Wi(B, 7(p1) || B, 7:(p2))
(a)

< inf E;||T(s1,a1) — T(s2,a
=7 J(s1.a1,52,02)~TL(p1 ()7 (a]).p2 () (al ) 7 [T(s1,01) = Ts2.a2)]

= inf Ej||T(s1,a1) —T(s1,a2) +T(s1,a2) —T(s2,a
T Snarsmono o el arntaley 27 1T G101 = Tlo1,02) +T(s1,02) = Tlon, aa)
< inf EjLz ,|lar —az|ly + Lz . |[s1 — s
T Horar sp.a2)nTn (el pam(aley T LT 101~ 02l ¥ L flsn = sl
®) . 1/2 1/2 H
= inf EjLz  [|Palpr(s1) + 27 % (s — Palpr(s2) — X/ (s + L7 |s1—s
J(s1,€1,82,62)~11(p1, N, p2,N) T Te _A[,U ( 1) ( 1)51] _A[,M ( 2) ( 2)52] 2 T’SH ! 2”2
(¢)
< inf E;L7 x(s +E,1,/2s — lr(s —271,/25 H + Lz |[s1—s
_FYJ(Sl,51752,52)NH(P1,N7P27N) T T || (s1) (51)61 = pin(52) (52)62 2 T 51 2H2

S’y inf (EJ(LT,S + LT,aLﬂVM) HSI — 82||2 + inf N) EKLT,a

»L/2(s — 25 H )
J(s1,82)~T(p1,p3) K (61 62) TN, 2 (51)6 — B3/ 7 (52)62 ,

(d)
<~ inf (EJ(LT ot Ly Lay) 51— s2lly + Be, Ly,
J(s1,82)~II(p1,p2) ’ ' 7

S12(s1) - SV3(s2)|| Nl )

op

(e)

S"y inf EJ(LTS +LTG(L7T#+L7T72\/ dlmA)) ||81 —82||2
J(s1,52)~I(p1,p2) ’ ’

=y(Lg , + L7 o (Lry + Lr s/ dima) ) Wi (p1 || p2) = v, zWi(p1 || p2),

where inf takes a infimum over all joint distributions J(s1, s2) whose marginals are p; and ps.
J(s1,52)~I1(p1,p2)

(a) selects a joint distribution over B, 7(p1) and B, 7(p2) that share the same randomness of (1 —)po,
which establishes a upper bound and allows us to cancel (1 — 7y)po. (b) uses the Gaussian assumption of
the policy, with &1, & being standard normal vectors. (c) uses the non-expansiveness property of projection
onto a closed convex set.(d) selects & = & and uses the property of operator norm. (e) uses the Lipschitz

assumption of 33> (s) and that ||& || < v/dim4 by Jensen inequality. O
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Lemma 5 (Error w.r.t. W1 Distance between Occupancy Measures). Let p1(s,a), p2(s,a) be two normalized
occupancy measures of rollouts with discount factor . If the reward is L,-Lipschitz, then |R(p1) — R(p2)| <
Wipr [l p2)Lr /(1 = 7).

Proof. The cumulative reward is bounded by

R(p1) = —/ r(s,a)p1(s,a)dsda = R(p2) + 1 i r(s,a)(p1(s,a) — p2(s,a))dsda

= R(p2) + lL_rFY / 7”(2_;‘1)([,1(5,@ — pa(s,a))dsda

Ly
< R(p2) + T—= /f s,a)(p1(s,a) — pa(s,a))dsda
TS,

L,
= R(pQ) 1— ~ Hfﬁup E(s a)~p1 [f(sv CL)] - E(s,a)NPZ [f(S, a)]
Lip

Ly

= R(p2) + 7= Wilp1 || p2)-
-

The third line holds because 7(s,a)/L, is 1-Lipschitz and the last line follows from Kantorovich-Rubinstein

duality [Villani (2008). Since W; distance is symmetric, the same conclusion holds if interchanging p; and

p1; thus

|R(p1) — R(p2)| < Wi(p1 || p2)Lr/(1 —7).

Theorem 3 (Error of Deterministic Transitions with Strong Lipschitzness). Under Lemmal[{) let T, T,r, o
be deterministic real transition, deterministic learned transtion, reward and sampling policy. If r(s,a) is L,-

Lipschitz and the ly error is e, , then |R(rp,T) —R(?TD,?)l < (1—I—LWD,H—i—L,rD,Z\/dimA)LT%.
Tp,T

Proof. Observe that the Wasserstein distance over the joint can be upper bounded by that over the marginal.

Wi(p7” (s,a) || pZP (s,a)) = inf Ej (st — 52,01 — ag)
T T J(sl,a1752,a2)€H( D (s,a), p;r_D (s,a)) 2

< in£ . ]EJHSl—SQ”Q"'”al—aQHQ
J(sl,a1752,a2)€H(pTD (s,a),p%D (s,a))

(17)

—~

*

<(A+4+Lrxppy+ Loy syv/dimy) inf B Ey|ls1 — s2ll,
J(sl,sz)GH(pTD (s),p%D (s))

=L+ Lrp o+ Lapm v/ dima) Wi (p7” (s) | p27(5)),

%

where (*) follows from the same analysis in Lemma Hll Also, the Wasserstein distance over the marginal is
upper bounded by the /5 error:

Wilpz (s) 11 p2°(5)) < 3———Wi(p7” () | BZ”(p7"(5))) = 7= ——Wi(BZ" (07" (s)) | BZ” (77 (5)))
'7777”3)7 'anDf
_+ inf E; HT(sl,al) —T(SQ,GQ)H
1- 777,”))% J(s1,a1,52,a2)~(p7P (s)7p (als).pr” (s)7p (als)) 2
Y = el Y
S B A, = e
Tl g el ey =T

(18)

The first line follows from conditional contraction (Lemma @), symmetry bridge (Lemma [Il) and fixed-point
property. The second line uses the fact that B%D and B;D have 1 — «y fraction in common, so we can create
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a joint distribution to cancel it. The third line builds a upper bound by choosing (s1,a1) = (s2,a2) ~
pZ’ (s)mp(als). Combining Eq. (I7), (I8) and Lemmal[l] we conclude that

\R(np,T) — R(np,T)| < (1+ Lpp o + Lrp.s/dima) Ly Tt .
(L= = =)

O

Corollary 5 (Error of MBRL with Deterministic Transition, Strong Lipschitzness and Branched Rollouts).

Let vy > B be discount factors of long and short rollouts. Let mp, m, T and T be sampling policy, agent policy,
real deterministic transition and deterministic learned transition. Under assumption [1l, suppose the reward
is both bounded 0 < r(s,a) <™ and L,-Lipschitz. Let €7 = E, =0 Drv(mp(:[s)||r(-[s)),

T,y

e =F g0 Drvlrotolinti) oo =B so oy [Tloa) =T a)Hg. Then,
SNp_ T,B (s, a)NP
R ym, ) — —— ED,T‘—7T‘§Tmax( Dx + D7 + D; D, + )
o0 T) = F=E Rl ) (R T T R B
+ (1 + Lapy + Ly xy/dima) L, Peea,p
=0 -7
Proof. Modifying the proof of Corollary @l with Theorem [ the result follows. O

A.5 MBRL with Deterministic Transition and Weak Lipschitz Continuity

Theorem 4 (One-sided Error of Deterministic Transitions). Let T, T, r, mp be deterministic real transition,

deterministic learned transtion, reward and sampling policy. Suppose 0 < r(s,a) < ™. T(s,a), r(s,a) and
wplals) are Lipschitz in s for any a with constants (L?, Ly,Lr,). Assume that L:<1+ (I =) withe < 1
and that the action space is bounded: diam 4 < co. If the training loss in ly error is €g,, then

R(rp,T) — R(np,T) < % 2ep,mmX [, + ;(L)rmdxx/QEgQLwaiamA.
(1 —7)5/2

(1—7)
Proof. Recall the ¢ error is E(5,a)~pp [ HT(S, a % H } = €y,. By Markov’s Inequality, for any ¢ > 0,
N
P(S)a)NpiD ( HT(S, a) — %(s, a)H2 < (5) >1-— % (19)

Eq. (19) means for a length H ~ Geometric(1 — ) rollout {s, a; }H, generated by (po,7p,T),

HT Sty ap) — T(st, ag) , < § with probability greater than 1 — 6‘%.

Following this idea, we say a rollout is consistent to T, if for each t, ||s11 —T(st,at) < §; in other

words, a rollout is consistent to T if for each time step, the state transition is similar to what T does. Let Px
be the probability measure induced on the rollout following the real transition 7. The cumulative reward is
bounded by

Rirp,T) = /

traj

R(traj)dPy = /

traj consistent

R(traj)dPT—i—/ R(traj)dPy
) traj inconsistent (20)
< / R(traj)dPy 4+ —2E[H?|r™>x,

traj consistent 4

The inequality holds because for a rollout generated by T with length H, the probability that it is inconsistent

to T'is at most %2 H by Eq. (I9) and the union bound over {s;,a;}{_;. Also, the maximum reward of such
rollout is Hr™a*.
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Now, we’d like to change from Pr to P with the Lipschitz assumptions above. It suffices to reset the

states {s;}/2, so that the transition obeys T Suppose the new states are
sy = s1, sh=T(s\_y,ai-1), Vi>2. (21)
By the Lipschitzness of T triangle inequlaity and T-consistency, the distance between s; and s. obeys

lls1 = s1ll, =0

l[s; = sill, < _T(Si—luai—l)HQ + || T (si-1,ai-1) _T(Sé_laai—l)H2 <6+ Lx HSi—l - 82_1’ gy Vi>2.
That is, )
Lfl -1
si = silly < 521/ = Li’ Vi > 2. (22)

The difference of cumulative reward between traj = {s;,a;}2L; and traj = {s},a;}L satisfies

H H 2 H =1 _q
R(traj) =Zr siya;) < r(sh,ar) —l—Zr si,a;) + Ly ||s; — sill, < R(traj’) + 6L, Z T, 1
i=1 i=2 = Li (23)
M s/ 2 2
< R(traj’) +dL.(H*/2+ (EH)*O(1)),
where ([24)) results from imposing Le=1+ (1 —~) =1+ g5 into the exponential:
oL -1 LY L. L NH _ H = .
1 T T (1 + 57) tgg — 1 _ €BH —igg —1
> 7 1(L 1 _HH): 2 = 2
= Ls- Ly - T EH)? EH)? (24)
77)°/2+0(*)  H?
:(LEH) /LQ ¢ _ — + (EH)0()
(EH)?

Because the transitions are deterministic, {s/}Z, are constant given s1, ay,...,am, which means the
randomness depends on s1, a1, ...,ay (with {sl}Z: bemg the conditions of mp), and the density satisfies

H H
P=(traj’) =po(si)mp(a1|s)) [ [ 7o (ailsi) > po(si)mp(arls) [T (wp(ailsi) = Lnp llsi = sill, )
bl =2
22 H Lt -1 TN
S T \>sp : _ D T
> po(s1)mp(ai|s1) g (7TD(CL1|81) +0L,, Lf ) > PT(traJ)(l ; o (aals) 11 )
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Then, conditioning on the length of rollout being H, the integral term in Eq. 20)) is bounded by

/ R(traj)dPT:/ R(traj)Px(traj)dsida,...dag

traj consistent| H $1,a1,...,4 CONSIiS.

23) H 6Ly, Lot —1

< R(traj)(P (traj’) + Pg(traj) T )dsldal...daH
ll,al, .,ap consis. 12 D (a’l|s ) L% -1

/ H 5L Li71 -1
< R(traj)P-(traj’) —|—/ R(traj) Py (traj)
/51,a1, .,af consis. T 8§1,Q1 .-y H lz 7"-D(CL1|$1 T -1
23
< / (R(traj’) + 0L, (H?/2 + (EH)*O(1))) Px(traj)dsidas ...daz+
$1,ad1,...,4H CONSis.

i—1
§Lp, Lz —1
L T T dsiday...dag

mp(a;|s;) L —

M=

/ Hr™ P(traj)
51,Q1,.

- QH i

I|
N

23
<

T~

(R(traj’) + 0L, (H?/2 + (EH)?O(1))) Px(traj’) + Hr™6 Ly, diam 4 (H? /2 + (EH)*O(1))

$1,a1,...,0H
<R(mp,T) + 6L, (H?/2 + (EH)20(1)) + L, ™ diam_a (H3 /2 + H(EH)20(1))
(26)

Combining Eq. 20)) (26]), by choosing

2ep, r™2xE[H?]

0= \/LTIE[HQ] + E[H]20(1) 4+ Ly,r™>diam4 (E[H3] + E[H]?O(v))’

we are able to minimize:

E%E[H?]rmax + 6L, (E[H?]/2 + (EH)?O(1)) 4 6 Ly, r™*diam 4 (E[H?] /2 + (EH)?O(1)),

yielding

R(WD,T) - R(WD,T)

<E[H?] \/ (26¢2rmax) (LT +E[H]20(1)/ E[H?] + Ly, rmdiam 4 (E[H3]/E[H?] + E[H]?O(1) /E[H2]))
(a

g1 \/261Z rmax L 4 ey, L, (rmax)2diam 4 (E[H3) /E[H?2)] + E[H]30(:) /E[H?2])

(g)IE[HQ] \/2€g,rmax [, 4 [H?]pmax \/ 264, Ly, diam 4 (E[H3]/E[H?] + E[H]?O(.) /E[H?])
=E[H?)\/260,7" L, + ™ \/Zeg, L, diam 1/ E[H?) (E[H?] + E[HPO(1))

) 1 1+5 52 3 1 O .
@ 147 2€€2rmaxLT+\/ +57+572+ 3+ (1+7) (L)rmax\/m

(1—7)? (1—~)5/2
(@) 1+~ 1+0()
<—a /26,0, —— X ey, L di .
= €0, T + = 7)5/21" €, Lir,dlam 4
(a) merge the two O(¢) terms together. (b) uses vz +y </ + /y for z, y > 0. (c) applies the identities
E[H?] = 2%, E[H?] = 1(+14++)7 (d) uses VI +z < 1+x/2. O

Corollary 6 (One-sided of MBRL with Deterministic Transition and Branched Rollouts). Let v > /8 be

discount factors of long and short rollouts. Let mp, ®, T and T be sampling policy, agent policy, real
deterministic transition and deterministic learned transition. Under the assumptions of Theorem [J), let
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Lo = E, pzo Drv(mp([s)l[7(-]s)), TP =E o Drv(np(|s)ln(|s))

_ =~ _ _ e?”ﬂ
and eo, 5 :E( e HT(S,G) _T(S,Q)HQ. Then Ry (po,m.T) — 12 Ra(p32 7, T) < Tmax(ﬁ
s,a NPT,;;’Y

Ty T8

6?’ﬁ,ﬂ6 €rp,m T, 8 1+ﬁ max 1+O(L) max -
ST ) B JWT&) T B V26t 5T L gy 26k, p L diamma.

Proof. Plugging in Theorem M with Lo <1+ (1 — B)¢ to the proof of Corollary [ the result follows.

O
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