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Abstract

We propose a new framework for formulating optimal transport distances between
Markov chains. Previously known formulations studied couplings between the en-
tire joint distribution induced by the chains, and derived solutions via a reduction to
dynamic programming (DP) in an appropriately defined Markov decision process.
This formulation has, however, not led to particularly efficient algorithms so far,
since computing the associated DP operators requires fully solving a static optimal
transport problem, and these operators need to be applied numerous times during
the overall optimization process. In this work, we develop an alternative perspective
by considering couplings between a “flattened” version of the joint distributions
that we call discounted occupancy couplings, and show that calculating optimal
transport distances in the full space of joint distributions can be equivalently formu-
lated as solving a linear program (LP) in this reduced space. This LP formulation
allows us to port several algorithmic ideas from other areas of optimal transport
theory. In particular, our formulation makes it possible to introduce an appropriate
notion of entropy regularization into the optimization problem, which in turn en-
ables us to directly calculate optimal transport distances via a Sinkhorn-like method
we call Sinkhorn Value Iteration (SVI). We show both theoretically and empirically
that this method converges quickly to an optimal coupling, essentially at the same
computational cost of running vanilla Sinkhorn in each pair of states. Along the
way, we point out that our optimal transport distance exactly matches the common
notion of bisimulation metrics between Markov chains, and thus our results also ap-
ply to computing such metrics, and in fact our algorithm turns out to be significantly
more efficient than the best known methods developed so far for this purpose.

1 Introduction

Measuring distances between structured objects and sequences is an important problem in a variety
of areas of science. The more structured the objects become, the harder it gets to define appropriate
notions of distances, as good notions of proximity need to take into account the possibly complex
relationships between the constituent parts of each object. The possibility that the objects in question
may be random further complicates the picture, and in such cases it becomes more natural to measure
distances between the underlying joint probability distributions. Within the specific context of
comparing stochastic processes, two natural notions of distance have emerged over the past decades:
the notion of probabilistic bisimulation metrics that takes its root in modal logic and theoretical
computer science [Sangiorgi, [2009} |Abate, |2013]], and the notion of optimal-transport distances that
originates from probability theory [Villani, 2009, [Peyré and Cuturi, 2019]. In this paper, we show
that bisimulation metrics are in fact optimal-transport distances, and we make use of this observation
to derive efficient algorithms for computing distances between stochastic processes.
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The two distance notions have found strikingly different applications. Bisimulation emerged within the
area of theoretical computer science as one of the most important important concepts in concurrency
theory and formal verification of computer systems [Parkl (1981} [Milner, 1989], and has been extended
to probabilistic transition systems by Larsen and Skou|[[1989]]. Within machine learning, bisimulation
metrics have become especially popular in the context of reinforcement learning (RL) due to the work
of [Ferns et al.|[2004], and have become one of the few standard tools of representation learning [Jiang
2018, 2024]. In particular, the work of |[Ferns et al.|[2004] advocates for using bisimilarity as a basis
for state aggregation, measuring similarities of states in terms of similarities of two chains My and
My, that only differ in their initial state. While this approach has inspired numerous follow-up works
[Gelada et al., 2019, |Castro, [2020| |Agarwal et al., 2021bl Zhang et al., 2021} Hansen-Estruch et al.,
2022, |Castro et al., 2022]], ultimately this line of work has failed to discover efficient algorithms for
computing bisimulation metrics and has largely resorted to heuristics for computing similarity metrics.

On the other hand, optimal transport (OT) has found numerous applications in areas as diverse as
economics [Galichonl [2016]], signal processing [Kolouri et al.l 2017]], or genomics [Schiebinger
et al., 2019]. Within machine learning, it has been used for the similarly diverse areas of domain
adaptation [Courty et al.,[2016]], generative modeling [Arjovsky et al., 2017, Song et al., 2020} Shi
et al., [2024], representation learning [Courty et al.,[2018]], and, perhaps most relevant to our work, as
a way of measuring distances between graphs [Titouan et al., 2019} |Chen et al., 2022} |(Chuang and
Jegelkal [2022]]. The recent works of Y1 et al.|[2021]], Brugere et al.|[2024] propose to define graph
distances via studying the behavior of random walks defined on the graph, thus reducing the problem
of comparing graphs to comparing stochastic processes—exactly the subject of the present paper.
Other applications of OT between stochastic processes include generative modeling for sequential
data [Xu et al.| 2020], pricing and hedging in mathematical finance [Backhoff-Veraguas et al.,[2017],
and analyzing multistage stochastic optimization problems [Pflugl 2010, Bartl and Wiesel, [2022].
It appears however that the literature on optimal transport for stochastic processes has apparently
not yet discovered connections with bisimulation metrics and the rich intellectual history behind it.
Also, applications of optimal transport for representation learning within the context of reinforcement
learning appear to be nonexistent.

In this paper we observe that, despite their apparent differences, bisimulation metrics and optimal
transport distances are one and the same. Furthermore, we provide a new perspective on both OT
distances and bisimulation metrics by formulating the distance metric as the solution of a linear
program (LP) in the space of “occupancy couplings”, a finite-dimensional projection of the infinite-
dimensional process laws. Building on tools from computational optimal transport [Peyré and Cuturil
2019] and entropy-regularized Markov decision processes [Neu et al.,[2017||Geist et al.,2019], we
design an algorithm that effectively combines Sinkhorn’s algorithm [Sinkhorn and Knoppl (1967,
Cuturi, 2013]] with an entropy-regularized version of the classic Value Iteration algorithm [Bellman,
1957, Neu et al.l [2017]]. Building on recent work on computational optimal transport [Altschuler|
et al.l 2017, Ballu and Berthet, |2023]], we provide theoretical guarantees for the resulting algorithm
(called Sinkhorn Value Iteration) and perform numerical studies that demonstrate its effectiveness for
computing distances between Markov chains.

Notations. For a finite set S, we use Ag to denote the set of all probability distributions over
S. We will denote infinite sequences by T = (g, z1, .. . ) and the corresponding subsequences as
T, = (x0,%1,...,%,). For two sets X and ), we will often write X'} to abbreviate the direct-
product notation X x )/, and for two indices = and y and a function f : XY — Z, we will often
write f(xy) instead of f(z,y) to save space. Also, we will denote scalar products by (-, -) and use
[[[l, to denote the £,-norm.

2 Preliminaries

We study the problem of measuring distances between pairs of finite Markov chains. Specifically, we
consider two stationary Markov processes My = (X, Py, v x) and My = (Y, Py, 1y,y), where
* X and ) are the finite state spaces with cardinalities m = |X| and n = |Y|,
e Py: X — Ay and Py : Y — Ay are the transition kernels that determine the evolution of the
states as Py (2'|x) =P [Xy11=12'| Xy =2] and Py (y'|y) = P[Yi41 =v'| Yz =y] for all ¢, and
* vg,x and v y are the initial-state distributions with X ~ vy x and Yy ~ vp 5.




Without significant loss of generality, we will suppose that the initial states are fixed almost surely
as Xo = xo and Yy = yp, and refer to their corresponding joint distribution as vy = 05, ,,,- These
objects together define a sequence of joint distributions P [(Xg, X1,...,X,) = (zo, 21,...,Zn)]
and P[(Yo,Y1,...,Ys) = (yo,¥1,--.,¥n)| for each n, which together define respective the laws
of the infinite sequences X = (X1, X»,...)and Y = (Y7,Y>,...) via Kolmogorov’s extension
theorem. With a slight abuse of notation, we will use My and My to denote the corresponding
measures that satisfy Mx(z,) = P[X, =Z,] and My(y,) = P[Y, =7,] forany T € X,
7 € Y™ and n. The corresponding conditional distributions are denoted as My (z,|Tp—1) =
P [Xn = xp|Xp-1 = fnfl] and My (yYn|¥,,—1) =P [Yn = Yn|Yn-1= ?n—l]

2.1 Optimal transport between Markov chains

Our main object of interest in this work is a notion of optimal transport distance between infinite-
horizon Markov chains. Several previous works have studied such distances (which are discussed
in detail in Appendix [A), and our precise definition we give below is closest to [Moulos| [2021]],
O’Connor et al.[[2022] and Brugere et al.| [2024]. We consider Markov chains on state spaces where
a “ground metric” (or “ground cost”) ¢ : X x ) — R is available to measure distances between any
two individual states z € X and y € ), with the distance denoted as ¢(x, y). For any two sequences
T = (x1,%2,...)and g = (y1,y2,- .. ), we define the discounted total cost

= A'elwmr), e))
t=0

where v € (0, 1) is the discount factor that expresses the preference that two sequences be considered
further apart if they exhibit differences at earlier times in terms of the ground cost c. Following the
optimal-transport literature, we will consider distances between the stochastic processes My and My,
via the notion of couplings. To this end, we define a coupling of M and My as a stochastic process
evolving on the joint space X', with its law defined for all n as My (Z,,7,,) = P r n=2=Tn, Y=

yn} , required to satisfy Zﬂne)i" Myy(ZTny,,) = Mx(T,) and Z%exn Mxy(Zny,,) = My(7,,)
We will define the set of all such couplings as II.

The notion of couplings defined above does not respect the temporal structure of the Markov chains
M and My, appropriately: while by definition the distribution of state X,, may only be causally
influenced by past states X, with & < n, the general notion of coupling above allows the state X, to
be influenced by future states Yj, with & > n as well. To rule out this possibility (and following past
works mentioned in the introduction), we will introduce the notion of bicausal couplings. A coupling
My is called bicausal if and only if it satisfies

D May(@nynl@a1T-1) = Mx(@a|Tp1) and Y May(@nyn[To17n-1) = My (Yn[F,_1)
Yn Tn

for all sequences z,y € X x Y and all n. Denoting the set of all bicausal couplings by Il., we
define our optimal transport distance as

Wo(Mx, My;c,xo,y0) =  inf /CW(Y,?) dMxy(X,Y), 2)

Mxy €y
where we emphasize the dependence of the distance on g, yo explicitly with our notation.

By noticing that the optimization problem outlined above can be reformulated as a Markov decision
process (MDP), |Moulos| [[2021]] has shown that the infimum in is achieved within the family of
Markovian couplings that satisfy

Z May(@nYn|Tn-1Yp_1) = Px(an|rn-1) and Z My (2nyn|Tn-1Tn-1) = Py(Ynlyn-1)

Yn Tn

for all sequences of state pairs and all values of n. Furthermore, it can be seen that Markovian
couplings are fully specified in terms of transition couplings of the form 7 : XY — Axy, with
m(a'y'|zy) standing for P [ (X411, Yig1) = (2, ¢')| (Xt, Y:) = (24, y¢)] under the law induced by
the coupling. We say that a transition coupling is valid if it satisfies the marginal constraints
>y (@'Y |zy) = Px(2|x) and 3, w(2"y'[zy) = Py (y'|y). Deﬁning the set of such valid tran-

sition couplings in state pair zy by I, = {p € Axy : Yoy p(EY) = Px(a'|z), >, p(a'y') =



Py (y'|y) }.Moulos [2021] introduces an MDP M with an infinite action set corresponding to picking

the joint next-state couplings in II;,. An optimal transition coupling can be found by solving the
following Bellman optimality equations of the MDP M:

V* — . f /.7 V* 1,7 . 3

(zy) = c(ey) + inf %p(ﬂc yIV*('y) 3)

The infimum on the right-hand side is achieved by an optimal transition coupling 7*(-|zy) =

arg mincyy Zz/y, p(z'y)V*(2'y"). The solution V* is unique and can be shown to satisfy

V¥ (zy) = W, (Mxy, My;c,z,y) for all zy € XY. For completeness, we include the precise
definition of the MDP M and the proofs of these results in Appendix [B]

2.2 Bisimulation metrics

The notion of bisimulation metrics has been introduced by [Desharnais et al.| [[1999, 2004]] and
van Breugel and Worrell| [2001]], with the purpose of defining distances between Markov chains,
using a methodology rooted in modal logic that at first may appear entirely different from the
optimal-transport framework described above. We only give a very high-level overview of the classic
logic-based characterization here (as the fine details are irrelevant to the final conclusion that this
section is headed to), and refer the reader to the additional discussion in Appendix [A] for further
reading. Desharnais et al.|[[1999, [2004] considered labeled Markov chains where a labeling function
r: X U)Y — R assigns labels to each state, and defined bisimulation metrics via

dy(Mx, My;7,20,y0) = sup |fa (o) — fary (Y0)l s “)
FeF,
where F is a family of functional expressions generated by a certain grammar, and fys, : X = R
and far,, 1 V — R are the respective “interpretations” of each f € F on the Markov chains My and
My Building on this formulation, [van Breugel and Worrell| [2001]] have shown that the distance
metric can be equivalently characterized by the solution of a fixed-point equation, whose expression
was subsequently used by [Ferns et al.|[2004]] to define bisimulation metrics for Markov decision
processes where 7 takes the role of a reward function, and the evolution of states may be influenced
by actions. The case of having no actions available corresponds to our setting, where their definition
of a bisimulation metric simplifies to the solution of the fixed-point equation

U(ay) = A =lr@@) —r(y)l +7 wf > p(a'y)U(2y). Q)

v

The solution to this system is unique and satisfies U*(xy) = d,(Mx, My;r,x,y). Putting this
result side-by-side with Equation (3, one can immediately realize that bisimulation metrics and
our notion of optimal transport distances coincide when picking the ground cost function c(xy) =
(1 = ~)|r(z) — r(y)|- To our knowledge, this remarkable observation has not been publicly made
anywhere in either the optimal-transport or the bisimulation-metric literature. This connection has
several important implications, which we have already discussed at some length in Section[I] We
relegate further discussion of these metrics in the light of this observation to Appendix [A]

3 Optimal transport between Markov chains as a linear program

Optimal transport problems can typically be formulated as linear programs (LPs), since couplings
can be characterized as joint distributions satisfying a set of easily-expressed linear constraints (see,
e.g., Chapter 3 in |Peyré and Cuturi/2019). Our problem is no exception, and in fact the original
problem statement of Equation [2| can be expressed in this form: the constraints defining Il are
all linear in M xy. However, Mxy is an infinite-dimensional object and thus this formulation is
not instructive for developing computationally tractable algorithms. We address this problem in
this section, where we define an equivalent LP formulation that replaces the infinite-dimensional
optimization variable with an appropriate low-dimensional projection. Our framework builds on
the classic LP formulation of optimal control in MDPs first proposed in the 1960’s [Manne}, |1960,
de Ghellinckl [1960} [d’Epenoux, |1963| |Denardo, |1970]], and covered thoroughly in several standard
textbooks (e.g., Section 6.9 of |Puterman|1994).

In order to set things up, we need to start with some important definitions. We say that a transition
coupling 7 : XY — Ayy generates a trajectory (Xo, Yy, X1, Y7,...) if (Xo,Yp) ~ vy and the



subsequent state-pairs are drawn independently from the transition coupling as (X;y1, Yit1) ~
(| X¢, Yy) for all t. Then, we define the occupancy coupling ;™ associated with this process as a
distribution over XY x X'}, with each of its entries xy, 'y’ defined as

pr(zy,2"y’) = (1 = 7)Ex
t=0

where E, [-] emphasizes that the trajectory of state-pairs has been generated by 7. In words,
u™ (zy, 2'y’) is the discounted number of times that the quadruple (zy, 2'y’) is visited by the process.
With this definition, it is easy to notice that the objective optimized in Equation (2)) can be rewritten
as a linear function of ¢”. Indeed, suppose that M yy is the law of the process generated by 7 as
described above, so that we can write

ZWtﬂ{(xf,m—m.,mxxtﬂ.,mn—(z',y')}] ;

/cw@?) AMyy(X,Y) =Er | Y A'e(X0, Vi) =Bx [> 7 Zﬁﬂth—(m,y)}c(wy)]
t=0 t=0 Ty
_ E = t _ 1 7T /0 _ <U7rac>
= Er D> 'Txivi—a} | clay) = F— > (wy, 2y )e(ay) = e
Ty t=0 zy,x'y’

We say that an occupancy coupling p is valid if it is generated by a valid transition coupling. It is easy
to verify that every valid occupancy coupling u € A vy« xy satisfies the following three constraints:

> ulry,a'y') =Y pa'y ay) + (1-wlzy)  (Yoy € XY), )
x/y/ m/y/
> ulwyaly') = Y play, "y )Pr(@|z)  (Va,a’ € X x X), ©)
yl I/I,yl’
> ulwyaly') = Y wlay 2"y )Py ly)  (Yy.y €Y x V). ®)
z/ m//7y//

We refer to the first equality constraint as the flow constraint and the second and third ones as the
transition coherence constraints for My and My, respectivel We show in the following lemma
that the above conditions uniquely characterize the set of valid occupancy couplings.

Lemma 1. A distribution u € Axyxxy is a valid occupancy coupling associated with some
transition coupling ™ : XY — Axy if and only if it satisfies Equations (@)—(8).

One important consequence of this result is that for each transition coupling, one can associate a
transition coupling m, with p™ = p, with entries satisfying > ., p(zy, 2"y")m. (2'y' |zy) =
w(zy, z'y"). A proof is provided in Appendix Having established in the previous section that
stationary occupancy couplings are sufficient to achieve the supremum in the definition of the OT
distance of Equation (2)), this result immediately implies the following.

Theorem 1. Let B, Sx and Sy respectively stand for the sets of all distributions ;1 € Axyx xy that
satisfy equations (6), (7), and (8). Then,
1

W, (Mx, My;c,xo,y0) = Ty 'Mengimsy (w,cy.

Since the constraints on p in the above reformulation are all linear, the optimization problem
stated above is obviously a linear program. Notably, the resulting LP is not the standard dual to
the LP associated with the MDP formulation introduced in Section [2.1} which would result in an
infinite-dimensional LP with one constraint associated with each of the continuously-valued actions.
Such an infinite-dimensional reformulation was previously considered by (Chen et al.| [2012] in the
context of computing bisimulation metrics, who used it as a tool for analysis rather than algorithm
design. Notably, our formulation results in a finite-dimensional LP with |X’|* |V|* variables and
| X% +|X| |Y| + |V|* constraints. Building on the celebrated result of Ye| [2011] (and similarly to
the work of |Chen et al., 2012 mentioned above), one can show that our LP can be solved in strongly
polynomial time via an appropriate adaptation of the simplex method or the classic policy iteration
method of Howard, [[1960]]. We propose an alternative methodology in the next section.

'When = 1, the first condition is known as detailed balance within statistical physics. Altogether, the
constraints closely resemble what are often called the “Bellman flow constraints” in today’s RL literature.



4 Sinkhorn Value Iteration

Solving optimal-transport problems via standard LP solvers (like variations of the simplex method or
interior-point methods) is known to be empirically hard, and thus we seek alternatives to this approach
towards optimizing our own LP defined in the previous section. In computational optimal transport, a
paradigm shift was initiated by |Cuturi [2013]] who successfully applied entropic regularization to
the classic LP objective of optimal transport, and solved the resulting optimization method through
an iterative algorithm called the Sinkhorn—Knopp method (sometimes simply called Sinkhorn’s
algorithm, due to|Sinkhorn and Knoppl [1967). This method is based on finding a feasible point in
a two-constraint problem by alternately satisfying one and the other, and has resulted in practical
algorithms that were orders of magnitude faster than all previously studied methods. Entropy regular-
ization and Sinkhorn’s algorithm have thus became the most important cornerstones of computational
optimal transport. Drawing on the same principles as well as the theory of entropy-regularized
Markov decision processes [Neu et al.| 2017} |Geist et al.l |2019], we develop a computationally
effective algorithm for computing optimal transport distances between Markov chains below.

4.1 Formal definition: Mirror Sinkhorn on the space of occupancy couplings

Our method is an adaptation of a version of Sinkhorn’s algorithm called Mirror Sinkhorn, first
proposed and analyzed by [Ballu and Berthet [2023]]. This method combines mirror-descent-style
updates [Nemirovski and Yudin| [1983| [Beck and Teboulle, 2003]] with alternating projections to
two convex sets whose intersection corresponds to the feasible set we seek to optimize over. In our
adaptation, we choose the two sets as

Zu vy a'y') = | v Y @y wy) + (1= yw(ay) | Pr(a|z)  (Yay,a') o,

I”y”

that can be seen to be the set of distributions p that satisfy both Equations (6) and (7)), and

Zu (wy,2'y') = (v D w@"y" wy) + (1= Nwo(y) | Py(y'ly) (Voy,y)

’t”y”

which is the set of distributions y that satisfy both Equations (6) and (8). Naturally, the intersection
of the two sets corresponds to valid occupancy couplings. It remains to define an appropriate notion
of entropy for the purpose of regularization. Following Neu et al.|[2017]], we will use the conditional
relative entropy defined between two joint distributions p, i’ € Axyxy as

1,11

1wy, 'y )] Dy i@y, "y
Wy, x'y") ) D W (@Y, 2"y")

Hplle)= > plzya'y')log
zy,x'y’
1,0
= > (g, 2"y log TV ).

zy,z'y’ ﬂ-ﬂ/ (xlyllxy)

It is an easy exercise to show that 7 is a Bregman divergence that is convex in its first argument (see,
e.g., Appendix A.1 of Neu et al., 2017). Note however that H (u||u') can be zero even if u # p' and
thus it is not strongly convex in p.

With these ingredients, we symbolically define our algorithm as calculating the sequence of updates

. 1
= argmin{ .0+ L2 ) | ©
HEBy n
foreach k = 1,..., K — 1, where p; is the occupancy coupling associated to the trivial coupling

m1(-|zy) = Px(-|x) ® Py(-|y) for each state pair zy € XY, n > 0 is a stepsize (or learning-rate)
parameter and By, is chosen to be By in odd rounds and By in even rounds. By adapting tools from
the theory of entropy-regularized Markov decision processes, the updates can be computed in closed
form by solving a system of equations closely resembling the regularized Bellman equations. In
particular, we define the Bellman—Sinkhorn operators for a given transition coupling 7 as the operators



TE : RYYXY 5 RYVXY and T -
Vy € RYYXY respectively as

RYY*Y — RYYXV acting on functions Vy € RYY*Y and

(TEVae) (o) = —210g 3 SV oo (o (eoy) 44 Pela e Vala'y/ 2”)
V) oy} = =108 ) T =)
and
X
(T3 Vy) (zy,y) 10 > Py‘:'yy exp | —n | c(zy) + 7Y Py |y )Wy, y")
I/ y//

Then, for odd rounds, the updates can be calculated by solving the fixed- point equations Vie =T+ Vi,
defining the shorthand Q. (zy, 2'y’) = c(xy) + v ./ Px (2" |2")Vi(2'y’, 2"), and subsequently
updating the transition coupling 7 multiplicatively as

Tk (2'y'|xy) exp (=nQk(zy, z'y")) (

z'|x).
S el ly) exp (—nQu(ay, o) <)

g1 (2'y |2y) = (10)

Itis easy to verify that this transition coupling satisfies >, mi+1(2"y’|zy) = P(2'|z). The updates
for even rounds are computed analogously with the roles of X and ) swapped. We respectively refer
to the fixed-point equations Vi, = T¢*Vj, and Vi, = 7'3;”“ Vi as the Bellman—Sinkhorn equations for
M and My, and the functions V4, and @, as value functions. The following proposition (proved in
Appendix [E.T) formally establishes the equivalence between the two update rules.

Proposition 1. Let puy 1 and 7,11 be specified for each k as in Equations ) and (10), respectively.
Then, i1 = p™*+1 holds for all k.

4.2 Practical implementation

The algorithm described above can be seen as
performing online Mirror Sinkhorn updates in
each state pair zy with a sequence of cost func-

Algorithm 1: Sinkhorn Value Iteration
Input: Px, Py,c,n,v, K, m

tions @)y, which are computed via solving the

Initialise: 7 < Py ® Py;

Bellman—Sinkhorn equations. Since 77 and forfﬂ =1.,K—1do

Ty¥ are easily seen to be contractive with re- if v is odd thenk m o
spect to the supremum norm with contraction | Va < (T3*)" Va: {Bx projection.}
factor v (as shown by a standard calculation in- else ” o
cluded in Appendix [E.3), these equations can ‘ Vy « (Tfk) Vy; {By projection. }
be solved by an adaptation of the classic Value end

Iteration method of Bellman| [[1957]]. Concretely, Tr41 < update(my); {Equation [_1;0]}
we repeatedly apply the Bellman—Sinkhorn op- end

erators until the fixed point is reached up to — % Zle(;ﬂk);

sufficient precision (controlled by thc; number of 7 -« round (7, );

update steps m). We call the resulting method /7o + evaluate (7oy);

Sinkhorn Value Iteration (SVI), and provide its  Qutput: 7oy, V7o {Final coupling}

pseudocode as Algorithm [I]

Notably, while SVI is defined in its abstract form as a sequence of updates in the space of occupancy
couplings py, its implementation only works with transition couplings 7. The final output of

SVI is a transition coupling .y, obtained by computing the average i, = % Zle w™F of all
occupancy couplings, computing 7z, and then rounding the result to a valid transition coupling.
In particular we apply a simple rounding procedure due to|Altschuler et al [2017]] individually on
7, (-|zy) for each state- palr xy—rfor the full details, see Appendix Besides 7oy, SVI also
outputs an estimate of V* in the form of the value function V™, as de ned in Equation (TI)) in
Appendix [B.T] This function can be computed efficiently by solving the linear system of Bellman

equations V™ (zy) = c(xy) + 7 341, Tou(z'y' |zy) Vo (2'y).

A number of small simplifying steps can be made to make the algorithm easier to implement. First,
instead of obtaining 7, via the computationally expensive procedure described above, one can
simply run the rounding procedure on the final transition coupling 7 and output the result. Second,



while theoretical analysis suggests setting m = oo in order to make sure that all projection steps
are perfect, such exact computation may be unnecessary and inefficient in practice, and thus (much)
smaller values can be used instead. Third, for small values of 7 the softmax function used in the
definition of the Bellman—Sinkhorn operator can be accurately approximated by an average with
respect to 7, (2'y’|zy) / Px (2'|2), which suggests a simple alternative to the projection steps. This
approximates SVI similarly as to how the Mirror Descent Modified Policy Iteration method of |Geist
et al.[[2019] approximates the mirror descent method of |[Neu et al.|[2017] (see also|Azar et al., 2012).
The resulting method (that we refer to as Sinkhorn Policy Iteration, or SPI) is presented in detail
along with its theoretical analysis in Appendix [D] We study effects of these implementation choices
via a sequence of experiments in Section 3]

4.3 Convergence guarantees

The following theorem establishes a guarantee on the number of iterations necessary for V™ (zy) be
an e-accurate approximation of the transport cost W, (Mx, My; ¢, x,y) for any z, y.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Sinkhorn Value Iteration is run for K steps with regularization pa-

rameter 1 = 4H01||°o \/ (1=7)° llcég XYL and initialized with the uniform coupling defined for each
zy, 2’y as m (2'y|zy) = ﬁ Then, for any xoyo € XY, the output satisfies V™ (zoyo) <

Wo (Mx, My;c,xo,y0) + € if the number of iterations is at least
324 |c||3, log | X[| V|
(I—7y)5ez -

The proof is relegated to Section [C} and we present a similar performance guarantee for SPI in
Appendix [D} Importantly, these guarantees technically only hold when setting m = oo, which is a
limitation we discuss in more detail in Section[6] The condition that 7 is chosen as the uniform
coupling is not necessary and simply made to make the statement easier to state. A more detailed
statement of the bound is provided in Appendix[C.4]

K>

5 Experiments

We have conducted a range of experiments on some simple environments with the purpose of
illustrating the numerical properties of our algorithms and some aspects of the distance metrics we
studied. Due to space restrictions, we only report a very limited subsample of the results below, and
refer the reader to Appendix [H for the complete suiteﬂ

One set of experiments we report here addresses the biggest open question left behind our theory:
the effect of the choice of m on the quality of the updates. For this experiment, we use the classic
“4-rooms” environment first studied by |Sutton et al.|[1999]], and run both SVI (Algorithm E]) and SPI
(Algorithm[2)) for a range of different choices of m, and a fixed v = 0.95. The results of this study
are shown in Figure|l} The plots indicate that the estimates produced by both algorithms converge
towards the true distance at a rate that is basically unaffected by m, and in particular even a value
of m = 1 remains competitive. This observation is consistent across all of our experiments. Also,
the output of SPI appears to converge slightly more slowly towards the optimum in this experiment,
but this observation is not entirely consistent and can be likely ascribed to the fact that the learning
rate was not optimized to favor either algorithm in this experiment. In most experiments, the two
algorithms performed very similarly, up to some small occasional differences.

We have also conducted a number of experiments to illustrate the potential of optimal-transport
distances for comparing Markov chains of different sizes and transition functions. In the experiment
we show here, we compare two Markov chains illustrated in Figure 2| The first Markov chain M »
is a simple, nine-state “gridworld” environment, which has its initial state in the upper left corner
(denoted as sp) and a reward of 41 in the lower left corner (shown in blue). The second, My, is an
instance of the 4-rooms environment, where each room is a rotation of the aforementioned small grid.
The transition kernels in both environments are uniform distributions over the adjacent cells in the
four principal directions. The plot shows the distances between the two chains as a function of the
initial state of My, revealing an intuitive pattern of similarities that captures the symmetries of My,.

’The code is available at https: //github.com/SergioCalo/SVI


https://github.com/SergioCalo/SVI
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Figure 1: Estimated transport cost as a function k, for various choices of m and n = 1.
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Figure 2: Visual representation of the distances computed between the chains My and My,.

6 Discussion
We discuss some further aspects of our framework and results below.

Representation learning for reinforcement learning. Among the numerous applications listed in
Section [T]and Appendix [A] the most interesting for us is using our metrics for representation learning
in RL. As mentioned earlier, bisimulation metrics have been extensively used for this purpose in the
past. In particular, almost all such work uses bisimulation metrics to compare states within the same
MDP and use the resulting similarity metrics for merging states that are at low distance (an approach
called “state aggregation”). As our results highlight, this is a rather narrow view of what bisimulation
metrics are capable of: they can define similarity metrics between processes that live on potentially
different state spaces, which in particular can be used to select representations by minimizing the
distance between a high-dimensional process and a set of low-dimensional representations. Curiously,
our LP formulation may allow differentiating the distances with respect to the transition kernels, which
we believe will be an important property for future developments in representation learning for RL.

Limitations of the theory. In their current form, our theoretical guarantees in Theorems 2] and [6]
only apply to perfect projection and evaluation steps, corresponding to setting m = co. We conjecture
that this limitation can be addressed with a more careful analysis, and results similar to those of
Theorems [2] and [] can be shown, potentially at the price of a worse dependence on the effective

horizon 1/(1 — ~) [Scherrer et al.l 2012,[2015]l, by making use of the techniques of [2019]

and Moulin and Neu| [2023|] for analyzing regularized dynamic-programming algorithms.

From dynamic programming to learning from data. This paper focuses on computing distances
between known Markov processes via dynamic-programming-style methods. In the most interesting
applications however, the transition kernels are unknown, which requires the development of new
tools. We are confident that our framework can serve as a solid basis for such developments, and in
particular that one can port many ideas from the field of reinforcement learning that is essentially all
about turning dynamic-programming methods into algorithms that can learn from interaction data.
Additionally, we believe that our LP formulation in Section [3|makes it much easier to import further
ideas from computational optimal transport, and in particular that stochastic optimization methods
like those of |Genevay et al.| [2016]] can be adapted to solving our linear programs.
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A Extended discussion of related work

In this appendix we include a discussion of related work that could not be accommodated in the main
text due to space limitations.

A.1 Bisimulation

The concept of bisimulation originated independently in modal logic [van Benthem) [1983]], computer
science [Park, [1981] [Milner, |1989] and set theory [Forti and Honselll {1983} |Aczell |1988]], with firm
roots in fixed-point theory. Bisimulation was originally devised as a tool for determining whether
or not two processes are behaviorally equivalent in the sense that no test can distinguish between
the labels they generate. Being a much less demanding notion of equivalence than isomorphism
(which is generally NP-hard to verify), the notion of bisimulation has had significant impact in
concurrency theory and formal verification of computer systems, and has become a standard tool for
model checking. We refer the reader to the very enjoyable paper of |Sangiorgi|[2009] for a detailed
history of bisimulation and related concepts.

Larsen and Skoul[[1989] developed a theory of probabilistic bisimulation between stochastic processes.
Their approach is based on comparing interpretations of logical formulas on stochastic processes,
roughly saying that two processes are probabilistically bisimilar if all formulas acting on the sequence
of labels encountered along the corresponding random trajectories follow the same probability
distribution. Their definition can be most simply presented when the two processes live on the same
state space and follow the same transition kernel, but are initialized at two different states. In this
setup, bisimulation reduces to a relation between individual states, which can be described formally
as follows. Given a stationary Markov process My = (X, Py, 19, x) as defined in Sectionand a
label function £ : X — R, a probabilistic bisimulation R is a relation on X x X that satisfies the
following property: two states  and a’ are bisimilar (denoted x Ra’) if and only if £(z) = L(2)
and for each subset C in the partition X' \ R induced by R, it holds that

Z Py(2"|2) = Z Py (2"|2").

z’eC xzeC

Jonsson and Larsen| [[1991]] define another similarity notion called “satisfaction relation” based on
couplings, and prove that probabilistic bisimilarity and satisfaction are equivalent notions of similarity.
These works show that bisimulation is indeed an equivalence relation, and that when two processes
are initialized from two states within the same equivalence class (i.e., they are bisimilar), then they
will not only transition to bisimilar states in the next step but will in fact continue to evolve in a way
that is indistinguishable based on the labels (in the sense that they will produce the same distribution
over sequences of labes).

Giacalone et al.|[1990], Desharnais et al.|[1999, 2004] and jvan Breugel and Worrell|[2001] relax the
restrictive notion of exact probabilistic bisimulation and introduce real-valued pseudometrics that
measure the degree of bisimilarity between two states. These notions rely on real-valued labeling
functions. |Giacalone et al.| [1990] gives a notion of e-bisimulation which relaxes the condition
L(xz) = L(2') in the definition of the hard bisimulation relation given above, and only requires
equality to hold up to some € > 0. |Desharnais et al.|[1999]2004]| go further and define a genuinely
real-valued extension of bisimulation relations by defining bisimulation metrics as described in the
main text (and particularly Equation (d)). A fixed-point characterization of these bisimulation metrics
was established by [van Breugel and Worrell [2001]] and |Desharnais et al.|[2002]. These works show
that the resulting distance notion is in fact a pseudometric, and two processes are bisimilar if and
only if they are at distance zero. This justifies seeing bisimilarity metrics as “soft” extensions of the
binary relation of bisimilarity.

Interestingly, the first bisimulation metrics all make use of concepts from optimal transport in some
way or another: Desharnais et al.|[[1999} 2002] already note that their definition is inspired by the
Wasserstein distance (which they call the “Hutchinson metric”), and the fixed-point characterization of
van Breugel and Worrell|[2001]] also make use of this distance to compare transition kernels (cf. Equa-
tion[3). Precisely, their definition that we recalled as Equation (4) is admittedly inspired by the Kan-
torovich dual representation of the Wasserstein distance between probability distributions over metric
spaces. To our knowledge, this connection with optimal transport has not been explored further in the
literature, and in particular no “primal” counterpart based on couplings has been discovered so far.
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Givan et al.|[2003] adapt probabilistic bisimulation to Markov decision processes (MDPs), requiring
states (or state-action pairs) to have identical rewards and transition probabilities for two MDPs to be
bisimilar. [Ferns et al.|[2004} 2006] introduce bisimulation metrics for MDPs, essentially using the
fixed-point characterization of van Breugel and Worrell| [2001]] as a starting point for their definition.
Once again, their definition makes use of the Wasserstein distance between the transition kernels
(called Kantorovich metric in the paper), but no deeper connection between bisimulation metrics and
optimal transport is discussed.

Castro| [2020] defines bisimulation metrics for MDPs with respect to a given policy 7, which thus
falls back to the standard definition of bisimulation metrics for Markov chains as studied in the works
of Desharnais et al.|[1999,[2004] and jvan Breugel and Worrell| [2001]]. [Kemertas and Jepson| [2022b|]
adjusts the definition of [Ferns et al.| [2004, 2006] by replacing the Wasserstein distance with the
entropy-regularized Wasserstein distance proposed by [Cuturi|[2013]], which allows them to apply the
Sinkhorn algorithm to compute bisimulation metrics for MDPs. The resulting approach can be seen
to be nearly identical to the methods proposed by |O’Connor et al.| [2022]] and Brugere et al.| [2024]]
for approximately solving the fixed-point equations (3 in the context of optimal transport—see
Section [A2] for further discussion of these works.

Chen et al.|[2012]] study the computational complexity of computing bisimulation metrics. Similar
to our work, the authors formulate a linear program that characterizes bisimulation metrics in an
equivalent way to other common definitions, though the linear program has one constraint per
next-state coupling, which makes their LP intractable as stated. They use their LP formulation
as an analytic tool to show the existence of a polynomial-time algorithm to solve the fixed-point
equations (3 (which essentially amounts to Bellman’s value iteration algorithm implemented in the
MDP we describe in Appendix [B). Each step of the resulting algorithm solves one optimal-transport
problem per state pair via the network simplex algorithm, which is known to be impractical for
this purpose in comparison with Sinkhorn-style methods [Cuturi, [2013]]. In the context of optimal
transport, a closely related linear program has been discovered by [Backhoff-Veraguas et al.|[2017],
whose framework is more general in that it mostly focuses on general (potentially non-Markovian)
stochastic processes, but with the limitation that only finite horizons are considered. We discuss
further developments on this topic in Section[A.2]

Finally, |Bian and Abate|[2017] show that e-bisimilar Markov processes generate distributions over
finite-length trajectories that are close in total variation distance. Since this distance is a special case
of the Wasserstein distance (with the Hamming metric over sequences as ground metric), this result
can be seen to establish some relation between OT distances and bisimulation, but the link is rather
weak in the sense that no equivalence is shown between the two notions. Indeed, these results only
imply that nearly-bisimilar processes generate nearly-identical trajectory distributions, but the reverse
implication is not shown to hold.

A.2  Optimal Transport

Optimal transport [[Villani, 2009] studies the problem of transporting mass between two density
functions p and ¢, given a cost function that measures the transport distance between any pair of
points. In the classic formulation of [Kantorovich| [1942]], the vehicle used to transport mass is
a coupling, that is, a joint probability distribution whose marginals equal p and q. The problem
of finding an optimal coupling that minimizes the total transport distance can be formulated as
a linear program. Historically, the resulting LPs have been solved via standard solvers like the
network simplex method or interior-point methods, which lead to algorithms with polynomial runtime
guarantees but rather poor empirical performance. Cuturi [2013]] successfully advocated for adding
entropy regularization to the standard LP objective, which enabled algorithms that are orders of
magnitude faster than previously proposed methods.

In this work we consider a problem of optimal transport between stochastic processes with a temporal
dimension. This topic has recently started to receive attention in the OT literature, mostly focusing
on stochastic processes with finite horizon [Pflug and Pichler, 2012, [Backhoff-Veraguas et al.| 2017,
Lassallel [2018]]. In this setting (often called “adapted transport”, “causal transport”, or “bicausal
transport”), the problem is to transport mass between joint distributions of sequences of elements,
which can be formulated as an optimization problem over the set of causal couplings (i.e., the
set of couplings over joint distributions over sequences that respect the temporal order inherent

in the process). Backhoff-Veraguas et al.| [2017] have observed that, due to the linearity of the

16



causality constraints, this optimization problem can be phrased as a linear program, which however is
infinite-dimensional and thus intractable to solve directly. They complement this view by providing
dynamic-programming principles for characterizing the structure of the optimal coupling, which,
in the special case of Markov processes, boils down to the finite-horizon version of the fixed point
equations (3). This development essentially mirrors the LP formulation and dynamic-programming
principles put forth by |Chen et al.[[2012] in the context of computing bisimulation metrics (cf. the
discussion in Section[A.T).

Still on the front of computing optimal transport distances, a notable contribution is due to [Eckstein
and Pammer|[2024]], who propose and analyze a version of Sinkhorn’s algorithm for optimal transport
on the space of stochastic processes. When specialized to Markov processes, their algorithm can
be seen to be very closely related to ours, the technical explanation being that in finite-horizon
Markov processes the entropy of path distributions that they use as regularization can be seen to be
equal to the conditional entropy that our method uses for the same purpose. The resulting algorithm
performs iterative Bregman projections via backward recursion over the finite time horizon, with
computational steps that are essentially identical to applying our Bellman—Sinkhorn operators. That
said, their analysis relies very heavily on the finite-horizon structure of the problem and as such it is
not applicable in our considerably more challenging infinite-horizon problem setting.

The more recent works of [Moulos| [[2021]],|O’Connor et al.|[2022]], Bayraktar and Han| [2023]] and
Brugere et al.|[2024] have investigated optimal-transport distances between infinite-horizon Markov
chains. |O’Connor et al.| [2022] considered the undiscounted version of our problem and proposed to
compute optimal transition couplings via an adaptation of approximate policy iteration (cf. Scherrer
2013) to an appropriately adjusted version of the MDP we describe in Appendix [B] Their key
algorithmic idea is approximating the greedy policy update steps by running Sinkhorn’s algorithm
for each pair of states. Essentially the same idea was used by Brugere et al.| [2024]] to solve the
discounted problem that is the subject of the present paper, with the difference that their method takes
approximate value iteration as its starting point. Both of these approaches are closely related to the
alternative fixed-point definition of bisimulation metrics using Sinkhorn divergences due to |[Kemertas
and Jepson| [2022b]], as mentioned in Section[A.T] While these approaches are nearly as effective as
our Sinkhorn Value Iteration method in practice, their black-box use of Sinkhorn’s algorithm make
them difficult to analyze theoretically, and difficult to build further theory on.

To wrap up, let us mention some results that in a sense have already foreshadowed our observation
about the relation of OT distances and bisimulation metrics. First, we note that |Y1 et al.| [2021]],
Brugere et al.|[2024] proposed to study optimal transport distances of Markov chains defined over
graphs as a means of studying the similarity of the underlying graphs. The purpose of these works
was to define a notion of distance that is less demanding than isomorphism, but is still grounded in
fundamental theory and can be computed effectively—which is precisely the reason that the notion
of bisimulation was originally introduced in the 1980s in the context of formal verification by |Park
[1981] and Milner| [1989]. Finally, the work of Backhoff-Veraguas et al.|[2020] has established that
“all adapted topologies are equal” on the space of laws of stochastic processes, understood in the sense
that a large number of topologies (including the one induced by optimal-transport metrics defined in
terms of bicausal couplings) are in fact identical. While one may argue with their sweeping claim
that all such topologies are equal, it may not be surprising in light of their results that the topology
induced by bisimulation metrics is also identical to these well-studied topologies (as revealed to be
true by our observations in this paper).
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B Optimal Transport as a Markov Decision Process

Consider the two Markov processes My and My with initial states xg and yg, respectively. To
compute the optimal transport cost W., (M, My; ¢, 2o, yo) and the optimal transition coupling 7*,
we can introduce a Markov decision process

M = (XY, A,q,7,c,1p) where:

* X is the state space, defined as the set of joint states of My and My,

» A(zy) = I, is the set of applicable actions in state zy € XY, corresponding to the set of
valid couplings of Py (-|z) and Py (-|y),

* ¢(+|zy,a) = a is the transition probability distribution, which is fully determined by the
action a € II;,,

*  is the discount factor,
* ¢: XY — [0, 00) is the cost function that maps joint states to positive real numbers,

* 1y = dz,y, is the initial state distribution.

The objective of the agent in this MDP is to select its sequence of actions Ag, Ay, ... in a way that
minimizes the total discounted cost E [Y_.° ) v*¢(Xy, Y2)], where each state pair is drawn according
to the action taken by the agent as (X, Y;) ~ A;. The sequence of actions is generated by a sequence
of history dependent policies 7; € Ilup : H: — Au(x,,y;) Where H; = (Xo,Yo,..., X, V7).
A first remark is that we can restrict ourselves to deterministic policies. Indeed, the action set is
convex at every time step and both the reward and the transition probability distributions are linear
in the action. A second remark is that bicausal couplings correspond exactly to history-dependent
deterministic policies. Indeed, by bicausality, the bicausal coupling M yy is generated by the policy
Mxy(Tn, Yn|Tn—19n—1). We will denote this policy by 7y, .

Of special interest are stationary deterministic (or Markovian) policies of the form 7w : XY — A,
mapping joint states (X, Y;) to actions in A(X¢, Y;) as A; = w(X, Y2). Such policies correspond
exactly with transition couplings as defined in the main text as mappings 7 : XY — A yy of the same
type. Accordingly, we will sometimes write 7 (-|xy) to refer to the distribution 7(zy) € A(zy) below.

B.1 Value functions, optimal policies, and sufficiency of transition couplings

Each policy 7 induces a value function V'™, defined in each state xzy € X') as

V™ (zy) = Ex [Z 7' e(XoYr)
t=0

XoYo =ny] . (11)

where the expectation is taken with respect to the stochastic process induced by the policy 7. Here,
X, and Y; are random variables representing the state of the two processes at time ¢. In particular, we
have that for any bicausal coupling M yy € I,

/ o (X, 7)dMyg y = / S nte(X,, Vi) dMay(X, V)
t=0

= Eﬂ"MXy [Z ’th(Xh th)

pary
= V™xy (z9,0)-

XoYo = foyol

And as a result we can relate the optimal transport cost to the optimal value function of the MDP

W, (Mx, My;ec,xo,90) = ]W,-\»i;lél'[b /CV(Y,?) dMxy(X,Y)

inf VMxy ToYo
Mxy €llpe ( )

= inf V7T .
f V7 (@oyo)
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Building on classic results of MDP theory, it can be shown that there exists an optimal Markovian
policy 7* whose value function V* = V™ satisfies V*(xy) < V™ (xy) for all policies 7 and joint
states xy, and said optimal value function V* satisfies the Bellman optimality equations

Vi (zy) =TV (zy),

where 7 is the Bellman operator acting on a function V' € R*Y as

TV(wy) =clzy) +7 inf > p'y)V(@'y)  (Yay).
Y z'y’

This is precisely the set of equations in Equation (3). Since V* is optimal, V*(zy) equals the optimal
transport cost W, (Mx, My; ¢, z, y) for each state zy. An optimal policy 7* achieves the infimum
in each state zy, with associated value function V™ = V*. These claims are summarized in the
following theorem, stated in nearly identical form by Moulos| [2021]].

Theorem 3 (cf. Theorem 1 in|Moulos|2021)). Under the above conditions, the following hold.:

e There exists an optimal Markovian transition coupling ©* such that for any policy m € Ilgp
and any joint states xy, V™ (xy) < V7 (xy).

* The value function of 7* satisfies W.,(Mx, My;c,x,y) = V™ (zy).
* There exists a unique solution to the Bellman optimality equation (3)) denoted V* € R*Y,
o We have that V* =V .

The above theorem justifies considering Markovian transition couplings when computing the optimal
transport cost W, (Mx, My; ¢, zo, yo)-

Proof. One can straightforwardly check that our setting is an instance of optimal control prob-
lems with additive cost functional studied in Bertsekas| [1977]]. In particular, the contraction
assumption (Assumption C in the paper mentioned above) is satisfied. We define pointwise
V*(xy) = infrem,, V™ (ry), and Proposition 1 of Bertsekas|[1977] shows that V* is the unique
solution to the Bellman optimality equation.

Now, for the existence of an optimal stationary policy or transition coupling in our terminology,
an additional technical condition on the action set must be carefully verified. For every xy € XY,
¢ € ]0,00) and k, we define the set

Ui(zy,\) = {a € A(zy) : c(z,y) +7/T’“V(ff’y')da(w’y’) < A}

This set is compact as the intersection of the compact set A(xy) with a closed set, the preimage of
a closed set by a continuous application. Knowing that Uy (xy, \) is compact, we can then apply
Proposition 14 of Bertsekas|[[1977]] and that gives us the existence of an optimal Markovian transition
coupling 7* that satisfies V™ = V*. In particular, for any policy 7 € IIyp and joint state zy, we
have that V™" (zy) = V*(zy) < V7 (zy) by definition of V*. O

B.2 Occupancy measures and occupancy couplings

In a finite Markov decision process, occupancy measures express the discounted number of times that
a given state and action are visited on expectation by the controlled stochastic process. This notion is
not meaningfully applicable in the MDP formulation of our optimal-transport problem, given that the
action space is infinite. However, the closely related notion of occupancy coupling can be seen to
play a similar role in that it allows expressing the total-discounted-cost objective as a linear function,
and that the set of valid occupancy couplings can be fully characterized in terms of a finite number of
linear constraints. In what follows, we prove this latter key property of occupancy couplings, stated
as Lemma[Tlin the main text.

Proof of Lemmall] We begin by showing that the occupancy coupling 1™ associated with any transi-
tion coupling m € Il vy satisfies the following system of equations (sometimes called the “Bellman
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flow equations”):

Py, 2'y') = w(@y |vy) (v D 0@y 2y) + (1= y)wvo(zy) | - (12)

x//y//

Indeed, this can be shown to follow from the definition of occupancy couplings as

p(ey, a'y) = (1=7) D 7'Pr [X,Y; = 2y, Xy 1 Yigs = 2'y/]
t=0

thﬂ Y [2y)Pr (XY, = ay]

oo

= w(az'y'|zy) ((1 —Y)vo(zy) + Z = [ XY = xy])

=@y |zy) | (L= voley) +v D (1= D 4P (X 1Yia = 2y, X,V = ]

11,11

z'y t=1

= m(@'yJey) | (1—woley) +7 D> w" @y zy) |,

11,01

Yy

where in the first step we used the stationarity of the transition coupling 7, then the definition of vy,
followed by the law of total probability, and finally the stationarity of the Markov chain that allowed
us to recognize p™ (z"y", xy) in the last step. Now, summing both sides of Equation (T2)) for all
x'y’, we can confirm that 1™ indeed satisfies Equation (6)). Furthermore, summing the two sides of

Equation (T2)) over all 2/, we get
S @y aly) =D w@y |zy) | (L—ywolzy) +7 > w @y zy)
-:C/ x/ x//y//
=Y w(@y |vy) Y p"(xy,a"y")
z/

Zl/'”y”
=Py(/ly) Y w"(wy,a"y"),
x//y//
where the first step in the second line follows from Equation 6] and the 4th line comes from the fact
that 7(+|xy) is a coupling of Py (-|z) and Py (-|y). This verifies that ™ satisfies Equation (8)), and
the same reasoning can be used to verify that it also satisfies Equation[7]

Conversely, suppose that 1 € RTY**Y satisfies Equations (6), (@), and (8). Define v,(vy) =
>y (zy, 2'y’) and let

T (@'Y ley) = _veley) if Vu(x.w # 0,
Py (2'|x)Py(y'|y) otherwise .

We will verify that 7, defines a valid Markovian coupling and that . is the state action occupancy
measure of 7,. If v, (zy) = 0, then ), 7, (2'y'|zy) = Py(y'|y) >, Px(2'|x) = Py(y'|ly). If
v, (zy) # 0, then we have

1

1 N
ZM y'|zy) =m;u(xy,xy)— o D)

= uu(lacy) vu(zy)Py(y'ly) = Py(¥'ly),

> wlay, 2"y ) Py(y'|y)

a:/y//

where we have used that yu satisfies the constraint of Equation (8). In any case, we have that
Yoo (@'Y |zy) = Py(y'ly). By symmetry, using that y satisfies Equation (7), we also have
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> 1(z"y'|zy) = Px(z'|z). Hence we have demonstrated that m, is a valid Markovian coupling of
Py and Py. To proceed, observe that the occupancy coupling associated with 7, satisfies

D ow(zy,aly') = > (Y wy) + (1= y)vo(ay).

We will verify that 4™ = p by showing that this system of equations has a unique solution. In order
to see this, let us recall the definition of v, and reorder Equation (6)) as

(I —y)vo(zy) = vulay) — v Z v (z"y") e (zyla"y").

x”y”

Introducing the matrix Z € RIXIVIXIXIV] with entries Z(zy, 2'y’) = 7, (2'y’|zy) and representing
the functions v and v, in matrix form, this system of equations can be written as

(1 =7)vo =T =7Z)vp-
Now, thanks to the Perron—Frobenius theorem, the stochastic matrix Z has spectral radius 1, and thus
(I —~Z) is invertible, meaning that there is a unique solution v, = (1 — v)(I —vZ) 1. This in
turn implies that p = p™+, thus verifying that y is indeed an occupancy coupling induced by a valid
transition coupling 7, if it satisfies Equations (6)-(8). This concludes the proof. O
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C The proof of Theorem 2|

The proof is composed of two main parts: showing a bound on the regret of the iterates p1, p2, . - -, UK,

and then accounting for the errors incurred when rounding the average iterate i, = % D ope Mk
to a feasible occupancy coupling. We start by stating some general results that will be useful
throughout the analysis, and then study the two sources of error mentioned above separately. For any

p € RYY*XAXY 'we define Eu(zy) = dowr g @'Y 2y), ETp(zy) =2, 0 w2y, 2'y’) and

w : T
mu(2'y'|ey) = ETp(zy) if Ep(zy) # 0,
Px(2'|z) Py (y'|y) otherwise.

In particular, we always have that p(zy, 2'y') = E"p(ay)m,(2'y'|xy). Furthermore, for any  :
XY — Axy, we will denote by @ = p(7) the rounded transition coupling obtained by adapting
the rounding procedure of |Altschuler et al.[[2017]], and we will let p(u) denote the corresponding
occupancy coupling p*# (cf. Sectionfor the description and analysis of this method). In particular,
7 will always be a valid transition coupling associated with Py, Py. Finally we define 7y, = p(?TﬂK)
and fioy = p™, and we let u* be an optimal occupancy coupling achieving the minimum in the
problem formulation of Theorem T}

With these notations, we decompose the overall error of the output as

K
_ _ _ 1
(tows = 11 €) = ptow = T €) + (ige = 17, ) = {pou — Tiges€) + 3 D i — 47, ).
k=1

The first sum on the right-hand side corresponds to the rounding error, and the second one to the so-
called regret of the sequence of iterates 1. This latter sum can be controlled by adapting arguments
from the classic analysis of mirror-descent methods [Nemirovski and Yudin, 1983} /Beck and Teboullel
2003, with some ideas adopted from the Mirror Sinkhorn analysis of [Ballu and Berthet [2023]] that
will also come in handy for analyzing the rounding errors. We state these tools first below, and then
analyze the two terms in the above decomposition separately.

C.1 General tools

We begin with a version of the classic “three-point identity” for mirror-descent methods (e.g.,
Lemma 4.1 of [Beck and Teboullel [2003) adapted to our specific setting that involves alternating
projections to the sets 5y and By. The result is similar to Lemma A.3 of [Ballu and Berthet| [2023]],
which we reprove here with a more standard methodology (as used for proving, e.g., Theorem 28.4
of [Lattimore and Szepesvari, 2020).

Lemma 2. Let u* € Bx N By be arbitrary. Then,

T "

Proof. We first recall that H is the Bregman divergence associated with the conditional entropy

. _ 1o n(zy,z'y') i i
function C(u) = Zry,z’y’ w(zy, z'y") log S oy (cf. Appendix A.1 in|Neu et al.[2017).

For the actual proof, let us consider the case of k£ odd when p1 € Bx. Then, by definition, we have
that pi,+1 is the minimizer of Uy 41 (u) = 1 (u, ¢) + H (u|| ) on this set. Noticing that the gradient
of Uy at p1 is written as VW11 (1) = ne + VC(u) — VC(ug), the first-order optimality condition
over the convex set By implies that the following inequality holds for any p € By:

(ne + VC(pr+1) — VC (k) ot — prg+1) > 0.

In particular, using this result for ;4 = p* (which is indeed in By), the claim follows from using the
standard three-point identity of Bregman divergences that states

(VC(prs1) — VC(px), ™ — prr1) = H (p" |pr) — H (0| ptxr1) — H (paega o) -

Repeating the same argument for even rounds (and noticing that the comparator also satisfies u* € By
as needed for that case) completes the proof. O
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The following standard lemma will also be useful for studying various notions of distances between
occupancy couplings: the total variation distance || — p'[|; = >, . [0(zy, 2'y") — 1/ (2y, 2"y")],
the re]at.ive entropy D .('u”//) = ny,m’y’ M(xy’ J;/y/) log %, and the conditional relative
entropy introduced earlier.

Lemma 3. For any two occupancy couplings p and i1/, we have

H (plln')

1 1112 ’
_ _ <D <
5 = wlly = D (ull’) < T

Proof. The first inequality is Pinsker’s. For proving the second inequality, we let v = E7 and
v/ = ET 1/ be the state occupancies associated with z and 1/, respectively. Then, we write the
following:

D (pllp’) =D (vI[V') +H (ull)
(by the chain rule of the relative entropy)
=D ((1 =)o +vEpll(1 = v)vo +vEu) +H (ull)
(using that o and ' are valid occupancy couplings)
< (1 =)D (vollvo) +vD (EullEp') + H (u]l 1)
(using the joint convexity of the relative entropy)

<D (pllp') +H (ullp')

where the final step follows from using the data-processing inequality for the relative entropy.
Reordering the terms concludes the proof. O

C.2 Constraint violations

Let us begin with some definitions. First of all we introduce a quantity that measures the extent to
which an occupancy coupling p violates the transition coherence constraints. Specifically, we will
measure the violations of the X'-constraints by

Sx(p) =Y |vulay)Pr(z Zu vy, 2'y)

zyx’

and the violations of the ))-constraints by

Sy() =Y [vulzy) Py(y'ly) — Zu zy,z'y)

zyz’

and the overall constraint violations will be written as
6(p) = 0x(p) + Sy (p)-

Note that we have dx (11) = 0 for odd rounds and dy,(yx) = 0 for even rounds by definition of the
updates. We also define the rounding error associated with an occupancy coupling p as the average
total variation distance between the transition coupling 7, and its rounded counterpart 7, = p(m,,):

Ap)= Y nlzy,a'y) 1Tl lzy) = muCley))l,

The first statement establishes a link between the quality of an occupancy coupling and the occupancy
coupling obtained after rounding the transition coupling to satisfy the constraints.

Lemma 4. For any u satisfying Equation (), we have

(00 = 1.0 < el 7
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Proof. Let 7, = p(m,), it = p(u), v, = E™p, and vz = ET[i. Furthermore, let us define the
shorthand notation v o 7 to denote the composition of the state-pair distribution v with the transition
coupling 7 as (v o 7)(zy, z'y’) = w(z'y'|zy)v(xy). Then, we have
= plly = Vg oy —vpomull, = lvg oy +vuo Ty —vpomy —vuomul,
= [(va —vp) o Tp +vp o (T — 7TM)H1
< H(Vﬁ - Vu) o %an + ”Vu © (%u - 77#)”1
(using the triangle inequality)
= v —vully + Aw)
(using the definition of A)
=7En = Eplly + A(p)
(using v, = (1 —y)vo +vEwR)
<yl —ply + Aw),

where in the last step we used that F is non-expansive with respect to the ¢1-norm. Reordering gives

- A(p)
_ < 7
and putting everything together proves the claim of the lemma. O

The next result relates the rounding errors to the constraint violations.
Lemma 5. Forany pn € Axyxxy, we have

SAGw) < 3(n)

The proof of this result builds on the error analysis of the rounding procedure of |Altschuler et al.
[2017], and can be found in Appendix [E.2] Finally, the last technical lemma (inspired by Lemma A.4
of Ballu and Berthet, |2023)) bounds the rounding errors in terms of the change rate of the occupancy
couplings.

Lemma 6. Forany k > 1,
6(pr) < 2min(|[pr — prtally s [l — pre—1lly)-

Proof. We study the case where the kth update is a By projection. For this proof, it will be convenient
to introduce the following notation. We define Zy : RY¥Y*¥Y 5 RYYXX apd (with some abuse
of notation), Py : RY¥Y*XXY _ RXYXX a5 the linear operators that respectively act on . via the

assignment (Zyp)(zy,2') = >°,, pxy,2'y’) and (P p)(zy, ') = 32,0 0 iy, 2"y") P (2'|2).
This allows us to write dx (1) = ||(Zx — Px )p|;. so that we have the expression
O(pk) = O () + 0y (p) = 1 Zpe — Prepurlly

where we have also used dy(p) = 0 that holds thanks to the fact that & is even. Moreover, the
(k + 1)st update is a By -projection and thus we have Zx 141 = Py k41 Hence,

§(pr) = I Zxpe — Prpe 4
= [|Zxpx — I pir1 + Pr i1 — P pirlly
< NZa (e = w1y + [1Px (prgr — o)y
< 2|l — st lly
where we have used the fact that both Zy and Py are non-expansions for the ¢1-norm in the last line,
which follows from the data-processing inequality for the total variation distance. We then conclude

the analysis for the even rounds by replacing ji+1 with p—; in the argument above, and repeating
the same reasoning for odd rounds completes the overall proof. O

Having established these elementary results, we now turn to addressing the main technical hurdle:
bounding the cumulative rounding errors.
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Theorem 4. The cumulative constraint violations of the iterates produced by Sinkhorn Value Iteration

satisfy

(1 —)H (p*]|p1) | 169 |lcll ., K
o) < + o
2 ) < =g o (=)

Proof. We start by applying Lemmal6]to show §(su.) < 2||ptx — fir41]|;, which reduces our task to
bounding Zszl |tk — to+1ll;- We do this as follows, for any fixed o > 0:

Z ol Z [l — /Mc+1||2
< 1
P ||/’(‘k /“I‘k"rl”l - 9 P 2

(by the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means)

IN

K
K D
«a 4 Z (fret1 || per)

2 «
k=1

(Pinsker’s inequality)

IN

K
K H
o5 Ml
k=1 v
(Lemma [3)

IN

+
2 (I =)

(Lemma2)

K K
aK H (" ||pe) — H (1" || poes1 7 *
ol ([l o) (H+)+ Zcu—mm)
k=1

ol H(Wllp) = H (W)
2 a(l—7)

(since (u*, c) < (p(pr+1),c))

IN

K
Z ¢, P(Hk+1) — fkt1)
k:l

IN

o Hm) | 77HC|| =
— A
2 a(l— ’y) )2 Z (p1)

(Lemma[d)

=1

IN

oK | H@ ) | 20llel. o
2 el a2 )
(Lemmal5)

K
oK HE ) |, 4Anlc
<—+ + °° prk — k1l
9 04(1 _7) Oé(l _ 7)2 ; || + Hl

where we have finally used that 6 (1) < 2 ||ug — pg41]]; (Lemma @) Now, we need to make sure
that 4271”0”7? < 1 to turn this into a meaningful result. In particular, setting oo = ?’Z“CH)Z guarantees

that the constant in question equals %, so that we can reorder the terms to obtain

() Snllel K (1 VM ()
Mk — [k <aK + = -~ .
2 s = paal al=7) — (1-~P el

This concludes the proof. O

C.3 Regret analysis

In this section, we bound the regret of the iterates produced by Sinkhorn Value Iteration.
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Theorem 5. The regret of the mirror Sinkhorn procedure satisfies

K

(e —p*,c) < +2|ell 5 -

H (" 1)
k=1 n

Proof. We first apply Lemma 2] to obtain the bound

H ) —H —H
(e — p*,c) < (llps) (M||M71;+1) (i 1) + (e, b1 — ) - (13)

Adding up both sides forall k = 1,2,..., K, we get

K K
N H -H D H
(i — ¢ < (pllpn) = H (il peacr) = 2y H (rsnlle) (e st — )
k=1 "
H
Ui
This concludes the proof. O

C.4 The proof of Theorem 2]

The proof follows from applying the above results to bounding the rounding errors and the regret.
The first of these is handled as follows:

B Al o(p
<:u0ul - MK7C> S HCHoo 1(_[,(}/) S 2 ||CHOO 1(_K’Y)
< ool ZimrO0m) _ H(llm) | 320]lel
=t TR (=) T Ky (1=7)%’

where the first and second inequalities respectively come from Lemmas [4] and [5} the third one from
the convexity of d, and the last inequality comes from the application of Theorem 4]

The regret is then bounded using Theorem 5 as
| X

_ . o\ (1" || pa)
</‘LK /’l’ 7C> - K P

H 2
—u* < 2 W 2 .
=) < e e el

Putting both bounds together, we obtain

(Hout — 11, €) = (pou — Figc» ) + (fig — 1™, ¢)

* 2
2H ([l p) . 32n|lells | 2llello
Kn (1—7)3 K

IN

Now, to prove the actual claim of the theorem, we now let 7; be the uniform transition coupling and
11 be the associated occupancy coupling. In this case, the conditional relative entropy can be upper
bounded as H (u*||41) < log |X||)|, and we can further bound
2
2log |X|1Y] | 32n]lells | 2llell
Kn (1—7)3 K

log |X 2le
gl XV 2l

(out — ™, ¢) <

<16 f|efl K(1—~)° K
log |X[|Y|
< 18lefl K1 —~)®



where the second to last line is obtained by picking n = 4Hc1|\ 1/ (1=7)° I;Qg [ X1V and the last line is

obtained by noticing that + < l;ﬂfg% holds whenever K > 1, |X| > 2,]|Y| > 2and vy € (0, 1).
Finally, note that

B} 1 . [log | x|y
VT (zoyo) — Wa (Mx, My; ¢, 2o, y0) = T4 (bou — 1" ) < 18 lefl o K(ley)l’

Now, it can be directly verified that the right-hand side is indeed at most € whenever K is greater
than the expression given in the theorem, thus concluding the proof. O
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D Sinkhorn Policy Iteration

We describe here a simple alternative to Sinkhorn Value Iteration called Sinkhorn Policy Iteration
(SPI). After introducing this method heuristically, we provide a formal performance analysis, and
finally explain its relation to SVIL.

The core concept underlying the definition of SPI is the notion of Q-functions, defined analogously
to action-value functions in an MDP. The Q-function associated with a transition coupling 7 is a
function Q™ : XY x XY — R, with each of its entries defined as

o0
Z fYtC(X ts K)
t=0
Analogously to the results presented in Section [B.1] it is possible to show that the Q-function of a
given transition coupling 7 satisfies the Bellman equations

Q”(my,m’y’) _ c(xy) +’Y Z ﬂ_(x//y//‘x/y/)Qw(x/y/’w//,y//)’

I”’y//

Q" (zy,a'y’) =E, (X0, Y0) = (2,9), (X1,Y1) = (2'y)

and that the Q-value function of the optimal transition coupling Q* = Q™ satisfies the Bellman
optimality equations

Q* (xy7 gg’y/) = C(;py) + ’Ypeillllf Z p(I"yU)Q* (x’y’, x”, y//).
z’y' 110,01

'y
These are respectively the fixed points of the Bellman operator 7™ : R¥YXXY _ RYYXXY defined

via
(T )y, 2'y) = clay) +v Y w(@"y"|«'y) f(2'y', 2", y")

m//y//
and the Bellman optimality operator 7 : RY¥Y*XXY _ RYYXXY defined via

(THay.a'y) = cley) +v dnt > pla"y )@y " y").
x//y//

E
The system of equations 7 Q* = Q™ is essentially as hard to solve (or even harder) than the Bellman
optimality equations for V* stated earlier. However, one can develop an algorithmic approach toward
finding an optimal transition coupling by drawing inspiration from the literature on regularized
dynamic programming.

In particular, we develop below an analogue of an entropy-regularized policy iteration scheme that
is known under many names in the RL literature: Natural Policy Gradients by Kakade|[2001]] and
Agarwal et al.|[2021a], MDP-Expert by |[Even-Dar et al.|[2009], Mirror-Descent Policy Iteration by
Geist et al.[[2019], POLITEX by |Abbasi-Yadkori et al.| [2019]], Policy Mirror Descent by |Agarwal
et al.| [2021a]], and the list goes on. This method can be directly adapted to our setting as follows.
Starting from an arbitrary initial transition coupling 71, SPI performs the following sequence of
updates foreach k = 1,2, ..., K:

* Round the transition coupling 7, to 7, = p(7k),
« update the Q-function by solving the fixed-point equation Qr = 7+ Qx,
* if k is odd, then update the transition coupling as

mk(2'y'|zy) exp(=nQk(ry, 'y"))

o TE(@'Y" |[2y) exp(—nQr(zy, 2'y"))
* else if k is even, then update the transition coupling as

Tk (@'Y |wy) exp(=nQk(zy, 2'y"))

o Th(@"Y | 2y) exp(—nQk (zy, 2"y"))

PX(I/|I)7

g1 (2'y |2y) =
>

Trp1 (@'Y |y) = > Py(y'ly).

As in the case of SVI, it is easy to verify that these transition couplings satisfy the required marginal
constraints. Furthermore, one can verify that the updates defined above exactly correspond to running
an instance of Mirror Sinkhorn [Ballu and Berthet, [2023]] in each state-pair xy with the sequence
of cost functions Q1 (xy, -), Q2(zy, ), . . ., QK (zy, -), similarly how the entropy-regularized policy

iteration methods run an instance of entropic mirror descent in each state. We discuss various aspects
of this algorithm below.
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D.1 Practical implementation

Like SVI, this method can be seen as perform-
ing online Mirror Sinkhorn updates in each state
pair zy with a sequence of cost functions Qy,
which are computed via solving the linear sys-
tem of Bellman equations Q; = 7 "*Qy. The

Algorithm 2: Sinkhorn Policy Iteration

Input: Py, Py,c,n,v, K, m
Initialise: 7 < Py ® Py;
fork=1,... K —1do

occupancy couplings produced by SPI are de- Tk 4= p (Tk)in
noted by i, = 1™, and the final output of the Q- (T™)" Qs
method is produced by averaging these occupan- Tr+1 < update(rms, Q);  {Equation[T0]}

cies as Loy = % Zle [ir, and then extracting end

the transition coupling moy = 7y, Notably, fi, < % Zle s

there is no need to round this transition coupling 7, =+ T ot

since each fi, satisfies all constraints by con- 1/ Tou evaluate (o)

struction, and so does their average fioy due to Output: 7oy, V™ {Final coupling}
the linearity of the constraints.

One advantage of SPI over SVI is that finding an exact solution for the fixed-point equation @ =
T™ Q) is easier than computing the fixed points required by SVI, thanks to the fact that this is a
linear system of equations. A downside of the method is that it requires to run the rounding procedure
after each update, at least for the theoretical guarantees to remain valid. The impact of these steps
may however be negligible in practical implementations. Similarly to SVI, the ideal updates of SPI
can be approximated by applying the Bellman operator to the Q-functions only a small number of
times m, with m = oo corresponding to the ideal implementation analyzed above. We present a
pseudocode for SPI as Algorithm 2]

D.2 Convergence guarantees

In what follows, we show the following performance guarantee for SPI.

Theorem 6. Suppose that Sinkhorn Policy Iteration is run for K steps with regularization pa-
rameter . = 3ﬁc—|‘7 /SIOgI\(XHyI, and initialized with the uniform coupling defined for each

zy, 2’y as m (2'y|zvy) = ﬁ Then, for any xoyo € XY, the output satisfies V™ (zgyo) <
Wy (Mx, My;c,xo,Y0) + € if the number of iterations is at least
2
o Blel% og |1y
T (A =y)te?

As the analyses of all regularized policy iteration methods listed above, this one also starts with
establishing the following claim that corresponds to the classic performance difference lemma (often
attributed to |[Kakade and Langford, |2002, but proposed much earlier in works like |(Caol (1999 and
even Howard, 1960). To state the result, we define Vi (zy) = >_ ., T (2'y'|2y)Qr(2y, 2'y’) and

the operators £, : RYYXXY s RYY and F_ : RYYXYY _ RYY with each element given by
(E_V)(zy,2'y") = V(zy) and (E4+V)(xy, 2'y") = V(2'y’). Then, the following bound holds on
the instantaneous regret of SPI in round k.

Lemma 7. (i — p*,c) = (u*, E_Vi — Q).

Proof. The proof follows from elementary properties of occupancy couplings. First, note that by the
definition of the value function V},, we have

(g, c) = (1 =) (vo, V) -

Furthermore, by multiplying both sides of the Bellman equations Q) = ¢ + vE,V}, with p* and
using the flow constraints £} u* = yE" u* + (1 — 7)vp, we obtain

(1", Qr) = (W c+vE Vi) = (u*,c+ E_Vi) — (1 =) (vo, Vi) -

The result follows after reordering the terms. O
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Given the above lemma, we can readily express the regret of SPI as follows:

K K

1u’k - ,C <M*7E7Vk _Qk>
k=1 k=1

K
—ZV Ty Z (|zy) — 7 (-|zy), Qr(zy, ),
Ty k=1

where we can recognize the regret of Mirror Sinkhorn in each state pair zy € X'). Thus, applying
the bound of Theorem 3.1 of Ballu and Berthet| [2023]] to each of these terms (while noting that
1Qkl < llells /(1 — ) holds for all k) gives

K

(o) — 7o), Qulay, ) < DX ClalimCla))  9n el K

2 = 0 31—
and thus putting the bounds together we obtain
H(wllun) | 9nllellz,
<M0ut /’(’ C K Z :LL]C /J/ C 77K + 8(1 _ 7)2

Now, setting 71 as the uniform coupling, we can further upper bound the conditional relative entropy
as H (p*||p1) < log |X||V], and after setting n = 3ﬁc_\|v \/ 810‘%}?{”3}', the bound becomes

<,u0ut ,u ) C> S 1” ||’Y g|8}-(‘| | .
Finally, note that

. 1 . 6lcll [log|X||Y
VT (zoyo) = Wo (M, My; ¢, o, y0) = T— {Hou — ", c) < (1|_|7)2 \/ EléKH |.

Using a crude upper bound 36/8 < 5 verifies the claim of Theorem@

D.3 Relation to Sinkhorn Value Iteration

While on the surface, SPI may seem only loosely related to SVI, a closer connection can be drawn
by making the following observations. First, observe that the transition-coupling updates exactly
match the updates of Sinkhorn Value Iteration, although there is an apparent difference in how the
Q-functions are defined. To expose the similarity between the two methods better, let us consider
an even round in which ;; satisfies the X'-marginal conditions 3 , mx(2'y’|zy) = P(2'|2). Thus,

introducing the notation Vi (zy,z') = 3, %Qk@y z'y’), we can multiply the Bellman

equations by 7 (z'y|xy)/P(2'|x) and sum them up to obtain

7k (2'y' | zy)
VX(xy,x’) — W $y +7 Z 7Tk x//y// '?/)Qk(x Y, $Hy”)
y/

ZIZ”y”

L) (c(xy) 9 Y PV, z”))

y! x!!

1 /1,
~— Elog > W exp (—77 <c(a:y) +7;P(:E”|x’)VX(x’y’,a:”)>> ,

where the approximation is accurate as 7 approaches zero. Thus, for small values of 7, the Sinkhorn—
Bellman operator used by Sinkhorn Value Iteration is an accurate approximation of the Bellman opera-
tor used by Sinkhorn Policy Iteration, and thus one may reasonably expect their respective fixed points
to be close as well (this intuition may, however easily fail and is not necessary for our analysis above).
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E Auxiliary proofs and technical results
In this appendix we prove several technical results from the main text.

E.1 Proof of Proposition ]

We prove the claim by showing that the solution of the constrained optimization problem of Equa-
tion (9) is equivalent to the transition-coupling update rule specified in Equation (T0). To this end, we
study the Lagrangian of the optimization problem (9) corresponding to the update for odd rounds, By,
and note that the update rule for even rounds, By, can be worked out analogously. By introducing
Lagrange multipliers Vy (xy, 2') for each constraint in By, we obtain the Lagrangian

£(u: Vi) = (. 0) + %H (il

+ > Valay, o) | [ 7 D] u@"y" zy) + (1= y)wvo(zy) | Pr(a'|z) — Zu vy, 2'y)

zy,x’ z'y!

- Z w(zy, z'y") (c(acy) + Z Py (2" ) Vx(2'y 2") — Vx(zy, x’))

z:,J7I/,y/ x!

(=) Y voley) Pe(a’ o)V (g, ) + %H (i) -

zy,x’

A quick calculation (cf. Appendix A.1 of Neu et al.,2017) shows that the derivative of H (u|| k)
satisfies

OHM (| )
ou(zy, z'y")

where we have used that 7,,, = 7 holds by definition of j1; and 7. To proceed, for a fixed Vi, we
set the gradient of the Lagrangian to zero and solve for the transition coupling 71, which gives

= log 7, (2'y|xy) — log 7, (2y |zy) = log mu(2'y |2y) — log mi (2" |2y),

Ti1(2'y lzy) = T (2y' [vy) exp (—n <C(xy) +7 ) Pr(a”|2)Va(2'y', &") = Va(wy, x’))) ~

x!

Then, the correct choice of Vix has to be such that the constraint } ; , 711 (2'y'|2y) = Px(2'|2) is
satisfied. To see this, suppose that this condition is indeed verified and that px 1 is the occupancy
coupling associated with mj41. We need to show that p 1 indeed verifies the condition defining By .
To this end, notice that 11 satisfies Equation (6), and thus the condition can be simply written as

Y omen(ay,a'y) = | Y mera(wy,a"y") | Pr(a'|z),
y/ a:lly//

which, after recalling the relation 711 (z'y/ |zy) =

>y M1 ('Y |zy) = Px(2'|2) is true.

% can be indeed seen to hold if

Enforcing this constraint gives the following expression for Vy (zy, '):
N o_ 1 W;g(x’y/\a?y) "yt 1o
VX(xy,x)——flogzilexp —n C(l‘y)—‘r’ysz(l‘ "YWV (z'y', 2") | | .
18 2 Pa(ella)

To conclude, we need to ensure that this system of equations has a unique solution. In order to do
this, we recall the definition of the Bellman—Sinkhorn operator T;" ( RAYXX _y RAYXX acting on
a function f as

(T )(a'y' a" Z”’“ ”'fy exp (—n (C(l’y)+VZPX(Q/’”W)JC@@/’x”)))-

x!
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With this notation, we can directly verify that Vy satisfies T;‘ Vx = Vx. Furthermore, it can
be shown that the operator 74* is a y-contraction in supremum norm (cf. Lemma , and thus
it has a unique fixed point by the Banach fixed-point theorem. We finally note that defining
Qr(xy,2'y") = (c(zy) + v, Px(2"|2")Vx(a'y', ")), the transition-coupling update derived
above can be rewritten as

7 (2'y'|2y) exp (—nQr(zy, 2'y")) P

' |x).
S, me@y"loy) exp (—nQu(ay, wy) |+ 1)

Try1 ('Y |zy) = (14)

This concludes the proof. O

E.2 Rounding procedure and proof of Lemma

We adapt the rounding procedure stated as Al-
gorithm 2 of |Altschuler et al.|[2017]] and repro-
duced here as Algorithm [3| (where / denotes
element-wise division in the pseudocode). For-
mally, for two probability distributions p €
A(X) and ¢ € A(Y), the set of valid cou-
plings is U, , = {P € RYY : P-1 = p;
PT .1 = ¢}. For a nonnegative matrix F' €

Algorithm 3: Rounding procedure for couplings

Input: approximate coupling F', margins p, q

X « diag(min(p/(F -1),1));
F'+ XF,

Y < diag(min(q/(F'T - 1),1));
F" + F'Y,

err,=p—F" 1emr,=q—F"'"-1;
Output: G « F” +errperr, / [lerr,||,

Rfy , the rounding procedure outputs a valid
coupling p(F,p, q) € U, , which, by Lemma 7
of |Altschuler et al.|[2017]], satisfies

lp(F,p.q) — Flly <2(IF-1—pll, + ||[F"-1—4q]|,).

We will now define the rounding procedure for a (not necessarily valid) transition coupling m €
RYY*XYY by using the aforementioned rounding procedure at each state pair as

w(-lzy) = p(m(-lzy), Px(|z), Py(-[y))-
With some abuse of notation, we will write the resulting transition coupling as T = p() and the
associated occupancy coupling as i = u™ = p(u). Because of the correctness of the original
rounding procedure, this transition coupling is valid, and so is the associated occupancy coupling.
We can now proceed to the proof of Lemma[5]

Zr[:/y/ ,LL(lUy, x/y/) and

Proof of Lemmald] Let p € ]Rfy *XY “and as before define vu(zy) =
wzy,z'y’)
v (zy)

if v, (xy 0,
(2 |vy) = ; “,( )# .
Px(2'|z)Py(y'|y) otherwise.
For arbitrary state pairs zy, we use Lemma 7 of |Altschuler et al.|[2017] to obtain that
Z?TN (z'y |zy)| + Z
y/

Now, multiplying by v, (zy) and summing over zy, we get

> vulzy) 17 (Jzy) — mu(lzy)l,

mu(ley)lly <2 1) |Pr(@|z) — Py(y'ly) -

x’

170 (-2y) —

> mul@'y|ay)
m/

zy

<2| vulzy) | P Zm @'y [ey)| + D vulay) |Py(y'ly) - Zm 'y y)
_])yl zyy’

=2 |Vul(zy) Pr (] Zu vy, 'y )| + D |vulay) Py(y'ly) - Zu zy,2'y)
zyx’ zyy’

= 20x(p) + 0y (p) = 26(p),

where we used the fact that p(zy, 2'y") = v, (ay)m,(¢'y'|xy) for any zy, 2’y’, and the definitions d v,
6y and 4. Finally, we notice that A(u) = >_, vu(zy) [|7u(-|zy) — 7u(-|zy)|l;, which concludes
the proof. O
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E.3 The contraction property of the Bellman-Sinkhorn operator

Lemma 8. Let 7 : XY — Axy be arbitrary and consider the associated Bellman—Sinkhorn
operator T™ acting on a function f : XY x Y — Ras

(T" )"y, 2") = —% log W exp (—n <C(xy) +>  Pa’|d) f(a'y, m”))) :

Then, T™ is a y-contraction for the supremum norm ||-|| _ , that is, for any two functions fi, fo :
XY x X, we have
1T =T (f)lloo <711 = folloo -

Proof. The claim easily follows from using the standard fact that the function g,(z) =
log>_, p(y')e*(y') is 1-smooth with respect to the supremum norm, so that for any two vec-
tors z, we have |g,(2) — gp(2)] < ||z —2||. To apply this result, we define ¢(y'|zry) =
m(2'y'|ey) [ P(a'[x) and 2 (zy, 2'y') = c(xy) + 732, P(a"[2") fr(z"y', 2") and z5(zy, 2'y') =
c(zy) + v >, P(a"|2") f2(2"y’, "), so that we can write

IT7fr = T7 fall o = max
TY,T

Ja(-loy) (2129, 7)) = Gg(-[ay) (22(2y, 7))
S I;I:ll/aw)g"zl(xyvl'l.) — ZQ(-Ty,:L'/.)”OO = Hzl _ 22”00 S v ||f1 _ '](.2”chv
where the last step follows from the straightforward calculation

I = z2lle = sup D" P("[a’) |fi(a"y' 2") = fala'y s a") < |Lf1 = foll oo -

1oyt
TY,XY"

This concludes the proof.
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F Additional experimental results

In this appendix we present the results of additional experiments not included in the main text.

F.1 Impact of the regularization parameter n

Besides the parameter m that we have already studied experimentally in Section[5] the only tuning
parameter of SVI and SPI is the regularization parameter 7, which takes the role of a learning rate. In
this experiment, we study two random walks run on two separate 4-room environments [Sutton et al.|
1999], with two separate reward functions ry and ry that together define the ground cost function
c(z,y) = |rx(z) — ry(y)| for each state pair. The results of this study for K = 2 - 10* iterations are
shown in Figure[3] The error is computed as the difference between the distance estimate produced by
the algorithm and a near-optimal distance obtained by running Algorithm ] for a very small value of
7 and a large number of iterations. We observe that higher values of 7 lead to faster error reduction in
the initial steps, but eventually prevent convergence to the true solution. In contrast, choosing smaller
learning rates enables convergence to better solutions, at the cost of making slower progress initially.
An intuitive explanation for this is that for larger values of 7, the iterates converge rapidly to the broad
proximity of an optimal solution, but then reach a cycle where they continue to perform large updates
to the transition coupling which results in large constraint violations, which necessitate large updates,
and so on. This is formally verified by the fact that our bound on the constraint violation terms in
Theorem [ are increasing for large values of 7. Notably, employing a time-dependent learning-rate
schedule (inspired by Ballu and Berthet|[2023]) with 7, ~ 1/v/k leads to the best performance. This
strategy leverages faster convergence initially and, for sufficiently large number of iterations, also
achieves near-optimal solutions.

107t 1071
1072 1072
S s
o — n: 10/VK 0 — n: 10WVK
1073 n: 0.1 N 103 n: 0.1
— n:1 — n:1 \
— n: 10 — n: 10
-4 -4
107550 10! 10? 103 104 107550 10! 102 103 104
Iterations Iterations
(a) Algorithm (b) Algorithm

Figure 3: Error of estimated transport cost as a function k, for various choices of 7.

F.2 Comparison with alternative methods

We now turn to studying the computational complexity of our algorithms, and compare them empiri-
cally to some existing methods that have been proposed for computing optimal transport distances
and bisimulation metrics between Markov chains. Specifically, we will focus here on two previous
methods: the method of [O’Connor et al.| 2022] that we refer to as “EntripicOTC” and Algorithm 2
of [Brugere et al., 2024] that we call “dWL”. We adapt both of these methods with some minor
changes to our setting. First, we remove one scaling factor from the transport cost in the definition
of the distance defined by |[Brugere et al.|[2024]] so that it matches ours. Second, the algorithm of
O’Connor et al.|[2022] is originally defined for the infinite-horizon average-cost case, and thus we
made appropriate changes to adapt it to the discounted case by replacing their approximate policy
evaluation step by 1" applications of the discounted Bellman evaluation operator. As pointed out in
Appendix[A.2] the resulting methods are closely related, and can be regarded as approximate dynamic
programming methods for solving the MDP formulation of our optimal transport problem presented
in Appendix [Bl We also recall that the algorithm proposed by [Kemertas and Jepson| [[2022a]] for the
purpose of computing bisimulation metrics also falls into the same class of approximate dynamic
programming methods, and nearly matches the method of [Brugere et al.,|2024]. The comparison
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Figure 4: Comparison of the computational time of the different methods proposed to obtain a
near-optimal solution for different values of . For each Markov chain size, the results obtained in
5 randomly generated instances are compared, showing the standard deviation in the plot. Data is
displayed on a log-log scale.

below is based on the original Python implementatiorﬂ of Brugere et al.|[2024]] and our own Python
adaptation of the MATLAB cod of |O’Connor et al.|[2022].

One difficulty that we had to face in these experiments is having to tune various hyperparameters of
each method (such as number of iterations and regularization parameter), which can each influence
the quality of the solution and the computation time. For a fair comparison between the methods,
we have adopted the following procedure to obtain our results. First, we estimate a ground truth
obtained by running one of the algorithms for a very high number of iterations and a very low level
of regularization, and then use this ground truth as a comparator to adjust the hyperparameters of
the algorithms so that they are close to this value in as little wall-clock time as possible. While all
the algorithms perform similar operations, their total runtimes turn out to be rather different and
heavily dependent on problem parameters such as the discount factor . The comparison between
the resulting runtimes of each method is shown on Figure |4|as a function of the size of the Markov
chains, and for a three different choices of the discount factor, for a set of randomly generated MDPs
(following the setup described in Section 7.1 of (O’ Connor et al., 2022).

First, we observe that EntropicOTC is a policy-iteration-like method, and as such it needs fewer
iterations than the rest of the algorithms we tested to converge to the true cost, but each iteration
requires running an expensive policy evaluation subroutine until convergence. This computational
cost eventually adds up in a way that this algorithm has always ended up being the slowest among
all that we have tested, although its performance has proved notably robust to changes in the discount
factor . Second, we note that the updates of dWL are much cheaper to compute, especially for large
regularization parameters. However, the errors of this value-iteration-like method compound much
more rapidly than in the case of EntropicOTC, which makes it especially hard to tune the hyperpa-
rameters of this method. This problem is especially pronounced when the discount factor is large,
which is the most interesting regime as it leads to distances with much stronger discrimination power.

The plots shown on Figure [ indicate that our methods find optimal couplings consistently more
efficiently than the other methods in the regime we studied, leading to up to 10 times faster runtimes.
For the case of sufficiently small values of ~, the algorithm of Brugere et al.| [2024] sometimes
performs competitively, but the hyperparameters leading to good performance are much harder to find
than in the case of our methods. In our experience, the massive speedup achieved by our methods
can be largely ascribed to maintaining the transition couplings 7 between iterations, as opposed
to computing these afresh by running Sinkhorn’s algorithm from scratch for each update as done
by all other competing methods. Adjusting these other algorithms by maintaining the couplings in
memory and using them to warm-start the subsequent updates makes them competitive with our
methods, and in fact doing so makes them quite similar to SVI and SPI. Our algorithms use such
warm-starts as a primary design choice as opposed to an obscure implementation detail, which is
ultimately responsible for the computational efficiency of all these dynamic-programming methods.

*https://github.com/yusulab/ot_markov_distances
*https://github.com/oconnor-kevin/0TC
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The computational time per iteration of each of these methods grows roughly at a rate of n*, with n
being the number of states of the Markov chains. In the case of our methods, this is easily explained by
noting that applying the Bellman—Sinkhorn operators and updating the transition couplings requires
|X|?|V|? operations in total. This matches the runtime necessary for running the regularized policy
improvement subroutines employed by |O’Connor et al.|[2022]] and |[Brugere et al.| [2024]], which
consists of running an instance of Sinkhorn’s algorithm in each pair of states. The computational cost
of all these methods can be improved by leveraging the sparsity of transition kernels: in particular, if
at most S states are reachable with positive probability in both of the chains, the complexity of the
updates can be trivially improved to |X||)|S?. We did not pursue this direction in our experiments
as our goal was to compare the basic versions of each studied method, and we believe that our
conclusions would not be altered if we were to implement this improvement for all methods.

F.3 Optimal transport distances as similarity metrics

We finally provide a range of experiments that illustrate how the optimal-transport distances we
studied in this paper can be used to capture relationships and symmetries in groups of varying Markov
chains. To this end, we have generated 35 different “4-room” instances and computed their pairwise
distances. Each instance differs in its initial state and position of the obstacles (amounting to changes
in the transition kernel), while maintaining a fixed reward function, with one reward located in each
room except for the upper left room. Crossing a door between each room results in a negative reward.
For each instance, we have studied the Markov chain induced by the corresponding optimal policy
(which amounts to taking the shortest path toward the closest positive reward, modulo the additional
randomness inherent to the transitions). Figure 5| presents a 3D visualization (where the z-dimension
is represented by a color gradient) generated using Multidimensional Scaling (MDS) [Kruskal, [1964]
based on the computed pairwise distances. One can observe a clear clustered structure, where
instances with similar behaviors are grouped closely together. As the figure highlights, the resulting
metrics capture the intuitive similarities and symmetries between each process, which indicates the
potential usefulness of optimal transport distances and bisimulation metrics for comparing Markov
chains under minimal structural assumptions made on the state spaces and the transition functions.
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Figure 5: Result of applying MDS to the pairwise distances between the set of 4-room instances
studied. On the plot, the first two coordinates of the MDS embedding are used as the spatial
coordinates, and the third coordinate is encoded via the color bar provided on the left-hand side of
the axes. It can be observed how the elements in the same cluster present common features that
differentiate them from those in another cluster. In the examples shown in the figure we can see how
the instances in which the closest reward involves crossing a door are concentrated in one cluster,
while the instances in which the reward and the initial state are located in the same room belong to a
different cluster. The remaining clusters correspond to having to cross two doors for a reward (set
of green points on the top), or having no reward that is accessible from the initial state (set of blue
points in the middle, with large negative z-coordinates).
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* The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

* It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification:
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that
the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

* The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.

The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to
violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

* The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

* The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

* The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

* While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory Assumptions and Proofs

Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?

Answer: [Yes]
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Justification:

Guidelines:

The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.

All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-
referenced.

All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.
The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if
they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.

4. Experimental Result Reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification:

Guidelines:

The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.
If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.
Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-

sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the

nature of the contribution. For example

(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how
to reproduce that algorithm.

(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe
the architecture clearly and fully.

(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should
either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code

Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?
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Answer: [Yes]
Justification:
Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.

¢ Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be
possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

* The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

* The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

* At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).

* Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLSs to data and code is permitted.
6. Experimental Setting/Details

Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification:
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail
that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.

* The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental
material.
7. Experiment Statistical Significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: There is no randomness in any of the experiments that could be meaningfully
assessed via error bars.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-
dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.

* The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

* The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

* The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).
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10.

« It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error
of the mean.

It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should
preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

* For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

* If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.
Experiments Compute Resources

Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification:
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,
or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.

* The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

* The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

. Code Of Ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines]?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification:
Guidelines:

¢ The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.

* If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a
deviation from the Code of Ethics.

* The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).
Broader Impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: There is no societal impact of the work performed.
Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.

e If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal
impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.

» Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses
(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.
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» The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

* The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

* If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

Safeguards

Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [NA]
Justification:
Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.

* Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

 Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

* We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

Licenses for existing assets

Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification:
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.

* The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.

 The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a
URL.

* The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.

 For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of
service of that source should be provided.

 If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the
package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

* For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.
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* If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.

New Assets

Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: There are no new assets introduced in the paper.
Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.

* Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their
submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

* The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

* At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

Crowdsourcing and Research with Human Subjects

Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: The paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with

human subjects.

* Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

* According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approvals or Equivalent for Research with Human
Subjects

Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with

human subjects.

* Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

* We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

* For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.
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