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Abstract

Many complex decision making problems like scheduling in manufacturing systems,
portfolio management in finance, admission control in communication networks etc.,
with clear and precise objectives, can be formulated as stochastic dynamic program-
ming problems in which the objective of decision making is to maximize a single
“overall” reward. In these formulations, finding an optimal decision policy involves
computing a certain “value function” which assigns to each state the optimal reward
one would obtain if the system was started from that state. This function then nat-
urally prescribes the optimal policy, which is to take decisions that drive the system
to states with maximum value.

For many practical problems, the computation of the exact value function is in-
tractable, analytically and numerically, due to the enormous size of the state space.
Therefore one has to resort to one of the following approximation methods to find
a good sub-optimal policy : (1) Approximate the value function. (2) Restrict the
search for a good policy to a smaller family of policies.

In this thesis, we propose and study actor-critic algorithms which combine the
above two approaches with simulation to find the best policy among a parameterized
class of policies. Actor-critic algorithms have two learning units: an actor and a
critic. An actor is a decision maker with a tunable parameter. A critic is a function
approximator. The critic tries to approximate the value function of the policy used
by the actor, and the actor in turn tries to improve its policy based on the current
approximation provided by the critic. Furthermore, the critic evolves on a faster
time-scale than the actor.

We propose several variants of actor-critic algorithms. In all the variants, the
critic uses Temporal Difference (TD) learning with linear function approximation.
Some of the variants are inspired by a new geometric interpretation of the formula
for the gradient of the overall reward with respect to the actor parameters. This
interpretation suggests a natural set of basis functions for the critic, determined by
the family of policies parameterized by the actor’s parameters. We concentrate on
the average expected reward criterion but we also show how the algorithms can be
modified for other objective criteria. We prove convergence of the algorithms for
problems with general (finite, countable, or continuous) state and decision spaces.

To compute the rate of convergence (ROC) of our algorithms, we develop a gen-
eral theory of the ROC of two-time-scale algorithms and we apply it to study our
algorithms. In the process, we study the ROC of TD learning and compare it with
related methods such as Least Squares TD (LSTD). We study the effect of the basis
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functions used for linear function approximation on the ROC of TD. We also show
that the ROC of actor-critic algorithms does not depend on the actual basis functions
used in the critic but depends only on the subspace spanned by them and study this
dependence.

Finally, we compare the performance of our algorithms with other algorithms
that optimize over a parameterized family of policies. We show that when only the
"natural” basis functions are used for the critic, the rate of convergence of the actor-
critic algorithms is the same as that of certain stochastic gradient descent algorithms.
However, with appropriate additional basis functions for the critic, we show that our
algorithms outperform the existing ones in terms of ROC.

Thesis Supervisor: John N. Tsitsiklis
Title: Professor
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Actor-Critic algorithms (Barto et al., 1983) originated in the Artificial Intelligence
(AI) literature in the context of Reinforcement Learning (RL). In an RL task, an agent
learns to make “correct” decisions in an uncertain environment. Unlike supervised
learning in which the agent is given examples of “correct” behavior, an RL agent
has to work with much less feedback as it is given only rewards (or penalties) for its
decisions. Moreover, the decision making consists of several stages and the reward
may be obtained either at the end or at each stage of the decision making process.
The main difficulty with such problems is that of “temporal credit assignment” which
is to rank the decisions based on the overall reward when only the immediate rewards
at each stage are available.

Some of the methods of RL were in part inspired by studies of animal learning and
hence were heuristic and ad hoc. Nevertheless, some of them have been systematized
by establishing their connections with dynamic programing and stochastic approxi-
mation. The original purpose of RL research was two-fold. On one hand, the goal
was to understand the learning behavior of animals and on the other, to apply this
understanding to solve large and complex decision making (or control) problems. In
this thesis, the focus is only on control or decision making in large systems and on
the development of learning methods with good mathematical foundations.

The outline of this chapter is as follows. In the next section, various issues that
arise in management and control of complex systems and a broad overview of the
approaches to tackle them are discussed. Then, a survey of the relevant literature
is presented. The third section of this chapter introduces actor-critic algorithms and
discusses various open problems. The final two sections of this chapter describe the
contributions and the outline of the thesis.

1.1 Control of Complex Systems

Although “complex systems” are difficult to characterize precisely, these systems are
typically uncertain, distributed, and asynchronous. Scheduling in manufacturing sys-
tems, admission control in communication networks, admission and power control
in wireless networks, inventory control in supply chains, etc., are some examples of



control problems related to complex systems. The following are some salient features
of such control problems :

1. The total information about the state of the system (which is seldom available)
relevant to the decision making process, is high-dimensional. In control theoretic
terms, this translates to a large number of states (in the discrete case) or a large
dimension of the state space (in the continuous case). Therefore a realistic
control policy can only use a small number (compared to the dimension of the
state space) of features extracted from the state information. Furthermore, the
choice of these features (also called feature extraction) is a part of the control
design, unlike in the case of traditional partially observed control problems.

2. Models for such large and complex systems are difficult and costly to construct.
Even when such models are available, it is not easy to solve corresponding
the control problems as they are intractable. Therefore, one has to resort to
simulation to understand the dynamics and design a control policy.

3. Such problems cannot be solved by general purpose methods due to their in-
herent computational complexity and the size of underlying systems. Instead
one needs methods tuned to specific systems. This in turn requires engineering
insight, intuition, experimentation and analysis.

The types of problems we have mentioned above can often be formulated as optimal
control problems in which the objective is to maximize a single “overall” reward over
all policies. Many of the simplified versions of such problems have been very well
studied under the umbrella of Dynamic Programming (DP) (Bertsekas, 1995b), and
many impressive results on the existence and structure of the optimal policies have
been obtained.

The key concept in DP is that of a value function. The value function associated
with a particular policy assigns to each state the overall reward one would obtain if
the system was started from that state and the given policy was followed to make
the decisions. Finding an optimal decision policy using DP involves computing the
optimal value function (or simply the value function) which satisfies a nonlinear equa-
tion called the Bellman or the DP equation. This function then naturally prescribes
an optimal policy, which is to take decisions that drive the system to states with
maximum value. However, the classical DP computational tools are often inadequate
for the following reason.

The amount of computational resources (in particular, space) required for classi-
cal dynamic programming methods is at least proportional to (if not polynomial or
exponential in) the size of the state space. The number of states (or the dimension
of the state space in continuous case) in many practical problems is so high that it
prohibits the use of the classical methods. This has been a major drawback of com-
putational dynamic programming and has been named the “Curse of Dimensionality”
by Bellman.

Due to the inadequacy of DP tools, the approach to control of complex systems
has mainly been heuristic and ad hoc. In an attempt to bridge the gap between
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the existing theory of DP and the practice of control design for large systems a new
field of research has emerged. In addition to developing new methods based on DP
and simulation, this research laid foundations for many existing RL methods and
demarcated the science and the art in these methods. The thesis contributes to
this field by formalizing actor-critic algorithms and providing an analysis of their
convergence and rate of convergence.

There are at least three different approaches to handle the difficulties previously
mentioned .

Model approximation One approach is to approximate a complex system by a
simpler tractable model and apply an optimal policy, designed using DP, for the
simpler model to the complex system. Taking this one step further, one can start with
a clags of simple tractable models and then determine, through some identification
procedure, the best approximation {among this class) for the complex system.

Value function approximation The second approach is to approximate the op-
timal value function for the control problem. Often, the “form” of this function can
be guessed to a certain extent in spite of the complexity of the system. For example,
one might guess that the solution is monotonic or concave or polynomial in the state
variables. Then, one can either hand code a value function or select the “best” ap-
proximation from a class of functions with these properties. Once an approximation
to the value function is obtained, it can then be used to generate controls as if this
were the exact value function.

Policy approximation Finally, instead of approximating the model or the value
function, a good policy can be directly selected from a set of candidate policies,
arrived at through various considerations like convenience of implementation and
prior insights into the structure of an optimal policy. A straightforward strategy to
selection of good policies, that is feasible only with finite and reasonably small set
of candidate policies, is to evaluate the performance, in terms of overall reward, of
each candidate policy. A more widely applicable approach is possible when the set of
policies can be parameterized by a vector of reasonably small dimension. In this case,
the selection of a good policy can be thought of as an optimization over the parameter
space, where the reward of a parameter vector is the overall reward obtained by using
the corresponding policy. Since the reward of a parameter can only be determined
by simulation, stochastic optimization methods are used to determine good policy
parameters. The candidate policies are often chosen to be randomized to incorporate
sufficient exploration of decisions and also to make the overall reward a differentiable
function of the policy parameters. In cases where the implementation of a randomized
policy is not appropriate, the randomized policy obtained by this approach can be
“rounded off” to its “nearest” deterministic policy.

While many permutations and combinations of the above three approaches are
possible, in this thesis, we are primarily concerned with methods called actor-critic
algorithms which combine policy approximation with value function approximation.



The aim of this thesis is to show that these methods have significant advantages over
their counterparts which are based solely on policy approximation.

Though value function approximation methods are adequate for many applica-
tions, there are other important applications where the actor-critic or policy approx-
imation methods might be more desirable than value function methods:

e In problems with complicated decision spaces, given a value function, the com-
putation of the “optimal” decisions implied by the value function may be non-
trivial because it involves an optimization of the value function over the decision
space. In such problems, storing an explicit representation of a policy may be
advantageous compared to an implicit representation based on a value function.

¢ In some problems, the policy implied by a value function approximation may not
be implementable, e.g., due to the distributed nature of the state information.
In these cases, it is more appropriate to optimize over an “implementable”
family of policies than to approximate value function.

The general structure of actor-critic algorithms is illustrated by Figure 1-1. As the
name suggests, actor-critic algorithms have two learning units, an actor and a critic,
interacting with each other and with the system during the course of the algorithm.
The actor has a tunable parameter vector that parameterizes a set of policies and at
any given time instant, it generates a control using the policy associated with its cur-
rent parameter value. The actor updates its parameter vector at each time step using
its observations of the system and the information obtained from the critic. Similarly,
at each time step, the critic updates its approximation of the value function corre-
sponding to the current policy of the actor. Note the similarity between Actor-Critic
methods and policy iteration (Puterman, 1994) in dynamic programming. While the
value function approximation methods can be thought of as simulation-based coun-
terpart of value iteration, actor-critic methods can be thought of as counterparts of
policy iteration.

1.2 Previous Work

Adaptive control methods similar to actor-critic algorithms were first proposed in
(Witten, 1977). The actor-critic architecture as described by Figure 1-1 was intro-
duced and applied to the pole-balancing problem (Michie & Chambers, 1968) in the
seminal work of (Barto et al., 1983). Later, these methods were extensively stud-
ied in (Sutton, 1984; Anderson, 1986). A key step was taken by (Sutton, 1988) by
separating the critic and treating it as a general method for policy evaluation (ap-
proximating the value function corresponding to a particular policy). This policy
evaluation method was named temporal difference learning. Finally, (Watkins, 1989)
developed a method called @-learning for approximating the optimal value function.
This separation of policy evaluation methods and the advent of Q-learning led to a
shift of focus of RL research from actor-critic schemes to those based on value func-
tion approximation. Another reason for this shift of focus was that the convergence
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of value function approximation methods was better understood than that of the
actor-critic schemes.

The convergence of (J-learning and temporal difference learning with lookup-table
representations and state aggregation was established in (Tsitsiklis, 1994; Jaakola
et al., 1994; Abounadi et al., 2001; Abounadi et al., 1998). Similarly, the convergence
of temporal difference learning with linear function approximation was established in
(Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997; Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a). While the (optimal) value
function approximation methods led to some impressive empirical results, they lacked
satisfactory convergence guarantees except for some special function approximation
schemes (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1996; Ormoneit & Sen, 2000; Ormoneit & Glynn,
2001) and optimal stopping problems (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999b). For a textbook
account of RL and its history see (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis, 1996; Sutton & Barto,
1998).

Meanwhile, another approach based only on policy approximation was explored
by (Glynn, 1986; Glynn, 1987) and later independently rediscovered by (Williams,
1992). The convergence analysis of these methods was carried out in (Marbach, 1998;
Marbach & Tsitsiklis, 2001; Baxter & Barlett, 1999). In contrast to value function
approximation, policy approximation schemes have good convergence guarantees but
suffer from slow convergence.

Since their introduction in (Barto et al., 1983), actor-critic algorithms have eluded
satisfactory convergence analysis. Due to this lack of understanding and poor per-
formance of policy approximation methods, value function based methods received
much of the attention even though the actor-critic architecture predated value func-
tion approximation methods. In (Williams & Baird, 1990), an attempt was made to
understand these algorithms through the analysis of asynchronous versions of policy
iteration. A heuristic analysis of a special case of actor-critic algorithms was presented
in (Kimura & Kobayashi, 1998).

The two main reasons the actor-critic methods are difficult to analyze are the
following.

e First, for the critic to provide an accurate evaluation of the actor’s policy, it
should observe, for an indefinite amount of time, the behavior of the system
under the influence of the actor’s decisions. However, in actor-critic algorithms,
the actor’s decision policy changes continuously.

e Second, there can be large approximation errors, due to function approximation,
in the critic’s evaluation of the policy and it is not clear whether a policy can
be improved even with an erroneous approximation of a value function.

In (Konda, 1997; Konda & Borkar, 1999), the first issue was circumvented by using
different step-sizes for the actor and the critic: the critic uses infinitely large step-
sizes relative to the actor. Therefore, the actor looks stationary to the critic and the
critic behaves as if it can evaluate actor’s policy instantly. However, the algorithms in
(Konda, 1997; Konda & Borkar, 1999) use look-up table representations and therefore
do not address the second issue.
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The following section discusses these issues in more detail and describes the con-
tribution of the thesis towards the understanding of actor-critic algorithms.

1.3 Problem Description

To make the discussion more concrete and to put the contributions of the thesis in
perspective, a semi-formal discussion of some preliminaries and actor-critic algorithms
is presented in this section. To keep the discussion simple, consider a finite state,
discrete-time stochastic system, with state space X, that evolves under the influence
of a decision making agent as follows:

e At each time instant k, the agent chooses a decision Uj, from a finite set of
choices U, based on the current state of the system Xj.

e The agent receives a reward g(Xy, Ug) for his decision at time k.

¢ The system moves to a new state Xj,; according to transition probabilities
P(Xk+1| Xk, Ux) where for each state z and decision u, p(-|z, u) is a probability
mass function on the state space X.

A policy is a mapping p that assigns to each state z, a probability mass function u(-|z)
on the decisions according to which the decisions are generated when the system is in
state x. A special class of policies is the class of deterministic policies which can be
thought of as functions p : X — U. For each policy p, the associated value function
V. : X — R (corresponding to the total reward problem) is defined as

ZE# Xk,Uk IXQ = fL‘]
k=0

where E, denotes the expectation with respect to the probability distribution of the
process {(X, Ux)} when the agent uses policy i to generate decisions. The optimal
value function is defined by

V(z) = max Vu(z).

For the value function to be finite for all policies, assume that there is an absorbing,
reward-free, terminal state £ which is hit with probability one from all starting states.
A standard result in dynamic programming states that the optimal value function is
the unique solution of the DP equation (or the Bellman equation):

V(z) = max | g(z,u) + Y p(ylz, u)V(y)

Y

Furthermore, deterministic policies i which take decisions that maximize the r.h.s in
the Bellman equation are optimal.
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Note that both the value function V' and the probabilities p(y|z,u) are needed to
compute the optimal policy. However, for some systems, the transition probabilities
may be unavailable. For this reason, the concept of a Q-value function (also called
state-decision value function) was introduced in (Watkins, 1989). The state-decision
value function @, : X x U — R of a policy p is defined as

Quiz,u) = > Bulg(Xe, U)| Xo = z,Up = u].
k=

0

It is now easy to see that the optimal state-decision value function
Q(z,u) = max Q,(z, u),
i
satisfies a modified Bellman equation

Q(z,u) = g(z,u) + ) _p(yle, v) maxQ(y, o)

Y

and a policy which takes decisions that maximize Q(z,u) is optimal.

Some value function based methods learn an approximation Q of the optimal
state-decision value function using simulation. This learned approximation Q is used
to obtain an approximation to an optimal policy by setting

u(z) = arg max Q(z, ).

There are two problems with this approach. There are counterexamples showing that
these methods may fail to converge. Furthermore, when they converge, there are no
guarantees on the quality of the policies obtained using these methods (Bertsekas,
1995a).

In contrast, methods called temporal difference (TD) learning which approximate
state or state-decision value function for a particular policy u are well understood.
These methods often use linear function approximation schemes. That is, they ap-
proximate the value function V), by a linear combination of basis functions:

V(z) = _r'¢'(a),

where the r® are tunable parameters and the ¢* are predetermined basis functions,
often called features. Such methods are guaranteed to converge and are widely ap-
plicable (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997). For example, TD methods can be used in
the policy evaluation step of policy iteration. Policy iteration is a classical DP algo-
rithm used to compute an optimal policy. It starts with a deterministic policy uo and
improves it iteratively as follows:

Policy Evaluation Compute the value function V,, of the current policy .

14



Policy Improvement A new policy p,; is obtained by

piii(z) = argmax | g(z,4) + Y plyle, u)V,, ()

It is well known, that if the policy evaluation is exact, the policy is strictly improved in
each iteration, unless the current policy is optimal. Therefore, this method converges
to an optimal policy after a finite number of iterations. When approximation methods
such as TD are used in the policy evaluation step, the policy need not improve in
each iteration. However, it can be shown that in the limit, the algorithm performs a
random walk on a set of policies whose distance from optimality is at most linear in
the approximation error during the policy evaluation phase (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis,
1996).

The oscillatory behavior of approximate policy iteration is due to the fact that
in the policy improvement step, the algorithm takes a large step in policy space,
based only on an approximation. This, in turn, is due to the fact that the search
for an optimal policy during policy iteration is restricted to deterministic policies
and the fact that large steps (i.e., jumps) are needed to move from one deterministic
policy to another. The oscillatory behavior can be potentially reduced if the search
is performed over a set of randomized policies (which is continuous). However, the
set of randomized policies can be huge in real world problems.

Therefore, we are led to the problem of optimizing the expected total reward over
a family of policies {ug;8 € R™} parameterized by a vector 8 of small dimension.
The choice of this family of policies may be due to prior intuition, analysis, exper-
imentation or simply a belief that it contains a good approximation to an optimal
policy. Whatever the reasons behind this choice, once it is made, the optimization
over the parameterized family of policies {ug; 0 € R™} is a well defined problem and is
central to our thesis. We assume that the system transition probabilities p(y|z, u) are
unknown but only a simulator of the system is available, and that we have an “actor”
with a tunable parameter  that generates decisions using the policy corresponding
to the value of its parameter.

This problem has already been well studied in (Glynn, 1986; Glynn, 1987; Mar-
bach, 1998; Baxter & Barlett, 1999). However, the algorithms proposed in these refer-
ences do not involve value function approximation and can be viewed as “actor-only”
algorithms. These “actor-only” methods suffer from large variance and therefore can
be unsuitable for certain problems.

The aim of this thesis is to explore the role of value function approximation in
optimizing over a parameterized family of policies and to understand actor-critic
algorithms. In particular, we seek answers to the following questions:

e How is value function approximation relevant to the optimization over a family
of policies?

e Value function approximation is crucial for policy improvement in policy itera-
tion. How crucial is value function approximation for actor-critic algorithms?

15



e What are the advantages of actor-critic schemes over actor-only schemes?

While attempting to answer the above questions in Chapters 5 and 8, the thesis makes
contributions on three fronts described separately in the following subsections.

1.3.1 Actor-Critic Algorithms

The thesis proposes in Chapter 5, two variants of actor-critic algorithms which use TD
learning with linear function approximation for the critic. Chapter 5 also discusses
various issues that arise in the design of the proposed algorithms. The critic part
of the actor-critic algorithms is described and analyzed in Chapter 4. The gradient
formulas on which the actor updates are based, are established in Chapter 2, for
various reward criteria, and for systems with general state and action spaces. Under
certain conditions presented in Chapters 2, 4 and 5 on

e the smoothness of dependence of the transition probabilities us on the policy
parameters

e the ergodicity of the system
e the bounds on the growth of feature vectors used by the actor and the critic

e the relation between the features used by the critic and the family of policies
used by the actor

e the relation between step-sizes used by the critic and the step-sizes used by the
actor

we prove that the proposed algorithms converge, in a certain sense, with probability
one. Chapter 2 considers some examples and verifies some of the assumptions.

1.3.2 Rate of Convergence (ROC)

ROC of episodic variants of a special case of the algorithms proposed in this thesis is
studied in Chapter 8. The ROC of these algorithms is compared with that of their
actor-only counterparts. We also study the rate of convergence of TD and related
algorithms in Chapter 6. In particular, this chapter studies the effect of the choice of
feature vectors and the eligibility traces on the ROC of TD algorithms

1.3.3 Stochastic Approximation

This thesis proves two new results on stochastic approximation that are applicable
to a wider context. Chapter 3 contains a result on the tracking ability of linear
iterations driven by Markov chains, which is useful in designing certain two-time-
scale algorithms. Chapter 7 contains the first results on the ROC of two-time-scale
algorithms.
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1.4 Contributions and Outline of the Thesis

The rest of the thesis is divided into eight chapters. The second chapter formulates the
central problem of the thesis, .e., the optimization Markov decision processes over
a parameterized family of policies. The next three chapters are devoted to actor-
critic algorithms and their convergence analysis. In the remaining chapters we study
the rate of convergence of the algorithms proposed in the thesis. In the process, we
establish a result on the rate of convergence of two-time scale stochastic approximation
(Chapter 7) and also study the rate of convergence of temporal difference learning
algorithms (Chapter 6). In Chapter 8, we use the results of the previous two chapters
to understand the rate of convergence of actor-critic algorithms. The concluding
chapter summarizes the thesis and discusses future research directions. The detailed
contributions of each of the chapters are as follows.

Chapter 2

In Chapter 2, we start with a formal definition of Markov decision processes and
randomized stationary policies with state and decision spaces that are not necessarily
discrete. We formally describe the problem of optimization over a parametric family
of policies. We present conditions under which the average reward is a well-behaved
function of the policy parameters and we derive a formula for its gradient. We present
an example and verify these conditions for that particular example. Throughout the
chapter, we comment on the specialization of the assumptions and results to Markov
decision processes with finite state space. We also extend these results to other criteria
such as discounted and total rewards. Finally, we present the intuition behind the
formulas for the gradient of overall reward.

Chapter 3

In this chapter, we prove a general result that will be used in the next chapter. This
result concerns stochastic approximation driven by Markov noise whose transition
probabilities change “slowly” with time. The proof is quite technical as we consider
Markov chains with more general state spaces than usually encountered. It is the first
available result on the tracking ability of stochastic approximation with decreasing
step-sizes.

Chapter 4

This chapter describes several variants of TD algorithms used in the critic part of
our algorithms. We describe TD algorithms for different reward criteria. We analyze
the convergence of TD algorithms only for the case of average reward (the analysis
of the algorithms for other criteria is similar). In particular, the central result of this
chapter is the following:

In any variant, the difference between the critic’s approximate value function and
the value function to which the critic would converge if the actor parameters were to
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be frozen at their current values, becomes arbitrarily small with time. This result is
the first available on “controlled TD” albeit with “slowly” varying control policy.

Chapter 5

This chapter describes several variants of actor-critic algorithms for optimization of
the average reward. We explain why these variants are expected to work, in view of
the gradient formulas and the results on controlled TD of the previous chapters. The
variants use either a TD(1) or a TD(A), A < 1, critic with linear function approxima-
tion. We also discuss the choice of basis functions for each of these critics. We prove
a convergence result for the algorithms in this chapter, which is the first available on
the convergence of actor-critic algorithms with function approximation. This result
clarifies various ingredients needed for the convergence of actor-critic algorithms.

Chapter 6

This chapter studies the rate of convergence of temporal difference and related meth-
ods. We propose a common figure of merit for TD and related policy evaluation
methods. We calculate this figure of merit for the case of TD and compare it with
that of a related method called Least Squares TD (LSTD). The results obtained in
this chapter are as follows.

1. We show that the sequence of value function approximations obtained by LSTD
is dependent only on the subspace spanned by the basis functions.

2. The rate of convergence of TD is worse than that of LSTD.

3. We derive a bound on the rate of convergence of LSTD that captures the de-
pendence on the factor A and the mixing time of the Markov chain.

These results are the first on the rate of convergence of TD with function approxima-
tion.

Chapter 7

In order to analyze the rate of convergence of actor-critic algorithms, we need a theory
on rate of convergence for two-time-scale stochastic approximation. In this chapter,
we start with two-time-scale linear iterations driven by i.i.d. noise and present results
on their rate of convergence. We then extrapolate these results to the more general
case of non-linear iterations with Markov noise. We derive, as a consequence of our
results, the well known result on optimality of Polyak’s averaging. We also discuss
informally the effect of separation of time-scales on the rate of convergence. The
results of this chapter are the first on rate of convergence of two-time-scale algorithms.
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Chapter 8

In this chapter, we study the rate of convergence of a class of actor-critic algorithms
by combining various results from previous chapters. In particular, the following are
the contributions of this chapter:

1. We show that, as in the case of LSTD, the rate of convergence of actor-critic
algorithms depends only on the subspace spanned by the basis functions used
by the critic.

2. If the critic uses TD(1), we show that the rate of convergence of actor-critic
methods is same as that of certain actor-only methods.

3. We illustrate, with a numerical example, that the performance (both rate of con-
vergence and quality of solutions) of actor-critic methods can be substantially
better than that of corresponding actor-only methods.
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Chapter 2

Optimization over a Family of
Policies

In this chapter, Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) are defined formally and the
problem of optimizing them over a parameterized family of policies is formulated
precisely. The state and decision spaces of MDPs considered in this thesis are assumed
to be either discrete or real Euclidean spaces, or a combination thereof. When the
state and decision spaces are finite, most of the technical difficulties encountered in
this chapter vanish.

In the next section, MDPs, randomized stationary policies (RSPs), and various
objective criteria for optimizing MDPs are defined formally. Later, the formulas for
the gradients of various objective criteria with respect to the parameters of RSPs are
derived in separate sections.

The MDP framework is quite broad and includes a great many optimization mod-
els as special cases. For a comprehensive treatment of MDPs and their applications
see (Puterman, 1994). For recent advances, see (Feinberg & Schwartz, 2001).

2.1 Markov Decision Processes

Markov decision processes are models of discrete time systems which evolve randomly
under the influence of a decision maker or a controller. The influence of decisions on
the evolution of the system is often described by an equation of the form

Xk'—|-l = f(Xk’ Uka Wk)?

where {Wy} is an i.i.d. sequence of random variables that represents uncertainty in
the system, and X, U denote the system state and the decision at time k. The
decision maker obtains a reward for his decisions at each time step and the objective
is to find a decision policy that maximizes an “overall reward”.

An MDP is formally defined as follows.

Definition 2.1. A Markov decision process (MDP) is a discrete-time stochastic dy-
namical system described by the following ingredients:
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1. State space X, the elements of which are called states;
2. Decision or control space U,

3. Transition kernel p, which is a stochastic kernel on the state space X given
X xU;

4. One-stage reward function g : X x U — R.

The system evolves as follows. Let X denote the state of the system at time k. If
the decision maker takes decision U at time &, then:

1. The system moves to the next state Xy, according to the probability law
p(-1 Xk, Ug);

2. The controller or decision maker receives a reward of g(Xy, Uy).

The state space X and the decision space U are assumed to be of the form R? x E
where d is a nonnegative integer and E is a countable set.! The collections of Borel
subsets of X and U are denoted by B(X) and B(U) respectively.

Informally, the “rule” with which the decision maker computes his decision based
on his observations, is called the decision policy. A formal description of the space of
all decision policies is quite technical and tedious. However, for all practical purposes,
one can restrict attention to a special class of decision policies called Markov random-
ized polices. A Markov randomized policy (MRP) is one by which the decision maker
randomly chooses a decision based only on the current state and time. An MRP is
described by a sequence p = {ux} of stochastic kernels on U given X. An MRP in
which all the stochastic kernels p; are the same is called a randomized stationary
policy (RSP). That is, the decision chosen using an RSP depends only on the current
state but not the current time.

Note that the transition kernel alone does not completely describe the evolution
of the system. The probability distribution of the initial state Xy and the decision
policy are also needed to describe completely the probability law of the state-decision
process {(X,Ur)}. Furthermore, the state-decision process {(Xy, Ui)} is a (time-
inhomogenous) Markov chain when the decision policy is an MRP. Let P, , denote
the probability law of the state-decision process when the starting state of the system
is z and the decision policy is the MRP u = {uz}. Let E, , denote expectation with
respect to P, ;. The objective of optimizing an MDP is to maximize a “performance”
or an “overall reward” criterion which can be one of the following:

Average Reward The average reward associated with policy x and starting state
x is defined as

#,z[g(Xl’ m)]

”Mk

1
lim sup E

THowever, the results of this thesis extend easily to problems in which the state and action spaces
are Polish spaces (complete separable metric spaces).
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Discounted Reward  For this criterion, p is a fixed discount factor. The dis-
counted reward associated with a policy x and a starting state z is defined as

> Eualg(Xe, Uy,

k=0

Total Reward The total reward associated with a decision policy p and a starting
state x is defined as

Y Eualg(X, Ul

k

00
=0

The optimization of MDPs, in the classical sense, means finding an MRP that
yields maximum overall reward. Under reasonable conditions, an optimal policy that
is deterministic and stationary exists, and is optimal for all starting states. However,
finding an optimal policy in most real world problems is computationally unfeasible.
Therefore a different optimization problem is studied in this thesis. This involves
finding a policy that is optimal over a family of RSPs parameterized by a finite
number of parameters. The premise is that a good family of policies is known a priori
and the optimization over this small family of policies is easier than optimization
over all policies. Indeed, the new optimization problem can be viewed as a non-
linear program on the parameter space of the family of policies. For this non-linear
program to be manageable, we require that the parametric family of policies be such
that the overall reward is differentiable with respect to the parameters of the policy.
The policies are chosen to be randomized instead of deterministic, because of the
following reasons:

1. In the case of discrete state and decision spaces, the set of all deterministic
policies is also discrete. Therefore a “smooth” parameterization of the set of
deterministic policies is not possible.

2. In the case of continuous decision spaces, even when a smooth parameterization
of deterministic policies is possible, the map from a deterministic policy to the
overall reward corresponding to that policy may not be differentiable. Therefore,
the map from the policy parameters to the overall reward associated with the
corresponding policy may be nonsmooth.

The new optimization problem is precisely formulated in the next section. The next
section also discusses various issues involved in the choice of the family of policies to
optimize over.

2.2 Problem Formulation

A parametric family of RSPs for MDPs with discrete decision spaces can be repre-
sented by a parameterized family of probability mass functions. Similarly, for an MDP
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with continuous decision spaces, a parametric family of RSPs can be represented by a
family of probability density functions. To describe a parametric family of RSPs for
more general decision spaces, we use a “reference” or a “base” measure. Let v be a
fixed measure on the decision space U. Then a parameterized family of RSPs can be
represented by a parametric family of probability density functions with respect to
the measure v. In particular, we consider a parametric family of RSPs parameterized
by # € R™, and specified by a parametric family {z;0 € R™} of positive measurable
functions on X x U such that for each z € X, ug(-|z) is a probability density function
with respect to v, i.e.,

/ug(ulx)y(du) =1, Vb, z.
U

The semantics of the family of functions ug(u|z) depend on the base measure
v. For example, if v assigns positive mass to a decision u then, for a state z and
parameter 8, ug(u|z)v({u}) equals the probability that decision u is taken when the
policy used corresponds to # and the system state is z. For discrete decision spaces,
the most natural base measure is one that assigns unit mass to each decision. In this
case, ug(u|z) denotes the probability that decision u is taken given that the current
state is z, under the policy corresponding to §. However, when the decision space is a
combination of discrete and continuous spaces, the base measure v and the semantics
of the functions ug(u|z) might be more complicated. The following are some examples
of a parameterized family of RSPs.

Example 2.2. In many dynamic programming problems, one can either guess or
prove rigorously that the solution to the Bellman equation has certain structural
properties, e.g., the solution is a quadratic in z,u, when X, U are subsets of R. In
this case, one usually starts with an approximation architecture {Qy : 6 € R"} for
Watkin’s @Q-value function (Watkins, 1989; Watkins & Dayan, 1992; Bertsekas &
Tsitsiklis, 1996; Sutton & Barto, 1998) with the required structural properties and
finds, through some learning algorithm, the best fit from this family for the true
@-value function. The hope is that the performance of the greedy policy,

p(z) = arg max Q*(z,u),

with respect to the “best fit” Q*, will be close to that of the optimal policy.

The knowledge of the structure of the solution to the Bellman equation can be
used in a different way in the context of actor-critic algorithms. Assuming that the
decision space is discrete, we first approximate the set of greedy policies with respect
to the family {Qp : § € R} by the set of RSP’s {4 : § € R}, where

Qo(z,w) )’
S exp (GTM)

We then apply our actor-critic algorithms to find the optimal RSP in this family of

polulz) = Vze X,u e U.
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RSPs. Note that the above approximation of greedy policies by RSP’s depends on
a parameter 7' which we call the temperature. As the temperature T' goes to zero,
the above policy becomes more and more deterministic and greedy with respect to
the @-function @)y. Therefore, if deterministic policies are more desirable than RSPs
for an application, the result of our algorithm (say the policy associated with 6*) can
be rounded off to its nearest deterministic policy by taking the greedy policy with
respect to the state-decision value function Q4.

The following is a more concrete example of a finite state MDP and a family of
RSP’s.

Example 2.3. Another concrete example of a family of RSP’s is the class of threshold
policies for multiple service, multiple resource (MSMR) systems (Jordan & Varaiya,
1994). In these systems the state space is a subset of Z°, where Z, is the set of non-
negative integers. The i-th component of the state vector z = (z1, ..., zs) represents
the number of customers of type 4 in the system who need resources (a;1,. .. , @),
and where j-th component a;; denotes the amount of resources of type j. It is easy
to see that, for a resource constrained system the state space is of the form

X={ze€Z;: Az <r},

where the vector r denotes available resources, and where it is the matrix with ele-
ments a;;. The problem, in these systems, is to decide whether to admit or reject a
customer when he arrives. Note that, when we model the above decision problem as
an MDP the state consists of the vector z and the type 7 of the customer requesting
service. A natural class of control policies is that of threshold policies in which we
have a matrix B and thresholds b. Whenever a customer of type ¢ arrives, Bz is
calculated with z being the current state. The é-th component of Bz is compared
with the i-th component of b and the customer is admitted only if the former is lesser
than the later. This class of policies can be approximated by the following class of
RSPs. If we denote the decision to admit by 1 and the decision to reject by 0 the
threshold RSP’s can be described as

1 b; — B;
pep(l|z,i) = 3 (1 + tanh (TI)) ,

where T is the temperature parameter.

Note that, in all of the above examples and in general, the family of RSPs chosen
to optimize over approximates a deterministic family of policies. The accuracy of
the approximation depends on the parameter 7" which we call the temperature of the
family of policies. As the temperature T' goes to zero, the family of RSPs “freezes”
to a family of deterministic policies. While it is the optimal policy in the family of
deterministic policies that one is usually interested in, the optimization is performed
over the family of RSPs. Therefore, it is important to understand how randomization
affects the “quality” of the policies and how the optimal policy in the family of
deterministic policies is related to the optimal policy in the family of RSPs. The
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answers to these questions in general are problem specific, and the extent to which
our formulation is applicable for real world problems where the use of a randomized
policy does not make much sense (e.g., inventory control) depends on these answers.
However, there are some general comments that we can make about the appropriate
choice of the temperature parameter 7. If the temperature is chosen to be too low,
the resulting non-linear program might involve optimizing a function that is almost
discontinuous whereas if the temperature is chosen to be too high, the optimal policy
in the family of RSPs might bear no relation to the optimal policy in the family of
deterministic policies. In the rest of the thesis, it is assumed that these issues have
been taken care of, and that the user has decided on a parameterized family of RSPs
to optimize over. We denote this family of RSPs by {ug; 6 € R™}.

As we have noted earlier, a policy that is optimal over all MRPs is optimal for all
starting states. However, the optimal policy in a parameterized family of RSPs might
depend on the starting state unless the overall reward depends only on the policy
but not the starting state. Therefore, a precise statement of our problerm requires the
probability distribution of the initial state Xy also. We assume throughout the thesis
that the probability distribution of the initial state X of the system is £. Let Py,
denote the probability law for the Markov chain {(Xj,Ux)} controlled by the RSP
associated with 0, when started from state z and let Eg4 . denote the corresponding
expectation. Similarly, for a probability distribution ¥ on X let Py denote the law
of the Markov chain {(Xj,Ux)} whose starting state Xy has distribution 9.

The central problem of this thesis is the simulation-based optimization of the
average reward over the family of policies {ug; 6 € R™}. More precisely, consider an
MDP with transition kernel p. Suppose the following are given

e A simulator of the transition kernel p that takes a state-decision pair (z,u) as
input and generates a state according to the probability distribution p{-|z, u).

e A parametric family of RSPs {ug;6 € R™}.

Assume that the simulator of p is memoryless in the sense that its current output
is conditionally independent of its past inputs given the current input. For each
parameter value 0, let @(6) denote the average reward (assuming that the MDP is
ergodic under all policies within the given family of policies) associated with this
policy:

&(6) =lim Z By, [9(X, Us)] .

=0

The problem is to find a parameter # that maximizes the function &(f) using simu-
lation.

The solution methodology adopted in the thesis is that of recursive gradient al-
gorithms. However, since the function &(f) is not directly accessible, simulation is
used to estimate the gradient of average reward and update parameters in this es-
timated gradient direction. To arrive at an estimate of the gradient, a formula for
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the gradient of &(#) is needed. In the following sections, several objective criteria for
optimization over the family of policies {iug; 0 € R™} are studied. For each criterion,
assumptions on the family of RSPs which ensure that the overall reward is well be-
haved as a function of the policy parameter vector & are described. In particular, the
given conditions ensure that the overall reward is differentiable. Furthermore, the
parameterized family of functions g : X x U — R™ defined by

Yo(z,u) = Vinpgulz), Vz,u, (2.1)

where V denotes the gradient with respect to 8, plays a central role in the formula
for the gradient of the overall reward.

2.3 The Gradient of the Average Reward

The average expected reward or simply the average reward of an RSP p is defined as:

&5
—

Ey. [9(Xk, Ur)] -

x| =

lim
k 1

I
o

The average reward is well defined for each policy in the family, under the following
assumptions on the parameterized family of RSP’s:

Assumption 2.4. (Irreducibility and aperiodicity) For each § € R", the process
{ Xk} controlled by the RSP associated with 8 is irreducible and aperiodic.

The notion of irreducibility is well known for discrete state spaces (there are no
transient states and every state is accessible from every other state). For processes
with more general state spaces, the usual notion of irreducibility is not applicable.
More generally, a Markov chain can only be irreducible relative to a notion of “mass”
or “size” which can be formalized by a measure x on X. Formally, the Markov chain
{X}} is said to be x-irreducible if for all S € B(X) the following holds:

X(8)>0 = ) Pp(XeS)>0 VreX
k

In other words, the Markov chain {X;} is irreducible if all sets that have positive
“mass” are reachable with positive probability from any starting state. Note that
for discrete state spaces (assume x to be the counting measure) x-irreducibility is
equivalent to the usual notion of irreducibility of countable state space Markov chains.
Meyn and Tweedie (Meyn & Tweedie, 1993) show that this notion of irreducibility
is essentially independent of the measure x relative to which it is defined. That is, if
{Xx} is x -irreducible for some measure x then there exists a maximal irreducibility
measure x such that the Markov chain {Xj} is x/'-irreducible if and only if X’ is
absolutely continuous with respect to x .

For finite MDPs, the above assumption would have been sufficient for the average
reward to be well defined. However, for infinite MDPs, more assumptions are needed.
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In particular, a certain part of the state space should be visited sufficiently often
by the MDP. Furthermore, the MDP should “regenerate” itself every time it hits
this part of the state space. The assumptions required to ensure that this happens
contain two parts. The first part assumes that probabilities of the transitions out of
the states in a certain set, are lower bounded by probabilities that are independent
of the policy and the starting state. The second part is a Foster’s Lyapunov criterion
which guarantees that this set is reached fast enough from the states outside this set.

Assumption 2.5. (Uniform Geometric Ergodicity)

1. There exists a positive integer N, a set Xo € B(X), a constant § > 0 and a
probability measure ¥ on X such that

Po.(Xn€S8)>60(S) VIER", zeX, S eBX) (2.2)

2. There exists a function L : X — [1,00) and constants 0 < p < 1, b > 0 such
that for each 6 € R”,

Eo.[L(X1)] < pL(z) + blx,(z), Vze€X, (2.3)

where Ix,(-) is the indicator function of the set Xo. We call a function satisfying
the above ineguality a stochastic Lyapunov function.

The above assumption is one of the most restrictive of all the assumptions we
make. The second part of this assumption can be stated equivalently as follows.
For a deterministic sequence {6} of policy parameters, consider the time varying
Markov chain obtained by using the MRP associated with the sequence {6;}. For
s > 1, consider the function |

f,(:z:) =supEgg,y 2 [s7], (2.4)
{0}

where 7 = min{k > 0 : X € Xo} is the first time after time 0 that the Markov chain
{X}} hits the set X,. If I:/() is finite for some s > 1, it is a matter of simple algebraic
calculations to see that L(z) satisfies (2.3). Conversely, it is also easy to see that if
(2.3) is satisfied for some L(-), then for s sufficiently close to 1, the r.h.s. in Eq. (2.4)
is finite for all z. The following theorem gives sufficient conditions on the family of
RSPs {pp; 0 € R™} for finite MDPs to satisfy Assumption 2.5.

Theorem 2.6. If X, U are finite and if for any x € X and u € U, either

or
/LO(IU‘|CL') = 07 VG)

then Assumption 2.4 implies Assumption 2.5.
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Proof. Assuming that X and U are finite, for each ¢, the policy probabilities
(ue(ujz);z € X,u € U)

can be thought of as a vector of finite dimension. It is easy to see that all the vectors
in the closure P of the set {ug,0 € R"} correspond to probabilities of some RSP. For
a sequence of RSPs i = {ux} in P, let P, denote the probability law of the MDP
{(Xkx, Ug)} started from state z and controlled by the MRP f. Since py(u|z) is either
zero for all # or uniformly bounded below by a positive quantity, for two sequences
f1 and fi2, the probability measures Py, ,(Xn € -) and Py, .(Xn € -) are absolutely
continuous with respect to each other. Therefore, if

P..(Xy=vy)>0, Vz,yeX (2.5)

for some sequence £ and integer N > 0, then the above strict inequality holds for
all sequences . Furthermore, since the set of N-tuples {(p1,...,un);u: € P} is
compact, and the map from this N-tuple to the distribution of Xy under P, is
continuous, there exists € > 0, such that

Pi.(Xn=1vy) >¢ VryeX

which in turn implies Assumption 2.5 with Xg being any subset of X. Assumption
2.5(1) is satisfied as (2.5) holds for some N and a sequence py, = py for all k, for some
6. Assumption 2.5(2) is easily verified by checking that the function L defined by Eq.
(2.4) is finite. O

Assumption 2.5 and the geometric ergodicity results of (Meyn & Tweedie, 1993)
imply that for each § € R”, the Markov chains {X;} and {(Xi,Us)} have steady
state distributions which we denote by mg(dz) and

n(dz, du) = mo(dz) g (u|z)v (du),

respectively. Moreover, the steady state is reached at a geometric rate. In other
words, if Ey denotes the expectation with respect to the stationary distribution of
the process {(Xg, Ux)}, we have

Eo[L(Xo)] < o0, V0,

and there exists C' > 0 such that for any real valued measurable function f on X that
satisfies | f| < L, we have

|Bs-[f(Xe)] — Eolf(X0)]| < p*CL(z) VzeX 6eR™ (2.6)

The previous assumptions ensure that the steady state distributions of { X} and
{(Xk,Ur)} are well defined. However, this is not enough for the average reward
function @(f) to be well defined and differentiable. In particular, the steady state
expectation Eg[|g(Xo,Up)|] must be finite for all §. Furthermore, the steady state
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distributions 7y and 79 must be “differentiable” with respect to the policy parameters.
The finiteness of the steady state expectations is automatically true for finite MDPs.
For infinite MDPs, the expectations are finite if the one-stage reward function g(z, u)
is upper bounded by another function already known to have finite expectation. If ¢
was just a function of the state then I could serve as the upper bounding function.
However, since g is a function of both state and decision, a new bounding function is
required. Let L : X x U — [1,00) be a function that satisfies the following condition:

Assumption 2.7. For each d > 0 there is Kq > 0 such that
Eo.[L(z,Up)%Y] < KyL(z) VzeX, 6eR" (2.7)

The function L will be used to bound various functions of state and decision
encountered in the thesis. Since

Eo[L(Xo)] < o0, V8,
it is easy to see that
Eo[L(Xo,Up)Y < 00, VO ER",d>0.

Note that if a function is upper bounded by L, then all its steady state moments
are finite. This is a stronger conclusion than what is needed for such functions in
this thesis. The above assumption can be weakened by restricting the values of d.
However, this path is not pursued as we believe that the resulting conditions are quite
artificial and will only be artifacts of the proof techniques employed here.

The function L is used in the following assumption that ensures the steady state
distribution of the Markov chain under policy 8 is “smooth” in the policy parameter

8. Throughout, V denotes the gradient with respect to the policy parameter vector
6.

Assumption 2.8. (Differentiability)
1. pe(ulz) >0, Ve e X,ueU,0 € R,
2. For each x € X and u € U the map 8 — py(u|z) is continuously differentiable.

3. There exists K > 0, such that for each 8 € R,

sup M < 1+ eKL{z,u) Vaz,u,
|6—8|<e po(ulz)
sup M < KL(z,u), Vz,u,
|6—8]<e po(ulz)

for some € > 0 possibly depending on 6.

The first part of the above assumption can be weakened to require only that for
any z,u, pe{ulz) either be positive for all 6 or be zero for all #. This makes our
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theory and algorithms applicable to a larger class of RSPs. A further expansion of
this class of policies is possible if the reference measure v is taken to be dependent on
the state. In other words, the RSP corresponding to 8 is ug(u|z)v,(du) where v, (du)
is the reference measure corresponding to state z. While all these variations are
perfectly compatible with the theory and algorithms of this thesis, we do not present
our results in their full generality so that we do not obscure with technicalities the
simple intuition behind our algorithms.
Recall the function vy defined by

Yo = V In pip(ulz).

An immediate consequence of the above differentiability assumption is that for each
# € R", d > 0, we have

Ey[[999(Xo, Up)|?] < oo.

When all the assumptions described until now are satisfied, the proofs in (Glynn
& L’Ecuyer, 1995) (which we will outline in the proof of the next theorem) can be
imitated to show that for any measurable function f : X x U — R, such that |f| < L,
the map 6 — Ey[f(Xq, Up)] is bounded with bounded derivatives. We would like the
average reward function a(-) to be bounded with bounded derivatives, and for this
reason, we assume the following about the one-stage reward function ¢ : X x U — R.

Assumption 2.9. There exists K > 0 such that
lg(z,u)| < KL(z,u), V8 €R™

For each # € R™, let £2 be the set of all functions f of state and decision such
that

Eol| f(Xo, Uo)|?] < oo.
For two functions fi, fo in £2, let
(f1, F2yo = Eo[ f1(Xo, Up) fo(Xo, Up)]-
Similarly, for two matrix-valued functions A(-) and B(-) on X x U such that
Ay, Bij € L, Vi,j,
let (A, B)g denote
Ej[A(Xo, Uo) B(Xo, Uo)]-

For each 6, (-, -}y defines an inner product on £3. Let || - ||s denote the corresponding
norm. Let 1 denote the function in £2 that assigns the value 1 to all state-decision
pairs. Since L € £, Assumption 2.9 implies that g € £3 and therefore the average
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reward function can be written as

a(9) = Eg[g(Xo, Up)] = (g, L)s.

For each 6 € R", let Py denote the operator on £3 defined as

(Pof) (@, ) = B, [f (X1, U)|Us = u].

for all (z,u) € X x U and f € £2. We say that Q € L2 is a solution of the Poisson
equation with parameter 6 if ) satisfies

Q =c—a(f)l + FQ. (2.8)

It is well known (see Proposition 17.4.1 from (Meyn & Tweedie, 1993)) that a solution
to the Poisson equation with parameter # exists and is unique up to a constant. That
is, if (1, Q2 are two solutions, then @; — Q2 and 1 are collinear. One family of
solutions to the Poisson equation is the following:

Qo(z,u) = ZEM 9(Xie, Up) — a(6))| Up = ] .

(The convergence of the above series is a consequence of (2.6).) There are other (e.g.,
regenerative) representations of solutions to the Poisson equation which are useful for
both purposes of analysis and derivation of algorithms.

The following theorem gives formula for the gradient of @(f) in terms of any
solution @y : X x U — R of the Poisson equation with parameter 6.

Theorem 2.10. Under Assumptions 2.4, 2.5, 2.7, 2.8 and 2.9,

Va(d) = (s, Qo)o- (2.9)

Proof. (Outline) Fix some #y € R™. Assume that there is an ¢ > 0 and a family
of functions {Qs : X x U — R,|0 — 6| < €} such that Qp is a solution of the
Poisson equation with parameter 8. Moreover, assume that the map 6 — Qg(:c,u)
is differentiable for each state decision pair (z,u), and for each z € X, the family of
functions

{ lQB(””l‘g — gi‘i;("” F 10— 6| < e} (2.10)

has bounded expectation with respect to ps(u|z)v(du). Then, one can differentiate
both sides of equation (2.8) with respect to 8 at 8y, to obtain

Va(6o)1 + VQs, = Pa,(18,Q8,) + Pao(VQs,)-
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The interchange of differentiation and integration is justified by uniform integrability
(2.10). Taking inner product with 1 on both sides of the above equation and using
the facts that |VQg| € £3 and

(l; P@of)eo = <l) f)@o, Vf < [:30,

we obtain Va(6y) = (Qa,, Ve, )e, = (Qs,, Vs, s, where the second equality follows from

the fact that (Qy, — g, and 1 are necessarily collinear, and the easily verified fact
(1, %) = 0.

To complete the proof, we need to show the existence of the family of functions
Qp. This can be shown by imitating the proofs of Glynn and L’Ecuyer (Glynn &
I’Ecuyer, 1995) which we will only outline here. Using Assumptions 2.4 and 2.5, one
can construct (on a slightly enlarged probability space) a regeneration time 7 for the
sampled Markov chain { X} controlled by any policy pg using the splitting technique
of Athreya, Ney (Athreya & Ney, 1978) and Nummelin (Nummelin, 1978) (see (Glynn
& L’Ecuyer, 1995) for details of this construction). This regeneration time can be
used to obtain the following representation for the average reward function &(-) and
solutions Qg to Poisson equations:

an - )

Qe(il?, u) = Eg, {i(g(Xk, Uy —a(8))|Us =u

k=0

Furthermore, the positivity of pg(u|z) implies that the restriction of measures Py
and Py, y to the o-algebra F; corresponding to stopping time 7 are equivalent for
every 6 and 6y. Therefore the above equations can be rewritten as

”» Eg, 9 [EZ;éQ(Xk,Uk)l(Q 90760)]
a() - Egoz,g['?l(Q,Bo,w] ’

3

Qo(z,u) = Egye [i(g(xk, Ue) — a(8)1(8,00,w) |Up = u

k=0

where the “likelihood ratio”

dP,
l(ga 00,(.0) = EGO |:LI}}:I

d Py,

is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of restriction of Py y(dw) to F; with respect to that
of Py, 9(dw). Assumptions 2.8(1-3) imply that the map 8 — (8, 6y, w) is differentiable
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at #p and the family of functions

{'“9’|§°;“201‘ U 19— < e}

is Py, ¢(dw)-uniformly integrable. This implies that the average reward function a&(-)
and the solutions (4 of the Poisson equation are differentiable in €, since differentia-
tion with respect to 8 and Eg, 4[] can be interchanged. O

Recall that the assumptions of the previous theorem are quite strong. The following
example illustrates how these can be verified in the context of an inventory control
problem. The purpose of the example is to show that they are not vacuous. The
verification of these assumptions for several other problems is of similar flavor.

Example 2.11. Consider a facility with X € R amount of stock at the beginning
of the k-th period, with negative stock representing the unsatisfied (or backlogged)
demand. Let Dy > 0 denote the random demand during the k-th period. The
problem is to decide the amount of stock to be ordered at the beginning of the k-th
period based on the current stock and the previous demands. If U, > 0 represents the
amount of stock ordered at the beginning of the k-th period, then the cost incurred
is assumed to be

C(Xk, Uk) = hmax(O, Xk) + bmax(O, —Xk) + pUs,

where p is the price of the material per unit, b is the cost incurred per unit of back-
logged demand, and A is the holding cost per unit of stock in the inventory. Moreover,
the evolution of the stock X is given by

X1 =X +Ur— Dy, k=0,1,....

If the demands Dy, k£ =0,1... are assumed to be nonnegative and i.i.d. with finite
mean, then it is well known (e.g. see (Bertsekas, 1995b)) that there is an optimal
policy u* of the form

p*(z) = max(S — z,0)

for some S > 0 depending on the distribution of D;. A good approximation for
policies having the above form is the family of randomized policies in which S is
chosen at random from the density

where 3(6) = €?C/(1 + €%). The constant C is picked based on our prior knowledge
of an upper bound on the parameter S in an optimal policy. To define the family of
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density functions {ue} for the above family of policies, let v(du) be the sum of the
Dirac measure at 0 and the Lebesgue measure on [0, 00). Then, the density functions

are given by
pe(0)z) = % (1 + tanh (#)) )

1 — 3(6
pe(ulz) = Efsech2 (H—UTS—(—)> ; u > 0.

The dynamics of the stock in the inventory, when controlled by policy ug, are described
by

Xk+1 :Hla.X(Xk,Sk)—Dk, kZO,l 5

where the {Si} are i.i.d. with density py and independent of the demands D;, and
the stock Xj. The Markov chain {X}} is easily seen to be x-irreducible with x being
the Lebesgue measure on R. To prove that the Markov chain is aperiodic it suffices
to show that (2.2) holds with N = 1. Indeed, for Xy = [—q,a],z € X, and a Borel
set B consider

Pg’z(Xl < B) sz(max(x So) —Dye B)

PG:L' SO_D(_)GB So>a,)

| [ (toute +)) D@

where D(dy) is the probability distribution of Dj.
To prove the Lyapunov condition (2.3), assume that D; has exponentially decreas-
ing tails. In other words, assume that there exists v > 0 such that

Elexp(vDo)] < o0

v

v

Intuitively, the function L(z) = exp(¥|z|), for some J with min(~y, %) >4 > 0, should
be a good candidate Lyapunov function. To see this, note that the Lyapunov inequal-
ity says that the Lyapunov function should decrease by a common factor outside some
set Xo. Let us try the set Xg = [—a, a] for a sufficiently larger than C. If the inventory
starts with a stock larger than a, then no stock is ordered with very high probability
(since Sy is most likely less than C') and therefore the stock decreases by Dy, decreas-
ing the Lyapunov function by a factor of E[exp(—5Ds)| < 1. If the inventory starts
with a large backlogged demand then most likely new stock will be ordered to satisfy
all the backlogged demand decreasing the Lyapunov function to almost 1. This can
be made precise as follows:

Ey.[L(X1)] = Eogzlexp(7| max(z,So) — Dol)]
= exp(y7)Ps2(So < z)Eg - [exp(—7Dy); Do < ]
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+ exp(—72)Po »(So < z)Eqg ;[exp(¥Do); Dy > ]
+Eg . [exp(7]So — Dyl); So > z].

Note that the third term is bounded uniformly in 6,z since 4 < min(z,+). The
first term is bounded when z is negative and the second term is bounded when z is
positive. Therefore the Lyapunov function decreases by a factor of E[exp(—3Dg)] < 1
when z > a and decreases by a factor of P(Sy < —a)E[exp(7D,)] < 1 for a sufficiently
large. The rest of the assumptions are easy to verify with L(z, u) = |z| + u.

2.4 The Gradient of the Discounted Reward

In this section, a formula for the gradient of the discounted reward is derived using
the results of the previous section. However, it is important to note that the same
formula can be derived using methods more direct than the one presented here.

Unlike average reward, the discounted reward depends on the probability distri-
bution of the initial state. Therefore, consider MDPs with a fixed initial distribution
&(dz). The discounted reward with discount factor 0 < p < 1 is given by

a(0) =Y p*Eoclg(Xi, Ub)l.

For &(f) to be finite, we need g(z,u) to bounded in some sense. As in the previous
section, the function L : X x U — [1,00) will be used to bound various functions of
state and decisions.

Assumption 2.12.

1. There ezists a function L on X and a constant p1 > p such that L > 1 and for
all 8,z we have

Eo¢[L(Xo)] < oo,

o [L(X)] < (pi) L)

2. There exists a function L : X x U — [1,00) such that the following holds: for
every d > 0, there exists Kg > 0 such that

Eo.[L(z, Up)% < K4L(z), V0,z.

The boundedness assumption on g(z, u) is the same as for the average reward case
with L being the function described above. This assumption ensures that @() is finite
for each 4. If the differentiability Assumption 2.8 is also satisfied with the function L
satisfying Assumption 2.12 instead of Assumption 2.7, a formula for the gradient of
@(#) can be derived by showing that @(8) is the average reward of a certain artificial
MDP controlled by a parametric family of policies. Intuitively, the discounted reward
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is the expected total reward up to time 7 where 7 is a geometric random variable
with parameter (1 — p) independent of MDP {(Xk, Ux)}. If the time 7 is thought
of as a hitting time for a reward-free artificial state ¢ from which the artificial MDP
jumps to any of the state in X according to the probability distribution &, it is easy
to see that the average reward of such an MDP is (1 — p)&(6). Formally, consider an
artificial MDP with transition kernel:

p(S|z, u) = pp(S|z,u) + (1 — p)&(S), Vz,u.

It is easy to see that part 1 of Assumption 2.5 is satisfied with X, being any subset
of X, N =1 and ¢ = &. Part 2 of Assumption 2.5, can also be verified with X, being
a subset of X of the form

Xo = {z]|L{z) < C}

for a suitable constant C. Furthermore, the steady state probability measure 74 for
the artificial MDP controlled by RSP 6 is given by

#4(S) = (1 - pIma(S),

where 7 1s the finite measure

Zpkpg’g(Xk < )
k

Similarly, the average reward & and a solution Qg to Poisson equation associated with
the artificial MDP are given by

a(d) = (1-pa(d),
Qg(t, U) = 0, ‘v’u,
Qg(z,u) = Qolz,u) —a(f), Vz,u,

where for each 8, @y is given by

Qo(z,u) = > p*Eo [9(X, Ui)| Up = u].
k

Using these relations and the result on the gradient of average reward, we have the
following result.

Theorem 2.13. Under Assumptions 2.12, 2.9 and 2.8,

Va(l) = (Qs, Ye)e

where for each 8, and any two functions fi(z,u) and fo(z,u),

<f1, f2>9 = Z PkEG,ﬁ[fl(Xk» Uk)fZ(Xb Uk)]-
k
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2.5 The Gradient of the Total Reward

In this section, a formula for the gradient of the total reward is derived using the
results on average reward. As in the case of discounted reward, the formula for the
gradient of the total reward can also be derived using methods more direct than the
one presented here.

As in the case of discounted reward, the total reward also depends on the proba-
bility distribution of the initial state Xy. Therefore, the probability distribution of X
is assumed to be a fixed £. In this case, the total reward a(6) of the policy associated
with @ is given by

D Eoclg( Xy, U))-

Our assumptions for the total reward problem are quite restrictive because the prob-
lem is difficult to handle for more general cases. In particular, we assume that there
exists a reward free absorbing state ¢ that is reachable from any state. As in the pre-
vious section, a function L : X x U — [1, 00) will be used to bound various functions
of state and decisions. Let L satisfy the following assumption.

Assumption 2.14.

1. There exists a function L on X and a constant 0 < p < 1 such that

Lz) = 0 o z=t,
> 1 otherwsse,

and

2. For each d > 0, there exists K3 > 0 such that

Eo.[L(z,Us)Y] < KuL(z), V6,z.

As in the previous section, assuming that Assumptions 2.9 and 2.8 are satisfied
with L defined above, the formula for the gradient of total reward can be derived
using the result for the gradient of the average reward.

Consider the artificial MDP in which every time the state ¢ is hit, the next state
is chosen randomly with probability distribution £ independent of the control. That
is, consider an MDP with the following transition kernel:

p(Slt,u) = &(S), ,Vz,u,
p(S|z,u) = p(Slz,u), Vz #t, u.
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Every time the artificial MDP hits ¢, it regenerates. Assuming, without loss of gener-
ality, that the support of £ is X (including t), it is easy to see that the artificial MDP
is irreducible and aperiodic. Therefore, the artificial MDP satisfies Assumption 2.4.
It also satisfies Assumption 2.5 with Xo = {t} and with the Lyapunov function

Li(z) = 1, if z=t¢,

= L(z), otherwise.

Furthermore, if 7 represents the first time the (original or artificial) MDP hits the
terminal state ¢ and 7(#) is its expectation:

7(0) = Eo[7],
then the steady state distribution of the artificial MDP under policy € is given by

= ()= Ly s
7T9(') - 7—_(0) 9( ) + f(g)ét( )7

where 7, is the finite measure defined by

Y Po(Xi €7 > k).
k

Therefore, the average reward &(6) corresponding to the artificial MDP under policy
f is given by

5(0) = 20
a(@)—’i__(g).

In other words, the total reward associated with policy @ is given by

_oy _ ()
) = Gy (2.11)

Note that (1/7(6)) is the average reward for the artificial MDP under policy 6 when
the one-stage reward function is I (z). Similarly, the solution Qp to the Poisson
equation corresponding to the policy 6 and one-stage reward function g is given by

Qo(z,u) =0 if z=t,
= Qg(l‘,’lt) - d(Q)Te(CE, U),

where for each 4, QJy and Ty are given by
Qo(z,u) = ZEe,z [9( Xk, Up)| Us = u],
k
To(z,u) = Eq,[7|Up = ul.
Similarly, the solution to the Poisson equation corresponding to the policy 8 and one-
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stage reward function Iy (x) is —7(0)Ty(z,u). Using these solutions and Theorem
2.10 to calculate the gradients of 1/7 and &, and using Equation (2.11) we can obtain
the following formula for the gradient of total reward.

Theorem 2.15. Under Assumptions 2.14, 2.9 and 2.8, we have

Va(f) = (Qs, ¥e)e,

where for any two functions f1 and f;

7—1

(fu f2do = Bog | > Al Xk, Ur) fo X, Us)

k=0

2.6 Closing Remarks

We are not the first to derive formula for the gradient of the overall reward with respect
to policy parameters. The formula for the gradient of total reward over a deterministic
finite horizon was derived in (Williams, 1992). In (Glasserman, 1991; Cao & Chen,
1997), an approach to deriving gradient formulas for objective functions on generalized
semi-Markov processes was presented. The likelihood ratio approach to gradient
estimation was introduced in (Glynn, 1987; Glynn & L’Ecuyer, 1995). The gradient
of the average reward for finite MDPs was also derived in (Marbach & Tsitsiklis,
2001; Baxter & Barlett, 1999). These works also propose several algorithms based on
this formula. While the gradient formulas were derived previously by various authors,
their interpretation as an inner product is new. This interpretation was independently
arrived at in (Sutton et al., 2000). It implies that actor-critic algorithms are robust
to approximation errors (in value function) that are orthogonal to the functions v}’s
which depend only on the policy parameterization.

The formula for the gradient of discounted reward was first derived in (Sutton
et al., 2000). However, our approach to deriving gradient formulas by reducing the
overall reward to an average reward is new. Furthermore, (Sutton et al., 2000) con-
siders finite MDPs whereas we deal with MDPs with more general state and decision
spaces. Also, the derivation of the gradient formula for average reward by differenti-
ating both sides of the Poisson equation is new, much more direct and simpler than
previous methods.

Technically, our assumptions bear a lot of resemblance with those of (Glynn &
L’Ecuyer, 1995). In fact, the proofs of differentiability of the reward function and
the solutions to the Poisson equation are inspired by this work. The difference in
assumptions is due to the fact that they consider Markov chains evolving according
to recursions of the form

Xy = f( Xk, Wh),

where Wy are R? valued i.i.d. random variables whose distribution depends on the
parameter 6. The global assumptions concerning the behavior of the Markov chain
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{ X} are the same in both cases. However, the local assumptions like differentiability
are stated in terms of the parametric family of densities of Wy, whereas our local
assumptions are stated in terms of the parametric family of RSPs. Fundamental to
both the works in particular, and the theory of Markov chains on general state spaces
in general, is the splitting technique of Nummelin (Nummelin, 1978), and Athreya
and Ney (Athreya & Ney, 1978) which allows us to extend results for the countable or
finite state case to results on Markov chains with general state spaces with appropriate
modifications.
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Chapter 3

Linear Stochastic Approximation
Driven by Slowly Varying Markov
Chains

In this chapter, we state and prove a new theorem regarding the tracking ability
of linear stochastic iterations driven by a slowly varying Markov chain. This result
will be used in the next chapter to prove the convergence of the critic part of our
actor-critic algorithms.

Convergence of stochastic approximation driven by stationary or asymptotically
stationary ergodic noise has been extensively studied in the stochastic approxima-
tion literature (Kushner, 1984; Benveniste et al., 1990; Duflo, 1997; Kushner & Yin,
1997). The gist of these results is that the iterate converges to a point that depends
on the update direction and the statistics of the driving noise. In some of the appli-
cations, the statistics of the driving noise may change with time. In such cases, the
point to which the algorithm would converge, if the noise was held stationary with
current statistics, also changes with time. The objective of stochastic approximation
is to track this changing point closely after an initial transient period. Such algo-
rithms were named adaptive algorithms as they adapt themselves to the changing
environment. For a textbook account of adaptive algorithms see (Benveniste et al.,
1990).

The tracking ability of adaptive algorithms has been analysed in several contexts
(Widrow et al., 1976; Eweda & Machi, 1984). The consensus is that the usual stochas-
tic approximation with constant step-sizes can adapt to changes in statistics of the
driving noise that are “slow” relative to the step-size of the algorithm. However, al-
gorithms with decreasing step-sizes have never been touched upon because one would
have to assume that the environment changes slowly relative to the step-sizes em-
ployed by the user. This assumption is too restrictive to be satisfied in applications.
However, if the statistics of the driving noise is deliberately changed by the user
at a rate slower than that of stochastic approximation, it would be meaningful to
study the tracking ability of stochastic approximation with decreasing step-sizes. It
is this scenario we are interested in and the following result is the first on “adaptive”
algorithms with decreasing step-sizes.
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Consider a stochastic process {Y;} taking values in a Polish (complete, separable,
metric) space Y with Borel o-field denoted by B(Y). Let {Fs(y,dy);0 € R"} be a
parameterized family of transition kernels on Y. Consider the following iteration to
update a vector r € R™ :

Ter1 = Tk + Ve(he (Vi) — Go, (Ye)r) + Yebrsare- (3.1)

In the above iteration, {hs(-), Ge(-) : 8 € R"} is a parameterized family of m-vector
valued and m X m-matrix valued measurable functions on Y. For any measurable
function f on Y, let Py f denote the measurable function y — [ Py(y, dg) f(4). Let Fy
be the o-field generated by Y, 7, 0,1 < k. We make the following assumptions.

Assumption 3.1. 1. For a measurable set A C Y,

P(Y]H_l € Alfk) = P(Y]H_l c A|}/}c,6k) = ng(Yk,A).

2. The step-size sequence {} is deterministic, non-increasing, and satisfies
Sw=es  Yi<oo
k k

3. The (random) sequence of parameters {0} satisfies:
Ok1 — Ok| < BrHy,

for some nonnegative process {Hy} with bounded moments and deterministic

sequence {Ox} such that
d
> (%) <
e \Tk

for some d > 0.

4. & is a m X m-matriz valued Fr-martingale difference with bounded moments
1.€.,

E[¢s41|Fe] =0, sup E[|&]Y < 0o, Vd > 0.
5. (Ezistence of solutions to the Poisson Equation) For each 8, there ezist h(8) €

R™, G(8) € R™™, hy: Y — R™, and Gy : Y — R™ ™ that satisfy the Poisson
equation. That is, for eachy € Y,

ho(y) = holy) — R(6) + (Pohe)(y),
Goly) = Go(y) — G(O) + (ReGo)(y)-
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6. (Boundedness) For some constant C and for all 8, we have

max(|h(6)], [G(#)]) < C.

7. (Boundedness in expectation) For any d > 0, there exists Cy > 0 such that

sup E[| f5,(Yx)|%] < C4,

where fo(-) represents any of the functions ho(-), he(-), Go(-), Ga().
8. (Lipschitz continuity) For some constant C > 0, and for all 6,0 € R",

max(|h(6) — h(0)], |G(9) — G(9)]) < C|6 - 6.

9. (Lipschitz continuity in expectation) There exists a positive measurable function
C(-) on Y such that for each d > 0,

sup E[C(Y3)4] < oo,
k

and
[fo(y) = fa(w)| < C(y)I0 — 81,
where f5(-) is any of the functions hy(-), ha(-), Go(-), Ga(-).
10. There exists a > 0 such that for allr € R™ and § € R™ :
r'G(O)r > alr|*.
Theorem 3.2. If Assumptions 3.1(1-10) are satisfied then

liIIcn lé(ek)"'k — }_L(gk)l =0.

The above theorem, when 8, = 8" for all &, is a special case of Theorem 17 on page
239 of (Benveniste et al., 1990). However, since 8, is changing, albeit slowly, we need
to use different techniques to prove the above result. Our proofs use a combination
of techniques used in (Benveniste et al., 1990; Borkar & Meyn, 2000; Borkar, 1996).
In the next subsection, we present an overview of the proof and the intuition behind
it.

3.1 Overview of the Proof

The techniques to prove convergence of stochastic approximation can be broadly
classified into two categories: martingale methods (probabilistic) and ODE meth-
ods (deterministic). In martingale methods, one constructs a super-martingale (or
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almost super-martingale) and uses martingale convergence theorems to infer the con-
vergence of the super-martingale, which in turn implies convergence of the stochastic
approximation. In ODE methods, one views the stochastic approximation update as
a random perturbation of a deterministic iteration and proves that the perturbation
noise is asymptotically negligible. This implies that the asymptotic behavior of the
deterministic iteration and the asymptotic behavior of stochastic approximation are
the same. Although one uses martingale convergence theorems to prove that the
perturbation noise is asymptotically negligible, the rest of the proof is essentially
deterministic.

It is the second {(ODE) method that we use in our proofs. In particular, note that

the sequence g = G(0k)rr — h(0x) satisfies the iteration:

Pe+1 = Pr — WG (Okr1)Pr + ’YkE;(:ll + vkefil.

where

el = GOui1)(ha,(Ye) — R(Br)) — COrs1)(Co, (Ye) — G(8))rs
+G(Ok11)E41Tks

2 = %<<G<ek+l>—é(ek)m—@(em)—B(om).

Assumption 3.1(5) implies that for the Markov chain Y with transition kernel Py, the
vector he(Y%) and the matrix Go(Y%) have steady state expected values h(6) and G(6)
respectively. Therefore, we argue that the effect of noise egl should be “averaged
out” in the long term. Similarly, since 8 is changing very slowly with respect to
the step size vy, we expect that 6531 goes to zero. The proof is then completed by
showing that the noise components egll,i = 1,2, can be taken out of the picture and
observing that the sequence p; converges to zero if the perturbation noise is zero.
We formalize this intuition in the next two subsections. Note that the noise
components are affine in r; and therefore can be very large if r; is large. A major
part of this proof involves the proof of boundedness of the iterates r; which is pre-
sented separately in the next subsection. The claimed convergence is then proved in
the subsequent subsection. The approach and techniques used here are essentially
specialization of general techniques developed in (Benveniste et al., 1990; Borkar &
Meyn, 2000). The following are some facts useful in proving both boundedness and

convergence.

Lemma 3.3. Let {ax} be a non-negative sequence satisfying
ar+1 < Aag + O,

for some 0 < A < 1 and non-negative sequence {dy}.

1. If sup, 0 < o0 then sup, ar < 0.

2. If 6 — 0 then ar — 0.
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Lemma 3.4. If an m x m matriz G is such that
r'Gr > §|r|?, Yr € R™,

then for sufficiently small v > 0,

(I =1G)rl < (1= 278)lr].

Proof. |(I —~G)r|*> < |r2 — 298|r|*> + ¥%|r[2C? < (1 — 46)|r|?, for sufficiently small
v > 0. The result follows from the inequality /(1 —z) < (1 -%)for0<z<1. O

3.2 Proof of Boundedness

Note that the difference between two successive iterates at time k is of the order ~,
which goes to zero as k£ goes to infinity. Therefore, to study the asymptotic behavior
of the sequence r, we focus on a subsequence r, where the sequence of nonnegative
integers {k,} is defined by

k-1
ko=0, kp=min{k>k|> %>T;,

I=k;

for some T' > 0. The sequence {k;} is chosen so that two successive elements in it are
sufficiently apart for the difference in 74, and 7,4, to be non-trivial and informative.

To obtain a relationship between 74,1, and 7y, for each j, define a sequence fi by
71 = 7/ max(1, k1), for k> k;.

Note that ] is Fr-adapted and satisfies the iteration

h(0)

max(1, |7, |) B

My =+ % ( G’Wkﬁi) vl k>,

where for k£ > k;,

g _ he, (Vi) — h(6%)
k+l ™ max(1, |rg,|)

(G (%) - ka))fz) o,

can be viewed as perturbation noise. Similarly, for each 7, define a sequence ri by
the iteration

7 oA

h{6%)

max(1, |7, |) - ka)ri) k2

7 _ 7
Ter1 = Tk+7k(
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which is the same as that of 7 but without the perturbation noise. The relationship
between 7,41 and 7, is obtained by showing that the perturbation noise is negligible

and that 7] tracks 7] in the sense that

lim max |# —7/|=0 w.p.l
j k’jSkSkj+1| el =0, P

To show this, we use the stopping times T;I)(C') and 7;2)(5) defined as follows: for
each C' > 0 and 6 > 0, let

7(1)(0) = min{k > k; : |fk| > C},

J
n(8) = min{k > k; : |/} — ]| > 6}.

Since h(-), G() are bounded, using Assumption 3.1(10) and Lemma 3.4 it is easy to
see that

<
sup g}ggglml <C

for some constant C. Therefore
T(C+68) > 7P(8), Vi, wpl.

That is, by the time 7 gets out of the ball (around the origin) with radius C + 6, #
must have deviated from ] by at least 4, since 77 lies completely inside the ball with
radius C. Fix these constants and j, and, for convenience, drop these constants from
the notation in the following subsection.

The following subsection derives bounds on the “effect” of the perturbation noise

3.2.1 Bounds on the Perturbation Noise

By definition, we have
mI{l < 7V} < O, V4, k.
The following lemma shows that all the moments of
AT < 77}
are bounded uniformly in j and 1.

Lemma 3.5. For each d > 0, there exists Cg > 0 such that
E [m]dz{z < T}”}J <Cy V> k.
Proof. It suffices to prove that E [l’f‘,ldl {l= T;l)}] is bounded uniformly in [, j. For

46



each [, #; is affine in #;,_; and if 'r](l) = [ then |7;_;] < C. In view of Assumptions

3.1(4,7), this implies that 7/ {7‘;1) = I} has bounded moments. More precisely, we
have

H{i=7"Ya) < =701 + me1as e (Vi)
-1 (|Go, (V)| + 1) T{L = 73" Yo
< C (1 4yl +7-1]Go (Yim1)|) + viet [hay, (Yie1)]
The rest follows from Assumptions 3.1(4,7) and Holder’s inequality. O

We wish to show that if 74 is bounded, then the noise & ; is negligible in the sense
that there exists a constant C; > 0 such that

2

k kjp1—1
2 2
E m?l'f;( E V€41 <G E Vs (3-2)
kjSkST] /\kj+1 l=k_7 l:k]

Since If“kj[ < 1, Assumption 3.1(7) and Holder’s inequality imply that
E[l’ykjékj-}-l'Q] S Cl’yzjy

for some C; > 0. Since the Lh.s. of (3.2) is less than

2

k
E max Z Yé| | + Ellv, €]

1
kj<k<ti Ak Py

we can restrict the max operator to k; < k < T;l) A kjy1. Furthermore, since

2

k k
. .2 s |2
E Yebrer| < 20k 41]" + 2 E Y€1)

we can concentrate only on deriving an upper bound for

2

k
E max E Vi€

1
kj<kSTJ§ )Akj+1 l=kj+l

The next step is to decompose the noise € into parts that are easy to handle. For
r € R”, let

Fo(riy) = azhe(y) — Goly)r,
Fo('r’;y) = ijle(y) - Gg(y)r,
Fo(r) = a;h(0) — G(O)r.
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It follows from Assumption 3.1(5) that Fy(r;-) satisfies the Poisson equation
Ey(r;y) = Fa(r;y) — Fo(r) + (PoFo)(rs ).
Therefore, for k > k; we have

&1 = Erpafr + Fo (s Yi) — Fo ()
= &eafe + (Fy, (P; Ye) — (Po Fy,) (Fi; Vi)
= &t + (Fo (s Yerr) — (Po, Fo,) (7i; Y2))
+(Fo_, (Fe-1; Vi) — Fo (71 Yesn))
+(Fy, (715 Ya) — Fopo (Fr1; Ya))
+(Fo (Fr-1; Ya) — Fo,_, (Faer; Ya)).

Let
8&31 = &ppifr + Fo (7 Y1) — (Po Fo, ) (7 Ya),
@ Ye=1Fo_ (P2 Ye) — e Fo, (Ph; Yaqa)
Chr1 = e ]
é\I(j*)—l = %ng—l(f}c_l; Yk)’
éi‘fll = Fy (e Ya) — Fo (Fa_13 Y2),
é,(fﬁl = Fp(fe-1;Ye) — Fo_ (o1, Y2).

Then

A et A(2) ~(3 A4 (5
ek+1—eijl+ek+1+e§cll+e§cll-f-eghzl.

The following lemma derives several bounds that will be used later.

Lemma 3.6. For each d > 0, there exists a constant Cy such that for alll > k > k;
the following inequalities hold.

1B [1{1 <7} Fa (i, Y)IY] < Ca

i R d
2. B |I{l <7} Fgl(fk,Yl)} ] <y

[ . d
3. E | I{I< 73(1)} Fez(f’k,YlH)’ } < Cq.

i ~ d
4. E I{l < Tj(l)} Pﬂngz(flun)‘ :| < Cy.
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Proof. Consider the first inequality. Since a; < 1, we have for d > 1,

Ing (flﬁ le)ld = la’jh&(yvl) + GG[(Yé)TAk[d
< 297 R, (V)| + 2971 |G, (Y0) | 74
The first inequality follows from Assumption 3.1(4,7), Lemma 3.5 and the fact that

k <. The proof of the second inequality is similar. To prove the third inequality,
note that Assumption 3.1(8) implies that for [ > k;,

A

Fo(e; Yir1)| < | By (P Yz+1)’ + )ﬁbl“('f‘k; Yy) — Fy (7 Y7)
< |Bu (YD) + (L+ RO
< ;log(yl)‘ + (1 + 7)) (IC(YD)] + |Ga (VD)) -

Therefore, the third inequality follows from the fact that
I < Y] < Ik < 7Y/,

Holder’s inequality, Lemma 3.5 and Assumption 3.1(4,7). To prove the fourth in-
equality, note that

Py, Fo, (71, Y1) = Fy (71, Y)) — Fy, (71, Vi) — Fo (7).

The inequality follows from the first two inequalities and the fact that (cf. Assumption
3.1(6))

|Fo, (7)) < C2(1 + |74])
for some C5 > 0. O

In the following lemmas, the inequality (3.2) is established by showing that it holds

when €, is replaced by any of the components ?:Efil}i =1,...,5. For two integers

J,k, let j A k denote the minimum of 5 and k.

Lemma 3.7. There ezists C; > 0 such that fori=1,...,5,

2

k ki
~(2) 2
E max E méhn| | <G E Vi-
lcj<k§7'j /\kj+1 l:k,-‘i—l k:k]—l-l

Proof. The following are the proofs corresponding to each of the components ég:ll, 1=
1,...,5, presented separately.
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1. Note that

ArD
~(1)
E RS
I=k;+1

is a martingale. Therefore, Doob’s inequality' can be used to see that

2 2

k/\T;l) k]+1AT( )
E| max | > wEy| | < 4E|| D vl
7 A +1 l:kj-f—l l:kj+1
J+1
=4 ) ~E {I{z <T(1>}}»§41r)1 ]
I=k;+1

The rest follows from Holder’s inequality, Assumptions 3.1 (4) and Lemma 3.6
(1) (2) and (4).

2. By definition, we have

2
~(2)
E max E Vi€
kj<k<T( )/\k3+1 = k+1
- 2
k

<E max E ('}'lc—lFGk_l('f:k—li Ye) — v Fo, (Te; Yk+1))
ks<k<rD Ak,
JRET ARG =1

2
<E max kFek("'k;Yk+1)} +7z EUFak Trs Yk,-+1)”
_kj<k§T;1)/\kj+1
-T](l)/\kj.l.l
<E| Y %lFa(fYen)’| + O,
=k, +1

kit1
Z +2E [z{k <tV By, (s Ykﬂ)ﬁ] + 0%
=k;+

kjy

<C %3-
k=k;

1Doob’s inequality states that for any nonnegative submartingale {Sx}and p>1,

gt < (525) et

Note that if {X} is a martingale, then |X%| is a nonnegative submartingale.
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The third of the above inequalities follows from the fact that
. 2
E “F()kj (Irkj ) ij+1)’ }
is uniformly bounded in j {cf. Assumption 3.1 (7)). The fourth follows from

Lemma 3.6 (3).

3. Similarly, for ¢ = 3, we have

2

E max Z ’ylel +1

By<k<ri Ak | 5

k_7+1/\7'( )
<E Vi Iégj.)l’
= k' +1
[ k‘J+1/\T( ) 2
=E Z (M1 — ) lpel_l(?:z—l;yl)‘
I=k;4+1
kJ+1/\T(1)
< (v; = Vo,00) E Z (V-1 —m) |F91 (P 1,3/})‘
I=k;+1

2 - R 2
< (% = My) sSUD B UFek_l(rk_l;Yk)l Ik < T;”}]

S Ol (f)/k] - 7kj+1)2a

where the inequalities follow from the fact that {-:} is non-increasing, the
Schwartz inequality and Lemma 3.6 (3).

4. By definition, we have for k£ > k;,
eIk < Tm}‘ = I{k<7} ‘(fk - fk—l)éok(yk)’

< Hk< T]@}%_1 |Pe-1] [€& — Go,_y (Yeo1)| léek(Yk)’

+I{k < 'r}l)}vk_l ‘hek_l(yk—l)l ’éok(yk)

< 10 (Jhop, (Yem1)| + |Gop, (Yeo1)| + [€l) Iéek(Yk)‘-
From Assumption 3.1 (4,7) and Holder’s inequality, it follows that

Elled) P1{k <MY} < Civl,
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for some C; > 0. Therefore, using Schwartz inequality, we have

2

k ki1
2
~(4 ~(4 1
E max Z ’Yl€§+)1 < TE Z }\/'%51(131[{]‘7 < TJ( )}
kj(kSTj /\’Cj+1 l:kj+1 l:kj-l-l
ki1
2
< CZ Z s
l:kj-l—l

for some Cy > 0.

5. For the case ¢ = 5, note that Assumption 3.1(9) implies that

~(5)
‘ €kt1

<10k = k-1 [(1 + |7 C (V).
Therefore, from Assumption 3.1(3) and Holder’s inequality we have
E[&7, 1{k < 7"}] < C.6%.

From Assumption 3.1(3) we have 3, < 7, for large enough k. The rest is similar
to the previous case.

g

3.2.2 Proof of Boundedness

The previous lemma says that as long as 7 is bounded, the perturbation noise remains

negligible. In the next lemma, we prove that the sequence {7}} closely approximates
J

T

Lemma 3.8. lim; maxy, <g<k,,, 7 -7 =0, wp.l
Proof. Note that, since G(-) is bounded, for k > k;,
_ k k
|7'Ai+1 - Ti+1[ < CZ’Yllfl] - Tf| + Z’Ylélﬂ .
I=k; 1=k
Using the discrete Gronwall inequality?, it is easy to see that
' ' k
max |y — iyl < e max Y Z Vi€ | -
I=k

kjSkSkj+1/\T£1) kjSkSkj_*,l/\T;

2For a non-negative sequence {4} and a constant B, let {br} be a sequence satisfying:

k

ber1 <D beve+B, k.
=0
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Therefore, the above lemma along with the Chebyshev inequality implies that
j+1—1

k
g . ) ,
p ( max - [Phsr — Thaal 2 5) < 52 E i
I=k;

ky<k<kjp1AT,

for some C; > 0. In the above expression, the probability on the left hand side is
exactly P(T;z) <kjip A T](l)) which is the same as P('r]@ < kjt1), since 7‘](1) > 'rj(z).
Therefore

kiy1-1
~f j i
P( max |’r,]c+1—7“fc+1f25> Sﬁ Z 7

kij<k<kji1

The rest follows from the summability of the series _, 77 and the Borel-Cantelli
Lemma. O
Lemma 3.9. sup, |rx| < oo, w.p.l.

Proof. Since h(-) is bounded, Assumption 3.1(10) and Lemma 3.4 imply the following:
for k > k; and j sufficiently large,

il < 1—1%& |+
k1l = 2 k max(1, |rkj|)

Using the inequality 1 — z < e™* we have

k
. (Lo k ] %
i < e (2azl=kj 'Yl) ,r] + _—
el < | z;cj% max(1, |rg,|)

This, along with the previous Lemma 3.8, implies

|Tkj+1| < e—%aT |Tkj| c + 53‘
max(1, |rx,]) max (1, |r,|) max(1, |rg,|)

where 6; — 0 w.p.1. Multiplying both sides by max(1, |ry,;|) and using the fact that
this is less than (1 + |r,|), we have

7,00l < (€727 4 8;)|re,| + CT + 6.

—aT

Since e < 1land §; — 0 w.p.1,, it follows from Lemma 3.3 that sup, |r,| < oo,

Then, for every k, we have

b < BeE?:o e
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w.p.1. The rest follows from the observation that
supy, |rx| = sup,; max(l, |rx;|) maxe, <k<k;,, |77

< sup; {(1+ |rx,]) (maxe, <k<r,., |ri] + maxy, <x<k,,, 7L — 71) },

the boundedness of {fri}, and the previous lemma. O

3.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

To prove Theorem 3.2, consider the sequence pr = G(0x)rr — h(fx). This sequence
evolves according to the iteration:

R ~ = R 1 2
Prs1 = Pr — VG (Ors1)pr + %eiﬁl + 7k€§c4)_1-

where

6221 = (0k+1)(h0k(yk) (ek)) (0k+1)(G9k (Yk) - G(gk))'rk

+G(Ops1)Ers1Tks
ey = 2((GB) — GO))ri — (h(Brsn) — h(60))).

Lemma 3.10. ), %egll converges w.p. 1.

Proof. A part of this proof is similar to arguments of Section 3.2 and therefore this
part will only be outlined. Define a sequence of stopping times {7;}:

7; = min{k : |rx| > j}.

For each j, the stopped process Efﬁgj %eﬂl can be decomposed, as in Section 3.2,

into several components (say Efﬁ? 'negjzl,z' > 2). Some of these components are
martingales with bounded second moments and therefore converge w.p.1. By cal-
culating the expectation of Zz 0 ’Yz|€g(21 for the remaining components, one can
easily see that they are absolutely convergent w.p.1. Therefore, the stopped process
converges w.p.1. This implies that ), "Yk6g1 converges on the set of outcomes for
which 7; = co. The boundedness of {r} implies that w.p.1., 7; = 0o for some 7, and

thus the result follows. O

Lemma 3.11. lim, e( ) =

=0, wp. 1.
Proof. Assumptions 3.1(3,8) imply that

(2 [< ﬁk

b1 C(1+ |r|) Hy,
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Since {H}} has bounded moments, we have

> (%) st <o

e \ &

E

for some d > 0. Therefore, (B/vr)Hr converges to zero, w.p.1. The rest follows from
the boundedness of {rz}. O

Recall the notation k; from the previous section. For each j, define pi, for k > k; by:
P =T =GOl Ph, = pry-
Lemma 3.12. lim; maxy, <k<,,, |05 — 4| = 0, w.p. 1.

Proof. For each j, k > k;,

k—1 k—1
e — bl < C Sl — gl + D e + )
l=kj l:kj

Using the discrete Gronwall inequality, it is easy to see that

~ Vi cT k—1 1) (2)
MaXp; <k<k;i1 |,0k - pkl < e MaXk, <k<k;i1 zlzkj ’7[(614-1 + €l+1) )
cT k-1 (1) cT (2)
< €77 Supgsy, 1=k V€1 | T € T suDgsy, |ex 1l
5 Z 2Ry 17k+

The rest follows from the previous two lemmas. (I
Theorem 3.13. limg |G(6;)rx — A(6)| = 0, w.p.1.
Proof. Using Lemma 3.4 and Assumption 3.1(10) we have
Pyl < €TI0 |
Therefore the above lemma implies
1P| < 6_%T|!3k,-| + 9;,

where §; — 0 w.p.1. The rest follows from Lemma 3.3(2) and arguments similar to
the closing arguments of the proof of Lemma 3.9. O

3.4 Closing Remarks

The general result presented in this chapter is new. Tracking results are not new
in stochastic approximation literature (Benveniste et al., 1990). However, they are
limited to the tracking ability of constant step-size algorithms and place restrictive
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assumptions on the dynamics of the changing parameter. Since the classical literature
on adaptive algorithms concerns adaptation to a changing environment, the tracking
ability of algorithms with decreasing step-sizes has not received much attention. Our
result is not intended to show that linear algorithms with decreasing step-sizes can be
used as adaptive algorithms. In fact, our assumption that the parameter # changes
slowly is quite strong and is not satisfied for most environments. However, the results
such as the one in this chapter are useful for designing algorithms as we will see in
the next two chapters. In the next chapter, we use this to prove that critic tracks the
actor’s policy when the critic is updated faster than the actor. Later, we use these
results to design several variants of actor-critic algorithms.
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Chapter 4
The Critic

In this chapter, we study the critic part of actor-critic algorithms. The actor has
a tunable parameter and at each time instant, takes a state (say z) as input and
generates a decision using RSP corresponding to its parameter. The role of the critic
in these algorithms is to evaluate the policies of the actor, which means estimating the
information that the actor can use to improve its current policy. In particular, when
the actor parameter 8 is fixed, the critic acts as a function approximation scheme
to approximate a solution (Jy of the Poisson equation introduced in Chapter 2 or a
corresponding function Vy defined as

‘/9(517) = EG,J:[QH(:‘E} UO)]

The approximation of such a Qg or Vj, in view of the gradient formulas of Chapter 2,
can be used to update the actor parameter in an approximate gradient direction of the
overall reward. A function Qg that satisfies the Poisson equation or the corresponding
Vg can be thought of as the evaluation of the policy 6. Therefore, such functions are
often called either the evaluation or the value functions. Since ()4 depends on both the
state and decision, it is called a state-decision value function or a Q-value function
corresponding to the policy # whereas Vp is called either a state value function or
simply a value function of the policy 6.

The critic in our algorithms uses TD learning (Sutton, 1988; Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis,
1996; Sutton & Barto, 1998) with linear function approximation. We consider several
variants of TD learning for different criteria and study their convergence behavior.
The existing results on convergence of TD (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997) do not apply to
the way TD is used in the critic, as the policy under evaluation changes continuously.
An additional difference with the common usage of TD is that the critic in some
of the algorithms estimate the state-decision value functions rather than state value
functions, and therefore use functions of both state and decision as basis for linear
function approximation'. Furthermore, the basis functions depend on the policy
under evaluation.

ITD algorithms that use functions of both state and decisions as basis are known as SARSA in
the Al literature (Sutton & Barto, 1998).

57



A function depending only on the state can be extended trivially to be a function
of both state and decision. Therefore, we describe only the critics with basis functions
depending both on state and action because the critic with basis functions depending
only on state can be seen as a special case of the former. The critics for different
objective criteria are presented separately in the following sections. The assumptions
and the convergence results are also stated in these sections and proved later in the
section on convergence analysis. The main focus is on the average reward problem
and the convergence analysis is presented only for this problem. The convergence
analysis of the algorithms for other problems is very similar.

To describe our actor-critic algorithms, we use the following notation and conven-
tions throughout the thesis. The parameter vector of the critic is denoted by r and
the corresponding approximation to the state-decision value function under policy ¢
is given by

v o(z,u) = S g, ),
j=1

where r = (r!,... ,r™) € R™. The functions #), 7 =1,...,m, are the basis functions
of the critic. For each state-decision pair (z,u) and policy parameter 8, ¢g(z,u) =
(¢a(z,u), ..., 5 (z,u)) is called the feature vector of the state-decision pair (z,u)

corresponding to policy 6.

Recall that the input to our actor-critic algorithms is a simulator of the system.
The actor parameter is updated from time to time and its value at time & is denoted
by 6. Similarly, the critic parameter is also updated from time to time and its value
at time k is denoted by r;. These parameters are updated in a direction depending
on the simulated state transitions and simulated decisions. Let Xk, l7k denote the
simulated state and decision at time k. Suppose, at time k, Xk, U'k,rk,ﬂk are all
known. The general scheme of our actor-critic algorithms is as follows:

1. The next state X k+1 1S generated using the current state X r and current decision
Us.

2. The next decision Uk+1 is generated by using policy 8, on state ch+1'

3. The critic parameter is updated to 741 based on the observed transition from
(Xk, Ur) to (Xk+41,Uk+1). The exact form of this update, which is the subject
of this chapter, depends on the objective criterion .

4. The actor parameter 8 is also updated.

Step 2 is common to all our algorithms. The details of steps 1 and 3 vary from criterion
to criterion, and are discussed in the following sections. The following sections also
describe convergence results for the sequence of critic parameter values r3, and the
assumptions on the critic update, basis functions qﬁg’s and the sequence of actor
parameter values {f;}.
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Finally note that the sequence of state-decision pairs {(X}, Uz)} generated during
the course of the algorithm are random variables. Since the updates of all the pa-
rameters are based on these states and decisions, these parameters are also random
variables. Let P denote the probability law of the stochastic process consisting of all
the random variables generated during the course of the algorithm. Let E denote the
corresponding expectation.

4.1 Average Reward

In this section, we describe the critic part of our actor-critic algorithms for the average
reward criterion. In Step 1 of the scheme described earlier, the state Xj.; is the
output generated by the simulator of the transition of the given MDP, when the
state-decision pair (X k Uk) is given as input. The critic updates its parameter using
the following auxiliary parameters:

1. a scalar estimate « of the average cost,

2. an m-vector Z which represents Sutton’s eligibility trace (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis,
1996; Sutton & Barto, 1998).

Let o and Z; denote the estimate of average reward and eligibility traces at time
k. At each time step k, the critic carries out an update similar to the average cost
temporal-difference method of (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a):

Opp1 = op + 'Yk(g(AXk+17 Uir1) — ai),

4.1
Th41 = Tk + VedeZy, (41

where
di = g(Xx, Ux) — a + 780, (Xiw1, Urir) — 7o (X, Ui) (4.2)

and vy is the positive step-size parameter. The two variants of the critic for the
average reward criterion update their eligibility traces Z; in different ways:

TD(1) Critic

Zk+1 — { Zx +A¢0k( Ak+1,Uk+1), if Xet1 75$ , (4.3)

G0, (Xr+1, U 1), otherwise,

where z* is a fixed state.

TD()) Critic, 0 <\ < 1

Zir1 = Nx + b0, (X1, Uprn).
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The following subsection describes the convergence results on the above variants
of the critic.

4.1.1 Convergence Results

Before presenting the convergence results, we state the assumptions on the feature
vectors ¢y, the step sizes i, and the actor parameters #,. The assumptions common
to both the variants are described first.

The first assumption ensures that the feature vector ¢o = (g5, ... , d7) as a func-
tion of the policy parameter # is “well behaved”. This is assumed to hold for all
variants of algorithms and for all overall reward criteria. However, the bounding
functions L are different for different reward criteria and are as defined in Chapter 2.
This assumption is not the only one that we make on the basis functions of the critic.
Whenever needed, the choice of the basis functions ¢} will be further restricted.

Assumption 4.1. 1. There exists K > 0 such that

|po(z,u)| < KL(z,u), Ve R,z e X,ucU.

2. There exists K > 0 such that
|po(z, u) — dg(z,u)] < K6 — 0| L(z,u). V0,0 e R",zcX,uecU.

One of the crucial ingredients of our algorithms is that the parameter of the actor
“changes slowly” compared to that of the critic. In other words, the step-sizes v and
the sequence of actor parameters 8, are assumed to satisfy the following:

Assumption 4.2.

1. v, is deterministic, non-increasing and satisfies
§ : — Z 2
T = 00, Yk < 0.
k k

2. The (random) sequence of parameters {0} satisfies:
|81 — 6k| < BpHx,

for some nonnegative process {Hy} with bounded moments and deterministic

sequence {fx} such that
d
> (ﬁ) < o0
e \ Tk

for some d > 0.
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Since the actor’s policy in our algorithms changes continuously, the notion of
convergence of the critic in our setting needs to be clarified. Suppose the actor’s
parameter vector is fixed at 6. It is well known that the critic’s parameter in the
variants we present here converges to the solution of a linear equation:

h(0) = G(O)r,

where h(-) and G(-) depend on the particular variant. In our context, the convergence
of the critic means that the following holds:

li}Icn | — 7(0)| = 0,

where
7(0) = G(6) " h(0).

Before we move on, we need a new concept to state our additional assumptions
on the features for each variant. For G(-) to be non-singular for each 6, we require
that the basis functions ¢j,2 =1, ... ,m, be “non-redundant”. To describe the corre-
sponding property of basis functions in our context, we need the following definition.
Recall the notation for the inner product and the norm on the space £ defined in the
Chapter 2. Note that Assumptions 4.1 and 2.7 imply that ¢} € L2 for each § € R"
andZ=1,...,m.

Definition 4.3. A parameterized family of basis functions {¢},7 = 1,... ,m} is said
to be uniformly linearly independent if there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all » € R™,

176 5= alr[*.

The notion of uniform linear independence is stronger than linear independence for
each 0. To see this, note that the functions ¢4,% =1, ... ,n, are linearly independent
for each 6 if and only the function a(6) defined by

a(6) = inf || [,

is strictly positive for all # whereas these functions are uniformly linearly independent
if only if infy a(f) is strictly positive. Such uniform linear independence assumptions
are required to ensure that the function 7(-) and the sequence of critic parameter
values obtained during the course of the algorithm are bounded.

With these preliminaries, the additional assumptions and the convergence results
for the two variants can be stated separately as follows.

TD(1) Critic

For the TD(1) critic, the MDP and the given family of RSPs are assumed to satisfy
a stronger version of Assumption 2.5.
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Assumption 4.4. The set Xo of Assumption 2.5 consists of only the state x* ap-
pearing in (4.8).

Note that the requirement that there is a single state that is hit with positive prob-
ability is quite strong but is satisfied in many practical situations involving queueing
systems as well as for systems that have been made regenerative using the splitting
techniques of (Athreya & Ney, 1978) and (Nummelin, 1978).

Finally, the following assumption places further restrictions on the choice of the
basis functions for this variant.

Assumption 4.5. The basis functions ¢4,% = 1,... ,m, are such that
1. Eg’z* {gbg(.’b*, Uo)] = O, VH
2. The functions ¢%,7 = 1,...,m, are uniformly linearly independent.

The assumption that the expected value of the features at z* is zero, is not that
restrictive as for any feature vectors ¢y, the new feature vectors given by

¢o — 1Eg o+ [po(z", Ub)]

satisfy the assumption. In particular, if we put ¢g = 10y, where 1y is defined by Eq.
(2.1) in Section 2.2, then the assumption is satisfied.

Before we describe the convergence result for the TD(1) critic, we need the fol-
lowing notation. For each 6, consider the matrix G(6) and the vector h(f) defined
as

GO) = (s, ¢b)o,
hO) = (do, Qa)e,

where

T—1

Qo(z,w) = Boz | Y _(9(Xk, Ux) — a(6))

k=0

U[):’UJ} .

Theorem 4.6. If Assumptions 2.4, 2.5, 2.7, 2.9, 4.1, 4.2, 4.4 and 4.5 hold, then for
each 8, the linear equation

G(O)r = h(6),
has a unique solution 7(0) and
lim llre — 7(6e)| + lax — @(6e)|] =0, w.p.1.

TD()) Critic, 0 < A < 1

When the policy parameter is fixed at §, this variant of TD learning is known to
converge if the functions {1, ¢}, ... , #2} are linearly independent (see (Van Roy, 1998;
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Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a)) . Furthermore, the functions {1, #3, . .. , #3 } are linearly
independent if and only if the modified basis functions

Oh = ¢ — (dh, el, i=1,...,m,

are linearly independent. But when the policy parameters are changing, we need that
these functions be linearly independent “uniformly in §”.

Assumption 4.7. The modified basis functions é’;, = ¢ — (b, Del,i =1,...,m
are uniformly linearly independent.

7

The statement of the convergence result for this variant is similar to Theorem 4.6
with G(-) and A(-) redefined as

GO) = (o, o) —(1—N) > X(do, PFT o,
h(0) = > N, Pf(g — a(0)1))s.

k=0

For intuition behind these expressions, we refer the reader to earlier works on TD
(Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a; Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis, 1996).

Theorem 4.8. If Assumptions 2.4, 2.5, 2.7, 2.9, 4.1, 4.2 and 4.7 hold, then for each
8, the linear equation

G(0)r = h(6),
has a unique solution 7(0) and

lim [re — 7(6)] + | — G(8)[] =0, w.p.1.

4.2 Discounted Reward

The relation between the discounted reward problem and the average reward problem
(cf. Section 2.4) can be used to obtain algorithms for this problem. In this section, we
consider a different kind of algorithms that involve additional coin tosses independent
of the MDP. The simulation for these algorithms involves a sequence of {0, 1}-valued
random variables (coin tosses) {Vi} which may contribute to additional variance
compared to other approaches (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997). However, the steady
state distribution of the other approaches may be different from what is needed to
calculate the gradient of the discounted cost using Theorem (2.13). When p is close
to 1, the difference in the steady state distributions as well as the variance in the two
approaches is small.

At each time instant k, the random variable V; is generated independent of the

past X;, U, 1 < k, Vi, 1 < k, with
P(V,=1)=1-p.
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The state transition at time k is dependent on the coin toss Vi. If Vi is 1, the next
state is generated independently of the past and of the current decision, according to
the distribution €. Otherwise, the next state is generated using the simulator of the
original MDP. More formally, the simulation can be described as

PVi=1X,U,l<kV,l<k) = 1—p,
P(Xp €8|Vi=1,X,0,,1 <k V,l<k) = &),
P(Xin € SVi=0,X, Ul <k, Vi, l<k) = p(S| Xy, ).

Unlike the average reward case, the critic for the discounted reward problem stores
and updates only two parameters 7, and Z;. The update of r; takes place only when
the transitions correspond to the original MDP. The update is given by:

e — ry + WwdiZe, if Vi =0,
ket Tk otherwise,

where dj’s are the temporal differences for discounted reward:

de = 9(Xi, Up) + pdo, (Xer1, Urar) — b, (X, Uk).

The eligibility trace vector is updated as follows:

o Ak + ¢9, (Xiy1, Ursr), it Vi =0,
k+1 = N A k
b0, (Xit1, Ukt1), otherwise.

The basis functions ¢},7 = 1, ... m, are assumed to satisfy the following:

Assumption 4.9. The basis functions ¢4,% = 1,... m, are uniformly linearly inde-
pendent.

Define the functions G(-) and h(-) as

G(O) = (da, b9 — p(L =)D _(pA) (o, PE 85D,
k=0

RO) = > (M) (ds Pra)o

k=0
The convergence theorem for these algorithms is the following:

Theorem 4.10. If Assumptions 2.12, 2.9, 4.1, 4.2 and 4.7 hold, then for each 6, the
linear equation

G(O)r = h(9),
has a unique solution 7(8) and

Iiin |re — 7(0e)| =0, w.p.1.
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4.3 Total Reward

The algorithms for the case of total reward are similar to those for the case of dis-
counted reward. The artificial MDP for total reward problems has the transition
kernel:

p(z,u, S) = I (2)6(S) + Ix\isy (2)p(S|z, u).

That is, the next state X r+1 18 generated from the current state f(k and decision Uk
as follows:

o If X, is the terminal state, the next state is generated according to the distri-
bution &.

e If X} is a non terminal state, the next state is generated using the simulator of
the given MDP.

The critic updates r, and Z, as follows:

_ Tr + 7kdk2k, if Xk #1,
Tg+1 = .
Tk otherwise,

Z _ AZ’C —j_ ¢9k(?2k+1, Uk—!—l)’ if Xk 7é t7
i b0, (X1, Ukt1), otherwise.

where
dp = g(Xr, Up) + b8, (Xiy1, Ury1) — chqbek(f(k, Up).-

In the total reward case, we assume the basis functions satisfy the following.
Assumption 4.11.
1. For allu € U, ¢g(t,u) = 0.

2. The basis functions ¢%,1 = 1,... ,m, are uniformly linearly independent.
Define the functions h(-) and G(-) as

o0

R(O) = > N(de, Pia)e,
k=0
GO) = (B0 dho — (1= X) D Me(¢o, Py e
k=0

The convergence result for the critic for the total reward problem is the following:

Theorem 4.12. If Assumptions 2.14, 2.9, 4.1, 4.7, 4.11 and 4.2 hold, then for each
8, the linear equation

G(&)r = h(9),
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has a unique solution 7(8) and

h;l;n |7“k — f(gk)l =0, wp.l

Before we move on, let us describe how the expressions for G and /4 are obtained
in the above sections. Note that if the actor parameter were fixed at 8, the triplet
Y, = (Xk, Uy, Zk) would be a time-homogeneous Markov chain. Furthermore, the
update direction for the critic parameter is of the form (h(Y:) — G(Yi)rz) and, G
and A are steady state expectations of G(Y;) and h(Y:) respectively. These steady
state expectations are calculated either using a regenerative representation or using
the fact that the limit of finite-time expectation is the steady state expectation.

4.4 Convergence Analysis of the Critic

In this section, we analyze the convergence of the the critic for the average reward
criterion. The analysis of the other variants is similar and therefore will not be
described here. If the actor parameter was held constant at some value 8, it would
follow from the results of (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997; Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a)
that the critic parameters would converge to some 7() depending on the variant. In
our case, 0 changes with k, but slowly, and this will allow us to show that 7, — 7(6%)
converges to zero. To establish this fact, we will cast the update of the critic as a
linear stochastic approximation driven by Markov noise, specifically in the form of
Equation (3.1) of the previous chapter. We will show that the critic updates satisfy
all the hypotheses of Theorem 3.2, and the desired results (Theorem 4.6, 4.8) will
follow. We start with some notation.
For each time k, let

Yo = (Xi, Uk, Z2),

Rk = ( Mak ) )
Tk
for some deterministic constant M > 0, whose purpose will be clear later. Let F; be
the o-field generated by Y}, Ry, 6;,1 < k. For y = (z,u, 2), define

ho(y) = (Mg(z’u) )

zg(z,u)

Goly) = (Z/lM Ggo(y) ),

where

Go(y) = z(¢6(z, u) — Bz [¢5(X1, Ur)| Uo = u]).
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To understand the role of the scale factor M, consider the steady state expectation
G1(6) of the matrix Gp(y). It is required that this matrix be positive definite, so that
certain linear equations have unique solutions. However, G1(#) need not be positive
definite even though it is almost block diagonal and the matrices on the diagonal of
G'1(0) can be shown to be positive definite. The role of the scale factor M is to reduce
the non-diagonal terms and thus make the matrix G(#) positive definite. The value
of M will be chosen sufficiently large, depending on the parameter A. The dependence
of M on A is stated in the proofs of Lemmmas 4.18 and 4.22.

Let
0 0
§k+l - ( 0 g}c+1 ) )

£k+1 = Zk%k (Xk+17 Uk+1) - E[qu%k (Xk+1» Uk+1))|}_k]

where

is an m x m-matrix valued Fj-martingale difference. Then the update (4.1) for the
critic can be written as

Ry11 = Ry + (b, (Ya) — G, (Yi) Ri) + Vu€rr1 R

To apply Theorem 3.2 to this update equation, we need to prove that it satisfies
Assumptions 3.1 (1)-(10). We will verify these assumptions for the two cases A = 1
and A < 1 separately. Some of the common lemmas will be proved here and the rest
will be presented in the following two subsections. Without loss of generality, assume
that E[L(X,)] < oo, where L is the function in Assumption 2.5.

Lemma 4.13. sup, E[L(X})] < oo.

Proof. Using Assumption 2.5, note that
E[L(Xk11)] = EE[L(Xes1)| X, 0k]]
= E[E, 4 [L(X1)]
< PE[L(X:)] + bP( Xy ¢ Xo).

The result follows because p < 1. a

Assumptions 3.1(2) and (3) follow from our Assumption 4.2 on the step-size-sequence
{v}. Therefore we will concentrate only on the remaining assumptions in the next
two sectlons.

4.4.1 TD(1) Critic

Define a process Z; in terms of the process {(Xx,Ui)} of Chapter 2 (in which the
policy is fixed) as follows:
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Zy = ¢9(Xo,Ub)y  Zis1 = Ix\(o} (Xit1) Zk + G0(Xicr1, Ury1),

where I is the indicator function. Note that the process {Z;} depends on the param-
eter . Whenever we use this process inside an expectation or a probability measure
we will assume that the parameter of this process is the same as the parameter of the
probability or expectation. It is easy to see that (X, Uy, Zx) is a Markov chain and
that

P((X;H_l, Uk—l—la Zk—i—l) €S xAx B|.7'—k)
(4.4)
= P((Xe+1, Ukg1, Ziq1) € S X A x B Xy, Uy, Zg, 0,

for S € B(X), A € B(U) and Borel set B. Therefore the update satisfies Assumption

3.1(1).
Let 7 be the stopping time defined by

7 =min{k > 0| X, = z*}.
For each § € R", define Tp € L3 as
Tg(lﬁ,’u) = Eg,z[Ton = ’U,]

The fact that Ty € £%(n) follows from the assumption that Xy = z* (Assumption
4.4), and the uniform ergodicity Assumption 2.5. For each 6 € R", define

Qo(z,u) = Eg, [ Z;(l)(g(Xk, Ur) — a(@))‘ Up = “} ]
- Ma(6)
hi(f) = (ﬁwy+mmzw)>’

Gi(0) = (Zw;M'@%))’

where

h8) = (Qo,o)e,
Z(0) = (Ts, ¢o)s,
G(O) = (%, Pp)e-
As we will show later, hi(#), G1(6) and Z(6) are steady state averages of he(Y3),

ég(Y]E) and Zj if the value of the actor parameter was fixed at . To prove that hy(-)
and G1(-) are bounded (Assumption 3.1(6)) we need the following lemma.

Lemma 4.14. For any d > 0, there exists Kz > 0 such that
1. Eoz [|Qo(z, Up)|%] < KaL(z).
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2. Eg,z ['Tg(l‘, Uo)ld} S Kdi(:z:)

Proof. Since it is sufficient to prove the above results for d > 1 (this is because
L(z) > 1 for all z), fix some d > 1. Using Jensen’s inequality and (2.3) we have

Eo.[L(X1)2] < Ez,[L(X))]2
< pal(z) +bil{z # z*}.
Since, by Assumption 2.9 and Eq. (2.7)
Eozlg(z, U)I* < Eoellglz, Uo)|Y] < KuL(),

it follows from Theorem 15.2.5 of (Meyn & Tweedie, 1993) that Eq .[Qs(z, Up)]? <
K L(z) for some K} > 0. Since

Qg(l‘, U) = g(I,U) — &(9) =+ EQ’E[QQ(Xl, Ul)on = 'U,],
we have

Qo u)l* < O (lg(@,w)l*+ L+ Bo ||Bo,x,[Qo(Xa, U] U = u] )

< ¢ (|g(:c,u)[d +1+E,, [fi(xl) Uy = u]) .

Taking expectations on both sides we have the required result. The proof of the
second part is similar. O

Lemma 4.15. G1(-) and () are bounded.

Proof. From Assumptions 4.1, Lemmas 4.14 and 4.13, it follows that ||¢g|ls, ||Ts|le
and ||Qgl||s are all bounded and therefore their inner products are also bounded. [

Lemma 4.16. For each 8 € R™,
1. Boae [Yrso((9(Xe, Ux) — @(6)) Zk — (Qs, $0)e)] =0,

2. Eour [Sorlo(Ze(8p(Xk, Ur) — ¢y(Xis1, Uksr)) — (o, dh)a)] = 0.
Proof. We have

Eo . [S1ob(0(Xk, Us) — a(6)) 2]

= Foar | S120(9(Xe, Us) — (6)) Sobo d0(Xe, U]
= Eoa [2120 ¢0(X0, Un) Y02 (9(Xe, Ur) — a(9))]
= oo [S120 d0(Xe, U)Qo(Xi, Us)]

= EB,z"‘ [T]<¢e, Qe)o-
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Similarly,
Eo o+ [Xis0 Zr(#5(Xk, Ux) — ¢p(Xit, Ugs1))]
= Eoor [Ci20 #0(X0 Un) 22020 (80( Xk, Ur) = 6(Xga, Ukn)))]
= Boor [Tri00 60(X0, Un)(¢5(X0, U) — 65(X-, U2))]

= B+ [7](P0, $p)e-

where the last equality follows from Assumption 4.5 and Equation (2.6). O

This lemma suggests the following regenerative representations. For y = (z,u, 2),
define

;Lg(y) = EQ,I {Tz—:(}}g(yk) — }_L(g)) Uo = u, Zo =ZzZ!,
k=0

ée(y) = Egﬂ- lri(ég(yk) — G(g)) Uo = Uu, Zo = Zjl .
k=0

Using the previous lemma, it is a little algebraic exercise to verify that he(-) and Gy(+)
satisfy Assumption 3.1(5). To prove that these functions satisfy Assumption 3.1(7)
and (9) we will need the following result.

Lemma 4.17. For each d > 1, sup, E[| Z|4] < co.

Proof. Let };}C denote the vector (X’k, ﬁk, Zk, Tk, Ak, Ok ). Since the step size sequences
{v} and {B;} are deterministic, {¥;} forms a time varying Markov chain. For each
k, let Py, 4 denote the conditional law of the process {Y,} given that ¥, = §. Define
a sequence of stopping times for the process {Yn} as follows:

Tr = min{n >k : X, = '}
Forl<t< %, define

V(§) = Brg {Z £k (L !eri)} ,

I=k

which can be verified to be finite, due to uniform geometric ergodicity and the bounds
on ¢g(z,u). It is easy to see that V( (Yi) > |Zi|%. Therefore it is sufficient to prove
that

sup E[V# (V)] < o0
k
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We will now show that Vk(d)@) acts as a Lyapunov function for the algorithm. Indeed,
ViG) 2 Bag [Tk M+ 1209
= Eiy [ ;2;41—1 R (1 + | 2D I Xy # 50*}}
= tExy [V]c(i)1(Yk+I)I{Xk+1 # z*}}

= tEgy [Vlc(—(ii—)l()}k+1)] —tEry [Vlc(i)l(yk+l)I{Xk+1 = 11?*}} :

Using (2.3), some algebraic manipulations and the bounds on ¢y(-,-), we can verify
that

Erg [Vk+)1(yk+l)I{Xk+1 =z }]
is bounded. Finally, since E[V,{ +1(Yk+1)|Y;C 9] = Ex 5[V, k( +)1(Yk+1)] we have

E[V.9 (Vi) < sEVO (V)] +C

w—lv—l

for some constant C > 0. The rest follows as t > 1. |

Using the above result it is easy to verify Assumption 3.1(4). To verify Assumption
3.1(7), note that hg(-), Ge(-), he(-) and Gg(-) are affine in z and therefore can be
expressed as

él)(z u) + zf(2) (z,u)

for some functions fégi) for which
Eo. |10 (@, Uo)l*] < Kul(2)

for some K > 0. Therefore, Holder’s inequality and the previous results can be used
to see that Assumption 3.1(7) is indeed satisfied. As in the proof of Theorem 2.10,
likelihood ratio methods can be used to verify Assumptions 3.1 (8) and (9).

Before we move on, note that the verification of Assumptions 3.1(9) involves upper
bounding “derivatives” of féz)(a:, u) by functions independent of §. The only function
of (z,u) we introduced till now that is independent of § is L{z,«). But the functions

éi)(x, u) cannot be expected to be upper bounded by L. However, another family of
functions that serves the purpose is the following:

La(z,u) = Bg,[L(X1)|Us = u]?, d>0.
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First, it is easy to see that Lgis in fact independent of 8 as the expectation on the r.h.s.
of the above equation is actually the expectation with respect to the transition kernel
of the MDP. Furthermore, to see that this function is an appropriate one note that
a combination of L and L can be used to bound quantities of the form Eg.[-|Us = u]
and that

Eg’w [ﬁd(z, Uo)d] = Eglz [E(Xl)] < pi/(l') +b.
For example, it follows from the proof of Lemma 4.14 that Qg is bounded above by

C(1+ L+ L) for some constant C' > 0.
Finally, the following lemma verifies Assumption 3.1(10).

Lemma 4.18. There exist M, e > 0 such that for all § € R" and R € R™1

R'G(O)R > €|R).

(%)

for some r € R™. Then, using Assumption 4.1(3) for the first inequality,

Proof. Let

RGOR = |[reell+ A2 + 202
> alr|? + A2 — 2522

> min(a, 1)|R|? — ZONTHAD)

= (min(a, 1) - Z;(TZ)) |RJ.

Choose M > supy|Z(6)|/ min(a, 1), which is possible since Z(#) is bounded (cf.
Lemma 4.15). O

4.4.2 TD()) Critic, A <1
To analyze the TD(A) critic with 0 < A < 1, redefine the process Z; as

Zry1 = M + Po(Xit1, Ur)-
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It is easy to see that, with this definition, Equation (4.4) holds for the TD()) critic
also. This means that Assumption 3.1(1) is satisfied. For each 8 € R™, let

- Ma(0)
m(9) = (B(9)+a(9)2(9) )

Gi(6) = ( Z(9§/M G‘?@) )

where
h(0) =D X(go, Prc—a(®)l)e,  G(6) =D Xe{do, Pf (¢5 — Pocs))e,
k=0 k=0

and Z(8) = (1 - )\)‘Al (1, ¢o)o. As in Assumption 4.7, let bo = g — {9, 1)gl. Then,
Pypg — g = Pyppg — ¢bp and therefore, G;(f) can also be written as

G(6) = (do, Bpdo — (1= A) D A*(d, Py Bp)e.

k=0

It is easy to see, using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the boundedness of ||¢39| lo
(see the proof of Lemma 4.15), that G1(-) and h;(-) are bounded and therefore As-
sumption 3.1 (6) is satisfied. The following lemma is used to verify Assumption
3.1(5).

Lemma 4.19. There exists C > 0 such that
1. |Egz [(9(Xk, Ur) — @(8)) Zi] — m(8)] < Ckmax(), p)*L(x),
2. |Eoz [Z1($5(Xe, Ur) = #5(Xks1, Ursn))] = G(0)] < Chmax(X, p)*L(z).
Proof. We will only prove part 1 since the proof of the other part is similar. We have
o0 [(9(Xk, Us) — @(6)) Zi] — h(9)]
< [0 X [Eoal(9(Xe Us) = &(0))69 (Xemt, U 0)] — (Phe — a(0)1L, dols|
+CAF
< K JONPIL(z) + O'N
< SO C'max(), p)FL(z) + C'A.

where the second inequality follows from Assumptions 2.5 and 4.1. O
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From the previous lemma, it is clear that for § € R and y = (z, u, 2),

ho(y) = i Eo. {(izg(yk) _ ﬁ(e))| Uo = u, Zo — z} ,

Go(y) = i Ey, [(ég(yk) — (?(9))\ Up=1u,Zy = z} :

are well defined and it is easy to check that these satisfy Assumption 3.1(5).
The verification of Assumptions 3.1(8) and (9) is tedious and therefore will only

be outlined here. The trick is to write Ag(-), Go(-) in the form:

> NEo[fo(Ya)|Uo = u, Zo = 2]

k=0

and show that the map 8 — Ey[fa(Y%)|Us = u, Zy = 2| is Lipschitz continuous with
Lipschitz constant at most polynomial in k. The “forgetting” factor \* dominates
the polynomial in k& and thus the sum will be Lipschitz continuous in 8.

To verify Assumption 3.1(7) we have the following counterpart of Lemma 4.17.

Lemma 4.20. For any d > 1, sup, E[|Z¢|%] < .
Proof. We have

~ ~ A d
1Zi* = a5 (1= 2 T X80, (X, i)

< ﬁ(l - )\) Z?:o )\k—llqﬁgk (Xlﬂ U)|d>

where the inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality. The rest follows from the fact
that

Slip EH@gk (Xk, (A]k)|d] < 0.

O

Finally, we will verify Assumption 3.1(10). The following lemma helps us in verifying
this assumption. It will also be used to derive various bounds in the future chapters.
It says that under any policy, for certain functions f of state, not only does the
conditional mean of f(Xx) given X, go to the steady state expectation of f(X}) at
geometric rate, the steady state variance of the conditional mean of f(X;) given X,
goes to zero at a geometric rate. To make this precise, recall state-decision value
functions @y and state value functions Vj defined as follows:
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Qo(zw) = > Eoa[(9(Xe, Ur) — a(6))| Uo = u],
k=0
Vo(z) = Eoz[Qolz,Uo)].

Lemma 4.21. For each 6 € R, let | P§ || denote the norm of the operator P}
restricted to the span of Qg, Vo b, ¢h,e=1,... ,m, where for each 8,

Bo(2) = Bo,e [do(z, o)
Then for some pg < 1 and C' > 0 we have
| P§ o< Cpg, YO,k
Proof. Note that for any f, € L3

Pifs = Eou[fo(Xe, Up)|Us = 1
Ee,{ [Eg z[fo( Xk, Ur)| X))
= Pffs,

where

f(z,u) = Eoalf(z, Th)],

Furthermore, using Jensen’s inequality it is easy to see that || fo ||s=]| fo |ls. There-
fore, it is enough to compute the norm of P¥ further restricted to the span of Vj,

~f,,7; =1,...,n. Let E‘/Z denote set of all functions f of state such that

sup LI o,
° L)

with the corresponding weighted norm denoted by || - || VI Since the functions that
span the subspace under consideration are finite in number and are in a bounded
(uniformly in 6) E\/E—ball, the unit £3-balls in the subspace are all contained in a

E\/Z-ball. Furthermore, it is easy to see that \/E satisfies Lyapunov condition with
p replaced by /p. Therefore, from Theorem 16.0.1 of (Meyn & Tweedie, 1993) it
follows that for some constant C > 0,

Pifo < Cpt2VE,

for all f such that ms(fs) = 0, || fo lle= 1. The result follows as ms(L) is bounded
uniformly in 6. O
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Lemma 4.22. There exists L,e > 0 such that for all § € R" and R € R™*!
R'G1(0)R > €|R*.

Proof. Recall the projected feature vectors qgg, j = 1,...,m. Due to the previous
lemma, we have for some constant C' > 0,

| Py(r'd3) lle< Co§ | s o -
Therefore,

rGO)r = (g, Pphor — (1= X) 32320 Nor' (o, Py B dor

|7/ 15 —(1 = X) Sopmo Xe(r'do, Pyt (r'do))o

> 730 15 —(1 = 2) { R X 1760 3 + Lo, Crleb™ | s 13}
> || 7o 3 (1= X || 7B |3 ~Cu(Aoo) 2L || (o) I}

17 o Capg® T (1—
> |y (g a0 (1 - G0N

Take kg such that

ko+1 (1 - pOA)
P S G-

The rest is similar to proof of Lemma 4.18. O

4.5 Closing Remarks

The TD algorithm for the discounted reward problem is new. Note that, unlike the
algorithm proposed in (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997), the convergence of this variant
does not require the Markov chain to be ergodic. Furthermore, the mechanism for
sampling of states in our variant is different from simulation of a single trajectory.

Our convergence result of the critic is central to our thesis and allows us to design
actor-critic algorithms by abstracting the critic as a black box that outputs an approx-
imation to the value function of the current policy of the actor with “asymptotically
negligible error”. This approximation is the one to which it would have converged if
the actor parameters were frozen at the current values. Crucial to our result is the
fact that actor changes slowly with respect to the critic.

"This is the first result on TD learning with changing policies. The proof techniques
used here also provide a unified approach to converge analysis of several variants of
TD. In particular, these methods can be used to prove convergence of “replace trace”
methods (Singh & Sutton, 1996). The proof techniques as complicated as the ones
used in this chapter are needed only for the analysis of the algorithms in which the
policy changes at each time step. We haven’t considered here episodic variants of
TD in which the parameters of both the critic and the actor are updated only when
the system visits a certain state in average reward case or the terminal state in total
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reward case. For those times between the visits to the terminal state, the policy
used is the one to which the actor was updated after the last visit to the terminal
state. The analysis of these variants is much simpler than those considered here as the
noise in the estimate corresponds to martingale differences which are much easier to
handle. Furthermore, the uniform ergodicity assumption can be relaxed for episodic
variants. Due to their simplicity, only these variants will be taken up for study of
rate of convergence later in the thesis.
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Chapter 5

Actor-Critic Algorithms

In this chapter, we propose several variants of actor-critic algorithms which can be
viewed as stochastic gradient algorithms on the parameter space of the actor. They
differ from related algorithms like REINFORCE (Williams, 1992), likelihood ratio
methods (Glynn, 1987; Glynn & L’Ecuyer, 1995), direct gradient methods (Mar-
bach & Tsitsiklis, 2001; Baxter & Barlett, 1999) which are also stochastic gradient
methods. While the gradient estimate depends on the value function approximation
provided by the critic in actor-critic methods, the gradient is directly estimated from
simulation in other methods. Therefore, we refer to these other methods as actor-only
methods. The actor-only methods do not store any additional parameters other than
the policy parameter vector § (and average reward estimate in average reward prob-
lems). However, in actor-only methods, the variance in the estimate of the gradient
can be very large for systems with large state spaces. The principal reason for this is
that the estimate depends on the simulated path of the system starting from a par-
ticular state until the system’s first return back to that state. For systems with large
state spaces and for systems which take too long to reach steady state, the variance
of the gradient estimate can be very large for the estimate to be useful. To alleviate
this situation, several variance reduction techniques have been proposed. All these
techniques amount to “throwing oft” some part of the trajectory. For example one
technique (Marbach, 1998) is to discount exponentially the contribution of the states
visited in the distant past. Such variance reduction techniques introduce bias in the
estimate and therefore there is always a trade off between the bias and the variance in
the estimate. One of the main contributions of this thesis is to show that the addition
of a critic to actor only methods (which makes them actor-critic methods) potentially
improves the bias-variance trade off. In other words, depending on the capability of
the critic to approximate value functions, the actor-critic algorithms can have much
better bias for the same variance as their counterpart actor-only methods.

In the next two sections, we present our two different classes of actor-critic algo-
rithms. The intuition for the algorithms is described using the connection between
the gradient formulas of Chapter 2 and the convergence results on TD and the critic
(Chapter 4). The next section also states and proves the convergence result for these
algorithms.
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5.1 Actor without Eligibility Traces

The variants presented in this section are motivated by the observation that the
quantity

Qo (X, U)o, (X, Uk) (5.1)

can be viewed as an estimate of Va(6), as its steady state expectation under the policy
assoclated with 6y is the gradient (cf. Theorem 2.10). Here @y is a state-decision
value function under policy # and 1y = V In ys(z,u). Since a critic can provide only
an approximation Qy of Qg, even if it converges instantly, the question is whether
(5.1) remains a viable estimate of the gradient if Qg is replaced by an approximation
Qp. It is obvious that the answer is yes if the approximation error is small. A more
subtle point is that the estimate remains viable even when the approximation error
is large but “almost” orthogonal to the functions

vila,u) = 22AUE) (5.2

in £% (the space L2 was defined in Chapter 2). To see this, note that the bias
contributed by the error @y — @y in the approximation of @)y is given by

(Qo — Qs, 15)

which is zero if Qg — Qp is orthogonal to the ¢}, = 1,... n. Therefore, we arrive
at the following important conclusion. As far as convergence of gradient methods
over a parametric family of policies is concerned, the objective of value function
approximation should be to approximate the projection of the value function on
the subspace ¥y spanned by the basis functions },% = 1,...,n, rather than to
approximate the value function itself.

The analysis in (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997; Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a) shows
that this is precisely what Temporal Difference (TD) learning algorithms try to ac-
complish, i.e., to compute the projection of an exact value function onto the subspace
spanned by the basis functions. This allows us to implement the critic by using a
TD algorithm. (Note, however, that other types of critics are possible, e.g., based on
batch solution of least squares problems, as long as they aim at computing the same
projection.) However, we present a family of algorithms which also includes methods
in which the critic tries to approximate the exact value function. The reason is that
the computation of the exact projection needs the use of TD(1) critic which suffers
from large variance. As we will show later, if we use TD(A) with A < 1 for the critic,
bias is introduced into the estimate which depends on the error in the approximation
of the exact value function rather than the projected value function. Therefore there
is a trade off between the variance and prior knowledge about the value function as
described by the critic’s ability to approximate it. This trade off is discussed later in
more detail. ,

Since the approximation of the state-decision value function provided by the critic
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at time k is r;¢g,, the actor parameter in this variant is updated along the direction

of

7106, (Xt 1, Urs1) Vo, (Xns1, Uksr)

at time k. More precisely, the actor parameter update for this variant is given by

Oxr1 = Op + Bl (r) 7 D0, (Xk+1, Uk+1)1/)0k (Xis1, Unir).

Note that the step-size for the actor, at time k, is ['(rx)B; which depends on the
parameter vector of the critic. The relation between the step-size of the critic, v,
and that of the actor is described in the following assumption.

Assumption 5.1.

1. The step-sizes B and -y, are deterministic, non-increasing and satisfy

D Be=Y m =00
k k

zﬁi < o0, and Z’yﬁ < oo.
k k
2. For some d > 0, we have
d
3 (ﬂ_) < co.
e \ Tk

3. The function I'(-) is assumed to satisfy the following inequalities for some pos-
ttive constants C1; < Cy:

r|T(r) € [C1,Cq, VreR™,

R Cs, S
T -TOl < [ WP eR™ (5.3)

The first part of the above assumption is standard for stochastic approximation

algorithms. The second assumption is one of the central assumptions of this thesis.
It implies that the critic is updated on a faster time-scale than the actor, where the
separation of time-scales is achieved by using different step sizes v, and S for the
critic and actor respectively. For finite MDP’s the second part can be weakened to
Br/ve — 0. The role of the factor I'(r;) in the actor’s step-size is to prevent the
actor from taking large steps in a “wrong” direction. It represents the user’s intuition
about the “right size” of critic parameters when the critic has converged. A simple
example of the function I'(:) satisfying the above assumption is the following: for
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1 if >, <C,

1+C

m otherwise,

where 7 is the i-th component of vector 7.
The critic for the variants of this section is as described in the previous chapter,
with basis functions ¢},7 = 1,...,m, chosen to satisfy the following assumption.

Assumption 5.2. For each § € R, the subspace Oy in L3 spanned by the basis
functions ¢é,i = 1,...,m, of the critic contains the subspace ¥y spanned by the
functions ¥}, 7 =1,...,n, i.e.,

$ D \I’g, V8 € R™.

As we have argued earlier, ideally, the critic should compute the projection of
value function onto the subspace Uy for any given # € R™. Therefore it is sufficient
for the critic to use ¥},7 = 1, ... n, as basis functions for the critic. Nevertheless, we
allow the possibility that m > n and that &4 properly contains Wy, so that the critic
uses more features than are actually necessary. This added flexibility may turn out
to be useful in a number of ways:

1. It is possible that for certain values of 8, the feature vectors ¢} are either close
to zero or are almost linearly dependent. For these values of 8, the matrix G(6)
defined in Theorem 4.8 becomes ill-conditioned which can have a negative effect
on the performance of the algorithms. This might be avoided by using a richer
set of features ¢j.

2. When the critic uses TD(A) with A < 1, it can only compute an approximate
- rather than exact - projection. The use of additional features can result in a
reduction of the approximation error.

To understand what the additional features should be, let us consider the bias, de-
noted by bg()), in the estimate of the gradient of the average reward for policy é.
Due to Theorem 4.8, we can assume that the actor updates its parameter along

7(0) do( Xk, U)o (X, U)

when the actor parameter is §. Therefore, the bias by(A) in the update direction is the
difference between the gradient at € and the steady state expectation of the update
direction. Using Theorem 2.10, the bias by(\) can be seen to be

<Q0 — 7(8)'¢o, ¢0>9 :
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ngg is defined as
b = do — (¢o, L)o-
Consider the above with )y replaced by qggz
<Qe —77(9)'50,559% = <§£0,Qe> - <€59,€£'977(9)>9
= (#0,Q0), ~ hO) + (C(O) — (4.8:) ) 7(6).

The second equality follows from the definition of #(8) = G(8)~1h(6) of #(8). Using
the fact that

Qo =) Filg—a(o)l),

is state-decision value function, the definition of h, G from Theorem 4.8 and the
identity (1 — A¥) = (1 — A)(1+---+ A*"1) | the above expression for the bias can be
reduced to

Z/\k< , PEFL(Qy — (6 )'qgg)>9.

Since vy is orthogonal to the constant 1 , Assumption 5.2 implies that each v} can
be expressed as a linear combination of the ¢}’s. Furthermore, for a function f(-,-)
of state and decision we have

P9f=P9f7

where f(-) is the function defined by

f(z) = Eoalf(z, Uo)].

Therefore, the expression for the bias can be rewritten as
bo(A) = ZA’“ (o, BF (Vo = 7(6)'d0)),

where Vj is the state value function corresponding to policy 8 and ¢ is given by

$o(z) = Eoz[do(x, Up)].

Ii‘or future reference, we will call the functions q39 as the value function component of
¢g. The following lemma gives a bound on the bias in terms of A and the error in the
value function approximation.
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Lemma 5.3. There exists constants 0 < py < 1 and C > 0 such that for all
C(1—X)
(1= poA)

Proof. It follows from Lemma 4.21 that there exists constants pg < 1 and C > 0 such
that

lbs(N)] < | Vo —7(0) ¢o llo, V0,

| PE(Ve — (030}, < Co 11 Vo = 7(0) 0 1o

Therefore, we have

Be(N)] < (1—A>ixk|<we,ﬁ“(v€—f(e)’$9)>9]

< =N YN g llo [BE Ve~ 70)d0)
k=0
c(1-Xx) o
——— || Vo — 7(6 ,
(1—Po)\) ” g ()¢9 Hg
where the second inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. O

The above bound captures the qualitative dependence of the bias on the critic param-
eter A, po which represents the mixing time of the Markov chain, and the ability of
the critic to approximate the state value functions. The bound shows that actor-critic
algorithms work well only when one of the following hold:

1. The critic can approximate value functions fairly well.
2. The critic parameter A is set close to 1.

3. The Markov chain reaches steady state fast.

The mixing time po of the Markov chain depends on the basis functions ¢} for the
critic and value function Vj (cf. Lemma 4.21).

Let us now study the implications of the formula for the bias on the choice of basis
functions for our critic. When A < 1, the above discussion implies that for the bias
to be less, the value function component of the critic’s approximate state-decision
value function should be close to the true value function. However, the value function
component of the functions ¢5,7 = 1,... ,n, are all zero as

Eg:[s(z,Us)] =0, V0, z.

Therefore, the subspace ®y spanned by the set of basis functions ¢5,7 = 1,... ,m
must be strictly larger than the subspace ¥4 spanned by the functions @bg, ji=1...n
(Assumption 5.2), and the number of features for the critic 7n must be strictly greater
than the number of actor parameters n. Suppose the first n basis functions for the
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critic are 5,7 = 1,... ,n, and the remaining basis functions are qgf,,z' =1,...,m—n,
which depend only on the state. For such a choice of the features, the update for the
critic and the actor can be modified without changing the asymptotic behavior of our
actor-critic algorithms. For convenience of notation, let » and 7 denote the coefficient
vectors for ¥y and b0 respectively. Since Py is zero, the temporal differences d; in
the critic (see Eq. 4.2) can be replaced by

9( Xk, Ux) + 7o, (Xr1) — 7o, (Xk) — 7o, (Xi, U).

Similarly, the actor update can be modified so that it uses only ry¢,, instead of
%8, + T1.Pg, as the estimate of state-decision value function. Furthermore, since for
I <k,

Elto, (Xi, Ur)do,(X))] = E[Eq, g, [vs, (X, Ui)lde, (X0)]
— 0,

the term 7’4y, (Xk, f],g) in di can be removed from the update for the parameters
7. With these modifications, the critic update breaks down into two parts as shown
below.

Terr = Tk +Ye(9(Xe, Uk) + 7o, (Ket1) — Tobo, (Xi) — Ttde, (Xi, Ur)) Zi
o1 = T+ e(9( Xk, U) + Trb0, (Xes1) — 7o, (Xk)) Zk

where Z and Zj represent the eligibility trace vectors for the feature vectors ¥y and
b9 respectively. Therefore, the update for 7 becomes the usual TD to approximate
the value function and the update for 7 can be thought of as “advantage” learning
with the basis functions 14 used for approximating the “advantage”

Qo(z,u) — Vy(z).

For A = 1, since the bias is zero no matter what the additional ¢y features are, pure
advantage learning is sufficient for convergence of the algorithms whereas for A < 1,
the critic must learn both the advantages as well as the state values for the actor’s
gradient estimate to be unbiased. Note that the functions ¢5,2 = 1,... ,n, cannot
be used as basis functions when they do not satisfy the uniform linear independence
assumptions (Assumption 4.7). However, when they do satisfy the assumptions, the
actor update can be further modified as follows:

Okt1 = Ok — Bl (re) 7.

With this modification, the actor-critic algorithms become quasi-Newton (Bertsekas
& Tsitsiklis, 1996) methods which perform better than gradient methods in some
cases.

Before the convergence result of our first variant of actor-critic algorithm can be
presented, the following assumption on the vector valued function 1y is needed. Recall
the function L(z,u) defined in Chapter 2 for average reward problem. We assume
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that the function vy is differentiable with derivatives bounded by L.

Assumption 5.4. There ezxists K > 0 such that for each (z,u) the map 6 — p(z, u),
is differentiable with

|Vipg(z,u)| < KE(J:, u).

The converge result for our first variant of actor-critic algorithms is the following:

Theorem 5.5. (Convergence of Actor-Critic algorithms)

liminf [|Va(66)| — bs, (V)] <0 wp.l.

In other words, the sequence {6;} of actor parameter values obtained by an actor-
critic algorithm visits any neighborhood of the set

{0:[Va(9)] < [be(N)[}

infinitely often.

5.1.1 Convergence Analysis

In this subsection, we present a proof of Theorem 5.5. We start with the following
notation. For each 6 € R™ and (z,u) € X x U, let

H9(x7u) = ¢9(x7u)¢’9($’ u)s I_{(Q) = <"/}07 ¢,9>9

The recursion for the actor parameter # can be written as

1 = Ok + BeHo (Xisr, Upsr) (ril(rs))
= b+ ﬁkg(?k) (F(6k)T(7(6r)))
+Bk(Ho, (Xet1, Urr1) — H(6x))(rel(re))
+B8cH (k) (e (ri) — F(00)T(7(0k)))-

Let

£6) = H(@O)9),
e = (Hp, (Xisr, Upsr) — H(B)ril(rs),
e? = H(9:)(rD(re) — 7(0)T(F(64))).

Using Taylor’s series expansion, one can see that

a(fer1) > a6) + BLF0)Va(ly) - F(0e) + BeVa(by) - el
16V - e — O | Hoy(Xiwr, Do) (nTe))| ) (5.4)

where C reflects a bound on the Hessian of a().
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The following lemma states that all terms except the one involving f(-) are neg-
ligible.

Lemma 5.6. (Convergence of the noise terms)

1.3 0 0 B Va(tr) -eg) converges w.p. 1.

2. limge;” =0 w.p.1.

(2)
k
8 D /613|H9;C(Xk7 Uk)TkP(Tk)IZ < oo w.p.1.

Proof. Since ry is bounded and I'(-) satisfies the condition (5.3), it is easy to see that
rI'(r) is bounded and |rI'(r) — 7I'(7)| < C|r — 7| for some constant C. Therefore the
proof of Part 1 is similar to the proof of Lemma 3.10. Similarly, the proof of Part 2

follows from identifying ‘Hek (Xk+1, Ukﬂ)('rkf(rk)) with Hy in Assumption 4.2, the
fact that H(-) is bounded, and Theorems 4.6 and 4.8. Proof of Part 3 is similar to
the proof of Lemma 3.11 as

|H, (Xx, Up)riD(r) | < CBi|Ho (X, Us)|

for some C > 0. O

Proof of Theorem 5.5

Since the proof is standard, we will only outline it. For T > 0, define a sequence of
random variables k; by

k
k'g:O, kj_,_l:min k’ZkJ ZB]CZT s for ]>0
I=F,

Then, using Eq. (5.4) and the fact that f(#) = Va(8) + bg(\) we have

j+1—1

&Bh;0) = @0k) + D BL(T(Ok) (IVa(B6)]® — [bo, V)| Va(84)]) + 6

where §; is defined as

kjp1—1 -

=Y [ﬁkVo‘z(Hk) (el + ) — |Hek(f(ka Uk)TkP("‘k)ﬂ :

k=k;

Lemma 5.6 implies that ,; goes to zero. The result follows easily.

In the variant presented in this section, the factor A controls both the accuracy
of value function approximation as well as the robustness of the algorithms to errors
in value function approximation. In the next section, we present another variant in
which these two can be controlled by two separate parameters, one for the critic and
one for the actor.
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5.2 Actor with Eligibility Traces

In this variant, the critic uses basis functions which depend only on the state and the
actor uses eligibility traces. The actor is updated as follows:

Ors1 = Ok + ﬁkr('rk)d'k—klzk—}-l

where cZkH represents the temporal difference

(Zk+1 = Q(Xk+1a 0k+1) — Qg1+ T;cgbek (Xk+2) - ”’frcﬁbek (Xk+1),

and Zi,1 represents eligibility traces for the actor. As in the case of the critic, the
update of eligibility traces involves a parameter we denote by 0 < A < 1. The update
of the eligibility vector Z; for A = 1 and A < 1 is different and requires different
assumptions. Therefore these two cases will be described separately in the following
subsections.

521 A=1

For this variant, we need a state z* that is hit with positive probability. Therefore
we assume the following:

Assumption 5.7. The set Xq consists of a single state z*.

The eligibility traces are updated as follows:

7o Zi + Yo, (Xk+1; Ups1), if Xy # 7%,
k1 = _
e, (Xk+1, Uk+1) otherwise.

Note that the actor with this update of eligibility traces is similar to the actor-only
method of (Marbach & Tsitsiklis, 2001) except for the additional term rj g, (Xi41) —
r}cqﬁgk(f(k). This term can be thought of as changing the cost function from g to
g+ Py(7(0) pg) — 7(6)' pg whose average cost is same as that of the former. Therefore,
the convergence result (Marbach & Tsitsiklis, 2001) of actor-only methods implies
that this variant of actor-critic methods converge no matter what the critic features
are.

52.2 M<1

In this case, the eligibility traces are updated as:
Zk-i—l =Zy+ 5\¢6k (Xk+1, Uk+1)-

Note that when there is no error in the critic’s approximation and A = 0, the update
direction of the actor parameter is

(Q(Xkﬂ, 0k+1) — Qg41 T T§c¢9k (Xk+2) - T;cﬁbek (Xk+1))¢ak,
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and its steady state expectation is given by (Qs, — Vh,, s, }s. Since V, depends only
on state and

E@,I[¢9<$a UO)] = 07 VI) 6)

it is easy to see that the steady state expectation of the actor’s update direction is
the gradient direction. The use of eligibility traces mitigates the bias in the update
direction contributed by the error in value function approximation. To see this,
consider the steady state update direction for the actor when 1> X > 0:

Wk

N (o, Py (g — a(0)1+ Po(7(60) ¢a) — 7(6)' d0)), -

bS]
Il

0

It is easy to see, through algebraic manipulations, that this is equal to

oo

>3 (o, P (g — a(6)1)), + (o, 7(6) da)y — (1= 3) D X (tho, PEF(7(6) o)) .

k=0

Therefore, the bias in the direction is given by

> (A=) (¢, Pig — a(0)1)), — (1= X) D M (oo, PEH(T(0) 5)),
k=0 k=0
which can be reduced to

(1=

Ms

<¢9,Pk+ (Qo —7(6) <f>9)> :

x>
Il

0

Since for each 8, P;Q¢ = PyVy the expression for the bias can be rewritten as

Wk

(1= 3 DX (o, PF (Ve ~ 7(6) b))

ax
If
©

Note that the formula for the bias is the same as that of the previous variant except
that the bias now depends on the parameter X of the actor rather than ) of the critic.
Therefore we use bp(A) to denote this bias. Furthermore, Theorem 5.5 applies to
these algorithms as well with A replaced by A. One advantage of this method over
the previous one is that the parameter X that controls robustness to approximation
errors in the value function is different from the A that controls the accuracy of critic’s
approximation.

Before closing this section, let us delve into the implications of the formula for
the bias in the estimate of the gradient and the upper bound on it. Let eg(z) denote
the the error in value function approximation of the critic for state z. Let 7 be a
geometric random variable independent of everything else with parameter 1—\. Then
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the bias bg(A) in the gradient estimate can be written as

bo(X) = Eg[to(Xo, Up)e(X,)]
_ / Viso(z, W) B [e0(X,)| Uy = u] v(du),

where Ey denotes the expectation with respect to the stationary distribution of the
MDP controlled by RSP 8. If X is chosen close to one, the random time 7 is large with
high probability and therefore Eg . [es(X;)| Us = u] is very small due to geometric
ergodicity. Therefore, the parameter A can be thought of as follows.

e 1 — ) represents the confidence the user has on the ability of the critic to
approximate the value function. Because, if A is set close to one, the bias
contributed by the error in the critic’s approximation of the value function is
negligible.

e 1/X denotes the user’s estimate of the time for the Markov chain to reach steady
state. To see this, note that the bias is small if the Markov chain reaches steady
state with high probability in time 7.

Since, both the mixing time and the error in critic’s function approximation vary with
the policy, the parameter A can be changed from policy to policy. That is, we can
choose A to be a function of # and this can potentially improve both the transient
and the asymptotic behavior of the actor-critic algorithms. Finally, these variants can
also be analysed using the techniques presented in this thesis provided the function
A(+) is well behaved.

5.3 Closing Remarks

The convergence result of this chapter is quite weak. The best one can hope for in
gradient methods with errors is that the lim sup |Va(6y)| is less than the given bound.
While such a result is provable (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis, 2000) for methods without
any gradient errors, it requires certain special structure on the noise sequences which
is not present in our case in general. However, our results can be strengthened if
we assume a priori that the sequence 8 is suitably bounded and that a(-) is well
behaved on this bounded set. This, in turn, might be guaranteed if the iterates 8,
are projected back to a compact set whenever they exit this set.

We have only proved the convergence of actor-critic algorithms without eligibility
traces. To analyze actors with eligibility traces, we can write them as

Ore1 = Ok + Bl (%) Hp, (Vi) T,

where Y} = (Xk, U, Z,) forms a Markov chain. The rest of the analysis is similar.
Note that the definition of temporal differences used in the update of critic and the
actor are different. This is just an artifact of the convention adopted in the thesis
that the decision at time £ 4 1 is generated using policy corresponding to ;. This
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convention is not at all essential for the working of the algorithms proposed in this
thesis. In fact the policy use at time k& can correspond to the actor parameter in the
near past, that is, to 6;_, where 7 is a random variable with certain finite moments.
Similarly, the approximation to the value function at time k& can be taken to be
rjg_ﬁqbgk_w where 71, 75 are random variables with finite moments. This is because,
the change in the parameters of the actor and the critic are of the order of the step-
sizes employed and the total change in the values of parameters over a random time
of finite expectation is negligible.

In this chapter, we considered the actor updates only for the average reward
problem. The algorithms for the other criteria differ only in the simulation of Xy, Uy
and the definition of temporal differences dj. or di,. The differences in the simulation
were already described in Chapter 4. The definition of temporal differences is standard
and can be found, for example, in (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis, 1996).

Finally, algorithms similar to ours have been proposed for the discounted reward
criterion in (Kimura & Kobayashi, 1998). They also arrive at the conclusion that when
eligibility traces are used to their maximum extent, the actor’s update direction is
the gradient of the discounted reward, no matter what the critic’s approximation is.
However, the reasoning and the gradient formula they base their arguments on are
inaccurate.

90



Chapter 6

Rate of Convergence of Temporal
Difference Learning

In this chapter, the rate of convergence of temporal difference (TD) and related algo-
rithms is studied. Only algorithms for finite state autonomous systems are considered
here. However, the results can be extended to Markov chains with general state spaces
under appropriate conditions. The aim of this chapter is to understand the rate of
convergence of TD in general and the issues relevant to actor-critic algorithms in
particular.

Consider an aperiodic and irreducible Markov chain {X;} on a finite state space
X with transition probabilities F,, and stationary distribution 7. Let g : X — R be
a reward function. Let

a=>» n(z)g(z)

z

be the average expected reward and J : X — R be the differential reward function:

J(z) =) Elg(Xi) — &|Xo = .

k=0

TD algorithms approximate J by a linear combination
J(@ir) =) rid'(z)
=1

of m linearly independent basis functions ¢*,7 = 1,... ,m. Alternatively, the vector

¢(z) = (¢'(z),... ,¢™(2))

can be thought of as the feature vector corresponding to the state z. In all the variants
of TD algorithms, a sequence of approximations J (z;7) to the differential reward
function are obtained, where the approximation at time k£ depends on the trajectory
of the Markov chain up to time k. For several variants of TD, there are results (Van
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Roy, 1998; Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997; Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a; Tsitsiklis & Van
Roy, 1999b) showing that the sequence of parameters r; and therefore the sequence
of approximations .J (z; 1) converge. A natural figure of merit for such algorithms is
the rate at which the the expected distance between the approximations and the limit
to which they converge tends to zero. In general, the best rate at which the expected
distance decreases is 1/ Vk. Therefore, if 7 denotes the limit of the parameters Tk,
the figure of merit of these methods is taken to be

lim KE [|| ri — 76 ]

where || - || denotes the weighted norm of functions on X with the weights corre-
sponding to stationary probabilities 7. That is, || - || denotes the norm corresponding
to the inner product defined as follows: for two functions f; and f; on X,

(fi, fa) = D _ (@) fi(z) fol).

T

In the next two sections, the figures of merit of two different TD variants; recursive
TD and least squares TD are studied. In particular, it is shown that the least squares
variants are always better than the recursive variants and that some small modifi-
cations to the recursive variants leads to algorithms that are as good as the least
squares variants. Therefore, we take the figure of merit of the least squares variants
to be intrinsic to TD methods. Bounds are derived on the intrinsic variance of TD
that capture qualitatively the effect of the parameter A on the rate of convergence of
TD. Similar analysis is possible for episodic variants and for other objective criteria,
which lead to the same qualitative conclusions.

6.1 Recursive TD

The recursive variants of TD store and update the following parameters:

® «y, the estimate of average reward,
e 7, the coefficients of the basis functions,

e 7y, the eligibility trace vector.

The parameters o and r; are updated as

apr1 = o +1(9(Xe) — ar),
Tpr1 = T+ ’)’k(g(Xk) — o+ T;c¢(Xk+1) - T;c¢(Xk))Zk'

where Zj is different in different variants of TD. In this chapter, we restrict ourselves
to the analysis of the variants in which the eligibility traces are given by

k
Zk - Z Ak~i¢(Xi)7
=0
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where 0 < A < 1 parameterizes the family of recursive variants of TD. However, the
analysis can be extended to other variants as well.

The update for a; does not depend on the update for 7 and is common for all
variants of TD. For all practical purposes, «; can be taken to be

ko
—

ap = 9( X&)

x| —

14

Il
)

in all methods. The different TD methods differ only in their update of r;. It is not
difficult to see that oy converges to @ w.p.1. Therefore, to simplify the analysis, we
will only consider a modified iteration for r in which a4 is replaced by a:

Tit1 = Tk + V(9(Xk) — @ + 1 (Xierr) — 70 Xk)) Zk..

However, note that the rate of convergence of 7, in the original iterations depends on
the rate at which aj converges to & and therefore a careful analysis should include
this dependence. To avoid cumbersome notation, we study the modified instead of the
original iterations. The qualitative conclusions we arrive at hold also for the original
iterations.

The first step to analyze TD is to see that the triple Wi = (Xi, Xiy1, Zi) is a
Markov chain. The modified iteration can be expressed in the form

Tet1 = T + Ye(M(Wi) — G(Wy)re), (6.1)
where for w = (z, y, 2)
h(w) = z(g(z) — @),
Glw) = z(¢(y) — 8(z)).

It has been shown (Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997; Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a) that 7}
converges to 7, the unique solution of a system of linear equations

Gr = h,

where G and h are steady state expected values of G(W;) and h(Wy), respectively.

To compute the figure of merit of TD, we need the following theorem. This
theorem can be viewed as an extension of Proposition 4.8 from (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis,
1996) and as a special case of more general theorems (Benveniste et al., 1990) on
Gaussian approximations to recursive algorithms driven by Markov noise.

Theorem 6.1. Consider a recursive algorithm of the form (6.1). Assume

1. {Wi} is a Markov chain.

2. The step-sizes -y, are deterministic, nonnegative, nonincreasing and satisfy
_ 2 - -1 -1y _ ~
;%ﬂ = 00, Z:ﬂk <oo, and lim (e —%) =%
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for some ¥ > 0.
3. There exists a deterministic bound on the sequences {h(Wy)} and {G(Wy)}.

4. There ezists a vector h, matriz G, scalars C and p, with 0 < p < 1, such that

[EIG(W3)[Wo = w] - G
[E[R(We) Wo = w] — &

Co",

<
< Cp,

for all k, w.
5 G— %[ is positive definite.

6. There exists a summable sequence of matrices {f‘l} such that for the above con-
stants C, p, we have

B [AFL| Wo = w] - T4 < O,
for all k, w, where

F, = (h(Wy) — G(We)T),
F = G A

Then the following hold:

1. 1 converges to 7 w.p.1.

2. The sequence {{(h(Wy) —G(Wy)7)} obeys a central limit theorem with covariance
Matriz

I'=To+ ) (I +1}).
=1

That is, the sequence

k—1
% Z(h(Wk) - G(Wi)r)

converges in distribution to N(0,T).
3. 7,;1/ ®(ry, — ) converges in distribution to N (0,%) where the matriz ¥ satisfies

GL+¥G -3 =T.

4. For Ly =G T (G’)_l, 3 — 73 is positive semi-definite.

94



Proof. The proof of first conclusion follows from Proposition 4.8 in (Bertsekas &
Tsitsiklis, 1996).

Part (3) follows from Theorem 13 on pg. 332 in (Benveniste et al., 1990). Most of
the assumptions for Theorem 13 are trivially satisfied as h(-) and G(-) are bounded
and G is positive definite. The solution to the Poisson equation can be easily con-
structed using assumptions (4) and (6). To verify (4.5.11) in (Benveniste ef al., 1990},
note that

lim Ve T A/ Vet _ (% - "/k+1) % VEVe+1
2
k 7211 Ve Tk +1 ”/Zfl(\/ Ve + /Vrt1)
_ 7
5

Similarly, Eq. (4.5.31) in (Benveniste et al., 1990) follows from the fact that

-1 —_ _
Yiet1 —7k1 =7

and the assumption (5). For the representation for I' used in this theorem see Section
4.4 in (Benveniste et al., 1990).
The second part of the theorem follows from the third as the sequence

E—1
1 _
S = E g(h(Wk) - G(Wk)’l’),
satisfies
1
Skp41 = Sg + il ((R(Wy) = G(Wi)T) — si)
and

(R(Wi) — G(Wi)7) = (R(Wi) — h) — (G(Wi) — G)T.

To see this, note that when G is the identity matrix and, v, = 1/(k + 1) then ¥ = 1
and therefore, ¥ =T.

Finally, the last conclusion follows from Proposition 4 on pg. 112 in (Benveniste
et al., 1990). 0

A part of the above theorem has been used to prove the convergence of TD algorithms
(Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a; Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1997). The proof proceeds by
verifying Assumptions 1-4 of the above theorem. Assumptions 5 and 6 are needed
only for conclusions 2-4. The verification of assumption (6) consists of guessing I}
(using some informal calculations) and proving that (6) indeed holds for that I'; using
aperiodicity and irreducibility of Markov chain {X}. An exact expression for I’ and
bounds on I' will be given in the next subsection.
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6.1.1 Bounds on the Variance of TD

In this section, we will derive bounds on the covariance matrix I" which then deter-
mines the asymptotic covariance of TD (Theorem 6.1). In the context of TD, it is
easy to see that

h(Wk) — G(Wk)’l_’ = Jka,

where

dr = 9(Xi) — a + 7 ¢(Xpt1) — 7 (X))

Consider the following expression for I';:

~

I, = liinE[(fk(Zk.HZklec-H]

ko ket
= lImE ZzXH_jd_kd_k+l¢(Xk—i)¢(Xk+l—j),
i=0 j=0
Bk
= liin Z Z AR [dkdk+l¢(Xk—i)¢(Xk+l—j),]
i=0 j=0
Bk
= lim) > NYEq [didiyd(Xe-)(Xiri-;)']
i=0 j=0
kot
= liin Z Z AT E, [didi19(Xi—i) ¢ Xiri—j)']
i=0 j=0
k k+l o o
+1iII€nZ > NYE, [didienid(Xe-i)(Xiri—j)']
=0 j=itl+1
oo i+l o o
= Z Z ANHE, [didi+l¢(X0)¢(Xi+l—j)’}
i=0 j=0
+> 0 Y XYE, [d;idid(X_i)p(Xo)]
i=0 j=i+i+1

where E, denotes expectation under the steady state distribution. The justification
for the fourth of the above equalities is that the approximation by steady state expec-
tation is close for large ¢ and j, and the past is discounted by a factor of A\. Therefore,
Assumption 6 can be verified using the above expression for T}

We now derive a bound on I'; that captures its dependence on A and the mixing
time of the Markov chain. Consider the following calculation for I.

kE k4l

I, = h;?l Z Z AHE [Jkd_k+z¢(Xk—i)¢(Xk+z—j)']

i=0 j=0
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ko ket
11}3122 NYE [didgs16(Xp—i)(Xsi—;)']

=0 j:
k -1

+h Z XHE (ki 219(Xn—i)p(Xiy1—;)]

i=0 j=

Since the Markov chain is aperiodic and irreducible, and E.[dy] = 0, Vk, we have
constants C, p < 1 such that

|Er [drdinid(X)(X,)]| < Cp
for max(i, j) < k + 1. Therefore, the first term in the above expression is bounded by

C/\lpl
1=

A bound for the second term is given by:
k
limD Y AHE [didinid(Ximi) 9(Xnsi—s)]

k r -1
< 1111611 Z NE | dipd(Xi—i)dita Z )\jqf’(XkH—j)']

=0 3=0

k § -1

< lillgn;)\iE _cfkgb(Xk_i)E JW;AWXM_]-)' Xk” :
Since
Z N Eqr[d;¢(Xo)] =
and
|E [drrid(Xii1-5)'| Xi] — Ex[did(Xo)]| < Cp',
we have

-1

< CZW‘WZ/\]E [d;$(Xo0)]

c [/\l —/ (/\p)l ]

l
E {gkﬂ Z N ¢ Xpyi-;)

=0

;

A—p +1—/\,0 )
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Therefore, we have the following bound on I

/\lpl /\l _ pl (/\p)l
¢ [(1 VPR WS RSy R SR v T AJ

Finally, putting together the bounds on I'; for different { , we have the following bound:

1 1 1
< ¢ [ o= T

Note that the above bound suggests that the variance |I'| of the update direction in
TD methods increases with A and the mixing factor p of the Markov chain. We will
have more to say about these bounds later in this chapter.

6.2 Rate of convergence of LSTD

We have remarked earlier that the parameters in recursive TD converge to a solution
of linear equation whose coefficients and constants are steady state expectations of
some functions on the state space of the Markov chain. Another conceivable approach
to approximate the solution of such equations is to solve the approximate equation

GiTr = hg,

where G, and hj are approximations to steady state expectations. For TD methods,
these approximations are given by

1 k+1

hy = Pl ;(Q(Xk) — O ) Zx),
|k

G, = T+l ; Z1((Xpy1) — O( X)),

E
1

8 =——E X;).

043 k+1z=og( l)

It is easy to see that (éu,7%) converges to (&,7) since (G, hx) converges to (G, h)
(Law of Large Numbers (LLN)) and G is invertible. This algorithm is the so called
Least squares TD (LSTD) (Boyan, 1999). In this section, we study and compare the
rate of convergence of LSTD with recursive TD. For a fair comparison with modified
TD given by (6.1) we only study a modified LSTD in which & is replaced by &.
Note that the sequence of matrices G and the sequence of vectors h; are the time
averages of the evaluation of a function on the sequence of states visited by a Markov
chain. It follows from Theorem 6.1 that the sequence {(G(Wy), h(W})} obeys the
law of large numbers and the central limit theorem. Given this, we wish to obtain
Gaussian approximations to vk(7, — 7). To accomplish this, we recall the following
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result from (Duflo, 1997).

Theorem 6.2. Let Uy be a sequence of random variables in RP converging in prob-
ability to u. Let ar be a deterministic nonnegative sequence increasing to oo. Let
Var(Ux —u) converge in distribution to N(0,I). Let f : R? — R? be a function twice
continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of u. Then, denoting the Jacobian of f
at u by V f(u) we have

1. f(Ui) converges in probability to f(u),
2. Jar(f(Ux) — f(u)) converges in distribution to N(0, V f(uw)I'V f(u)').

The above theorem has the following intuitive interpretation. Suppose {U,} is
a sequence of random variables converging to wu, with \/E(Uk — u) converging in
distribution to N(0,T). Then, the limiting distribution of vVE(f(Uz) — f(u)) is the
same as that of its linear part: V&V f(w)(Uy — w).

To apply the above result to obtain the limiting distribution of \/E('Fk —7) let

U. = (Gg, hi),
u = (G,h),
FG,R) = G A

Note that 74 = f(Gy, ht) and f is infinitely differentiable around (G,h) as G is
invertible. To compute linearization of f around (G, h) let g;; denote 5% entry of the
matrix G and h; denote i** component of the vector h. The linearization of f is

of _ of
(h; — hi) +
~ Ohi|an 99i

(95— 343)- (6.2)
(G.h)

It is easy to see that the first term is G~1(h — k). To compute the second term, note
that f satisfies the equation

Gf =h.
Differentiating with respect to g;; on both sides of the above equation, we have

of
agij

Ez]f+G 0,

where E;; is the matrix with ij™ entry equal to one and all other entries equal to
zero. Using this it is easy to see that the second term in (6.2) is

- Z G'E;; f(G, h)(gij — §ij) = -G HG — G).
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Therefore, the linearization of f is

L[(h—Rh)— (G -G = G h—GF) -G (h—GP)

G Y(h— GF).

Therefore, we have the following theorem on the asymptotic distribution of \/E(fk —7).

Theorem 6.3. If the sequence (G(Wi)7 — h(Wy)) obeys a central limit theorem with
covariance matriz I', i.e., if

converges in distribution to N(0,T), then the sequence vk(7, —7) in LSTD converges
in distribution to N (0, G-I ((_?')—1

Recall that we denoted this matrix GT (G")_l in Theorem 6.1 by X;. We will
use the same notation throughout this chapter.

Although, we stated the above theorem in the context of LSTD, it is easy to see
that it holds in a much more general context - in which one is trying to solve a linear
equation whose coefficients and constant on r.h.s. are steady state expectations of
a process. We now address some issues which are specific to LSTD. The first is the
effect of the choice of basis functions on the “rate of convergence of LSTD”.

6.2.1 Effect of Features

We compare two instances of LSTD each using a different set of linearly independent
basis functions spanning the same subspace. Let {¢\} and {¢%} be the set of basis

functions in the first and the second instances respectively. Similarly, let 7‘(1) Z, (1)

and r,(f), Zy () be the iterates in the first and second instances respectively. It is easy
to see that the estimates of average reward {ax} are the same in both instances.
Since the basis functions span the same subspace in the two instances, there exists

a non-singular matrix A such that ¢, = A¢;. Therefore, for each k, Z; (2) AZ(l)
=(1) ~(2)

Furthermore, 7/, 7, satisfy linear equations
G(l) =(1) _ h(l) G(2) (2) h(Z)

where

¢P = A,
h? = an(.

It is then easy to see that r(z) (A ~,(cl) and that
B gy =i AT Ag =7V 0.
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Therefore, the approzimation to the differential reward function obtained by LSTD
does not depend on the ezact basis functions but depends only on the subspace spanned
by them. An important consequence of this observation is that for LSTD, the limit

7= liin L0
as well as the asymptotic variance defined as
lim kE[|| 7¢ — 76 ||°] (6.3)

of the sequence of approximations to differential reward function obtained by LSTD
depends only on the subspace spanned by the basis functions. Therefore the quantity
(6.3) is called the intrinsic variance of TD. Note that if the basis functions ¢’’s
are orthonormal, the expression for intrinsic variance of TD reduces to

imkE[| 7 — 7' |*]) = limkE(j - 77
= tr(Eo)

We now compare the variance of recursive TD and LSTD. Consider the asymptotic
covariance matrix of v/k(r, — ) which is

liin kE[(re — 7)(re — 7)'] = Zli}c’n kY.

Assumption (2) of Theorem 6.1 implies that v, ' ~ k¥ which in turn implies that
limg(kv;,) = 77'. Therefore, the asymptotic covariance of TD is 5~'¥ and is worse
than (in the sense of positive semi-definiteness) asymptotic covariance of LSTD %,
(cf. Conclusion 4 of the Theorem 6.1). Since the rate of convergence of LSTD depends
only on the subspace spanned by basis functions, it is not possible to make the rate
of convergence of TD better than LSTD by choosing a different set of basis (spanning
the same subspace) functions for TD.

However, there is another small modification of recursive TD that can make it
as good as LSTD, at least in the limit. This is Polyak’s averaging (Polyak, 1990)
applied to TD. In this method, the average reward estimate «; is updated using step
sizes {1/(k+ 1)} and the coefficient vector 74 of the basis functions is updated using
a step size 7y such that £y, — oo. The actual estimate 74 of the coefficient vector is
taken to be the average of the estimates ;. In other words, the estimates ag, T, 7
are given by

k
1
G = k_+1 IZ:;Q(Xl),

Tht1 = Ti+ "}’k(g(Xk) — o + 7’2¢(Xk+1) - Ir;c¢(Xk‘))Zk)

1 k
T = mlgo:’rl.
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The limiting covariance of the vector (ax, 7x) is the same as that of LSTD. The reason
why Polyak’s averaging is as good as LSTD is explained in the next chapter. Note that
any implementation of LSTD would involve inversion of matrices whereas Polyak’s
averaging does not involve any matrix inversion. Since only a slight modification of
recursive TD yields a method with as good rate of convergence as LSTD, we will take
the intrinsic variance of TD to be the common figure of merit for both recursive and
least squares variants of TD.

6.2.2 Bounds on the Intrinsic Variance of TD

We will now comment on how the parameter A and the mixing factor p affect the
intrinsic variance of TD. Since the intrinsic variance of TD depends only on the
subspace spanned by the basis functions, it is no loss of generality to assume that the
basis functions are orthonormal. In this case, the intrinsic variance is tr(¥,) where
o = GIT (& )_1. The bounds on T were already derived in Subsection 6.1.1. To
derive a bound on G71, recall the expression for G from Chapter 4:

G = ($,d)— (1= N P4

= (1-X) ) A\ (I - P*)9).

Let p be the second largest eigenvalue of P. It is well-known that p < 1 as the Markov
chain {Xj} is irreducible and aperiodic. Therefore, it is easy to see that for some
C > 0 we have

r'Gr > C 1-r Ir|> .
1—pA

Using this we have the following upper bound for the intrinsic variance of TD: for
some C} > 0,

2
) R S V.
(1-p) (I=22(1=X) (1-=X(1-p) (1-)2(1-N)
The following are some of the qualitative properties of TD suggested by this bound.
As expected, the eligibility traces become unstable as A becomes close to 1 and the
variance in this regime is of the order of (1—X)~%. Note that the above bounds indicate
that G decreases as A decreases and the variance I increases with A. This means that

both the noise and “signal” in the update direction increase with A. However, the
overall intrinsic variance also increases with A as

1—pA
> 1.
1-x —

102



The rate at which the increase happens is monotonic in the mixing factor p of the
Markov chain. Therefore, for Markov chains with large p (i.e., p close to 1), using
TD(A) with A as close as possible to zero is advantageous in terms of the rate of
convergence of TD. However, the bounds on the quality of the limiting approximation
(Tsitsiklis & Van Roy, 1999a) show that if no linear combination of the basis functions
can represent the value function exactly, then the approximation error can be large
for small A (see (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis, 1996)). Therefore, there is a trade off between
how fast TD converges to its limit and the quality of the limit.

6.3 Closing Remarks

In this chapter, we have studied the asymptotic variance of several variants of TD
methods. We have not attempted any study of the transient behavior. There were
earlier works (Singh & Dayan, 1998; Kearns & Singh, 2000) that attempted such
a study for TD with look-up table representations . While (Singh & Dayan, 1998)
considers the mean squared error curves calculated numerically for certain Markov
chains, (Kearns & Singh, 2000) studies several variants of TD by deriving inequalities
that the error satisfies with very high probability. Among other things, these works
argue that for any finite &, the graph of the mean square error (i.e., the “variance” of
r) versus A is U-shaped with the minimum mean square error A decreasing to zero
as k goes to infinity. Note that we have not observed the U-dependence of variance
on A as we restricted ourselves to the asymptotics. However, our bounds suggest that
A = 0 corresponds to the least asymptotic variance.

Our analysis is the first step towards understanding TD with function approxi-
mation. The major drawback of our approach would be that it gives only asymptotic
variance of TD. However, we need a prior estimate of the length of the transient
period to determine which of analyses (asymptotic or transient) is relevant to a par-
ticular situation. Many other issues related to the rate of convergence of TD remain
open. For example, the tightness of bounds established in this chapter needs to be
studied with some examples. Moreover, there are many other observations made in
(Singh & Dayan, 1998) that lack analytical explanations.
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Chapter 7

Rate of Convergence of
two-time-scale stochastic
approximation

In this chapter, we consider two-time-scale stochastic approximation methods and
study their rate of convergence. We characterize the asymptotic variance of these
algorithms and compare it with that of single time-scale algorithms. These results
are to be used later to study the convergence rate of actor-critic methods. In addition,
these results are of independent interest, as they generalize the existing analysis of
averaging methods. They are also applicable to the analysis of the rate of convergence
of existing two-time-scale algorithms.

7.1 Introduction

Two-time-scale stochastic approximation methods (Borkar, 1996) are recursive algo-
rithms in which some of the components are updated using step-sizes that are very
small compared to those of the remaining components. Over the past few years, sev-
eral such algorithms have been proposed for various applications (Konda & Borkar,
1999; Bhatnagar et al., 1999; Konda & Tsitsiklis, 2000a; Konda & Tsitsiklis, 2000b;
Bhatnagar et al., 2000; Baras & Borkar, 1999).

The general setting for two-time-scale algorithms is as follows. Let f(f,r) and
g(6,7) be two unknown functions and let (6*,r*) be the unique solution to the equa-
tions

f6,r)=0,  g(8,r)=0. (7.1)

The functions f(-,-) and g(-,-) are accessible only by simulating or observing a
stochastic system which, given § and r as input, produces F(8,7,V) and G(8,r, W).
Here, V, W are random variables, representing noise, whose distribution satisfies

f(8,r) =E[F(@,r,V)], ¢(8r)=E[G@O,r,W], V6,r.
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Assume that the noise (V,W) in each simulation or observation of the stochastic
system is independent of the noise in all other simulations. In other words, assume
that we have access to an independent sequence of functions F(-, -, ;) and G(-, -, Wy).
Suppose that for any given 8, the stochastic iteration

Ter1 =Tk + VGO, 71, W) (7.2)
is known to converge to some h(f). Furthermore, assume that the stochastic iteration
0k+1 = 9k + ’)’kF(Qk, h(()k), Vk) (73)

is known to converge to §*. Given this information, we wish to construct an algorithm
that solves the system of equations (7.1).

Note that the iteration (7.2) has only been assumed to converge when 6 is held
fixed. This assumption allows us to fix § at a current value 6, run the iteration (7.2)
for a long time, so that 7, becomes approximately equal to h(6;), use the resulting r;,
to update 6 in the direction of F(0, re, Wi), and repeat this procedure. While this
is a sound approach, it requires an increasingly large time between successive updates
of 8. Two-time-scale stochastic approximation methods circumvent this difficulty by
using different step sizes {3¢} and {v} and update 6, and 7y, according to

Opsr = Op+ BeF(Or, 7, Vi),
Te+1 = Tk + ’}’kG(Qk; Tk Wk):

where [ is very small relative to . This makes 6, “quasi-static” compared to 7y
and has an effect similar to fixing 6, and running the iteration (7.2) forever. In turn,
01 sees 7 as a close approximation of h(#;) and therefore its update looks almost the
same as (7.3).

How small should the ratio (i /v be for the above scheme to work? The answer
generally depends on the functions f(-,-) and g(-,-), which are typically unknown.
This leads us to consider a safe choice whereby 5i/vyx — 0. The subject of this chapter
is the convergence rate analysis of the two-time-scale algorithms that result from this
choice. We note here that the analysis is significantly different from the case where
limy, B/~ > 0, which can be handled using existing techniques.

Two-time-scale algorithms have been proved to converge in a variety of contexts
(Borkar, 1996; Konda & Borkar, 1999; Konda & Tsitsiklis, 2000b). However, except
for the special case of Polyak’s averaging, there are no results on their rate of con-
vergence. The existing analyses (Polyak, 1990; Polyak & Juditsky, 1992; Kushner &
Yang, 1993) of Polyak’s methods rely on special structure and are not applicable to
the more general two-time-scale iterations considered here.

The main result of this chapter is a rule of thumb for calculating the asymptotic
covariance of two-time-scale stochastic iterations. For example, consider the special
case of linear iterations:

Ort1 = Ok + Bi(by — A6k — Arorr + Vi), (7.4)
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Thr1r = T+ Yelbe — AnOp — Agory + Wy). (7.5)

We show that the asymptotic covariance matrix of 5 Y %9, is the same as that of
ﬂk_l/ Zﬁ_k, where 8, evolves according to the single-time-scale stochastic iteration:

Ocr1 = Op + Be(by — Ay — Ao + Vi),
0 = b — A219_k - Agz’f-‘k + W,.

Besides the calculation of the asymptotic covariance of 5, Y 20k (Theorem 7.8), we
also establish that the distribution of 5, Y 2(9k — %) converges to a Gaussian with
mean zero and with the above asymptotic covariance (Theorem 7.10). We discuss
extensions of these results to more general non-linear iterations with Markov noise.
There are other possible extensions of these results (such as weak convergence of
paths to a diffusion process) which we do not consider here.

Our results also explain why Polyak’s averaging is optimal. Again, for the sake of
simplicity, consider the linear case. Suppose that we are looking for the solution of

the linear system
Ar=b

in a setting where we only have access to noisy measurements of b— Ar. The standard
algorithm in this setting is

Te+1 = Tk + 'Yk(b — Ar, + Wk), (7.6)

and is known to converge under suitable conditions. (Here, W, represents zero-mean
noise at time k.) In order to improve the rate of convergence, Polyak (Polyak, 1990;
Polyak & Juditsky, 1992) suggests using the average

T (77)

as an estimate of the solution, instead of 7. It was shown in (Polyak, 1990) that if
ke — 00, the asymptotic covariance of /&6 is A™1T" (A’ )—1, where ' is the covari-
ance of Wy. Furthermore, this asymptotic covariance matrix is known to be optimal
(Kushner & Yin, 1997).

The calculation of the asymptotic covariance in (Polyak, 1990) uses the special
averaging structure. We provide here an alternative calculation based on our results.
Note that 8, satisfies the recursion

Ory1 = O +

1
-0 :
k + 1 (Tk k)’ (7 8)
and the iteration (7.6)-(7.8) for rp and 6 is a special case of the two-time-scale
iteration (7.4)-(7.5), with the correspondence b, = 0, A1, = I, Ay, = -1, Vi, = 0,
by = b, Ay =0, Ay = 0. Furthermore, the assumption kv, — oo corresponds to our
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general assumption G /v — 0.
By applying our rule of thumb to the iteration (7.6)-(7.8), we see that the asymp-
totic covariance of (vk + 1) 0 is same as that of (v/k + 1) 6 where 6, satisfies

_ _ 1 .

or

b
[N

O = (A7 + A7'W).

| -

[4

Il
=3

It then follows that the covariance of vk is A~'T' (A’)~", and we recover the result
of (Polyak, 1990; Polyak & Juditsky, 1992).

Finally, we would like to point out the differences between the two-time-scale
iterations we study here and those that arise in the study of the tracking ability
of adaptive algorithms (see (Benveniste et al., 1990)). There, the slow component
represents the movement of underlying system parameters and the fast component
represents the user’s algorithm. The fast component, i.e., the user’s algorithm, does
not affect the slow component. In contrast, we consider iterations in which the fast
component affects the slow one and vice-versa. Furthermore the relevant figures of
merit are different. For example, in (Benveniste et al., 1990) one is mostly interested
in the behavior of the fast component, whereas we focus on the asymptotic covariance
of the slow component.

The outline of the chapter is as follows. In the next section, we consider linear
iterations driven by i.i.d. noise and obtain expressions for the asymptotic covariance
of the iterates. In Section 7.3, we provide a brief discussion of transient behavior. In
Section 7.4, we compare the convergence rate of two-time-scale and their single-time-
scale counterparts. In Section 7.5, we establish asymptotic normality of the iterates
and, in Section 7.6, we discuss extensions to the case of nonlinear iterations driven
by more general noise sequences.

Before proceeding, we introduce some notation. Throughout the chapter, | - |
represents the Euclidean norm of vectors or the induced operator norm of matrices.
Furthermore, I and 0 represent identity and null matrices, respectively. We use the
abbreviation w.p.1. for “with probability one”. We use ¢, ¢1, ¢z, . . . to represent some
constants whose values are not important.

7.2 Linear Iterations
In this section, we consider iterations of the form

Orrr = O + Bu(by — Al ~ Asari + Vi), (7.9)
Teyr = Tk + V(b2 — Anby — Agpre + Wi), (7.10)
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where 6 is in R™, rg is in R™, and by, by, A11, A1, Aoy, Ay are vectors and matrices
of appropriate dimensions.

Before we present our results, we motivate various assumptions that we will need.
The first two assumptions are standard.

Assumption 7.1. The random variables (Vi, W), k = 0,1, ..., are independent of
rg, B, and of each other. They have zero mean and common covariance

EViVy] = Ty,
ElViW,] = Ty =TY,

Assumption 7.2. The step-size sequences {y} and {fBx} are deterministic, positive,
nonincreasing, and satisfy the following:

1. Ek"}’k = Zkﬂk = OC.
2. ﬁka'Yk: — 0.

The key assumption that the step sizes (B and «; are of different orders of mag-
nitude is subsumed by the following.

Assumption 7.3. There exists some € > 0, such that

Br

— — €.
Yk

For the iterations (7.9)-(7.10) to be consistent with the general scheme of two-
time-scale stochastic approximation described in the introduction, we need some as-
sumptions on the matrices A;;. In particular, we need iteration (7.10) to converge to
Az“zl(bz — As10), when 6, is held constant at §. Furthermore, the sequence 8, generated
by the iteration

Or+1 = Ok + Br(br — A12A§2152 — (A — A12A2—21A21)9k + Vi),

which is obtained by substituting Ay, (by — A16%) for 7 in iteration (7.9), should also
converge. Our next assumption is needed for the above convergence to take place.
Let A be the matrix defined by

A = An - A12A2—21A21. (711)

Recall that a square matrix A is said to be Hurwitz if the real part of each eigenvalue
of A is strictly negative.

Assumption 7.4. The matrices — Az, —A are Hurwitz.

It is not difficult to show that, under the above assumptions, (0, r;) converges in
mean square to (6*,7*). The objective of this chapter is to capture the rate at which
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this convergence takes place. Obviously, this rate depends on the step-sizes (G, Vs,
and this dependence can be quite complicated in general. The following assumption
ensures that the rate of mean square convergence of (6, 7x) to (8*,7*) bears a simple
relationship (asymptotically linear) with the step-sizes S, Vi

Assumption 7.5.

1. There ezists a constant 3 > 0 such that
lim(5, - 674 = 6.
2. If e =0 then

lim(vez — %) =0.

3. The matriz — (A — g[) is Hurwitz.

Note that when € > 0, the iterations (7.9)-(7.10) are essentially single-time-scale
algorithms and therefore can be analyzed using existing techniques (Nevel'son &
Has’'minskii, 1973; Kushner & Clark, 1978; Benveniste et al., 1990; Duflo, 1997;
Kushner & Yin, 1997). We include this in our analysis as we would like to study the
behavior of the rate of convergence as € | 0. The following is an example of sequences
satisfying the above assumption with e = 0, 8 = 1/(1,5):

_ B
 (1+k/m)

Yo

’Yk=m, Br

D<ax<l.

Let * € R™ and r* € R™ be the unique solution to the system of linear equations

Anb+Apr = by,
Anb + Agpr = bs.

For each k, let
O =0 — 0",  Fr=1k— Azt (by — Anby), (7.12)
and

Elfl = ﬂk_lE[éké;c]a
Sh o= (55) =6 Eb),

S5 = % Elfsfil,
Zk — l: Ezl 2;]:2 :| .
221 Z:22

Our main result is-the following.
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Theorem 7.6. Under Assumptions 7.1-7.5, and when the constant € of Assump-
tion 7.3 is sufficiently small, the limit matrices

o =imSh, D =lmzf, = =lim¥h (7.13)
exist. Furthermore, the matriz

0 0
0| 28 2%
221 222

1s the unique solution to the following system of equations

AT + 394 - 59 + A2l + 2947, = Iy, (7.14)
ARyD 4504 = Ty, (7.15)
ApS) +304 = Ty (7.16)
Finally,
. € 0 . € 0 . € ]
p= =20, s =5, e =0 717

Proof. Let us first consider the case ¢ = 0. The idea of the proof is to study the
iteration in terms of transformed variables:

b = O,

R 7.18
7y = Lify + T, ( )

for some sequence of n x m matrices {L;} which we will choose so that the faster
time-scale tteration does not involve the slower time-scale variables. To see what
the sequence {Lt} should be, we rewrite the iterations (7.9)-(7.10) in terms of the
transformed variables as shown below (see Subsection 7.7.1 for the algebra leading to
these equations):

Ori1 = Ok — B ( BEO, + Ao ) + BiVi,

_ ~ . _ (7.19)
Fetr = Tr— Y | B50k + BEFE) + Wi + Be(Lpsr + Azg A Vi,

where

BY, = A—ApL,
L, — L
BE = k k+1+&
Yk Ve

ng = %(Lk+1 + Ayy Ag1)Ajs + A

(Lgs1 + A2_21A21)Bf1 — Ago Ly,

We wish to choose {L;} so that B is eventually zero. To accomplish this, we define
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the sequence of matrices {L} by

Lk = 07 OSkSkO)

) ) 7.20
Livi = (Li — wAnLy + BuAy AnBY) (I — 3.BY) YOVE >k, (7.20)

so that BY = 0 for all k > ky. For the above recursion to be meaningful, we need
(I — BeBY,) to be non-singular for all k > ky. This is handled by Lemma 7.11 in the
Appendix, which shows that if %y is sufficiently large, then the sequence of matrices
{Ly} is well defined and also converges to zero.

For every k > kg, we define

i,fl = ﬂk_lE[ék@c],
(5h) = Sh=p6B6,
Elzcz = ’Yk_lE[fk?:;c]-
Using the transformation (7.18), it is easy to see that

k k
211 = E11:

k k k
Z312 = EnL;c + E12,

B = S+ (%) (03t + St + Lok

Since L — 0, we obtain

s sk sk
hlrcn Xh = h}rcn X1
S R TR ot
lim¥y, = limXy,

k k
sk Sk
11]£n 3o, = hlrcn X1,

provided that the limits exist.

To compute limy, 3%,, we use Eq. (7.19), the fact that B, = 0 for large enough
k, the fact that BE, converges to Ag,, and some algebra, to arrive at the following
recursion for 2%,

Sht = 85 + m(Dar — A%, — 5, AY, + 65,(5%,)), (7.21)
where 6%,(-) is some matrix-valued affine function (on the space of matrices) such that
lim 05, (292) =0,  for all Ty,.

Since —Aj, is Hurwitz, it follows (see Lemma 7.12 in the Appendix) that the limit

lim 8%, = im £, = O
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exists, and Eg%) satisfies Eq. (7.16).
Similarly, ¥, satisfies

21;;1 =55 + e (Ty2 — szgg) - ilfz he + 5fz(j]1€2>) (7.22)

where, as before, 6%,(-) is an affine function that goes to zero. (The coefficients of this
affine function depend, in general, on 3%, but the important property is that they
tend to zero as k — 00.) Since —Ajyy is Hurwitz, the limit

lim £f, = lim &f, = »{0
exists and satisfies Eq. (7.15). Finally, ©%, satisfies
S = I 46 (Fu — ApS{ - A7, - ASE - Sh A
+A5h + h(Sh), (7.23)

where 6f;(-) is some affine function that goes to zero. (Once more, the coefficients
of this affine function depend, in general, on X%, and 3%, but they tend to zero as

k — o0.) Since — (A — gl ) is Hurwitz, the limit
lim£f, = lim £}, = =

exists and satisfies Eq. (7.14).

The above arguments show that for € = 0, the limit matrices in (7.13) exist and
satisfy Egs. (7.14)-(7.16). To complete the proof, we need to show that these limit
matrices exist for sufficiently small € > 0 and that the limiting relations (7.17) hold.

As this part of the proof uses standard techniques, we will only outline the analysis.
Define for each k,

The linear iterations (7.9)-(7.10) can be rewritten in terms of Zj as

Zy+1 = 2 — PeBrZi + BrUk.

where Uy is a sequence of independent random vectors and {By} is a sequence of
deterministic matrices. Using the assumption that Sx/v. converges to €, it can be
shown that the sequence of matrices By, converges to some matrix B() and, similarly,
that

lim E[U,U;] = I
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for some matrix I'®). Furthermore, when € > 0 is sufficiently small, it can be shown
that — (B(E) — gI ) is Hurwitz. It then follows from standard theorems (see for e.g.

(Polyak, 1976)) on the asymptotic covariance of stochastic approximation methods,
that the limit

lim 6 E[ 2. 2;]

exists and satisfies a linear equation whose coefficients depend smoothly on ¢ (the
coefficients are infinitely differentiable w.r.t. €). Since the components of the above
limit matrix are 2&?, 2562) and Eg;) modulo some scaling, the latter matrices also satisfy
a linear equation which depends on €. The explicit form of this equation is tedious
to write down and does not provide any additional insight for our purposes. We note
however, that when we set € to zero, this system of equations becomes the same as
Egs. (7.14)-(7.16) . Since Egs. (7.14)-(7.16) have a unique solution, the system of
equations for Eﬁ), 2§2 and Zgg also has unique solution for all sufficiently small .
Furthermore, the dependence of the solution on € is smooth because the coefficients
are smooth in €. O

Remark 7.7. The transformations used in the above proof are inspired by those used
to study singularly perturbed ordinary differential equations (Kokotovic, 1984). How-
ever, most of these transformations were time-invariant because the perturbation pa-
rameter was constant. In such cases, the matrix L satisfies a static Riccati equation
instead of the recursion (7.20). In contrast, our transformations are time-varying
because our “perturbation” parameter B;/~x is time-varying.

In most applications, the iterate r; corresponds to some auxiliary parameters and one
is mostly interested in the asymptotic covariance Zﬁ) of 8. Note that according to
Theorem 7.6, the covariance of the auxiliary parameters is of the order of 7;, whereas
the covariance of 0y is of the order of 5. With two time scales, one can potentially
improve the rate of convergence of §, (compared to a single time-scale algorithm)
by sacrificing the rate of convergence of the auxiliary parameters. To make such
comparisons possible, we need an alternative interpretation of Zﬁ), that does not
explicitly refer to the system (7.14)-(7.16). This is accomplished by our next result,
which provides a useful tool for the design and analysis of two-time-scale stochastic
approximation methods.

Theorem 7.8. The asymptotic covariance matriz ZE(P of Bi, Y %0, is the same as the
asymptotic covariance of G, 1 %0k, where B is generated by

9_k+1 = O+ B (b — Anby, — A7y + Vi),
O = b2 - A210k — Azz’)'-'k + Wk

In other words,

=9 = lim 57 E (6.5
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Proof. We start with Egs. (7.14)-(7.16) and perform some algebraic manipulations to

eliminate 25‘;) and Eg%) This leads to a single equation for Z}H , of the form

ASD + 2OA - g8l = Ty — ApAGIT, — 112 (Ah,) Tt AL,
+ A1 A% Tag (A%y)~ A,12-
Note that the r.h.s. of the above equation is exactly the covariance of Vj — A1 A5 Wy

Therefore, the asymptotic covariance of ; is same as the asymptotic covariance of
the following stochastic approximation:

Ors1 = O + Br(— 00 + Vi — A Az Wh).
O

Remark. The single-time-scale stochastic approximation procedure in Theorem 7.8
is not implementable when the matrices A;; are unknown. The theorem establishes
that two-time-scale stochastic approximation performs as well as if these matrices are
known.

7.3 Separation of Time-scales

The results of the previous section show that the asymptotic covariance matrix of
B, Y %0y, is independent of the step-size schedule {~;} for the fast iteration if

B

— — 0.
Yk

In this section, we want to understand, at least qualitatively, the effect of the step-
sizes yx on the transient behavior. To do this, recall the recursions (7.21)-(7.23)
satisfied by the covariance matrices >* :

SEH = SE 4 BTy — Apsl) — 25‘9

—AE'fl — SE A - BTE 4 88 (BF),
%}1;;1 = 2113 + (T2 — A12E(22) Elfz by + OF (Elfz))
St = B5 4 ve(Tas — ApXh, — B8, 4L, + 65,(2E)),

where the 5:‘;() are affine functions that tend to zero as k tends to infinity. Using
explicit calculations, it is easy to verify that the error terms 6§°j are of the form

g = Ak - zé‘?) +(Z5, - =) 41, + 0(8),
5 = Al - >+O(ﬁk>

Yk
ﬂk)
5k = O(— .
& Y
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To clarify the meaning of the above relations, the first one states that the affine
function 6%, (311) is the sum of the constant term Aio(Sk, — £0) + (S5, — Y41,
and another affine function of ©¥, whose coefficients are proportional to 3.

The above relations show that the rate at which $*, converges to zﬁ) depends on
the rate at which ©%, converges to Eﬁ?, through the term 6%,. The rate of convergence
of f)’{é, in turn, depends on that of 212“2, through the term &%,. Since the step-size in
the recursions for £%, and %, is %, and the error terms in these recursions are pro-
portional to B/, the transients depend on both sequences {v.} and {8y/vx}. But
each sequence has a different effect. When ~; is large, instability or large oscillations
of r are possible. On the other hand, when G /7 is large, the error terms 52“3- can be
large and can prolong the transient period. Therefore, one would like to have Gx /v
decrease to zero quickly, while at the same time avoiding large ;. Apart from these
loose guidelines, it appears difficult to obtain a characterization of desirable step-size
schedules.

7.4 Single Time-scale vs. Two Time-scales

In this section, we compare the optimal asymptotic covariance of g, 1 %0, that can
be obtained by a realizable single-time-scale stochastic iteration, with the optimal
asymptotic covariance that can be obtained by a realizable two-time-scale stochastic
iteration. The optimization is to be carried out over a set of suitable gain matrices
that can be used to modify the algorithm, and the optimality criterion to be used is
one whereby a matrix covariance matrix ¥ is preferable to another covariance matrix
Y if £ — 3 is nonzero and nonnegative definite.

Recall that Theorem 7.8 established that the asymptotic covariance of a two-time-
scale iteration is the same as in a related single-time-scale iteration. However, the
related single-time-scale iteration was unrealizable, unless the matrix A is known. In
contrast, in this section we compare realizable iterations, that do not require explicit
knowledge of A (although knowledge of A would be required in order to select the
best possible realizable iteration).

We now specify the classes of stochastic iterations that we will be comparing.

1. We consider two-time-scale iterations of the form

Or+1 = Op + BuGi(by — A6k — Ao + Vi),
Tkr1 = Te+ Ye(be — Anbr — Agore + Wy).

Here, G; is a gain matrix, which we are allowed to choose in a manner that
o . . ~1/2
minimizes the asymptotic covariance of 3, / 0.

2. We consider single-time scale iterations, in which we have 7, = (G, but in
which we are allowed to use an arbitrary gain matrix G, in order to minimize
the asymptotic covariance of 3, 1/ *0y. Concretely, we consider iterations of the
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form

011 [ O { b1 — A6 — Arare + Vi
= G ;
[ Th+1 } e | T B by — A1k — Azori + Wi

We then have the following result.

Theorem 7.9. Under Assumptions 7.1-7.5, and with € = 0, the minimal possible
asymptotic covariance of B, 1 29k, when the gain matrices G, and G can be chosen
freely, is the same for the two classes of stochastic iterations described above.

Proof. The single-time-scale iteration is of the form
Zr1 = Zp + BeG(b— AZL + Uy),

where

) Vi
e (] we[4)

b An A
SR s

As is well known (Kushner & Yin, 1997), the optimal (in the sense of positive definite-
ness) asymptotic covariance of G, Y2 7 over all possible choices of G is the covariance
of A71U;. We note that the top block of A7*Uy is equal to A=} (Vy, — A2 Az We). Tt
then follows that the optimal asymptotic covariance matrix of g, 1 ?f, is the covari-
ance of A™Y(V;, — A12 A Wh).

For the two-time-scale iteration, Theorem 7.8 shows that for any choice of G, the
asymptotic covariance is the same as for the single-time-scale iteration:

and

Ori1 = Ok + BrG1(by — Al + Vi — AR A7 W),

From this, it follows that the optimal asymptotic covariance of 3, Y %6, is the covari-
ance of A~} (Vi — A3 A5 W,,), which is the same as for single-time-scale iterations. [

7.5 Asymptotic Normality

In Section 7.2, we showed that 8;'E[f,6,] converges to ©\7. The proof techniques
used in that section do not extend easily (without stronger assumptions) to the non-
linear case. For this reason, we develop here a different result, namely, the asymptotic
normality of 8, which is easier to extend to the nonlinear case. In particular, we show
that the distribution of 3, 1 2§k converges to a zero-mean normal distribution with
covariance matrix Eg(i). The proof is similar to the one presented in (Polyak, 1990)
for stochastic approximation with averaging.
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Theorem 7.10. If Assumptions 7.1-7.5 hold with € = 0, then ﬁk_l/zék COnVeETges in
distribution to N(0, Zﬁ)).

Proof. Recall the iterations (7.19) in terms of transformed variables 8 and 7. Assum-
ing that k is large enough so that B% = 0, these iterations can be written as

Orer = (I — B0y — BrAiafe + BeVi + ﬂk5;(cl),
Trkr1 = (I —YeAo)e + Wi + ﬁk5;i2) + Be(Liy1 + 457 Aoy Vi,

where (5,9) and 5,9) are given by

6’(cl) = A]2Lk§k>
5152) = —(Lip + Az Azy) AroTe.

Using Theorem 7.6, E[|0;|*]/8, and E{|7|?]/v are bounded, which implies that

EI6") < oBelLel?,
E[6P1 < ey, (7.24)

for some constant ¢ > 0. Without loss of generality assume ko = 0 in (7.19). For each
i, define the sequence of matrices ©% and R}, j > 1 as

0 = I,
@;+1 = ﬁ]A@z Vi >4,
R, = 1,

R;LH_I = R; - ’YjAzgR;, VJ Z 1.

Using the above matrices, 7, and 6; can be rewritten as

k-1
B, = 636, — Z B0} Avati + Z BOLV; + Z BiOLEY, (7.25)
and
k—1 k—1
7 = RSfo+ > _wRIW: + ) BRI + Z BiRL(Liys + Ayt An Vi (7.26)
=0 =0 i=0

Substituting the r.h.s. of Eq. (7.26) for 7 in Eq. (7.25), and dividing by ,6;/ ? we have

k-1
6% = ﬁe‘)eﬁ;@ bz (B V2R ) + ;@@’( ;1250)

+SV + 87 + 8
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k-1

+> VBOLV: + AnAy W), (7.27)

i=0

- B |
&, = /20, k21,
k ﬂk; k
k-1 o i—1 )
S = D AOiAn (ﬂ{”@ﬁﬂ%ﬁéﬁ”) ,
i=0 j=0

k—1 i—1
S,?) = Zﬁié?cAu (ﬁi_lﬂ ZﬁijJ' (Lj+1 + A2_21A21)V}) ’
i=0 j=0

where

k-1 i—1 k-1
SP = S VBOLALY wRIW, - Y VBl AnAZW;.
=0 j=0 3=0

We wish to prove that the various terms in Eq. (7.27), with the exception of the last
one, converge in probability to zero. Note that the last term is a martingale and
therefore, can be handled by appealing to a central limit theorem for martingales.
Some of the issues we encounter in the remainder of the proof are quite standard,
and in such cases we will only provide an outline.
To better handle each the various terms in Eq. (7.27), we need approximations of
i and R}. To do this, consider the nonlinear map A +— exp(A) from square matrices
to square matrices. A simple application of the inverse function theorem shows that
this map is a diffeomorphism (differentiable, one-to-one with differentiable inverse) in
a neighborhood of the origin. Let us denote the inverse of exp(-) by In(-). Since In(-)
is differentiable around I = exp(0), the function ¢ — In(/ —eA) can be expanded into
Taylor’s series for sufficiently small € as follows:

In(7 — €A) = —e(A — E(ﬁ))a

where commutes with A and lim,_,o E(€) = 0. Assuming, without loss of generality,
that v and By are small enough for the above approximation to hold, we have for
k>0,

k-1
O = exp (— > Bi(A- E](-l))) )

j=i

k-1
Ry = exp (—Zw(An —EJ‘-”)), (7.28)

j=i

for some sequence of matrices {E,Ei)},z' = 1,2, converging to zero. To obtain a similar
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representation for ©%, note that Assumption 7.5(1) implies

ﬂﬁ = (1+ Bules + B), (7.29)
k+1

for some g, — 0. Therefore, using the fact that 1 + z = exp(z(1 — o(z))) and Eq.

(7.28), we have
k-1 B
Ot = exp (—Zﬂj ((A— §I> —E](g))) ; (7.30)

(3)
k

for some sequences of matrices E; " converging to zero. Furthermore, it is not difficult

to see that the matrices E,ii),i = 1,2,3, commute with the matrices A, Aj; and
A — (B/2)I respectively. Since —A, — (A — (8/2)I) and — Ay, are Hurwitz, using
standard Lyapunov techniques we have for some constants ¢;, ¢y > 0,

k-1
max(|0}],[6;]) < ciexp (—Cz 53') ;

o
_ k—1

Ry < crexp (—CQZ’YJ') . (7.31)
j=t

Therefore it is easy to see that the first term in Eq. (7.27) goes to zero w.p.1. To
prove that the second term goes to zero w.p.1., note that In 5; ~ ﬂz;;t B; (cf. Eq.
(7.29)) and therefore for some ¢;,¢; > 0

-1 b
5;1/21%27’0‘ < crexp (—02 JZ:;(% - gﬁj)) !

which goes to zero as ¢ — oo (Assumption 7.3). Therefore, it follows from Lemma
7.13 that the second term also converges to zero w.p.1. Using (7.24) and Lemma 7.13
it is easy to see that the third term in Eq. (7.27) converges in the mean (i.e., in L;)

to zero. Next, consider EHS,EI)H. Using (7.24) we have for some positive constants
1, C2 and cs,
E {

i—1
—-1/2 i o(2
67> bR
=0

i1 i1
<a Z’Yj exp (_ 2(02% — C3ﬁl)) \/E
3=0 = K

Since 3;/v; — 0, Lemma 7.13 implies that S,(cl) converges in the mean to zero. To
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study S,(cz), consider

2
E

i—1
g > BiRILjw + Az An)V;
j=0

Since the Vj, are zero mean i.i.d., the above term is bounded above by

i-1 i—1
1 Z Vi €Xp (" E(Cz’)’z - Csﬁz)) %
7=0

I=j J

for some constants ¢;, ¢, and c3. Lemma 7.13 implies that .S ,Sz) converges in the mean

to zero. Finally, consider S,(f). By interchanging the order of summation, it can be
rewritten as

k-1 k—1
Z VB9 % Zﬁi (@?)_1 ApR! — ApAzt | W (7.32)
7=0 7 i=j

Since — Ay is Hurwitz, we have
oo
A2_21 =/ exp(—Aggt)dt,
0

and we can rewrite the term inside the brackets in Eq. (7.32) as

k-1

S (22 (o) - 1) aur

=y 53"}’1'
k-1 . Ef;jl Vi

+A12 (Z ")’ZRz - / eXp(—Azzt)dt)
i=j 0

k-1
—1‘11214521 exXp (— Z ’)’iAzz) .
=7

We consider each of these terms separately. To analyze the first term, we wish to
obtain an “exponential” representation for v;5;/8;v;. It is not difficult to see from
Assumptions 7.5(1),(2) that

Br+1

Ye+1

= %(1 — E&Vk)
= %exp(—sm + O(ex 7))

where €, — 0. Therefore, using Eqgs. (7.28), (7.30), and the mean value theorem, we
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have

ZJ_i’ (@g)‘l — ]‘ < a sup e+ B/ ) (Z’ﬂ) exp (sz (&1 + B/ )y )
i

which in turn implies, along with Lemma 7.14 (with p = 1) and Assumption 7.3, that
the first term is bounded in norm by csup; ;(e;+ /) for some constant ¢ > 0. The
second term is the difference between an integral and its Riemannian approximation
and therefore is bounded in norm by csup,s ;v for some constant ¢ > 0. Finally,
since —Ajg; is Hurwitz, the norm of the third term is bounded above by

kE—1
C1 €Xp (—Cz Z ’Yz‘)
i=j

2
for some constants ¢;,c; > 0. An explicit computation of £ “S,El)‘ ], using the fact

that (Vi, Wy) is zero-mean i.i.d., and an application of Lemma 7.13 shows that S,El)

converges to zero in the mean square. Therefore the distribution of 3, Y20, converges
to asymptotic distribution of the martingale comprising of the remaining terms. To
complete the proof, we use the standard central limit theorem for martingales (see
(Duflo, 1997)). The key assumption of this theorem is Lindberg’s condition which, in
our case, boils down to the following: for each € > 0,

lim " B[ IXPPH{xY) 2 ¢

i=0

where [ is the indicator function and for each 7 < k,

X® = \/BOL(V; + ApAZW,).

The verification of this assumption is quite standard. O

7.6 Nonlinear Iterations

In previous sections, we studied linear iterations driven by zero-mean i.i.d. noise. In
this section, we discuss the extension of the asymptotic normality result to nonlinear
iterations driven by Markov noise. We will only present an informal sketch of the
extension because the details are quite tedious and technical. Although, we will not
attempt to extend the result to the most general case, the iterations we consider here
are more general than those considered in earlier sections.

We consider the iterations

Okv1 = O+ B (Or, i, Xi),
Ter1 = T8+ %GOk, 7, X&),

121



which we assume to converge to (8*,7*), where S, v, are nonnegative step-sizes with
the same properties as before, and where { X, } is a stochastic-process evolving on some
state space X. For each k, the next state Xz, is generated from Xy, 6,7, using a
transition probability kernel Py, ,, from a given family {F,,}. For each fixed 8, r,, we
assume that the Markov chain with transition probability kernel P, is ergodic, with
steady state expectation denoted by Fjy .

Since 0, — 6* and §; — 0, and using the same notation ék = 6, — 0%, the
limiting distribution of 5, Y %6, depends only on the “local” behavior of the algorithm
around (6*,7*). To study this local behavior, consider the steady state expectations
of update-directions in the above iterations:

f(0,r) = Ea,.[F(,r Xe)],
glb,r) = Eg,[G(8,r, X))l

Suppose f(-,-) and g(-,-) are continuously differentiable around (6*,7*) with

Ap = —g—g(ﬂ*,r*),
A = —g—iw*,r*),
Ay = —%(0*,7"*),
Ay = —%(9*, ),

satisfying Assumption 7.4 of Section 2. Linearizing the iterations around (6*,7*) we
have

Orir = On— Bu(Aube + Argfy — Vi — ES))’

fro = x— Ye(Anbr + Aggfy — Wi — 5(k2))-

Here, Vi, Wy represent the difference between the samples of F, G and their steady
state expected values:

‘/k = f(gk,rk) —F(Gkarkan)a

Wi = g0, %) — GOk, 7%, Xi),

and sS), 51(5) represent the errors due to linearization:

82:1) — f(ekn rk) + Auék + Alkas
e, = g(0k,mx) + Anby + Anfy.

Note that the above iterations are similar to (7.9) and (7.10) except that V; and W, are
no more zero-mean i.i.d., and we also have the additional error terms sg), 6,(3). Since
(Ok,7r) converges to (6*,r*) and the linear approximation errors are bounded above
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by c(16x]2 + 17%]2) for (Bk, i) sufficiently close to (6*,7), it is intuitive that these
errors will not contribute to the asymptotic distribution of G, Y *8,.. Furthermore,
although the sequence {{Vi, W)} is not i.i.d., it can be decomposed into a martingale
difference term and some other terms whose contribution to the asymptotic behavior
of §;, and ry, is, again, negligible (see (Benveniste et al., 1990),(Kushner & Yin, 1997)).
Finally, note that the proof of asymptotic normality of Section 3 works even if (V},, Wy)
are martingale differences under ap/propnate conditions. Therefore, one can expect
that even in the nonlinear case 8, /(6 — 6*) converges in distribution to N(0, Z(O))

where the asymptotic covariance matrices Zij 4,7 = 1,2, satisfy Egs. (7.14), (7.15)
and (7.16). To figure out what I" should be, note that, in the linear case, it is the
covariance matrix in the central limit theorem (CLT) for the sequence (Vi, Wy). For

the case of Markov noise, it is the covariance matrix in the CLT for the sequence
H*(Xk) = (F*(Xk), G*(Xk)) where

F*(:} = F(#",r",),
G() = G(6°7%,-).

This covariance matrix has the following explicit representation in terms of the steady
state expectation E*[] = Ep: ,+[] (see (Meyn & Tweedie, 1993)):

T = E'[H"(Xo)H*(Xo)} + Y E*[H (Xo)H*(Xy) ] + Y E*[H(Xx) H*(Xo)']
k=1 k=1

An alternative representation for Eﬁ), in the spirit of Theorem 7.8, is as the asymp-
totic covariance of 8, satisfying the linear iteration:

ki1 = O + Be(—A0 + F* (X)) — A2 Az G* (X)),

where {X;} is the Markov chain corresponding to (6*,7*) and A is given by (7.11).

7.7 Auxiliary Results

This section contains proofs of some auxiliary results used earlier in this chapter.

7.7.1 Verification of Eq. (7.19)

Without loss of generality, assume that by = by = 0. Then, 8* = 0 and
O = 0y, = 6y,
and, using the definition of 7 [cf. Egs. (7.12) and (7.18)], we have

Ty = Lkgk + f'k
= Lp0, +r+ A;21A219k (7:33)
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= T+ Miby,
where
To verify the equation for é;cﬂ = 041, we use the recursion for 6.1, to obtain
Ore1 = Ok — Be(Anbe + Arori, — Vi)
= Ok — Bu(Anbe + Aroie — Ao (Li + A5 Ag1)b — Vi)
= Or — Be(Anbe — A2 A% Anbk — ALy + A — Vi)

= Op — Be(AOy — AL + A1a7r) + 5 Vi
= O — Bu(BY0 + Ar2Tr) + BV,

where the last step made use of the definition BY, = A — A)3L;.
To verify the equation for 741, we first use the definition (7.33) of 71, and then
the update formulas for 6r,; and 741, to obtain

Fry1 = T+ (Az Aor + Liy1)0k
= 7 — ’)’k(Aglak + Aoori — Wk) + (A2_21A21 + Lk+1)9k+1
= T — Yk (A219k + App (Fre — (L + Agy An)0r) — Wk)
+(A% Azt + Liy1)0ea
= 1% — Ye(ATr — Ao L — Wi) + Mi116k11
= Tp+ Miy10r — vi(A2Te — Az L — W)
— B Miey1(BF 8y + Araf, — Vi)

L, — L
= 7+ Ml — [w

— ApLk + &Mk+lBi€1} Ok + v Wi
Ve Yk

—Yk (Azz + %Mk-%-lAlz) Tr + e Mpr1 Vi
= Tp— " (Bé:lék + Bngk) + Wy + ﬁkMk+1‘/k;
which is the desired formula.

7.7.2 Convergence of the Recursion (7.20)

Lemma 7.11. For ko sufficiently large, the (deterministic) sequence of matrices { L}
defined by Eq. (7.20) is well defined and converges to zero.

Proof. The recursion (7.20) can be rewritten, for k > ko, as

Lis1 = (I = An) Ly + Be(Az AnBfy + (I — weAn)Li BE)(I — B BE)™,  (7.34)
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which is of the form
Liy1 = (I — vA) Ly + B Dir(Ly),

for a matrix-valued function Dy (L) defined in the obvious manner. This function has
the following properties. When kg is chosen large enough and & > kg, the step-size
is small enough. As long as |Li| < 1, we have |B| = |A — A;3Li| < ¢, for some
absolute constant c¢. With §; small enough, the matrix I — 8, BY, is invertible, and
satisfies |(I — B B,) Y| < 2. With |B¥ | bounded by ¢, we have

|Azs A1 Byy + (I — veAz) L BY | < d(1+ |Ly),

for some absolute constant d. To summarize, when kg is chosen small enough, and as
long as |Lg| < 1, we have |Dy(Li)| < 2d.

Recall now that the sequence Ly is initialized with Ly, = 0. The unperturbed
iteration Lgy1 = (1 — v, A22) Ly is stable, because — A,y is assumed to be Hurwitz.
Using a quadratic Lyapunov function for this unperturbed iteration, and invoking
the assumption Bx/yx — 0, a standard induction on k shows that the sequence |Lg|
generated by the perturbed iteration Li.; = (I — v Ag2) L + Bx Dir(Lt) is bounded by
1, and that the quadratic Lyapunov function converges to zero, which then implies
that Ly converges to zero. O

7.7.3 Linear Matrix Iterations

Consider a linear matrix iteration of the form
Tir1 = X + BT — A — ZB + 6 (k)

for some square matrices A, B, step-size sequence [, and sequence of matrix-valued
affine functions & (-). Assume

1. The real parts of the eigenvalues of A are positive and the real parts of the
eigenvalues of B are nonnegative. (The roles of A and B can also be inter-
changed.)

2. [ is positive and

Br — 0, Z,@k:oo.
k

3. limk 6k() =0.

We then have the following standard result whose proof can be found, for example,
in (Polyak, 1976).

Lemma 7.12. For any 3, lim; Xy = E* ezists and is the unique solution to the
equation

AXY+3¥B =T.

125



7.7.4 Convergence of Some Series

We provide here some lemmas that are used in the proof of asymptotic normality.
Throughout this subsection, {~} is a positive sequence such that

1. v — 0, and

2. ) Y = 00.

Furthermore, {t;} is the sequence defined by
k-1

to =0, tk:Z'Yk: k> 0.
=0

Lemma 7.13. For any nonnegative sequence {0z} that converges to zero and any
p > 0, we have

k k-1 p k-1
11}3’1;’)/]' (Zz:; 'y,-) exp (— ;%) §; =0. (7.35)
Proof. Let 6(-) be a nonnegative function on [0, co) defined by
8(8) = 0k, tre <t < tps
Then it is easy to see that for any kg > 0,

k k-1 \P k-1 t
Z ¥ (Z *yz-) exp (— Z fy,-) 8 = / (tr — s)Pe=B=95(s)ds + e,
i=j i=j try

j=ko
where
k k—1 p k—1
1 <e) 5 () oo (- X5
=k \i=j i=j
for some constant ¢ > 0. Therefore for &y sufficiently large, we have

k k—1 P k—1 ) "

i lim; [, 6(s)(t — s)Pe~(t—%)ds

hin Z Vi (Z ’Yi) exp (— Z%) 5 < ¢ Jo 9(s)( ) _
i=j i=j

j=ko 1 — csupgsp, k

To calculate the above limit, note that
¢
/ sPe™%5(t — s)ds
0

T
< lim(sup |5(s)|)/ sPe"%ds
t s>t—T 0
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+sup|6(s)|/ sPe™*ds

s T

— sup|5(s)| / Pesds.
s T

Since T is arbitrary, the above limit is zero. Finally, note that the limit in Eq. (7.35)
does not depend on the starting limit of the summation. O

Lemma 7.14. For each p > 0, there exists K, > 0O such that for any k > j > 0,
k i—1 p i—1
S (z%) exp (— Z%) <K,
i=j I=7 I=j
Proof. For all j sufficiently large, we have

k i—1 p i—1 (te—t;) _p_—r
TPe Tdr

E Vi (E %) exp (— E ’Yz) < Ik

i=j I=; I=3

1—c¢ Sup;>; Vi

for some ¢ > 0. O

7.8 Closing Remarks
There are many ways of studying the rate of convergence of stochastic approximation:

1. One approach is based on the central limit theorem for martingales (Kushner
& Clark, 1978; Duflo, 1997).

2. Another approach is to compare the asymptotic behavior of the algorithm with
that of a diffusion (Nevel’son & Has’minskii, 1973; Kushner & Huang, 1979;
Benveniste et al., 1990).

3. Finally, rates of convergence can be obtained by using large deviation techniques
(Kushner, 1984; Dupuis & Kushner, 1985; Dupuis & Kushner, 1987; Dupuis,
1988; Dupuis & Kushner, 1989).

Ours is the first attempt at the study of the rate of convergence of two-time-scale
stochastic approximation using any of the above mentioned approaches. Although
Polyak’s averaging methods (Polyak, 1990; Polyak & Juditsky, 1992) are also two-
time-scale iterations, the existing analysis is not extendable to general two-time scale
iterations. Similarly, although two-time-iterations arise in the study of the tracking
ability (Benveniste et al., 1990) of adaptive algorithms, the iterations encountered in
that context have a special structure that may not be present in the general iterations
we studied in this chapter.

Finally, our results are contrary to the common belief that the introduction of
two-time-scale slows down the convergence of 8;. This discrepancy is due to the fact
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that the two-time-scales are introduced by increasing the speed of evolution of 7,
rather than slowing down the evolution of 6;. This process might slow down the
convergence of 7 but does not hamper the possibility of achieving an optimal rate of
convergence for 8.
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Chapter 8

Rate of convergence of
Actor-Critic Algorithms

In this chapter, the results of the previous chapter are used to study the rate of
convergence of the actor-critic algorithms proposed in this thesis. To simplify the
presentation and the analysis, only episodic variants of algorithms for total reward
problems are studied in this chapter. However, it is known that the asymptotic
behavior of episodic versions is not too different from that of non-episodic versions
(Marbach & Tsitsiklis, 2001; Marbach, 1998) and the qualitative conclusions of this
chapter hold for other objective criteria as well.

In episodic versions, the parameters are updated only when the system visits
the terminal state. Therefore, the policy used by the actor during the course of
a single trajectory (or episode) is constant. Furthermore, the increment by which
the parameters are updated is equal to the sum of all individual increments, each
corresponding to a transition in the trajectory.

The rate of convergence of our algorithms will be compared with that of known
actor-only methods (Williams, 1992; Marbach & Tsitsiklis, 2001; Baxter & Barlett,
1999; Glynn, 1987) which we discuss in the next section. Later, it is shown that
the rate of convergence of actor-only and actor-critic algorithms with a TD(1) critic
are the same. Therefore, it is argued that, for the rate of convergence of actor-critic
algorithms to be better than that of actor-only methods, it is essential that the critic
use TD(A) with A < 1 and basis functions to approximate the true value function.

8.1 Actor-only Methods

Like actor-critic methods, actor-only methods also optimize over a parametric family
of policies. They too use the same formulas as in Chapter 2 to estimate the gradient
of overall reward. However, they do not rely on a critic to estimate state-decision
or state value functions. Instead, for each gradient estimate, they obtain estimates
of state-decision values from simulation and use these in place of the actual state-
decision values in the gradient formulas. Therefore, unlike actor-critic algorithms in
which the estimates of state-decision values are stored and updated, these methods
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generate a new independent estimate for each update of the policy parameters. For
this reason, one suspects that, actor-critic algorithms make better use of simulation
information and therefore should converge faster than the corresponding actor-only
methods. We will show in the next section that this is not always true.

We consider the following actor-only method for the total reward problem from
(Williams, 1992) which is essentially the same as the algorithms in (Marbach &
Tsitsiklis, 2001), with appropriate modifications. This actor-only method will be
compared to actor-critic algorithms. We consider the optimization of expected total
reward over a parametric family of RSPs {ug;8 € R™} of the MDP described in
Section 2.5.

During the course of the algorithm several trajectories ending in the terminal state
t of the MDP are simulated sequentially. After each termination, the starting state
of the next trajectory is chosen according to a fixed distribution £. Let 7, denote the
time step in which the terminal state ¢ is visited for the k** time. For each k, the k™
trajectory, from time 7 to time 74,1, is simulated using the policy corresponding to
f;. At time 7.1, the parameters of the algorithm are updated as follows:

Tet1—1
Orr1 = O + B Z 9(Xi, U Z;
=1 +1
where for 7, <1 < 7544,
l e . -~
Zi= ) N (X, Us), (8.1)

j=me+1

where A is an algorithm parameter. This algorithm was proposed in (Marbach &
Tsitsiklis, 2001) with X = 1. However, this reference also suggests the use of A less
than but close to one to improve the rate of convergence of these algorithms at the
cost of introducing a small bias into the estimate of the gradient.

It is not difficult to see that for A = 1, the increment in the above algorithm is
an estimate of the gradient of the total reward corresponding to policy 6. In other
words, expectation of the update increment given that the policy is # is exactly the
gradient of the total reward Va(#). The rate of convergence of this algorithm, with
A = 1, is now studied using some informal calculations. However, these can be easily
formalized using the results of (Benveniste et al., 1990).

It is proved in (Marbach & Tsitsiklis, 2001) that the sequence {Va(6:)} converges
to zero. We will also assume that the sequence {6} converges to #*. To analyse the
algorithm, rewrite it in a form amenable to analysis. Note that the algorithm is of
the form

Or+1 = Ok + B Va(br) + B M,

where M} denotes the noise in the estimate of Va(8y) (cf. Section 2.5). Since 6
converges to 8%, we must have Va(6*) = 0, and therefore the noise term M can be
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approximated by the noise in the update increment when the current policy is 6%,
and V&(f) can be approximated by its linear term —A(f, — 6*) where —A is the
Hessian of a(-) at #*. In other words, My can be approximated by a sequence of
ii.d. estimates of the gradient V&(8*) (which is equal to zero). Suppose that 6* is
an isolated local maximum and A is a positive definite matrix. Then, the asymptotic
variance of 0 in the above algorithm should be the same as that of the following
iteration:

Orsr = O — B (B — 67) + My, (8.2)

where the M,’s arei.i.d. estimates of the gradient of the total reward corresponding to
the policy 6*. It is sufficient for our purposes to characterize the asymptotic variance
of actor-only algorithms in such a context.

8.2 Actor-Critic Methods

In this section, we wish to obtain a linear iteration of the form (8.2) which character-
izes the rate of convergence of episodic variants of actor-critic methods for the total
reward problem described in the previous section. We assume that in the algorithms
the policy parameter 6 converges to §*. Although our convergence analysis does not
imply such convergence in general, we make this assumption to simplify the analysis.
Furthermore, a fair comparison of actor-only and actor-critic methods is possible only
when both converge.

As the episodic variants of the actor-critic methods for total reward problems have
not been considered so far, a brief description is given below. The simulation of the
MDP for these variants is the same as for actor-only methods. The critic parameters
and the actor parameters are updated only after the termination of a trajectory. The
critic update is given by:

Tk+1—1

Thtl = Tk + Yk Z di 2,

l=11+1

where for 7, <! < 741, d; represents the temporal difference at time I:
di = (X, Uh) + o, (Xiv1, Ungr) — ridpe (X, O0),

and the Z; represent eligibility traces:

{
Zl: Z )\l—j(bgk(‘)zj?fjj)'

J=7k+1
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The actor update is given by:

Tk—l

Or1 = Ok + Bl (1) Z ri.06, (X1, U)s, (X1, ),

Z:’I’k +1

where the step-size of the actor 3, the function I' and the basis functions ¢y are as
described in Section 4.3. To study the rate of convergence of actor-critic methods we
use the informal results of Section 7.6.

Note that the actor-critic algorithms can be expressed as

Terr = Tk +W(he(Ok) — Ge(On)re),
Ort1 = O + Bl (7)) Hi(Ok )T,

where for each £,

E[hk(ek)|¢9;,m,l S k] = ]_'L(Qk),
E[Gr(0k)| 65,7, I < k] = G(6k),
E[Hi(0c)| 0, m,1 < k] = H(0),

for some functions h(d), G(§) and H(#). To simplify analysis, we assume I'(r) = 1
in a neighborhood of 7(6*). To simplify the notation we suppress the dependence of
various quantities on 6* in the following discussion.

Using the informal results of Section 7.6, the asymptotic variance of the above
iterations can be seen to be the same as for the single time-scale iteration:

Ortr = Ok — BuA(B — 0*) + Be HyT + B HG by, — GyF)

where —A is the Jacobian of the steady state update direction H(8)7(6) at 6* and all
the quantities that depend on 6, are evaluated at 8*.

The first property of the asymptotic variance of #; is that it depends only on the
subspace spanned by the basis functions of the critic, as we now explain. Notice that
the first two terms depend only on the limiting approximation of the state-decision
value function obtained by the critic which depends only on the subspace spanned by
the basis functions. The term remaining is

}—Ié_l(h,k — Gk’F)

Consider the transformation of features from ¢ to A¢ for some invertible matrix A.
Then the matrices Hy, H, G, hg, G¢ and 7 are transformed to H,A', HA', AGA',
Ahy, AGA" and (A") ' 7. Tt is now easy to see that the above term is invariant under
such transformations.

We will now use this property of actor-critic algorithms to study their rate of
convergence when the critic uses TD(1) with features satisfying Assumption 5.2. As-
sume, without loss of generality, that the first n basis vectors are ¢’s and the basis
functions ¢pn41,..., @y are orthogonal to ¢'s. Then the matrix G = (¢, ¢') has the
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following block diagonal structure:

L [G o
-5 4l

where Go = (¢, 9). Similarly, the matrix H = (1, ¢') is of the form

Therefore, we have
HG'=[I 0],
which in turn implies that the above iteration can be rewritten as
Ors1 = O — BrA(Or — 6%) + Bu(Hi — Gi)T + Bihy,

where ﬁk and Gy, are the first n rows of hir and Gj. Since the first n components
of the feature vectors ¢ form the vector 1, it is easy to see that Ay is the same as
actor-only methods. Using simple algebraic manipulations and the fact that all the
features of the terminal state are zeroes (Assumption 4.11), it is also easy to see that
H, = Gy. Therefore it follows that the rate of convergence of actor-critic algorithms
with TD(1) critic is the same as actor-only methods. Although these results are
applicable only to episodic variants, we do not expect the rate of convergence of non-
episodic variants to be much different. Therefore, in order to improve the rate of
convergence of actor-only methods we have to use TD(A) with A < 1. In the next
section, we will illustrate, through a numerical example, that the rate of convergence
of actor-critic methods can be substantially better than that of actor-only methods
if proper features are used for the critic.

8.3 Numerical Example

In this section, we use a well-known academic example from (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis,
1996) to numerically study the rate of convergence of actor-critic methods. Our
objective is to illustrate various issues involved in the design of actor-critic methods.

A driver is looking for inexpensive parking on the way to his destination. The
parking area contains N spaces. The driver starts at space N and traverses the
parking spaces sequentially, that is, from space z he goes next to space z — 1, etc.
The destination corresponds to parking space 0. Each parking space is free with
probability p independently of whether other parking spaces are free or not. The
driver can observe whether a parking space is free only when he reaches it, and then,
if it is free, he makes a decision to park in that space or not. If he parks in space
z, he incurs a cost c(z) > 0. If he reaches the destination he must park in a garage,
which is expensive and costs C > 0. The problem is to computationally approximate
the optimal policy.
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It is easy to prove that the optimal policy for this problem is a threshold policy.
That is, there exists an integer z* such that it is optimal to park at z if and only
if x < z*. For computational purposes, we formulate the problem as a total reward
problem. The state space consists of integers 0,..., N and a termination state ¢
where the state z corresponds to the driver being at space z and the space z being
free. The decision to park is denoted by uy and the decision not to park is denoted
by u;. The reward function for this problem is given by

—c(z) if 1<z<N,
g(z,ugp) = —-C if z=0,

0 otherwise

and g(z,u;) = 0, Vz. An approximation to a threshold policy with threshold 8 is
provided by the following randomized stationary policy:

potuole) = 5 (1=tanh (22} ) sle) = 1= pafule),

where the parameter T' controls the accuracy of approximation. To compute an
approximation to the optimal policy, we can optimize the total reward over the above
family of parameterized policies. In order for the problem to be completely defined,
we need a probability distribution for the starting state. If we were to capture fully
the dynamics of the original problem, we would take the starting state to be N — 7
where 7 is a geometric random variable with parameter p. However, for the sake of
simplicity we take the starting state to be N.
To illustrate the advantages of actor-critic methods, we consider the case where

p=0.05, N=200, clz)=z, 1<z<N, C=100, T =15

For the problem with these parameter values, Figure 8-1 shows a plot for the total
reward as a function of § using exact computations. The maximum of the total re-
ward occurs at the threshold value of 35.7. It is known from (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis,
1996) that the optimal policy is a threshold policy with threshold value 35. Note that
if the randomized threshold policy with threshold 35.7 is rounded off to a determin-
istic threshold policy, the resulting policy would be optimal for the original problem.
In this case, we were lucky that the optimal solution to the approximate problem
is also an optimal solution to the original problem of finding an optimal determin-
istic threshold policy. The following subsections describe computational results for
different algorithms applied to this problem.

8.3.1 Actor-only Methods

The actor-only method described in the Section 8.1 was applied to this problem. The
algorithm was tried with two different values for the parameter X. In the first case, A
was set to 1 and therefore, the algorithm updates the policy parameter in a direction
that is an unbiased estimate of the gradient of the total reward. The step sizes S
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used were of the form

Br = L : (8.3)
(1+%)
where
Bo = 0.04,
k, = 40.

The threshold parameter 8 was initialized to 100 and the algorithm was run for 10000
trajectories. Figure 8-2 shows the sequence of thresholds obtained during the course
of the algorithm. The figure shows that the threshold parameter “settled” down in
a region between 30 and 40 after 2000 iterations and kept moving slowly (due to
small-step sizes) until it started to converge around 8000 iterations. Although, it is
difficult to say whether the convergence of the algorithm after 8000 trajectories is due
to small step-sizes, the key point is that the parameter has not converged till 8000
iterations. The threshold to which the algorithm appears to have converged is 35.92
which is 0.22 away from the optimal threshold.

In the second case, A was set to 0.7 and the rest of the parameters were left
unchanged. In (Marbach, 1998; Marbach & Tsitsiklis, 2001), choosing a value less
than 1 for A was suggested to reduce the variance in the actor-only algorithm. The
plot (Figure 8-3) shows that setting A to 0.7 has indeed led to faster convergence of
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the algorithm. However, the value to which the algorithm converged is 26.75 which is
far from the optimal threshold. This is due to the large bias introduced by the choice
of X less than 1. But, note that the reduction in the variance is quite remarkable.
In the next subsection, we describe an actor-critic algorithm with comparable rate of
convergence but converging to a much better threshold.

8.3.2 Actor-Critic Method

The actor-critic method without an eligibility trace for the actor presented in Section
5.1, was tried on this example. The parameter A of the critic was taken to be 0.7.

As we have argued in Section 5.1, two sets of basis functions are needed for the
critic in these algorithms: one set, called the basis functions for advantages, with the
same span as the functions 1} defined as

V() = 811”52('“1:6)-

and an other set, called the basis functions for state-values, to approximate the state-
value function. Since there is only one actor parameter in this problem, the natural

choice for the first set is a properly scaled version of the function vy defined in this
case by

e ) = ! ech z—0\’
ol to) = 2Tu9(u0|x)s 2T )’

2
Yo(z,u1) = —;sech <$2—_9> _

Thus, the first basis function we use is ¢y = 107T%. Figure 8-4 shows this basis
function for 8 = 60.
The second set also consists of a single basis function that approximates the state-
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value functions. To understand the shape or the form of the exact state-value function
in this example, consider a deterministic threshold policy with threshold #. Since the
driver employing this policy will park immediately if he finds empty a parking space
numbered below 6, the values of the states z < 6 should be r(z). When a parking
space numbered z > 6 is found empty, the driver using the threshold policy simply
passes it and therefore the value of this space should be the same as that of the next
parking space. Therefore for z > 6, the value of z is taken to be 7(#). Thus, the
state value basis functions are taken to be piecewise linear and appropriately scaled
as shown in Figure 8-5. The step-size used for the critic is of the form

Yo
Ye = 7~
(1 + kﬁ)

where
¥e = 0.0005,
k. = 1000,
o = 0.75.

Using these basis functions, the above step-sizes for the critic and A = 0.7, the
episodic variant of the actor-critic algorithms presented in the previous section was
run for 5000 trajectories using the same step-sizes as (8.3). Figures 87 and 8-6
show the evolution of the parameters of the actor and critic during the course of this
algorithm. The following are some observations.

e Note that the actor parameter has converged in spite of the critic parameters
not converging due to the slowly decreasing step-sizes used. This is contrary
to what the proofs of convergence would make one believe, namely that the
actor converges because the critic converges. The reason for this discrepancy is
the following. Since the actor uses a smaller step-size than that of the critic,
only the long run average behavior of the critic is visible to the actor. In other
word, if the critic keeps oscillating around a point r*, due to the averaging in
the actor’s update, the actor moves in a direction that corresponds to the critic
parameter r*. Therefore, the critic is only needed to “settle down” around
the “right values”. This is a salient feature of actor-critic algorithms and two-
time-scale stochastic approximation in general. Compare these algorithms with
optimistic policy iteration (Bertsekas & Tsitsiklis, 1996), in which the conver-
gence of the policy evaluation to the right value function is most critical for
policy improvement.

e Another important feature is that the rate of convergence of the actor-critic
algorithms is comparable to that of actor-only methods with variance reduction.
However, the quality of the solution obtained is much better than that of the
actor-only methods. For example, note that the limiting threshold obtained by
the actor-critic algorithms is 36.3, which is 0.7 away from the optimal threshold.
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In contrast, the actor-only method with A = 0.7 converged to 26.75 which is far
from optimal.

8.4 Closing Remarks

In this chapter, we have considered episodic variants of actor-critic algorithms (with-
out eligibility traces for the actor) for the total reward problem and compared them
with their actor-only counterparts. When the actor-critic algorithms use a TD(1)
critic, we have shown that their asymptotic variance is the same as that of actor-only
methods (without variance reduction). However, we do not know if there is sub-
stantial difference in the transient behaviors or which of the algorithms have better
transient behavior.

To compare the actor-only algorithms with actor-critic algorithms in which the
critic tries to approximate the value function to some extent, we tried both algorithms
on a numerical example of small size. Even for such a small problem, the actor-critic
algorithms performed better than the actor-only counterpart. More empirical and
analytical results are needed to compare the performance of these algorithms. It will
be interesting to see how actor-critic algorithms perform when applied to a large real
world problem.

Finally, we have made an analytical comparison of rate of convergence of actor-
critic algorithm with that of actor-only algorithms only when the former uses a critic
with A = 1. This comparison needs to be extended to the case when A < 1.
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Chapter 9

Summary and Future Work

In this thesis, a methodology for optimization of Markov decision processes over a
parametric family of randomized stationary policies was presented. Unlike existing
methods for solving such problems, the methods of this thesis use value function
approximation which facilitates incorporation of user’s prior knowledge about the
problem (in the form of basis functions) into the solution method. Our belief is that
this feature is essential for any methodology to be useful in solving large-scale real
world problems. The methodology of this thesis is applicable to Markov decision
processes with general state and decision spaces and for optimizing various objective
criteria.

Several analytical tools were also developed and used for the analysis of the con-
vergence and of the rate of convergence of some proposed as well as pre-existing
algorithms. In particular, a new result on the tracking ability of linear stochastic
approximation was proved. This thesis also studied the rate of convergence of two-
time-scale linear iterations and provided the first results on this subject. These two
results on linear stochastic approximation are applicable in a more general context
than that of this thesis.

A major constraint of our methodology is that it is only applicable to optimization
over a family of randomized policies. While the restriction to a family of random-
ized policies is justified to some extent, there are important applications in which
randomized policies are either undesirable or unnatural. Therefore we need a similar
methodology that is applicable to optimization over deterministic policies.

More precisely, consider MDP’s with real Euclidean state and decision spaces with
system dynamics of the form

X1 = f( Xk, Uk, Wi)

where the W}, areii.d. and f(z,u,w) is a smooth function of z and u. Let c(z,u) be a
smooth one-stage reward function. Let {ug;6 € R™} denote a smooth parameterized
family of deterministic stationary policies. That is, for each 8 € R", uy(-) is a function
mapping each state to a control where py(z) is assumed to be smooth in z and 6.
Let &(8) be the overall cost when policy pp is used. The following are some of the
questions that need to be answered in this context:
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o Is there a formula for the gradient of the overall cost Va in terms of the value
function?

e What actor-critic algorithms are possible in this setting?

e How do these algorithms perform in comparison with existing methods such as
IPA (Glasserman, 1991)7

Another important direction to explore is actor-critic algorithms for partially observed
Markov decision process. Such techniques would consist of a combination of policy
approximation, value function approximation and approximate filtering methods. It
will be an interesting exercise to study the interplay of these different techniques.

Our results on the rate of convergence of TD and the comparison of the rate of
convergence of actor-critic methods with that of actor-only methods are inconclusive.
In particular, we have derived only bounds on the rate of convergence of TD. A
more detailed study of TD is needed to test the tightness of these bounds and the
qualitative properties inferred from them. Similarly, we have made an analytical
comparison of rate of convergence of only a special case of actor-critic algorithm with
that of actor-only algorithms. This comparison needs to be extended to other variants
of actor-critic algorithms using at least some concrete examples.

Finally, the actor-critic algorithms need to be tested on large-scale real world
problems. Further research is needed to come up with guidelines to fine tune these
methods to specific applications. For example, guidelines are needed to apply these
algorithms to hierarchical and distributed systems such as manufacturing systems,
sensor/actuator networks, etc.
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