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Abstract

We provide non-asymptotic bounds for the well-known terapdifference learning algorithm TD(0)
with linear function approximators. These include higletpability bounds as well as bounds in expec-
tation. Our analysis suggests that a step-size inverselygptional to the number of iterations cannot
guarantee optimal rate of convergence unless we assumelplnowledge of the stationary distri-
bution for the Markov chain underlying the policy considir&Ve also provide bounds for the iterate
averaged TD(0) variant, which gets rid of the step-size ddprcy while exhibiting the optimal rate of
convergence. Furthermore, we propose a variant of TD(0) kviear approximators that incorporates a
centering sequence, and establish that it exhibits an exf@hrate of convergence in expectation. We
demonstrate the usefulness of our bounds on two synthgigriemental settings.

1 Introduction

Many stochastic control problems can be cast within the ésark of Markov decision processes (MDP).
Reinforcement learning (RL) is a popular approach to sohN@Fd, when the underlying transition mecha-
nism is unknown. An important problem in RL is to estimate vakie functionV/™ for a given stationary
policy 7. We focus on discounted reward MDPs with a high-dimensistate spacé. In this setting, one
can only hope to estimate the value function approximatety this constitutes thpolicy evaluationstep

in several approximate policy iteration methods, e.g. ragtitic algorithms [[Konda and Tsitsiklis, 2003],
[Bhatnagar et al., 2009].

Temporal difference learningis a well-known policy evaluation algorithm that is bothiaeland works
with a single sample path obtained by simulating the undegliMDP. However, the classic TD(0) algorithm
uses full-state representations (i.e. it stores an entrgdoh state € S) and hence, suffers from the curse
of dimensionality. A standard trick to alleviate this preil is to approximate the value function within a
linearly parameterized space of functions, i1€7(s) ~ 07¢(s). Heref is a tunable parameter aads) is
a column feature vector with dimensidn<< |S|. This approximation allows for efficient implementation
of TD(0) even on large state spaces.

The update rule for TD(0) that incorporates linear functamproximators is as follows: Starting with
an arbitraryf,

9n+1 = Hn + Yn (T(Sna W(sn)) + 59;¢(8n+1) - QILQS(SH))QS(SH) (l)
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In the above, the quantities, arestep sizeschosen in advance ,and satisfying standard stochastioxapp
imation conditions (see assumption (A5)). Furthel, a) is the reward recieved in stateon choosing
actiona, 5 € (0,1) is a discount factor, angl, is the state of the MDP at time.

Asymptotic convergence of TD(0). In [Tsitsiklis and Van Ray, 1997], the authors establish thagov-
erned by[(1) converges almost surely to the fixed pd@ihtpf the projected Bellman equatiogiven by

6" = IIT™(96*). )

In the above,7™ is the Bellman operatoi, is the orthogonal projection onto the linearly parametatiz
space within which we approximate the value function, @rid the feature matrix with rows(s)",Vs € S
denoting the features corresponding to state S (see Sectiohl2 for more details). L&t denote the
transition probability matrix with componengts$s, 7(s), s’) that denote the probability of transitioning from
states to s’ under the actiorr(s). Letr be a vector with componentgs, 7(s)), and¥ be a diagonal matrix
whose diagonal forms the stationary distribution (assgritiexists) of the Markov chain for the underlying
policy 7. Then,6* can be written as the solution to the following system of ¢iqua (see Section 6.3 of
[Bertsekas, 2011])

A0* = b, whereA = &' (I — BP)® andb = & V. (3)

Our work. We derive non-asymptotic bounds ¢#, — 6*||,, both in high-probability and in expecta-
tion, to quantify the rate of convergence of TD(0) with linéanction approximators. To the best of our
knowledge, there are no non-asymptotic bounds for TD(Oh fihction approximation, while there are
asymptotic convergence and rate results available.

Finite time analysisis challenging because:

(1) The asymptotic limit* is the fixed point of the Bellman operator, which assumesttt@underlying
MDP is begun from the stationary distributidn(whose influence is evident inl(3)). However, the samples
provided to the algorithm come from simulations of the MDRttare not begun from¥. This is a prob-
lem for a finite time analysis, since we do not know exactlyrthenber of steps after which mixing of the
underlying Markov chain has occurred, and the distributbthe samples that TD(0) sees has become the
stationary distribution. Moreover, an assumption on thigimg rate amounts to assuming (partial) knowl-
edge of the transition dynamics of the Markov chain undegdythe policyr.

(2) Standard results from stochastic approximation theorgasigthat in order to obtain the optimal rate of
convergence for a step size choiceygf= ¢/(c + n), one has to chose the constamarefully. In the case

of TD(0), we derive this condition and point out the optimabice forc requires knowledge of the mixing
rate of the underlying Markov chain for poliey.

We handle the first problem by establishing that under a rgiassumption (the same as that used to estab-
lish asymptotic convergence for TD(0) in [Tsitsiklis andMaoy, 1997]), the mixing error can be handled
in the non-asymptotic bound. This assumption is broad eméoiggncompass a reasonable range of MDP
problems. We alleviate the second problem by using iterseaging.

Variance reduction. One inherent problem with iterative schemes that use aess@inple to update
the iterate at each time step, is that of variance. This isg¢hson why it is necessary to carefully choose
the step-size sequence: too large and the variance wik fdnergence; too small and the algorithm will
converge, but not to the solution intended. Indeed, itesataging is a technique that aims to allow for
larger step-sizes, while producing the same overall rateoofergence (and we show that it succeeds in
eliminating the necessity to know properties of the staigrdistribution of the underlying Markov chain).
A more direct approach is to center the updates, and this iwasgred recently for solving batch problems
via stochastic gradient descent in convex optimizatiohfidon and Zhang, 2013]. We propose a variant of




TD(0) that uses this approach, though our setting is coralfiemore complicated as samples arrive online
and the function being optimized is not accessible directly

Our contributions  can be summarized as follows:
(1) Concentration bounds. Under assumptions similar to [Tsitsiklis and Van Roy, 199§ provide non-
asymptotic bounds, both in high probability as well as inemtption and these quantify the convergence
rate of TD(0) with function approximation.
(2) Centered TD. We propose a variant of TD(0) that incorporates a centeogisnce and we show that it
converges faster than the regular TD(0) algorithm in exaqigmt.

The key insights from our finite-time analysis are:
(1) Choosingy,, = (ccifL)’ with cg < u(1 — B)/(2(1 + B)?) ande such thatu(1 — 3)coc > 1, we obtain
the optimal rate of convergence of the orde(1/,/n), both in high-probability as well as in expectation.
Here i is the smallest eigenvalue of the mat@X U ® (see Theorerh]1). However, obtaining this rate is
problematic as it implies (partial) knowledge (yig of the transition dynamics of the MDP.
(2) With iterate averaging, one can get rid of the step-size miggecy and still obtain the optimal rate of
convergence, both in high probability as well as in expémtaisee Theorein] 2).
(3) For the centered variant of TD(0), we obtain an exponentavergence rate when the underlying
Markov chain mixes fast (see Theorém 3).
(4) We Illustrate the usefulness of our bounds on two simplehstidt experimental setups. In particu-
lar, using the step-sizes suggested by our bounds in Thedléf) we are able to establish convergence
empirically for TD(0), and both its averaging, as well asteeed variants.

Related work. Concentration bounds for general stochastic approximatitnemes have been derived in
[Erikha and Menozz|, 2012] and later expanded to includaiéeaveraging in [Fathi and Frikha, 2013]. Un-
like the aforementioned reference, deriving convergeatresults for TD(0), especially of non-asymptotic
nature, requires sophisticated machinery as it involveskbanoise that impacts the mixing rate of the un-
derlying Markov chain. An asymptotic normality result fdD{}) is available in[[Konde, 2002]. The authors
establish there that TDJ converges asymptotically to a multi-variate Gaussiatritdigion with a covari-
ance matrix that depends oh(see[[B)). This rate result holds true for TDfvhen combined with iterate
averaging, while the non-averaged case does not resuléiogtimal rate of convergence. Our results are
consistent with this observation, as we establish from #efiithe analysis that the non-averaged TD(0) can
result in optimal convergence only if the step-size coristam~y,, = ¢/(c+n) is set carefully (as a function
of a certain quantity that depends on the stationary digtdh - see (A3) below), while one can get rid of
this dependency and still obtain the optimal rate with te@veraging. Least squares temporal difference
methods are popular alternatives to the classicX)DAsymptotic convergence rate results for LSTMpand
LSPEQ), two popular least squares methods, are available in [KoR@02] and [Yu and Bertsekas, 2009],
respectively. However, to the best of our knowledge, thezena concentration bounds that quantify the rate
of convergence through a finite time analysis. A related virtkis direction is the finite time bounds for
LSTD in [Lazaric et al.| 2010]. However, the analysis thereimder a fast mixing rate assumption, while
we provide non-asymptotic rate results without making arshsassumption. We note here that assuming a
mixing rate implies partial knowledge of the transition dymcs of the MDP under a stationary policy and
in typical RL settings, this information is not available.



2 TD(0) with Linear Approximation

We consider an MDP with state spaSeand action spacgl. The aim is to estimate the value functidif
for any given stationary policy : S — A, where

V7(s):=E Zﬁtr(st,w(st)) | so=s]|. 4)
=0

Recall thatg € (0,1) is the discount factors, denotes the state of the MDP at timeandr (s, a) denotes
the reward obtained in stateunder actioru. The expectation if{4) is taken with respect to the tramsiti
dynamicsP. It is well-known thatl’” is the solution to the fixed point relatioi = 7™ (V'), where the
Bellman operatof/ ™ is defined as

T(V)(s) == r(s,7(s)) + By p(s,w(s), sV ('), (5)

TD(0) [Sutton and Barto, 1998] performs a fixed point-itematusing stochastic approximation: Starting
with an arbitraryl}, update

Va(sn) = Va_1(sn) + m (r(sn,ﬂ'(sn)) + BVi—1(sn+1) — Vn—l(SN))7 (6)

where~y,, are step-sizes that satisfy standard stochastic apprtgimeonditions.

As discussed in the introduction, while TD(0) algorithmiimgle and provably convergent to the fixed
point of 7™ for any policy, it suffers from the curse of dimensionaligsaciated with high-dimensional state
spaces, and popular method to allieviate this is to parairetthe value function using a linear function
approximator, i.e. for every € S, approximatel’™(s) ~ ¢(s)"0. Hereg¢(s) is ad-dimensional feature
vector withd << |S], andf is a tunable parameter. Incorporating function approxionatan update rule
for TD(0) analogous td (6) is given ial(1).

3 Concentration bounds for TD(0)

3.1 Assumptions

(Al) Ergodicity: The Markov chain induced by the polieyis irreducible and aperiodic. Moreover, there
exists a stationary distributiolr (= W) for this Markov chain. Lefy denote the expectation w.r.t.
this distribution.

(A2) Boundedrewards: |r(s,7(s))| < 1,forall s € S.

(A3) Linear independence: The feature matrixb has full column rank. This assumption implies that the
matrix ®"¥® has smallest eigenvalye> 0.

(A4) Bounded features: ||¢(s)||, < 1,forall s € S.

(A5) The step sizes satisfy’, v, = oo, and}_, 72 < oo.



(A6) Combined step size and mixing assumption: There exists a non-negative functi@(-) such that:
Foralls € Sandm > 0,

> ST B (r (7, w(s7))6(57) | 50 = ) — Bu(r(sr, m(s:))o(s))]| < B'(s),

7=0

S AT B (§(57)b(5r4m)" | 50 = 8) — Ew(@(57)b(sr4m) )| < B'(s),
7=0

(A6") Uniform mixing bound: (A6) holds, and there exists a constdpitthat is an uniformly bound on
B(s),Vs € S.

In comparison to the assumptions lin [Tsitsiklis and Van/R®87], (Al), (A3), (A5) have exact coun-
terparts in|[Tsitsiklis and Van Roy, 1997], while (A2), (Adhd (A6) are simplified versions of the corre-
sponding boundedness assumptions in [Tsitsiklis and Van Fa97].

Remark 1. (Geometric ergodicity) A Markov chain is mixing at a geometric rate if
P(sy =5 s0) — ()| < Cpl. ()

For finite state space settings, the above condition hold$ l@nce (A6) is easily satisfied. Moreover,
B =0 (1/(1-(1—p)'~c), for anye > 0. Herep is an unknown quantity that relates to the second
eigenvalue of the transition probability matrix. See Cleaptl5 and 16 of [Meyn and Tweecie, 2009] for a
detailed treatment of the subject matter.

3.2 Non-averaged case

Theorem 1. Under (A1)-(A6), choosingy,, = % with cg < u(1 — B8)/(2(1 + B)?) and ¢ such that
w(l — B)ege > 1, we have,

Kl(n)

E|6, — 0%, < .
H H2—\/n—_’_c

In addition, assuming@A6’), we have. for any > 0,

P <H9n - 0%, < Ka(n) ) >1-— 4, where

Vn+c
(el =l +C) | (L+[6])FR + Cepe 2
i) = (G + e T )
}Qm):cmB%ﬂ2+de+ﬁ@—€ﬂmﬂMD§+Kﬂm’
(u(1 = B)coc —1)2
* 2
Proof. See Sectioh 5l1. O

Remark 2. K;(n) and K2(n) above areD(1), i.e., they can be upper bounded by a constant. Thus, one can
indeed get the optimal rate of convergence of the ordét /\/n) with a step-sizey,, = ﬁ However,

this rate is contingent upon on the constarin the step-size being chosen correctly. This is problemnati
because the right choice efequires the knowledge of eigenvaluéor expectation bound and and knowing

1 would imply knowledge about the transition probability maof the underlying Markov chain. The latter
information is unavailable in a typical RL setting. The ns&ttion derives bounds for the iterate averaged
variant that overcomes this problematic step-size depsnde



Fm) 5 (m) (5(m) 0 Take action Update 6,, 5 e
6\, Fim)(gim g(m Fim 6(m
? ( ) " 7(Sn) using @) nt ’ ( )
Centering Simulation Fixed point iteration Centering
Epoch Run

Figure 1: lllustration of centering principle in CTD algthmin.

3.3 Iterate Averaging

The idea here is to employ larger step-sizes and combinetlit avieraging of the iterates, i.,,; :=

(61 + ...+ 6,)/n. This principle was introduced independently by Rupperdgert, 1991] and Polyak
[Polyak and Juditsky, 1992], for accelerating stochagijmraximation schemes. The following theorem es-
tablishes that iterate averaging results in the optimal shtonvergence without any step-size dependency:

< >a, witha € (1/2,1) andc € (0, 00), we have, for

Theorem 2. Under (Al1)-(A6), choosingy, = ¢ (c+n

all n > ng := (cu(l — B)/(2co(1 + B)?)) /e,
B . KIA
Bl — ', < 72
In addition, assumingA6)’, we have, for any > 0,

) * KIA(n)
P(HQn—Q Hzﬁm> z1-96

where
K{4(n) := (1 + dege™(c + ng) = el +Aeoc(etna) ™) 4 19| 4+ C)C”
v (n+ 072
no [(1 + chca(C_|_no)l—a)e(1+5)coca(c+no)17a) 4 HQ*H}
+ nl—a/2
1 O \? 1 ——§(+2a2)
1 — o l—a
—|—CaCQ 1+”9*”22 +< ) <:“’( 5)606 ) ’
c%cy 1l—«a
4/ A+ OB "
IA _ IA/
KZ (TL) - M(l_/@) Tl(l_a)/2 + Kl (TL nO)v
Ao 2012\ 2 <,
/. a = i . —ax
C._<3 +[7(1—5)coca+a]> NodE ;k , and
o Ze “CQ((ll (f))LO (n—i—c)l*a—((C—i-no)l*a).
Proof. See Sectioh 512. O

Remark 3. The step-size exponemican be chosen arbitrarily close g resulting in a convergence rate of
the orderO (1/+/n). However although the constank§/“ (n) and K24 (n) remainO(1), there is a minor
tradeoff here since a choice afclose tol would result in their bounding constants blowing up. Oneraan
choosec too large or too small for the same reasons.



4 TD(0) with Centering (CTD)

CTD is acontrol variatesolution to reduce the variance of the updates of normal J.D[Qis is achieved
by adding a zero-meangntering term to the TD(0) update.

Let X,, = (sn,Sn+1). Then, the TD(0) algorithm can be seen to perform the folhgiixed-point
iteration:

Hn = 9n—1 + ’Yann(Hn) (8)

where fx, (0) := (r(sp,7(sn)) + BOTP(Spnt+1) — 07 (sn))@(sn). The limit of (8) is the solutiong*, of
F(6) = 0, whereF(0) := IIT™(®6) — ®6. The idea behind the CTD algorithm is to reduce the variance
of the incrementsx,, (6,,), in order that larger step sizes can be used. This is achigwveHoosing an extra
iterated,,, centred over the previods, and using an increment approximatifig, (6,,) — fx, (6,) + F(6,,).

The intuitive motivation for this choice is that when the Calgorithm arrives close t68*, the centering
term alone ensures the updates become small, while wittare§(0), one has to rely on a decaying step
size to keep the iterates closefto

The approach is inspired by the SVRG algorithm, proposeddhrison and Zhang, 2013], for a opti-
mising a strongly-convex function. However, the setting T®(0) with function approximation that we
have is considerably more complicated owing to the follguvieasons:

(i) Unlike [Johnson and Zhang, 2013], we are not optimising atfon that is a finite-sum of smooth func-
tions in a batch setting. Instead, we are estimating a vaioetibn which is an infinite (discounted) sum,
with the individual functions making up the sum being madailable in an online fashion (i.e. as new
samples are generated from the simulation of the underMbg for policy 7).

(i) The centering term in SVRG directly usé¥-), which in our case is a limit function that is neither
directly accessible nor can be simulated for any gi#en

(iii) Obtaining the exponential convergence rate is also diffiowing to the fact that TD(0) does not ini-
tially see samples from the stationary distribution anddhs an underlying mixing term that affects the
rate.

(iv) Finally, there are extra difficulties owing to the fact tha¢ Wwave a fixed point iteration, while the
corresponding algorithm in_[Johnson and Zhang, 2013] ishststic gradient descent (SGD).

The CTD algorithm that we propose overcomes the difficuliientioned above and the overall scheme
of this epoch-based algorithm is presented in Figure 1. Atstart of them'” epoch, a random iterate
is picked from the previous epoch, i.é\™ = 6; , wherei, is drawn uniformly at random if(m —
1)M,...,mM}. Thereafter, for the epoch lengfif, CTD performs the following iteration: Sét,,, =
6™ and forn = mM, ..., (m + 1)M — 1 update

buss =1 (0049, (02) = F, 0) 4 PO )Y ) ©

where F(™)(9) := M1 Y0 ), fx,(0) and Y is a projection operator that ensures that the iterates
stay within aH-ball. Unlike TD(0), one can choose a large (constant) stepsin (). This choice in
conjunction with iterate averaging via the choicé6®) results in an exponential convergence rate for CTD
(see Remarkl4 below).

4.1 Finite time bound

Theoreni B below presents a finite time bound in expectatio€¥D under the following mixing assump-
tion:



(AB") There exists a non-negative functiét(-) such that: For alk € S andm > 0,

D B (s w(s7))(s7) | s0= ) = Eu(r(sr, m(s7))d(s0)]l < B'(s),
7=0

Z IE[@(s7)B(sr4+m)" | 50 = 5] — Ew[¢(s7)d(sr4m)"]l < B'(s),
=0

The above is weaker than assumption (A6) used earlier falaed D(0), and this is facilitated by the fact
that we project the CTD iterates ontd&ball.

Theorem 3. Assume (A1)-(A4) and (A6”) and 18t denote the solution df'(§) = 0. Let the epoch length
M of the CTD algorithm({@) be chosen such that; < 1, where
Cr = ((2pyM) ™! +7d?/2) /(1 — B) — d*v/2))
(i) Geometrically ergodic chains. Here the Markov chain underlying policy mixes fast (se€f))) and we
obtai
[@@ — 7)1} < 1" (100 = 6913 ) + CMCoH (57 + 4) max{Cy, pM}" D, (10)

whereCy = ~v/(M((1 — B) — d?v/2)).
(ii) General Markov chains:
-1

3

(]

j@@) — 673 < o (100 - 07)3) + CHEy+4) > "B ), @)

B
Il
—

where Bé“kf‘fl)M is an upper bound on the partial sunﬁfﬁk_lw E(o(si) | so) — Ew(é(si))) and
S e (E(@(50)d(5i42) | 50) — Bw(d(s:)d(si41)7)), for 1 = 0, 1.

Proof. See Sectioh 5l3. O

For finite state space settings, we obtain exponential cgamee rate (10) since they are geometrically
ergodic, while for MDPs that do not mix exponentially fasie second (mixing) term if_(11) will dominate
and decide the rate of the CTD algorithm.

Remark 4. Combining the result i@Q)with the bound in statement)(of Theorem in [Tsitsiklis and Van Roy,
1997], we obtain

l 1 m 1 * m—
96~ V7l < =5 [V = V7l + O (|20~ 67)lw) + V/CComax{Cy. )"

The first term on the RHS above is an artifact of function axipnation, while the second and third terms
reflect the convergence rate of the CTD algorithm.

Remark 5. As a consequence of the fact tij@t™ —6*)71(0(™) —g*) <
one can obtain the following bound on the parameter errorGaD:

(6™ —g)T T TP (9(™) — ),

=~

[y

m—

160 0%l < (1/) (€7 (10~ 87)R) + Catt 57 +4) 3 "B o) ).
k=

Comparing the above bound with those in Theorehl$ 1-2, wenfanthat CTD exhibits an exponential
convergence rate of orde?(C7"), while TD(0) with/without averaging can converge only atublgear
rate of orderO(n=1/2).

'For anyv € R%, we take||v||s := Vv Vo.



5 Convergence proofs

5.1 Non-averaged case: Proof of Theoref 1

We split the analysis in two, first considering the bound ghhprobability, and second the bound in expec-
tation. Both bounds involve a martingale decompositior,firmer of the centered error, and the latter of
the iteration[(IL).

5.1.1 High probability bound

We first state and prove a result bounding the error with highability for general step-sizes:

Proposition 1. (High probability bound) Under (A1)-(A5) and (A6"), we have,

—1

P(|6n — 0%y = E |0, — 0|, > ¢) < e T L)

whereL; := e 1=8) ek (14 [y SR e — a0 L 4 B3 - )] B

Proof. Recall thatz,, := 6, — 6*. First, we rewrite||z, |3 — E 2,5 as a telescoping sum of martingale
differences:

Iznlly = Ellznlly = g — Elgi | Fiz1] (12)
=1

whereD; := g; — E[g; | Fi—1], 9; := E[||zn]|, |0i, Fi—1], andF; denotes the sigma algebra generated by the
states of the underlying Markov chaifyy, . .., 0;}. Note that; is F;-measurable.

The above establishes that the centered efegy|, — E ||z,||, can be written down as a sum of mar-
tingale differences with respect to the filtrati¢tF; };,. The proof procedes by establishing that these
martingale differences are Lipschitz functions of the mndnovation at each time, with Lipschitz con-
stantsL;. This is the content of Lemnid 4, and it makes use of assumptidh (A4), and (A7). This is
the since the random innovation is, through assumption$-(A2), bounded, it is subgaussian, and we can
invoke a standard concentration argument in Lerhima 5 to fthistbound.

Lemma 4. Recall thatX,, = (sp, sn+1) @and fx, (0) = (r(sn, 7(sn)) + BOTI(sn+1) =" d(sn)) d(sn)-
Then, conditioned orF;_1, the functiongy; are Lipschitz continuous irfix, (¢;—1), the random innovation
at times, with constants

1
n—1 2

Vi + Z [V = Ve+1]

Li == [e—ﬂ(l—ﬁ) k=i Tk (1 +
k=1

[1+83—75) B')

Proof. Let (93'.(0) denote the mapping that returns the value of the itetage instantj, given thatd; = 6.

©l,1(0) — O}, (0') = ©i(0) — OL(8) — ;[ fx, (05(8)) — fx,(O4(8))]
= 05(0) — ©4(0") — v;[6(s;)b(s5)" — Bb(s;)b(5,+1)T](O5(0) — ©%(6"))

= I — 7ja;(0%(6) — ©3(6")) = (Hu - m]) (6-9).

k=1



wherea; := ¢(s;)0(s;)" — Bo(s;)d(sj41)". So we have

(H[I = %%]) (H[I = %%]) | ]:i] 090

k=i k=i
(13)

= <H®;+1(9) - 2+1(9,)H§ | ]:i> =(0-0)E

and from the tower property of conditional expectationfplibws that
r/ n T n
E <H[I - %%]) <H[I - %%]) | ]:i]
k=i
[ /n—1 7 n—1
=E <k [T - %%) < — 27, ( ap = 5 andn | F, )) (H[I—%ak]> |]:i]

k=i

=K <n I1- ’Ykak> (I 2’YnEx1/( —%aﬁan» <7ﬁ[1—’mak]> U—“,-]

k= k=1

— n—1
(H I —ywar] | 27E (en | Fn) (H[I —%ak]> | }‘i] (14)
k

k=i

+E

where

e =E[(an — maran/2) | Fu]l — By [(an — Ynayan/2)]

To deal with the term in the second last line [ofl(14), Aebe the diagonal matrix with entries; ; =
<I>Z-71;d<I>ZT,1:d. Then we find that, for any vector,

0T Eqy [ajH - %a}HaM} o =0T ([ _BUP - % (A — BPT (2] — BA) mp)) LY

— o7 ([ _ BUIIP — M (A — BPTIT" (21 — BA) xpnp)) LY (15)
> ||B0]% — 81|10y, — ””“ﬁf (A~ BPTIT" (21 — BA) UIIP) B0 (16)
> ||B0]3 — 51|63 — M [®6]5 + 2670 BPTIIT (21 — BA) WIIP (17)
> |[20] - 8 |20]5 ’““ @6l + '”;1 (2 - 8) |TLPoo, (18)
> p (15— 2 H9H2 , (19)

where [15) follows from the fact th#@ ®"™ ¥ (I — II)x = 0 sincell is a projection,[(16) by an application
of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and from the non-expansisemeoperty ofl and P. (I7) and[(1B) follow
from the fact that, by (A4), the matri& — I is positive semi-definite. The final inequalify {19) follofvem
(A3).

For the term on the last line df (114) we notice, that by bounéed of the features,

n—1 n—1
T = weanl]| < J] A+ +8)).
k=i 2 k=i
Using this observation and (19), we can expdnd (13) With {@4)ptain
i 2
(H(an-i-l - n+1(9/)H2 ‘ ]:Z>

10



<an(0 —0)E [( 11 - %%)( 111 - ’Vkak>|]:i](9_9/) (20)

2
n—1
+ 27, (H 141+ B) ) I (en | Fo)ll, [16 = ¢']15 (1)

J=1

lo ="l

IN

2
k1
(ka> +2Z’yk ( 11 x]) (H(l +’Yj(1+ﬁ))) IE (ex | Fo)ll

=i Jj=k+1 Jj=i

IN

2

—2Zk “/k;uf +2Z,7ke j k+17j/>‘< —B- >+2Z]_- Vi 1+B ||E(Ek | ]_— H2] He 9/H2
(22)

< e 2 ki men(1--)

1+2Z%€22§:iw(u(1—5—2> OO E (e | F) \|2] lo—el; (@3
k=1

wherez,, := 1 — 2y, (1 — 8 — ). Now, using discrete integration by parts,

oy yu(1-p-4)+a
S e S (B ) )
k=1

" koou(1-p="0
= Y BT g o) 7
k=i

3 b =l Do 2T g (o | F),
=i j=k+1

n—1

< |Vt Z [Vet1 — Wl

k=1

[1+B(3—B)]B'(s)

where for the inequality we have used (A6) with the followlrgund:

IE(e | Filly <(1—7x/2) IE(Bo(sk)d(sk)™ | Fi) — Ew(Bd(sk)(sk) o
+ BE(Bd(sk)p(sk+1)" | Fi) — Ew(Bo(sk)d(sk+1)") 5
+ B2 = B) IB(¢(sk41)P(sk41)" | Fi) = Ew(d(sp41)(s841) )l -

From the foregoing, we have

E[|e% (8) — e% (¢)],] (24)

< [e—u(l—ﬁ) Dhmi Yk <1 +

n—1

vi + Z [k = Ye+1]
k=i

[1+ﬁ(3—ﬁ)]B'(si)>] o—ol, @

Finally, we have

[E (10 = 0"ll5 | Fie1,0: = 0] = E [0 — 0"y | Fiz1,0: = 0']|, <E[[|©}, (6) - ©;, (¢)],]
1
n—1 2

Vi + Z [V = Ve+1]

< [e—u(l—ﬁ)Zﬁ_m <1+
k=1

[1+B(3—/3)]B’(si)>] willf =,

11



< Lillf = £1,-

WherEf =0—-0,_1 andf’ =0 — 0;_1
]

In the following lemma, we invoke a standard martingale emtiation bound using thg;-Lipschitz
property of they; functions and the assumption (A3).

Lemma 5. Under the conditions of Theordm 1, we have
al? & 9
P(llz0ll; ~ Ellzully 2 €) < exp(=Ae) exp ( =5 Y L ). (26)
=1
Proof. Note that

P(lznly ~ Ellzally 2 €) = <2D>e><exp< AE <exp<AzD>>

= exp(—A\ <exp <)\ZD ) <exp (ADy) | Fr1 )) .

The first equality above follows fronl_(IL2), while the ineqtyafollows from Markov inequality. Now for
any bounded random variabfe and L-Lipschitz function g we have

E (exp(Ag(f))) < exp (AL?/2).

Note that eacly;(6;—) is a bounded random variable by (A2) and (A4), and, condéibonF;_1, g; is
Lipschitz in f;(6;—1) with constantl; (Lemm&4). So we obtain

272
E (exp(ADy,) | Fn—1) < exp (A 2L"> ,

and so

Planly = Bl 2 ) < exp(-A)exp %5 ZL2>

The proof of Propositionl1 follows by optimizing ovarin (28). O

5.1.2 Bound in expectation

Now we state and prove a result bounding the expected emrgefteral step-size sequences:

Proposition 2. (Bound in expectation) Under (A1)-(A6) and assuming that < u(1 — 8)/(2(1 + B)?)
for all n, we have,

(641 = 67 l150) < [ DT (|20l + O) + (L4 167]]y) D e e
k=1

1
n—1 2
+ O (g1 — e M Xk Vj] : (27)
k=1

* 2
whereC' = 2(2 + )(d + 4)B(sp) (W) _

12



Proof. The update rulé{1) can be re-written as follows:

Zn1 =0n — 0" + W[Ew(fx, (0n)) + E(fx, (0n) | Frn) — Ew(fx, (0n)) + fx, (0n) — E(fx, (0n) | Fn)l,
=2n + 1 [Ew(fx, (0n) — fx,(07) + E(fx, (0n) — fx,,(07) | Fn) — Ew(fx,(0n) — fx,(07))

+ fx, (0n) — fx,(07) — E(fx, (0n) — fx,,(07) | Fo) + fx,,(07)] (28)
We notice that
By (fx, (0n) — fx,(0")) =Ew (80;,¢(sni1) — 8O d(sni1) — (05,0(sn) — 0" d(s0)))

—qu((9 = 0") [Bd(sn+1) — ¢(sn)|¢(sn))
=Ey (¢(sn)[B(sn+1)" — (s0) (0 — 07))
— Az, (29)

where A := ®"¥(I — P)® (here P = P, denotes the one-step transition probability matrix of the
underlying Markov chain induced under a stationary poti¢gyNoticing also that for any vectar

tTOTU PPy = (27®T, POx)2, < ||27®7||g||PPz||¢ = ||zTDT||3,

where we have used Lemma 1lin Tsitsiklis and Van Roy [19971Herfinal equality. So we deduce that
A — (1 — pB)ul is positive definite by (A3).
Furthermore, letting

Ap 1= 5¢(Sn)¢(3n+l)T - ¢(3n)¢(3n)T1 €n = E(an | ]:n) - E\If(an)’ andAM,, := a, — E(an | ]:n)),
then, using[(29), we can rewrite (28) as
Zna1 = I — (A + € + AM,)] 20 + nel,

wheree,, = fx, (0*) —Ey (fx, (0*)). Notice thatA M, is a martingale difference sequence with respect to
the filtration 7 = {F,, },,>1, andE(e, | so) is mixing-error term. Taking the expectation of the square
expanding, we have

E (1204113 | Fa) = E (Il = %a(A + €0 + AMa)] 203 | F) (30)
+ 2B (fx,(07) 1 = (A + €n + AM,)] 20 | Fo) +70(1+ (1 + ) [[67]]2)*
= [on[I = 2(A+E(en | F)) + 2E (A + €0 + AM,)? | Fr))2n] (31)
+ 29 E ((fx,(07) = Ew (fx,(0))" [ = (A + e + AMp)] 2 | Fo) + 72 (1+ (14 5) [16712)?
< [1 =27 (u(1 = B) = 29m(1 + B)")] |1 2nll2 (32)
+ Yn2nE (en | Fn) 2n + 274E ((e;)T [T = yn(A+ en + AM,)] 2, | J—“n> +ya (14 (1+8)[6%],)°

we have used that

A+ en + AMy Iy = [[B(sn)d(sn41)" — d(sn)d(sn) )2 < (1 + B).

Before unrolling [(3R) using the tower property of expectas, we bound the terms involving and
. We notice first that, given a fixed orthonomal basis of vexfer}¢_,. and a the associated coordinate
mapplngal( ) for which ¢ = zz:l a;(¢)e; holds true,

9n+1 = Hn + Tn (T‘(Sn, 7T(Sn)) + ﬁ9;¢(8n+1) - 9;@5(8”)) ¢(8n)

13



= (1 + yan)0n + vnr(sn, 7(5n)) 9 (5n)

(1+’Ykan)90+2’yk (H 1+ v;a;) ) 7(sk, (k) P(s8)

1 k=1

n d n n
(H(l + wm) 0o+ > [Z i (d(s1))7 (s, T(58)) Vi (H(1 + fyjaj)) ] ei.
k=1 i=1 | k=1

Il
s

e
Il

j=k
Now, if A is a possibly random matrix such thgd||, < C, and{ is a fixed vector, then
E (0TATE(e, | Fn)AO | s0) < E (C*0"E(ey, | Fn)0 | s0) < C*0"E (en | s0) 0.

4zl <dX%, ||lzi]|2. From these observations we can deduce that

E (zn+1E(epn | fn)TZn—i-l | s0)

" 2
< (d+2) (62(1+6) k=1 Tk H%H% + <Z ,Yke(lJrB) Z?—Mj) 4 9*3) |IE(€n | s0)ll5
k=1

n 2
< (d—l— 2) (62(1+ﬁ) D k=1 Tk ||90H2 + e2(1+ﬁ) D k=1 Tk (Z,yke—(l-i-ﬁ)Z?—f“/j) + 9*3) HE(En | 50)”2
k=1

(1-5)?

Similarly, using Cauchy-Schwarz,

€n | 30)”2 :

E <IE ((e;)T [T — (A + en + AM,)] 20 | }'n> | so>

d n n
+ ZE ((ELL)T [ — m(A+en +AM,)] Z'Vkai(ﬁb(sk))r(sj’ 7(s5)) (H(l + 'VJ'aj)) | 30) €
. 2 |
[ — (A + en + AME ((e;)T | 80) o
< 2R it ||E ((e7,) | s0) ), 160l
+ 24| ((e)) | 0) |, e12 Zhar 7 37 e OHD T 4 2 [E((e]) | 50) [, 1671,
k=1

Ooll, + d + [|6* n
< 2H 0H2 . H H2e(1+5)2k:1 Tk HE ((Eél) | 80)H2

So we can unroll{32) using the tower property of conditicggdectations to obtain:

E(l|2nt1l3 | s0) < Mnzo + (1+ (1+ B) 67],) Z%fﬂ I

6 d+ |0*
160l +d + || ”22 (LI 12040 3=1% | E(er | s0)lls

+(d+2) 1 5)°
k=1

14



0 d+ [|6%]], — _
+4H ol Jlr_; 1071, S I L) Tk 1B} | 50)]],
=1

< e Zim 2m=0)=2m (1+5)%) 50 4 (1 + (1 + B) [|6%]|,) Z%e Tk v ((1=B)=2v; (1+8)?)

+(d+2)H90H2(+d+ 16*13 Z Sy 01-B) =235 (18)%) 20048) X521 % || ey | 50)
190l Tf; 191 - 3 e D w02, 0+8)) (49 v (e, | 50),
k=1

wherell, := [Tr_; (1 — 27, (u(1 — B) — 2v,(1 + B)?)).
Using thaty, < u(1 — 3)/(2(1 + 3)2) for all n, we have that

NI

E(l|zn 1]l | 50) < [ECIzn113 | 50)]

< e PU=A Xk Mz 4 (14 (1 4 B) 116*|,)? Z’yie_”(l_ﬁ) 2=k Vi
k=1
+(d+2) H90||2 + d+ ||9*|| Z —,u(l )5 KV 2(1+8) 2?21 Vi |E (e, | 80)||2

(1-

1
2

(ol +d+ 16711, < Z o~ H(1=B) Iy % (148) Thoy IECE, | 50,

Using discrete integration by parts, we have that

Ze—w Vo2 2O T B | 50)

<eH0-B) D1 37 240 251 [[E ey | s0)]
j=1

n—1 k )
+ 3 (et — e MR ik N 2 i B (e; | o),
k=1 j=1
n—1
<(L+8)B(so) | e H0TAIZE 43 gy — e 2k
k=1

Treating the mixing term involving,. similarly, we find that:

D=

E([|zn41ll2 | 50) < [E(lzns1]3 | 50)]

n
e MR 201y + (14 1671]y) Y e 2=
k=1

<

2 %12 *
16015+ 10713 1 0 4 o 100t 4 06

(d+2) 1B -

(2+ 8)B(s0)

15



[NIES

n—1
X [e—ﬂ(l—ﬁ) Sh=17 + Z('yk-i-l — fyk)e_“(l_ﬁ) Z?zkﬂ “fj] ]
k=1

< | e (=8 i1 lz0ll5 + (1 + [|6%]],) 272 —p(1=8) Xk i

1

Oolls + d + [6°[], )2 U e )

ra2+ o)+ B (10T ) [e-““-mzk—ﬂf+Z<vk+1—we—““—ﬁ)zj—wf]]
k=1

o H(1=8) Ry TE(llzolly + C)

1
n—1 2
(14 1167]) sz R o) (CT —w)e—““‘ﬁ’zf-wf‘]
k=1

whereC' = 2(2 4 8)(d + 4) B(so) (w) . -

5.1.3 Derivation of rates

Proof. (High probability bound in Theorem[I)

Note that wheny,, = (ch;;),

- = 2c2 —u(=f)eoe 3o i e 2/ epe coc
L2 < Coc i (c+79) 1 0 0 _ 0 1 _ B/
; ’_;(Cﬂ)z ] +c+z‘+k§ etk oxkyi)|LTPC-A)
n 2 2 -\ u(1—B)eoc n—1
+1 coC
<n A cge c 5
<[+8B-8) Z(c%—z) c+n +Z_:(C+k)(c+k+1)
=1 k=i
< 2+ coc] [14+ B33 —B)] B zn: ctc?
- (c + n)u(l—ﬁ)coc (c + 2)2 pu(1=PB)coc

i=1
We now find three regimes for the rate of convergence, basdeorhoice ot:

i) X1, L2=0 ((n + c)uﬂ—ﬁ)%) whenu(1 — B)coc € (0,1),

(i) >0 L = O (n~(Inn)?) When,u(l — B)coe =1, and

(i) S, 12 < Breditie ANGEE' (1) 4 )= whenu(1 — B)ce € (1, 00).

(We have used comparisons with integrals to bound the suiomsat Setting: so that we are in regime (iii),
the high probability bound from Propositibh 1 gives

" " e(n+c

B0 — 0%y — E |8 — 0%l > €) < exp |~ =29 (33)
2Ku,cﬁ

whereK, . 5 : = [Bod [(11+65()?;0c )]168023, (n+c)~L 0

Proof. (Expectation bound in Theorem/[I)
For the expectation bound, the rate derivation involvesidng each term on the RHS [n(27) after choosing
step-sizesy,, = (ch;;). Supposing that is again chosen so thét — 3)couc > 1 we have:

2—n(1-B)T} < _ e o~ r1=B)eoc iy s
e
Z fy Z C + k
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n
c3c? cie cic? 1

< <
= (e+n) (= B)ege — 1) £ (c+ k)Fmr=Bleoc = (1 — B)oe —1c+n

and similarly
n—1
— _ n 2COC 1
_ e H(l 6)Fk+1 <

where we have again compared the sums with integrals. Also

(1-B)ucoc
e~ (=Bl < (L) e < ( € )
n+c n+c

N

So from Propositiof]2

o (<l =07+ C) (L4 [0*[p)eBe? + Ceoe
— <
E”HH 0 ”2 = <(n+0)u(1_5)000_1 ,LL(]. _,B)COC— 1 (C+n) 27 (34)
and the result in Theorem 1 follows. O

5.2 lterate Averaging: Proof of Theorem[2

In order to prove the results in Theoréin 2 we again considecdlse of a general step sequence. Recall that
Opy1 = (01 +...+0,)/nand letz, = 6,1 —6*. We directly give a bound on the error in high probability
for the averaged iterates (the bound in expectation can taéneld directly from the bound in Theorér 2):

Proposition 3. Suppose thatn > ng, v, < u(1 — B)/(2(1 + 8)?). Then, under (A1)-(A5) and (A6), and
we haveye > 0 andVn > ny,

—1

_ .2 n 2
P(|znlly — El|zally > €) < e CEE L)

whereL; := L <1 + Zl":_li_l [e—u(l—ﬁ) e (14 [y + Zézi[’ﬂc — Ye+1)][1 4+ 83 — ﬁ)]B/)] 2).

Proof. The overall schema of this proof is similar to that used favprg Propositiof 1, which is used for
establishing a high probability bound of non-averaged TD(0
We first decompose the centered eifey ||, — E ||z, |, into a sum of martingale differences as follows:

n
[znlly — E|lznll, :ZDk> (35)
k=1

whereDy, := g, — Elgy |Fr_1] andgy, := 34 _ B[ 2all | Fx]-

We need to prove that the functiopg are Lipschitz continuous in the random innovation at timeith
the new constantg,. Let(} is the value of the averaged iterdtg ; at instantk, (7 is the value of the
iterated;, at instantk, and Iet(:)é‘?(( ) denote the mapping that returns the value of the averageatetat
instants, 6;, given thatd,_; = ¢! andd, = ¢%. Then, we have

n

(e ) (et ) -t ()

=k

<E

2

E (@) -k (<)

2

17



k—1
< ——Il¢" =<,

l
41 Z[ STk (1 4 e+ Yy = il + G - O] |2 - ¢, (36)

ij=k
In the above, we have used [25) derived in the proof of Préipasi to boundH@{c (¢?) —oFf (CZ') ‘2.

The rest of the proof amounts to showing thai(and alsaDy,) is Li-Lipschitz in the random innovation at
time k£ and this follows in a similar manner as the proof of Proposifl. O

5.2.1 Derivation of rates: High Probability Bound in Theorem[2

For the rate of the bound in high probability, one has to agaparately bound the influence of the fiigt
steps, and then use the expectation bound togethel[ with 3.

Proof. (High probability bound in Theorem[2) We perform the calculation:

1 2
n n n—1 2
doLr=>" !’Y’ <1+ Z [—“U 2 <1+ Y+ Y [ — Y] [1+/3(3—/3)]B’> )]
1=mng 1=ng l=i+1 k=i

n—1 2
Z[%( (1+[1+C1+B(B-5)B) Ze—wf?”
=1 l=i+1
1 & @ / ’ = _#A=F)n ’
= [c ( > <1+(1+[1+C][1+6(3—5)]B)Ze 2 )]
i=1 I=i+1

<[1+C1+BB-8)B (ﬁ)iﬁ; [ <%>a+

n—1

1 _1(=P)cg o (DI —(e4) 7% o o
- 2 11—« —
= E ((c+1+2)* = (c+1+1)%)
(c+i)*> 4

<[1+C)1+BGB-B)B (ﬁf{:ﬂ [ﬁﬁ?r}"

whereC’ := 3"7° | k=2, In the second equality we have substituted= (1 — 3) (cjn)a. For the second

inequality we have used discrete integration by parts (age .5 in_Fathi and Frikha E2013], display (2.2),
for details). For the last inequality we have noted, as irepHgin Fathi and Frikha [2013], that

n—1
Z o M(l;ﬁ)coCa(1_5)2((C_H)l—a_(C_H-)l—a)/(l_a) ((C 4 I 4 2)a _ (C I I I 1)04)
l=i+1

1 s o1 g)2 (et == /(1-a) / (AT s (1 (1)
< e 5 ¢ ct+i a 5 c A T=a dl.

e
l—« (c+i+1)1*0‘

Now, by taking the derivative and setting it to zero, we finatth

(37)

[ M0 (1-B)/ (1-a) 225

is decreasing ofta/(u(1 — B)co)c*(1 — B),00), and so we deduce that (37)(c + i + 1)*/a when
c+i>4a/ (u(l - B)co). Whenc+i < 4a/ (u(1 — 5)co) we use that the summand is boundedLby [
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5.2.2 Derivation of rates: Expectation bound in Theoreni 2

To bound the expected error we average the errors of thevermaged iterates. However, this averaging this
is not straightforward as the bound in Theofem 2 holds only:if ng (which ensures tha, is sufficiently
small). Note thaty can be easily derived from the specific form of the step sexjudence we analyse the
initial phase © < ng) and later phase > ny separately as follows:

2wy B 16 — 671l + ZZ:noHE [0k — 07|,
n n

Ellzally <

The last term on RHS above is bounded using Theditem 1, wilfrei term is bounded by unrolling TD(0)
recursion for the firsty steps and bounding the individual terms that arise using.(A6

Proof. (Expectation bound in Theorem[2) Let n > ng. Then, withv,, = ¢y (¢/(c +n))” ¢, from the
statement of Propositidd 1, we have

pe®(1-B)eg

E (6, — 0%, < e 2o (mFTIEmm T i g4 0
1
2

+ (1 [67])2 Zn: 0 €\ g MR (poyia (k)i
2 - 11—«
( 2) = A €

=no

1 n c « c @ _p=B)ege® (1 Nl—a_ kt1lte)l—e
S
(kno k+c k+c+1

_ pe®*(1-B)cg

<o D (o) o = (o) ) [(Ileo — 0"l +C)

(SIS

1
n (1—B)cge® —a 2
+ [(1 + |]9*H2)% ey + (Ccoco‘)%] {/ 2209 1-a dw} ]
0

_ pe®(1-B)cg

<o i e et [(HHO — 0], +C)

(NI

1

_ (1=B)ege® \ /(1= 2

1 1— B)coe™\ > (u T-a ) " —a

#0181 e+ Ceoety?] § (HEEERE) T s 20y
- 0

_ pe®(1=B)eg

<e” () T o)) [(HHO ~ 8", +C)

{410 ) e + (Ceoc) 2 { <%>2

o

u(l—ﬂ)coca>1/“*“)n

/( 11—«
. 0
_ pe®(1-B)cg

<ot T gy g7, + €)

2
(1 —a)y - ay_(”“))?eylady} ]

142«
1— a\ T¥3(1—a) o
%) (n+ 0%

a1t e+ cae)t]
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So, recalling that

o d N0 e
00 — 0" — <H(1 +’Ykan)> 0 + Z {Z a;i(d(sk))r(sk, ™ (H (1 +jay) )] e; — 0"
i=1 | k=1 =k

k=1

we deduce that

E [0 — 6],
< nO EHQk 0*\\2+ZZ:n0+1EH9k—9*|!2
B n n

o 1—a) ,2(14B)coc® (c+np)t ) * n «
o [(1+ deoe(c + 1) e -+l L S Bl 07,
n n

no [(1+ depc (e + ng) =) 21+t (+m0)' =) 11|
<
- n

2(1—«)

. (1 + deoc®(c + no)l—a)e2(1+ﬁ)coc (e+ng)? ) + 6% + C & Z e_m((kﬂ)ua_(wno)ka)

n
k=1

142«
1 1— a\ T¥3(—a) o
[+ 11071)7 e + (Cape)? | (M) (n+c)°%

l—«o

5.3 TD(0) with centering: Proof of Theorem[3

Proof. The proof proceeds along the following steps:

Step 1: One-step expansion of the recursio(®).
1641 — 0713 (38)
=1 [(Bn = 6%) + 1(fx,, (6n) = fx,,, (0) + E(fx,, (07 | )] I3
<[1(8n = 6") +7(Fxi, On) = Fx,, (07) + E(fx,, (67 | Fo)ll3
< 00— 0%+ 2900 = 07 | fx, (60) = fx,, (07) + E(fx,, (07) | )|

#97 | (Bn) = i, O 4 B8, (6 | 7)) @)

whereY () denotes the orthogonal projection onto ftieball.

Step 2: Bounding the variance using the centering term.
Let

I, (0n) :=fx,, (6n) = fx,, (07) +E(fx,, (07) | Fo)
=fx., (0n) = fx,, (07) = (fx,, (0") = fx,, (6%) + E(fx,, (07) = fx,, (6) | Fn)
+ (E(fx;, (0%) | Fn) = B0, (fx;, (07)))
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where we have used th8ly ¢, (fx,, (6*)) = 0. Then, letting

en(0) :==E [ fx, (0)| Fu] —Ewg, [fx,, (0)]

we have,
E (|1 7x,, @) | 7.)
< IE:< £, (0n) = fx., (0]

(£, (0 = fx,, (67) + E(fx,, (07) = fx,, (6%) | Fo)

2 *\ (12
RACTHES

<& (£, 0~ £, @3] 72) + 8 (1, 0 =, 001 72 ) +E (hea(@)131 7).
(40)
where we have used that for any random variableE (| X — EX||?) < E(|| X|?).
Let
en(0) = E (|| £x., ) = £x,, 03] Fa) = Bwo, (I, 6) = fx., 0)][).
The second term in, (6) can be bounded as follows: For afiywe have
Ev g, (| fx.,0) = fx,, (07)]]3)
=(0 = 0") ' Ew.p, [(B¢(snt1) = ¢(sn))B(sn) ¢ (sn)(Bd(sns1) — d(sn))"] (6 — 07)
=0 — 0" (®T(I — BP)TD) dTU(I — BP)D(H — 0%)
<O -0 (2TUD) TUD(H — 0%)
<d*|[@(0 — )% (41)

In the final inequality, we have usd@ ™V ||, < d2.
Plugging the above ih_(40), we obtain

E ([l x., 01

7o) < (|06, — )13 + 2@ 613

+ n(0n) + n(0™) + E (llea(07)13 | F2)

Step 3: Analysis for a particular epoch.
Using the last display, we calculate,

E (0,01 — 0" 3] F2) < 16— 013+ 29(6 — 0°)E [ Fx,, (6.)] 7]
#9210~ 0 + 190 ~ 0 + nl6) + en0™) + 8 (Jea(®)13] ) )
= (16 — 0113 + 27(n — 0)E [ fx,,, (00)| Fn] (42)
#92( (19000 = 0 + 190 — 0)) + ) + a4 B (Jeal®)15 | 7))
The equality above uses the fact thaf fx, (6,,)| 7] = E [ fx,, (6,)| F], since

1%, (0) —E | fx,, (0™)

7
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is a martingale difference w.rf,,.
We can rewrite[(42) as

E (1001 = 0°13| Fn) < 100 — 0713 + 2905 — 0*) Bu g, [fx,, )] + 270 — 07) en(6n)
92 (@ (100 = 7)1 + 120" =013 ) + €n0) + en(0™) +E (Jlea(0)]3 | Fa) ) (43)
Notice thatEy ¢, [fx, (#*)] = 0and hence
Ev 0, [fx., (0n)] = Ew,p,((B(5n+1) — d(s0))(50)")(0n — 07) = (RTU(I — BP)®) (0, — 07).
Using the above, we can simplifiy (43) as follows:
E ([10n+1 — 0°[13] Fn)
<N~ 0713 + 7 (|6 — )3 + |90 — 6°)]3) — 2(6 — 6 [RTU(T — 5P}

+29(0n = %) en(On) + 720 (00) + 72n(0) + E (llea(07)]13 | F)
* d27 * nim *
<0 — 0713 = 29((1 = B) = D)@ (00 — 071 + 22 2E) — 07
+29(0 = 07 en(0n) +72€n(00) +72n (0) +E (Jlen(®)113 | F) (44)

Unrolling the above recursion within an epoch, i.e., frare= (m + 1)M — 1 ton = mM, we obtain

E ([10¢n+1y0-1 — 9*”5‘ Fn) < |10mar — 07113

(m+1)M—2 d2’Y _
Y (-8 - TR0 )] Fari) + 292 00 6
n=mM

(m+1)M—-2
+E ( S 200 =0 en(0) +77 (en00) + en (@) +E (llen0)3 | o))

n=mM

]:li)

(45)

Notice that(#(™) — 6*)T1(9(™) — %) < l(é(m) — 6%)TTUH(A™ — 9*) and hence we obtain the
_ H
following by settingd,,,s = ™ and ignoring the non-negative LHS term:

dzfy n(m *
2yM((1 = 8) = SHE (100" =)} | Frnr)
1 (m+1)M—2
< (; +M72d2) 18 0" 13 +4% > E(enla) + eal®@™) + len(8)3] Fnae)

n=mM

me)

(m+1)M-1
+E 2y > (6 —07)Ten(6h)

n=mM

Step 4. Combining across epochs.

LetCy = . Then, we have



E (e@" - 0*)II3| 7)

m—1 kM—-1
1) _ goy2 4 2C m—2—k (k- .
< OPle0 - o3+ 523" Y E(a0) + 6@ E ) + (o)l Fo)

k=1 i=(k—1)M

m—1 L kM—1

+C Y RN R (6 - 07)ei6:)] Fo)
k=1 i=(k—1)M
whereCy = i o
2M((1 - 8) - )

Step 5: Controlling the error terms.
First note that

e(0) =E (1(B(sn)0(5n:1)" = &5n)o(50))(0 — 073 | Fo)

~Eu, (1(80(s0)0(50+1)7 = 6(sn)(n)) (0 — 07)713)
=0 —0")" [E(v'v | F) —Egg, (v v)] (0 — 67)

wherev = B¢(sn)d(Sn+1)" — ¢(sn)d(sn). Supposing that(6 — 6*)|, < H, and using thao (s, )|, <1
together with the convexity of matrix inner products in thg,-matrix norm, we have that

le(@)lly < 2H [[E(v | Fn) = Eg 6, ()]

So by (A6), and the fact the projection step of the algoritiwa have

kM—1 ~ 9
i=(k—1)M
Similarly
kM—1 kM—1
S E(Ie@)I3| F) . DD B0 — 0" i) Fo) < 2HBM ) (s0)
i=(k—1)M i=(k—1)M
]

6 Numerical Experiments

We test the performance of TD(0), TD(0) with averaging andGigorithms.

Example 1. This is a two-state toy example, which is borrowed from [Yd &ertsekas, 2009]. The
setting has the transition structufe= [0.2,0.8;0.3,0.7] and the rewards given by(1, j) = 1,r(2,5) = 2,
for j = 1,2. The features are one-dimensional, i+~ (1 2)".

Fig.[2(a) presents the results obtained on this examplesdtting the step-sizes of TD(0), we used the
guideline from Theorem]1. Note that this results in convecgefor TD(0), with the caveat that setting the
step-size constatrequires knowledge of underlying transition structuretigh . It is evident that TD(0)
with averaging gives performance on par with TD(0) and @lifo(0), the setting of is not constrained
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Figure 2: Empirical illustration of TD(0), TD(0) with avegang and CTD algorithms. The normalised value
difference is defined to bgd(0,, — 6*)|w /|| P(6*)|w.
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here. Given that convergence is rapid for TD(0) on this eXxampe do not plot CTD in Fi§ 2(&) as the
epoch length suggested by Theorem 308 and this is already enough for TD(0) itself to converge. CTD
resulted in a normalized value difference of ab08 on this example, but the effect of averaging across
epochs for CTD will be seen better in the next example.

Example 2. Here the number of states ar@0, the transitions are governed by a random stochastic matrix
and the rewards are random and bounded betweand 1. Features ar8-dimensional and are picked
randomly in(0, 1). The results obtained for the three algorithms are predenteig.[2(D). It is evident that

all algorithms converge, with CTD showing the lowest vacenAs in example 1, the setting parameters
for TD(0) was dictated by Theorelm 1, while for CTD, the stggesand epoch length were set such that the
constant’y in TheoreniB is less thah

7 Conclusions

TD(0) with linear function approximators is a well-knownliog evaluation algorithm. While asymptotic
convergence rate results are available for this algorittm@re are no finite-time bounds that quantify the
rate of convergence. In this paper, we derived non-asympbaunds, both in high-probability as well
as in expectation. From our results, we observed that @&eraéraging is necessary to obtain the optimal
O (1/4/n) rate of convergence. This is because, to obtain the optiatelwith the classic step-size choice
x 1/n, itis necessary to know properties of the stationary diistion of the underlying Markov chain. We
also proposed a fast variant of TD(0) that incorporates gec@ig sequence and established that the rate of
convergence of this algorithm is exponential. We estabtistihe practicality of our bounds by using them
to guide the step-size choices in two synthetic experinhsetaps.
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