arXiv:1712.08642v1 [cs.LG] 22 Dec 2017

Least-Squares Temporal Difference Learning for the Linear
Quadratic Regulator

Stephen Tu and Benjamin Recht
University of California, Berkeley

March 13, 2022

Abstract

Reinforcement learning (RL) has been successfully used to solve many continuous control
tasks. Despite its impressive results however, fundamental questions regarding the sample com-
plexity of RL on continuous problems remain open. We study the performance of RL in this
setting by considering the behavior of the Least-Squares Temporal Difference (LSTD) estimator
on the classic Linear Quadratic Regulator (LQR) problem from optimal control. We give the
first finite-time analysis of the number of samples needed to estimate the value function for a
fixed static state-feedback policy to within e-relative error. In the process of deriving our result,
we give a general characterization for when the minimum eigenvalue of the empirical covariance
matrix formed along the sample path of a fast-mixing stochastic process concentrates above
zero, extending a result by Koltchinskii and Mendelson [19] in the independent covariates set-
ting. Finally, we provide experimental evidence indicating that our analysis correctly captures
the qualitative behavior of LSTD on several LQR instances.

1 Introduction

Despite excellent performance on locomotion [18, 27, 30, 43, 46] and manipulation [20, 26, 28,
29| tasks, model-free reinforcement learning (RL) is still considered very data intensive. This is
especially a problem for learning on robotic systems which requires human supervision, limiting
the applicability of RL. While there have been various attempts to improve the sample efficiency
of RL in practice [15, 16, 41], a theoretical understanding of the issue is still an open question. A
more rigorous foundation could help to differentiate between whether RL suffers from fundamental
statistical limitations in the continuous setting, or if more sample efficient estimators are possible.

For continuous control tasks, the Linear Quadratic Regulator (LQR) is an ideal benchmark
for studying RL, due to a combination of its theoretical tractability combined with its practical
application in various engineering domains. Recent work by Dean et al. [11] adopts this point of view,
and studies the problem of designing a stabilizing controller for LQR when the system dynamics
are unknown to the practitioner. Here, the authors take a model-based approach, and propose to
directly estimate the state-transition matrices that describe the dynamics from observations. In
practice however, model-free methods such as )-learning or policy-gradient type algorithms are
preferred over model-based methods due to their flexibility and ease of use. This naturally raises
the question of how well do model-free RL methods perform on the LQR problem.

In this paper, we shed light on this question by focusing on the classic Least-Squares Temporal
Difference (LSTD) estimator [6, 9]. Given a sample trajectory from a Markov Decision Process



(MDP) in feedback with a fixed policy 7, LSTD computes the value function V7™ associated to
7. Estimating V7™ is the core primitive in value and policy-iteration type algorithms [45]. The
key property exploited by LSTD is the linear-architecture assumption, which states that the value
function can be expressed as a linear function after applying a known non-linear transformation to
the state. To the best of our knowledge, LQR is the simplest continuous problem which exhibits
this property.

Our main result regarding the LSTD estimator for LQR is an upper bound on the necessary
length of a single trajectory to estimate the value function of a stabilizing state-feedback policy.
Letting n denote the dimension of the state and ignoring instance specific factors, we establish
that roughly n?/e? samples are sufficient to estimate the value function up to e-relative error.
Our analysis builds upon the work of Lazaric et al. [25|, which requires bounding the minimum
eigenvalue of the sample covariance matrix formed by the transformed state vectors; the same
eigenvalue quantity also appears in many other analyses of the LSTD estimator in the literature |25,
31, 32, 38]. We bound this quantity by studying the more general problem of controlling the
minimum eigenvalue of the covariance matrix formed from dependent covariates that mix quickly to
a stationary distribution. Our analysis extends an elegant technique based on small-ball probabilities
from Koltchinskii and Mendelson [19], and is of independent interest. Specializing to the setting
when the covariates are bounded almost surely, our result improves upon the analysis given by
Lazaric et al.

We conclude our work with an end-to-end empirical comparison of the model-free Least-Squares
Policy Iteration (LSPI) algorithm [24] with the model-based methods proposed in Dean et al. Our
experiments show that model-free LSPI can be substantially less sample efficient and less robust
compared to model-based methods. This corroborates our theoretical results which suggest a factor
of state-dimension gap between the number of samples needed to estimate a value function versus
the bounds given in Dean et al. for robustly computing a stabilizing controller. We hope that our
findings encourage further investigation, both theoretical and empirical, into the performance of RL
on continuous control problems.

1.1 Related Work

Least-squares methods for temporal difference learning are well-studied in reinforcement learning,
with asymptotic convergence results in a general MDP setting provided by [48, 51]. More recently,
non-asymptotic analyses were given in both the batch setting |3, 13, 25] and the online setting [31,
32, 38|. The prevailing assumption employed in prior art is that the MDP has uniformly bounded
features and rewards, which excludes the LQR problem. We note that earlier results by Bradtke |7, §]
studied policy-iteration specifically for LQR, and proved an asymptotic convergence result. To the
best of our knowledge, our work is the first to provide finite-time results for temporal difference
learning on LQR. Furthermore, our concentration result for the sample covariance matrix drawn
from a mixing process specialized to the bounded setting improves upon Lemma 4 of Lazaric et
al. [25], by reducing the necessary trajectory length from Q(d?) to Q(d), where d is the dimension
of the features.

The problem of estimating the spectra of an empirical covariance matrix formed from indepen-
dent samples has received much attention in the past decade. Some representative results can be
found in [1, 19, 34, 39, 44, 49| and the references within. Our focus on the result of Koltchinskii and
Mendelson in this paper is primarily motivated by the fact that their proof technique is generaliz-
able to the dependent-data setting using standing mixing assumptions. The use of distributional



mixing assumptions for proving uniform convergence bounds is by now a well-established technique
in the statistics and machine learning literature; see [35, 36, 50] for some of the earlier results,
and [2, 21, 22, 33| for generalizations to time-series and online learning. In this work, our focus is
on bounding a very particular empirical process (the minimum eigenvalue of a sample covariance
matrix), and not in developing general machinery for empirical process theory on dependent data.

2 A Sample Covariance Bound for Fast-Mixing Processes

In this section, we state and prove our result regarding the minimum eigenvalue of the sample
covariance matrix formed along a trajectory of a 8-mixing process. We start by fixing notation. Let
(X%)72; be an R"-valued discrete-time stochastic process adapted to a filtration (Fj)32,. For all
k > 1, let v}, denote the marginal distribution of Xj;. We assume that (X});2,; admits a stationary
distribution v, and we define the S-mixing coefficient B(k) with respect to v, as

B(k) == sup Ex+[[|Px,, (-|Ft) — Voolltv] - (2.1)
t>1

In (2.1), the notation X? refers to the prefix X} := (X7, ..., X;) and |- ||ty refers to the total-variation
norm on probability measures. Our main assumption in what follows is that (X})32, is S-mixing
to its stationary distribution at an exponential decay rate, i.e. (k) < I'pF for some fixed I' > 0 and
p € (0,1). We note that our analysis is easily amendable to slower (e.g. polynomial) decay rates.

We consider a sample-path X, X, ... drawn from this stochastic process. Fix positive integers
N and a satisfying 1 < a < N and define:

X = (Xp:1<k<N,(k—=1moda)=j—1), j=1,..a. (2.2)

Let the integers my, ..., mg (resp. index sets I(1), ..., [(4)) denote the sizes (resp. indices) of X(J\lf), ceey X(]X).

Also, let Xoo? be mj ii.d. draws from the stationary distribution v4,. With this notation in hand,
the following lemma is one of the standard ways to utilize mixing assumptions in analysis.

Lemma 2.1 (Proposition 2, Kuznetsov and Mohri [23|). Let g be a real-valued Borel measurable
function satisfying 0 < g < 1. Then, for all j =1,...,a,

Elg(X2)] - Blg(X)]| < mj6(a) .
where B(a) is defined in (2.1).

In our analysis, we will take the g in Lemma 2.1 to be the indicator function on an event, which
will allow us to relate events on the stochastic process Xoo to events on the blocked version of
the stochastic process X ];f . We are now ready to prove our generalization of Theorem 2.1 from
Koltchinskii and Mendelson [19] for fast-mixing processes. We note that no attempt was made to
optimize the constants appearing in the result.

Theorem 2.2. Fiz a 6 € (0,1). Suppose that (Xj)72, is a discrete-time stochastic process with
stationary distribution v that satisfies f(a) < I'p® for some T > 0, p € (0,1), where B(a) is defined
n (2.1). For any positive 7 > 0 define the small-ball probability Qoo (T) as

Qoo(T) 1= tei,sl'%lf—l P, {|t, X)| >7}. (2.3)



Suppose that there exists a T satisfying Qoo(T) > 0. Furthermore, suppose that N satisfies

N>11pbgCﬁN><m“{u%£§i§2l@§zf%<ﬁu4pf%(m?v)}+llé@

Then, with probability at least 1 — 6,

7—2 oo\ T
mln( ZXka>—628()

Proof. The first part of this proof follows the argument of Theorem 2.1 from [19]. Hence, we adopt
their notation. Fix an arbitrary function class F of functions mapping R™ to R. We associate to F
the function Qoo (7; F) defined for a positive parameter 7 as

@oo(7; F) := Inf P {|f(X)[ 2 7} (2.5)

Next, define ¢, : R — [0, 1] as

1 ift>2u
Gu(t) =< (t/u) =1 fu<t<2u .
0 ift<u

It has the property that for all ¢ € R, 1y, «)(t) > ¢u(t) and ¢u(t) > Ly00)(t)-
Now let F be an arbitrary function class, and fix an f € F. Clearly, we have |f(Xz)|> >
U21|f(Xk)|2u for k =1,..., N. Therefore,

Mz

FXR)P? > *Zu Lj5(x,) >
k: k=1

1 N
=N§M%MWZMHMMWWWMWZ%D
k=1

\%
=i

k=1

UQ(QOO(2U;'F) + ¢u(|f(Xk)|) - Euw[¢u(|f|)])

WV
==
M= T

k=1
N
= u? (Qoo(2u; F) + % Z(¢u(|f(Xk)|) - Eum[¢u(|f|)])>
k=1
N
> u? (QOO(2U F) + mf Z Gu(|f(Xk)] _Euw[flﬁu(‘f‘)}))
N
= u2 (Qoo(zu }— - ?gg):Nkzz: Voo ¢u ‘f| ¢u(’f(Xk)’>)) . (2'6>



Since f € F is arbitrary, (2.6) holds for inf e r + Zi\;l |f(X1)|2. The rest of the proof is devoted

to upper bounding the empirical process

N

1

To do this, we will partition our X}’s into a groups X(]}/), j=1,...,a, where we define a to be

With this in mind, we write,

[, (N
a:= =, og 5 .
N

1
SUp Z( voo [Pu(lfD] = du(lf (Xr)]))

— sup - Zmﬂ CN) S B lu17D] = 6ulFXD)

a m;
Jer T kel

Zmy a/N)sup 3 (o [0u(1F1)] ~ 6u(lF(X2)).

fE]'— J kel(])

By the definition of the m;’s, we know that

N N
m:=|—| <mj <—+1,
a a

and therefore each mj(a/N) < 2. Setting € to

M
c= max Eon, [supT;Z(Euw[qﬁu(lfl)] ~ GullF(X)1)

:17---701
! JeF T =1

we have by combining (2.8) with a union bound,

N
X {Sup Z voo [Pu (| F )] = Su(f(Xk)])) > 25}

k=1

<Zﬂ”xﬁ {supl > (E uw[¢u<f)}¢u<f<xk>>>e}

m;
fer J kGI( )

< NB@) + 3P, {suplzx o [6u(1F)] — du(IF (X)) > }

j=1 fer ] k=1
(b)
< NB(a) +6/2
(c)
< NT'p*+4/2

(d)
<5/2+6/2=4.

1
@ lOg(ZG/(S) )

(2.7)

(2.8)

(2.9)

(2.10)



The inequality (a) follows from Lemma 2.1, (b) holds by the bounded differences inequality, since
X5 contains m; i.i.d. datapoints, (c) uses the assumption on 8(a), and (d) follows by the definition
of a in (2.7). Furthermore, using the fact that ¢,(| - |) is 1/u-Lipschitz, we bound the expected

supremum via the standard symmetrization inequality,

)=1,...,a m
! Fer i k4

masx E o, [sup S o] - ¢u<\f<xk>>>]

< max 2R, (Gul] )0 F) < max R (F).

j=l,...a j=1,a U
Above, R;,; denotes the Rademacher complexity,
R (F —]Em mj | Sup — 6]€ka .
FEELII IR
In view of (2.9), (2.10), and (2.11), with probability at least 1 — 9,
feF =1,...,a U
Combining this inequality with (2.6), if
u
n}aXaij (F) < 1—6Qoo(2u; F),

32log(2a/0)
Q% (2u; F)

E
v

then on this event we have

2
}Q;NZ\J” Xp)? > fQoo(2u F).

Now we specialize to F = {(-,t) : t € S"~1}, for which

N
P 2
;ger;\f(Xk)\ = Amin (NZXka)-

k=1

In this case,

2

mg ms
1 1 :
Ry (F) =B my s || D e Xi|| < oA B x7 > e X
T k=1 J k=1
1 By [I1X11%]
= —/mE, [IIX]Y] = T
m; V1
Hence, (2.13) is satisfied if
2
s BB [IX

u?Q2,(2u; F)

N
sup 7 3B 1]~ a1/ (X)) < s o, () + 24 5 og(2a).

(2.11)

(2.12)

(2.13)

(2.14)

(2.15)



We now verify that these two inequalities on m are indeed valid. Using the fact that for any real
number = we have |z| > x — 1 and z < [z],

| N N l—p
m= LLJ = 12N earnge) !
1024E,_[|| X ||*] 32log(2a/d)
- max{ Q40 QL) } |

where the last inequality holds from the assumption on N in (2.4). By performing a change of
variables T < 2u, we see that (2.14) and (2.15) both hold. O

Following a similar line of reasoning as in Koltchinskii and Mendelson, we immediately recover a
corollary to Theorem 2.2, where the small-ball condition in (2.3) is replaced by a stronger moment
contractivity assumption.

Corollary 2.3. Fiz a § € (0,1). Suppose that (Xy)32, is a discrete-time stochastic process as
described in the hypothesis of Theorem 2.2. For X drawn from the stationary measure Voo, SUPPOSE
that the following conditions hold,

Xt
0<l< Amn(E[XXT]) <L, sup I8X8)llz2 (2.16)

tesn—1 (X, 0l —

Furthermore, suppose that N satisfies

1 2I'N L 4 2I'N
> 6~ 4 JEE— - .
N > 1_plog( 5 ) (max{65536B gn,512B log (6(1—p) 10g< 5 >>}+1)

Then, with probability at least 1 — 6,
1 o i
T
Ain (N ;X’“X’f> = 1281

Proof. The assumptions of (2.16) imply that E,_[||X||?] < Ln and that for 7 = %, we have

Qoo(T) > ﬁ. The claim now follows by Theorem 2.2. O

3 Fast-Mixing of Linear Dynamical Systems

In order to pave the way for our main result regarding LQR, we need to understand the mixing
time of a stable linear, time-invariant (LTT) dynamical system. This will allow us to directly apply
the results from Section 2. Consider the LTT system

Xk+1 :AXk"i'Wka Wk’NN(Ovl)a (31)

with A an n X n matrix, initial condition Xy = 0, and W}, independent from W}, for all k # k'
This section is dedicated towards bounding the S-mixing coefficient of (3.1).

It is not hard to see that the marginal distribution vy of X evolving according to (3.1) is
N (0, P;), where the covariance Py, := f;ol (AN (AHT is positive-definite. The stability of the linear
system (3.1) is equivalent to the spectral radius of A, denoted p(A), being strictly less than one.



When p(A) < 1, the stationary distribution v of (X)72 , is N'(0, Px), where the covariance matrix
P is the unique, positive-definite solution of the discrete-time Lyapunov equation

AP AT — P +1=0. (3.2)
Observe that in the case of a Markov chain, the S-mixing coefficient (2.1) simplifies to

BU) = Sup By [P, (1X0=0) — voclf]

The following upper bound on E,,, [|Px, (| Xo=%) — Voo ||tv] uses the assumption of a known decay
on the spectral norm of AF.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that |A*|| < Tp* for all k > 0, where T > 0 and p € (0,1). Let
Px, (:|Xo=z) denote the conditional distribution of Xy, given Xo = x. We have that for all k > 0
and any distribution vy over x,

T n
Eaanl B, (1X0=) = vl € 5 [Bunllal?] + T2

Proof. By Pinsker’s inequality,

1
[P, ([ Xo=12) = Voollw < \/2D(ka('|Xo=w)7 Voo) »

where D(-,-) denotes the KL-divergence. It is easy to check that Px, (:| Xo=x) = N'(A¥z, P;,). Using
the formula for KL-divergence between two multivariate Gaussians,

D(Px, (-] Xo=1), vso) = % (Tr(P;Pk) + 2T (AF)TP L AR — n 4 log(det(Ps)/ det(Pk))> :

Now, write Ay := Py, — Pi, where Ay = 0. We have,

det(Px)

e = det(Poo Py ") = det((Py + Ap) Py ) = det(I + Ap Py Y) = det(I + A2 P A
ot (P

Therefore, using the inequality that logdet(A) < Tr(A — I) for any positive definite A,
log det(I + A PIIAL?) < Te(A}2 P AY?) = Tr(AL P
On the other hand,

Tr(P ' Py) = Tr(P (P — Ay)) = Tr(I — P'AR) = n— Tr(PL'AR) < n.
Hence, combining these inequalities and letting ||z||ps := VaT Mz for a positive-definite matrix M
and ||M||. denote the nuclear norm of a matrix M,

1

1 _ _
D(Px, (-1Xo=1),ve) < 5 (27 (AN TP AR + Tr(ArPY) ) < S(1A4%1 + 1P 1A

N |



where the last inequality follows from von Neumann’s trace inequality combined with Holder’s
inequality. Using the decay assumption,

ZAtAk:T <F2Z 2t

Furthermore, since Px, 3= Py, = I, we have that | P, ||« < n and ||Ak35H2 < || Ak |2 < T2z %p?k.
This gives the bound

FQ 2k
Akl = —

21 2|2 p2% 4+ nl 2k
D(Px, (1Xo=0). ) < 5 (P2l + 720 )

The claim now follows by Jensen’s inequality. O

Now we turn our attention to obtaining a quantitative handle on the decay rate of the spectral
norm of A*¥. To do this, we introduce some basic concepts from robust control theory; see [52]
for a more thorough treatment. Let T (resp. D) denote the unit circle (resp. open unit disk) in
the complex plane. Let R'H denote the space of matrix-valued, real-rational functions which are
analytic on D°. For a G € RH, we define the Hoo-norm ||G||%., as

1G#o = sup |G(2)]| - (3.3)
z€T

Furthermore, given a square matrix A, we define its resolvant ®4(z) as
Dy(z) = (21 — AL, (3.4)

When A is stable, ®4 € RHo, and hence |G|y, < co. The next proposition characterizes the
decay rate in terms of the stability radius p(A) and the Hoo-norm ||®4(|.,. While the result is
standard, we include its proof for completeness.

Proposition 3.2 (See e.g. Lemma 1 from [14]). Let A be a stable matriz with spectral radius p(A).
Fiz any p € (p(A),1). For all k > 1, we have

1AM < (1@ allpec” - (3.5)

Proof. We first prove the following claim. Let G € RHo, with stability radius p(G) € (0,1). Fix
any p € (p(G), 1), and write G(z) in its power-series expansion G(z) = > 3, Axz~*. Then, for all
k > 1, we have

1AKI < 1G () 3 - (3.6)

Fix two vectors u,v € S"!. Define the function H,,(z) := u*G(2~!)v, which is analytic for all
|z| <1/p. It is easy to check that k-th derivative ak (0) = klu*Agv. Therefore,

bl Age] = [H ()] < k" mase |Huo(2)] = K max u*G(2)e]
z|>p

= klp" max [u"G{pz)o] < klp* max||G(pz) | = kMG (p2) |3



Above, the first inequality is Cauchy’s estimate formula for analytic functions, and the last equality
follows from the maximum modulus principle. Since the upper bound is independent of u, v, we can
take the supremum over all u,v € S"~! and reach the conclusion (3.6).

We now apply this claim to the resolvant ® 4, which has the series expansion ®4(z) = > 72, Ak=1,—k,
For any p € (p(A), 1), (3.6) states that for all k > 1,

1A < 1@a(02) e = 197 @ p14(2) oo = 12-1ll0"
O

Combining these last two claims with (3.3) and using the fact that E,,[|| X||?] < E,_[||X||?] for
all t > 1, we have the following corollary, which is the main result of this section.

Corollary 3.3. Fiz any p € (p(A),1). For any k > 1 we have

nook
l_pr . (3.7)

1@p-14l170
Bk) < ’)2\/’1‘1-(Poo) +

4 Least-Squares Temporal Difference Learning

We turn our attention to the LSTD estimator. The goal of LSTD is to compute the value function
V™ associated with a policy 7 for an MDP. This is an important primitive operation in many RL
algorithms, such as policy-iteration.

Consider an MDP M = (S, A, p,~,r), where S denotes the state-space, A denotes the action-
space, p : S x A — u(S) denotes the transition kernel of the dynamics with p(S) denoting the
space of measures on S, v € (0, 1) is the discount factor, and r : S x A — R is the reward function.
Given a policy m: § — A, its value function V7™ : § — R is defined as

Vi(z):=E

> A (X, (X)) ’ Xo = w] v X1 ~ p(+[ Xg, m( X)) -
k=0

Bellman’s equation for the discounted, infinite-horizon cost [4] states that V™ is the solution to the
fixed-point equation

V(@) = r(z,m(2) + VEpp( @[V ()], z€S. (4.1)

When S is finite, dynamic programming can be used to solve (4.1). However, when S is continuous,
solving (4.1) in general is difficult without imposing additional structure. By assuming that V™
admits the representation V7 (z) = (¢(z),v,) for some feature map ¢ : S — R%, one turns (4.1)
into a system of linear equations; this is known as the linear-architecture assumption. Specifically,
if the dynamics p(-|x,u) are known, then V™ can be recovered as the solution to the system of linear
equations for vy,

(B(z) = (@), vr) = (2, 7(2)) , V() 2= B (o miay [$(2)] - (4.2)

Of course, we are interested in settings where the dynamics p(-|z,u) are not known, and hence we
cannot directly compute t(z) in (4.2). This is where the LSTD estimator enters the picture: given

10



a trajectory {(Xp, Ry, Xk+1)}]kvzl of length N, the LSTD estimator vistq approximates the solution
to (4.2) by solving

N t /N
Distd = (Z S(X5) (D(Xr) —wb(XkH))T) (Z ¢<Xk>Rk> : (4.3)
k=1

k=1

where (-)T denotes the pseudo-inverse. The curious looking nature of (4.3) accounts for the fact that
when ¢(Xj) — v¢(Xg41) is used as an estimate for ¢(Xy) —y(Xx) in (4.2), the noise in the linear
measurement is not independent from the covariate; see e.g. [9] for a more detailed discussion of the
issue. For completeness, in Appendix B we provide a more rigorous justification for the estimator
(4.3) which follows the development in Lazaric et al. [25].

We will let the matrix ® € RV*? denote the matrix where the k-th row is ¢(X};). While the
main result of this section is a bound on the sample complexity of the LSTD estimator on LQR, we
first consider the implications of Theorem 2.2 on LSTD when both the features ¢ and the rewards
are bounded, in order to compare to the setting of Lazaric et al. We will then study the LQR
problem, which is the simplest non-trivial MDP which relaxes these boundedness assumptions.

4.1 Bounded features and rewards

For this section only we assume that sup,cs [[¢(2)||2, < L and sup,cs 4e4 [7(s,a)| < Rmax. Under
these assumptions, we immediately have sup,cs |V™(z)| < ﬁRmaX := Vinax. The following result
from Lazaric et al. gives a bound on the in-sample prediction error of the estimator \//;() =

(9(): Vista)-
Theorem 4.1 (Theorem 1, Lazaric et al. [25]). With probability at least 1 — §, we have

— - v Ld 8log(2d/0) 1
T < Skl Y (e St A ,
V7 = V7l < 2 Vi < Nt (4.4)

where vy is the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of %=®7® and |||y denotes the L*-norm w.r.t. the
empirical measure 3 SN Ox,-
Immediately, Corollary 2.3 combined with Theorem 4.1 yield the following corollary.

Corollary 4.2. Suppose that the stochastic process {¢(Xy)}32, mizes to some stationary measure
Voo at a rate B(k) < Tp*. Furthermore, suppose that

0 <t < An(En BTN < L, sup LK Dezten)

S 60, Bl O (45)

Fiz a § € (0,1), and suppose that N satisfies

N S 1 dL
log(T'N/d)loglog(T'N/§) — 1—p t )"~
Then, with probability at least 1 — 9,

- 5 Td [ [flog(d/o) 1
T _ < _r = o\ 7)oy
||V V HN _O 1_7Vmax 7 < N +N

11



We remark that Lemma 4 of Lazaric et al. also provides an analysis of )\min(%@T@), but under
the boundedness assumptions of this section. Let us compare Corollary 2.3 to their Lemma 4.
Specializing their result to the case when the mixing is characterized by B(k) < (1/2)¥, they prove
that Amin (£®T®) > Q(¢) where £ = Ayin (E, [¢(X)p(X)T]) as long as

Under the same setting, as long as the contractivity condition (4.5) holds for the stationary distri-
bution, our result relaxes the condition on N to

N Ld
log(V/8) log log(V/8) ~ <£> ’

where L = Apax (B, [0(X)¢(X)T]). Our work thus improves on the bound from Lazaric et al. by
reducing the minimum trajectory length from N > Q(d?) to N > Q(d).

4.2 Linear Quadratic Regulator
We now study the performance of LSTD on LQR. The LQR problem is an MDP with linear dynamics
Xi+1 = AXy + BU, + Wy, Wi, ~N(0,1), (4.6)
and quadratic rewards
r(z,u) = — (2" Qx +u' Ru),

where A isn X n, B isn x n;, @ and R are positive-definite matrices, and W, is independent from
Wy for all k # K'. It is well known that the LQR problem can be solved with a linear feedback
policy m(z) = Kz, and hence we will assume linear policies in the sequel. We will further assume
that the policy 7 stabilizes the dynamics, i.e. the closed-loop matrix L := A + BK is a stable
matrix. This stability assumption ensures that the dynamics mix and the value function is finite.
We note that our analysis does not handle the case when L is not stable, but /4L is. In this case,
the value function is finite, but the dynamics do not mix.

Under our assumptions, it is straightforward to show by Bellman’s equation (4.1) that V™ (z) =
—27 Prx — nTr(Py), where n := v/(1 — 7) and P, uniquely solves the discrete-time Lyapunov
equation,

(VL) Pr(v"?L) = Pr + (Q + KTRK) = 0.

Furthermore, the stationary distribution of the dynamics is vo, = N(0, Px), where Py uniquely
solves the Lyapunov equation LPs LT — P, +1 = 0. To cast this problem into the linear-architecture
format of LSTD, we define the feature map ¢(x) as ¢(z) = svec(zx' +nI). Here, svec : Sym,,,.,, —
R™"+1)/2 is the linear operator mapping the space of n x n symmetric matrices (denoted Sym,,.,,,)
to vectors while preserving the property that (svec(Mi),svec(Ma))gn(nr1y/2 = (M1, M2)sym . for
all symmetric My, My. We will also let smat : R*™+1)/2 5 Sym . denote the inverse of svec.
Hence in our setting, d (the dimension of the lifted features) is d = n(n + 1)/2. We will denote
vy = svec(Pr).

The main result of this section is the following theorem which gives a bound on the error of the
difference between the LSTD estimator P = smat(Ujgtq) and the true value function P.
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Theorem 4.3. Fiz § € (0,1) and p € (p(L),1). Define T := 19,1770 vV Tr(Ps) +n/(1 = p?).
Let P denote the LSTD estimator (4.3) for the LQR problem. Suppose that N is large enough to
satisfy

N <maX{Tr(Poo)2, 772n}> (47)
log(TN/5) log log(TN/8) ~ (1= )M (Poo) ‘
Then, with probability at least 1 — 6,
1P — Prllr NV || Poo|| max{Tr(Pe), nv/n}
— <0 polylog(N,n,1/d) | . 4.8
[Pl VAL (P) (N 170) 5

Before we prove Theorem 4.3, we make several remarks on the behavior of (4.8). Let us first
simplify it to ease the exposition, by applying the bound Tr(Py,) < n||Px|| and assuming we are in
the regime when n > (1/||Pxl|)? so that n||Px|| dominates nv/n. With these simplifications, (4.8)
becomes

||13—Pﬂ||F<< O 1
X

olylog(N,n,1/9) | ,
[Pl L= )N A2 (P OB 1/ )>

which yields the sufficient condition that

n? K (Px) _ Pl
(1 - 7)252 )\min(Poo)> ’ H(POO) o >\min(Poo)

samples ensure the relative error is less than €.

We now remark on the dependence of (4.9) on the spectral properties of P,. In particular,
(4.9) suggests that as k(Px) increases, more samples are needed to reach a fixed ¢ tolerance. In
controls parlance, the matrix P, is known as the controllability gramian. A system with large
k(Px) is one where different modes exhibit qualitatively different behaviors. The simplest example
of this is when the closed-loop matrix is L = diag(p1, ..., pn) with pr € (0,1), in which case Py =
diag(1/(1—p?),...,1/(1—p2)). Here, as p; increases towards one, (4.9) predicts that estimating the
value function requires more samples. In Section 5.1, we show that this predicted behavior actually
occurs in numerical simulations.

(4.9)

Nzﬁ(

Let us now compare (4.9) to the setting of Dean et al. [11], where ordinary least-squares is used
to estimate the state-transition matrices (A, B) of (4.6), and a robust control procedure is used to
design a controller to stabilize (4.6). Ignoring problem specific parameters, Corollary 4.3 of Dean
et al. states that at most S~2(n /%) samples are needed to design a controller which incurs a relative
error of at most £. On the other hand, (4.9) suggests that Q(n2/e2) samples are needed to estimate a
single value function. This gap between upper bounds suggests that for LQR, model-based methods
may perform better than policy-iteration methods such as Least-Squares Policy Iteration (LSPI),
which require multiple policy evaluation steps. In Section 5.2, we provide empirical evidence that
shows this is indeed the case for certain LQR instances. We leave as future work lower bounds to
separate the sample complexities of model-free and model-based methods for LQR.

The remainder of the section is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 4.3. Because the estimator
(4.3) is not a standard least-squares estimator (despite its name), some analysis is needed to ma-
nipulate the estimator into a form that is easier to analyze. We follow the development in Lazaric
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et al. and state the main structural result of their paper below. For completeness, we provide a
proof in Appendix B, noting that our development removes the technical restriction that the last
state observed along the trajectory is discarded.

Lemma 4.4 (Lazaric et al. [25]). As long as ® has full column rank, the LSTD estimator P satisfies

the following inequality,

0[S 6K (@(Xis1) — EI(Xi1)| Xi) T
Amin (S0, 6(X0)0(X0)T)

The proof of Theorem 4.3 proceeds by bounding the terms on the RHS of (4.10). Theorem 2.2
from Section 2 combined with the mixing analysis in Section 3 can be directly applied to estimate
the minimum eigenvalue of the matrix Zé\/ﬂ #(X1)p(Xy)T. The term in the numerator can also be
dealt with via standard martingale techniques. We start with the eigenvalue bound.

1P — Prllp < (4.10)

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that the hypothesis of Theorem 4.3 hold. Then, with probability at least 1 —9,

Amin <Z¢ Xk Xk ) > Q(N)‘?mn( )) :

Before we prove Lemma 4.5, we state a technical result that we will need.

Lemma 4.6. Let f be a degree d polynomial and x ~ N (0,1). We have that

1
Proof. By the Paley-Zygmund inequality, for any 6 € (0, 1),

2 I F1I72

MU@HZ¢WMH}=Mﬂ@2ZWN§}2“_m\mﬁ‘
L4

Now by Gaussian hypercontractivity (Lemma A.2), we have that || f| 4 < 3%2|f|| 2. The claim
follows by setting § = 1/2 and plugging in this inequality. O

Proof. (Lemma 4.5). We first need to estimate the small-ball probability (2.3). To do this, write
X = Polo/gg, with g ~ N(0,1). Fix any v € S9! and let V = smat(v). With this notation,
folg) = (v, o(PX2g)) = (V. PL2gg " P2 + ) = T PPV P g + 0 Te(V) .

Clearly f, is a degree two polynomial in g. Furthermore, using Proposition A.1, we can lower bound
its second moment by
E[f.(9)*) = El(g" PX*V PX*9)*| + n* Te(V)? + 2nE[g" PX/*TPy/*g] Tr(V)
= 2| PAPV |3 + (V, Poo)? + 0 Tr (V) + 29(T, Pog) Tr (V)
= 2| PPV PL|E + (V. Poo) + 0 Te(V))?
> 2||PY2V PL2|12 > 202 (P.).

min
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The last inequality follows by standard properties of the Kronecker product,

IPXPV PR = [vec(PY?V PP = \I(P1/2®P1/2)ve0( V)12
> mm(Pl/Q®P”2)Ilvec( V)|I* = omin(PL* @ P2V
- (P1/2 ® P1/2) )‘Izmn( ) .

mll’l

IIllIl

Combining these inequalities, we have that || f,||z2 > v/2Amin(Pso). By Lemma 4.6, we conclude

Proo {10, (X)) > Amin(Poo)} > 1/324 .

Hence, we can take 7 = Apin(Pso). We now compute the second-moment E,__[||¢(X)]?],

Ev.[l0(X))1%] = Eu [I X111 + 20E,  [I1X %] + n*n
= 2[| P + Tr(Pu)® + 20 Tr(Pa) + 1’
< 3Tr(Ps)® + 27 Tr(Ps) + 1°n
<ATr(Po)? +n*(n+1).
The claim now follows from the mixing time calculation in Corollary 3.3 and Theorem 2.2. In order

to apply Corollary 3.3 to the stochastic process {¢(X)}22,, we let ¢~ 1(A) = {z € R" : ¢(z) € A}
for any measurable set A C R? and observe that for any k > 1,

IPx, (¢(Xk) € AlXo=1) — Voo (¢(Xk) € A)| = [P, (Xi € 671 (A)|Xo=1) — voo(Xy € ¢~} (4))]
< ||[PX19(‘X0:$) - VooHtV )

and hence [[Pyx,)(-[Xo=2) — voo(¢(Xk) € )lltv < [[Px,. (-| Xo=2) = voolltv- O

We now turn our attention to the term in the numerator of (4.10). In the sequel, we will make
repeated use of the Hanson-Wright inequality from Rudelson and Vershynin [40]. We first start
with a technical claim that will be used in the main proof.

Proposition 4.7. Let x ~ N(0,%1) and y ~ N(0,33) be independent. Fiz a matriz M. There
exists a universal constant ¢ such that with probability at least 1 — 6,

w12 r5l/2)2 1/2 3 ral/2
lzT My| < \/H 1 2 Il log(2/0) + Mlog@/é).
c c

Proof. Observe we can write

T 1/2 3 real/2
.7 Tyl/2)rl/2, 1 [ } 0 XMy, [w}
My =w"sY*ms) e ,
V= T2 D2yl 0 v
where (w,v) is an isotropic Gaussian. Now recall that H [ AT j(ﬂ H = ||AJ|. The result now follows

by the Hanson-Wright inequality.

We now establish a bound on the numerator of (4.10).
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Lemma 4.8. Fiz § € (0,1). With probability at least 1 — §, we have,

(Xit1) — Eld(Xpt1)| Xk]) Tvr

< O(||vx || VN(Tr(Py) + nv/n) | LPy *|[polylog(N, n, 1/6)) .

Proof. The proof uses a standard martingale argument. The only complication here is that the
random vectors are heavy tailed, and hence a truncation argument is needed; we use a truncation
argument similar to Lemma 1 of Bubeck et al. [10]. In the proof, constants ¢; will denote universal
constants.

We introduce the shorthand notation ¢y := ¢(Xj) and Ay := (pg+1 — Elprt1|Fk], vr). We first
show the following identities,

Ay = 2W, P LX), + W] P,W,, — Tr(Py) ,
E[AR|Fx] = 4| Pr LX) + 2| Pel 7 -
Observe that by the linearity of M — svec(M),
1 — Elrs1|Fr] = svee( X1 Xy + 1) — Elsvec(Xp1 Xy + 10)|F]
= svec <Xk+1X,;r+1 + I —E[Xp1 X0 + nI]Fk])

= svec Xk+1Xk+1 [Xk+1X1;r+1|fk]>

— svec ( LX)y + W) (LXg + Wi)T — E[(LXy + Wi)(LX5 + Wk)T]]-"k])
— svec <LXkX LT+ LX W) + We X LT + WeWd — LX, XTLT — I>

= svec (LXy W + Wi XTLT + Wy Wl — ) .
Therefore,
Ay = (Pkr1 — E[ort1|Fil, vr)
= (LX W) + Wi X LT + W, W — 1, P,)
= (LXW,T, Py + (Wi XT LT, Py) + W] PaW,, — Tr(Py)
= QW Py LX) + W, PaW), — Tr(Py) .
Next, expanding out E[A2|F],
E[A2|Fy] = E4(W] PrLXy)? + (W, PaW), — Tr(Py))? + 4W)] P LX (W PaWy — Tr(Pr))| Fil -
The claimed identities now follows by observing that,
E[(W)! PrLXy)*|Fi] = EIW,] PrLX X\ LT P Wy F]
= Tr(P, LX X} L' P;) = || P LX}|%,
E[(W)| PxW}, — Tr(Py))?] = Var(W;| PxWj,)
@ B[(WiPW )] — Tr(Pr)® = 2| e[}
E[W} PrLX (W Pr Wy, — Te(Pr))|Fi] =0,
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where (a) follows from Proposition A.1.
By the Hanson-Wright inequality, with probability at least 1 — ¢,

P2 P
W, P.W,, — Tr(Py)| < \/H . I log(2/6) + 1Pl > I log(2/6) .
1 1

Also, since X ~ N (0, P;) and is independent of Wy, by Proposition 4.7, with probability at least
1-—9,

pl/2)2

P, L
12W) P LX| <\/”HF1 g(2/6) +

P.LP?
7” - k I log(2/6) .

Hence, applying the triangle inequality and a union bound, there is an event £a s such that P(EX 5) <
0 and on &p g,

P7r 2 ™
max |Ag| < \/HHF log(4N/6) + mlog(ZJJ\f/é)
C1 C1

1<k<N
1/212 1/2
P.LP P.LP
+ \/ 1P LPy " [ log(4N/8) + lgzyal - il log(4N/9)
(&) 2

= Mpys .

Next, by standard Gaussian concentration results and a union bound, combined with the fact that
P, < Py for all 1 <k < N, there exists an event €y s, such that P(E§ ) <6 and on £x 5,

max || Xz| < /Tr(Py) + || Px||*?/210g(N/6) := My .

1<k<N

Furthermore, since P, LX), ~ N (O,PﬂLPkLTPﬂ), similar arguments yield that there is an event
5PLX7<5 with P(gpLXﬁ) < 6 and on gPLX,é;

max [|P LX< | PrLPY? [ + | PPy /2108(N/8) := Mppx,.

Hence, on x5 N Eprx s, setting My, := \/EMA@

N

> OkE[ARL AL > 1, | Fr]
=1

N

< kB[ AR A 10, | k]
=1

= |fk]
=3 oz Rt < Zu«p =
=1

N

P.LX 2+ P,
< 43 (152 + ) IEREXE A ”F<4Z 25+ V)
k=1 M, =1

Mrx s+ 1P| %
My,

N

PZ X Hl H P Hl HF
] r ,0 ,7‘ { LX,6 /
( X,0 \/>) M 5 l; X6 \F) M 5




Now, observe that,
Mpyxs+PrlE _ 20|PrLPy ([} + 41 P LY 2 1og(N/3) + || Prll3
Ma s - Mas
< c3(Mprx,s + | PrllF) -

Hence,
Ty < cs(M3 5+ nv/n)(Mprxs + | P p)VN .

We now turn our attention to bounding the martingale difference sequence,

N

D okl x, <y s Dk ja <ar, — EIAKL A, j<ar, [ Fk])
k=1

N

S

k=1

T =

Observe that Yy is Fjyi-measurable and E[Yy|Fi] = 0. Also,
Vil < 2(M% 5+ nv/n) My, = 2(M3% 5 + nv/n) Ma sVk

holds almost surely. Hence, by Freedman’s inequality for matrix martingales (Corollary 1.3 of
Tropp [47]), for every o > 0, there exists an event with probability at least 1 — ¢ such that

() [0 Vi < 083 5 + nv)Ma VN + 0/ ZIos(d/0). or
(b) S Bl > o2,

We now bound "n_; E[[|Y%[|?|Fx] from above so we can exclude the possibility of the second con-
dition. To do this, we observe that on Ex s N Eprx s,

E[||Y5|*|Fx] < (M55 + nv/n)*El(ArLay <an, — EIARL A<, [ FE]) [ Fi]

< (M% 5+ nvn)’EIARL A 1<, | Fi]

< (M% g +nv/n) E[AF|Fi)

= (M% s +1vn)? (4| Pr LX) + 2/ Pr 7)

< A(MZ 5+ nvn)* (Mprx s + | Prll)

from which we conclude that S>n | E[[|Yi|?[Fe] < 4N (Mx.s + n\/ﬁ)Q(MI%LXﬁ + || Px||%). Hence,
setting

o= 2\/N(M)2(75 +nvn)(Mprxs+ || PrllF)

we conclude there exists an event & 5 such that P(Ef ;) <6 and on &5 N Ex,s N EpLX .5,

Ty < (M35 +nvVn)MasVN + 2V N(M% 5+ nvn)(Mprxs + || Prl|F)v/21og(d/6) .

Wl oo

We are now ready to combine the above calculations. We introduce the shorthand ¢~Sk = Orl|x, | <Mx s

and ﬁk = Aglja,|<nm, - For what follows, we assume we are on the event € sNERsNEX sNEPLX 5
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By a union bound, this occurs with probability at least 1 —44. On this event, we have that gk = ¢
and Ay = Ay for all k =1,..., N. Hence, using the fact that E[Ag|Fx] =0,

N N
Z¢kAk = Z¢kAk
k=1 k=1
N N B
<D0 SB[ F]| + || ou(Ak — E[AL]Fi])
k=1 k=1

N N
= D" ok (E[AK|F] — B[ FD|| + || D dr(Ak — E[Aw|Fr)) ‘
k;l i N ~k=i i
= 11D SkE[ARL A 0 [ TR+ |D r(Ak — E[Ag]Fi]) ‘
=1 =1
=T+ 15

< o5(M% 5+ nvn)(Mprx,s + | Pr ||l p)VN
+ 66(M)2(75 + n\/ﬁ)MAﬁ\/ﬁ
+ er(M% 5+ nvn)(Mprx,s + || Pell ) v/log(n/0)VN .

The claim now follows by observing that
1P LPY | < IIPAIEILEY
followed by straightforward simplifications. O

Theorem 4.3 now readily follows by combining the structural result of Lemma 4.4 with the
bounds established in Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.8, using the fact that Py < P and LP, LT =
Py — I % Py

5 Experiments

We conduct numerical experiments on LSTD for value function estimation, and Least-Squares Policy
Iteration (LSPI) for an end-to-end comparison with the model-based methods in Dean et al. [11].
Our implementation is carried out in Python using numpy for linear algebraic computations and
PyWren [17] for parallelization.

In our first set of experiments, we construct synthetic examples where we vary the condition
number of the resulting closed-loop controllability gramian matrix. We find that on these instances,
as the condition number increases, the required number of samples to estimate the value function
to fixed relative error increases, as predicted by our result in Theorem 4.3. In our second set of
experiments, we compare model-free policy iteration (LSPI) to two model-based methods: (a) the
naive nominal model controller which uses a controller designed assuming that the nominal model
has zero error, and (b) a controller based on a semidefinite relaxation to the non-convex robust
control problem with static state-feedback. Our experiments show that model-free policy iteration
requires more samples than model-based methods for the instances we consider.
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Figure 1: Performance of LSTD on LQR instances  Figure 2: Performance of LSTD on LQR instances

where the closed loop response is L = A+ BK =  where B = K = 0545 and A is generated ran-

pls for p € {0.1,0.5,0.9}. The dashed line rep-  domly with spectral radius p(A) € {0.1,0.5,0.9}.

resents the median relative error, and the shaded = The dashed line represents the median relative er-

region covers the 25-th to 75-th percentile of the  ror, and the shaded region covers the 25-th to 75-

relative error out of 100 trajectories. th percentile of the relative error out of 100 tra-
jectories.

5.1 Synthetic Data

The goal in this section is to showcase the qualitative behavior of LSTD on LQR predicted by
Theorem 4.3 as the conditioning of the closed-loop controllability gramian varies. We consider
several instances of LQR with n = 5, Q@ = R = 0.115, and v = 0.9, where the state transition
matrices (A, B) and the policy n(z) = Kz will be specified later. For each configuration, we
collect 100 trajectories of length N = 1000. For each trajectory, we take the first IV, points for
N, € {100,200, ...,1000} and compute the LSTD estimator ]3Np on the first N, data points. We

then compute the relative error % for each Np, and report the median and 25-th to 75-th
percentile over the 100 trajectories.

In the first experiment, we set A = B = I5, and we vary K € {diag(—(1—p),—(1—p),...,— (1 —
0.01)) : p € {0.1,0.5,0.9}} so that L = A+ BK = diag(p, p, ...,0.01) and k(P ) = ﬁ(l —0.012)
for p € {0.1,0.5,0.9}. Theorem 4.3 predicts that as p increases towards one, the number of samples
required for e-relative error increases as well. Figure 1 corroborates this finding.

For our second experiment, we set B = K = 055 so that the closed-loop response is simply
A. We generate random instances of A as follows. For each p € {0.1,0.5,0.9}, we generated 1000
A instances by setting A;; = p for all diagonal entries and A;; ~ clip(N(0,1), -1, 1) independently
for all upper triangular entries. We order the A instances by r(Ps(A)), where APy (A)AT —
Py(A) + T = 0 and take the median. This results in x ~ 7, K ~ 35, and x ~ 7 x 10° for
p = 0.1,0.5,0.9, respectively. We then run LSTD on the three median instances, reporting the
results in Figure 2. Once again, as k(P (A)) increases, the required trajectory length increases,
as suggested by Theorem 4.3. We note, however, that Theorem 4.3 appears to be conservative in
predicting the actual scaling behavior with x(Pa(A)).
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Algorithm 1 Least-Squares Policy Iteration for LQR

Input: Starting policy mo(z) = Kox.
1. Collect M rollouts of length N: D = {(CEk ,ukz),r,(f),x,(f_s)_l) ﬁ”‘fz 1 ul(c) ~ N(0,1).
2: K < Kj.
3: while not converged do

4: [PHT Plz} «— LSTD-Q(D, K). /* Estimate Q-function for K. */
Py’ Py
K+ —Py 1P T. /% Policy improvement step. */

6: end while

7: return K.

5.2 Least-Squares Policy Iteration

We now describe our comparison of the Least-Squares Policy Iteration (LSPI) algorithm from
Lagoudakis and Parr [24] to the model-based approaches of Dean et al. [11]. It is interesting
to empirically compare the end-to-end sample complexity of model-free versus model-based meth-
ods for LQR in order to reach a specified controller cost, since our theoretical results in Section 4.2
suggest that LSPI can require more samples than the model-based approaches. We look at the same
LQR instance from Dean et al., which is described by

1.01 0.01 0
A= 1001 1.01 001|, B=1I3, Q=10"3I;, R=1;. (5.1)
0 0.1 1.01

We will consider both the discounted LQR problem with v = 0.98 and the average cost LQR
problem, given by

T—o00

T-1
1
IniniUrnize limsup E T Z(X;—QXk + U,IRUk) st. Xpp1 = AXy + BU, + Wy .
k=0

The choice of v = 0.98 ensures that the closed-loop system A4+ BK with K the optimal discounted
controller is stable. Our metric of interest will be the relative error % where J, is the optimal
infinite-horizon cost on either the discounted or average cost objective, and J(K) is the infinite-
horizon cost of using the controller K in feedback with the true system (5.1).

We run our experiments as follows. We collect M independent trajectories of the system (5.1)
excited by independent Gaussian noise N(0,I3) of length N = 20. This produces a collection of
MN tuples D = {(a;k ,uké),r,(f),x,(cil) ivz’ﬂl/{g:y We repeat this whole process 100 times. In our
experiments, we will refer to the value M N as the number of timesteps, and each set D of M N
tuples collected will be referred to as a trial. As in the previous experiment, we use the prefix of the
data to report different values for the number of timesteps used. We now describe in more detail
the different algorithms we evaluate.

LSPI. For completeness, LSPI is described in Algorithm 1. LSPI relies on a variant of LSTD for
@Q-functions instead of value functions, which is described in Algorithm 2. To run LSPI, we need
a starting controller Ko. The trivial controller Ky = 03x3 is insufficient, since the matrix /74 is
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Algorithm 2 LSTD-Q

Input: Samples D = {(zk, ug, 7k, J:k+1)}|]gl, policy n(z) = K.
1: Define the feature map ¢(z,u) as

¢<x,u>:svec<m HEzIH [é]) |

2: Form the matrices A and b as

|D| |D|
A=Y bk, ur)(G(@r, ur) — YO (@1, Kagsr)T, b= rid(wr, ux) -
k=1 k=1
3P+ A'b.
4: return smat(Dp).

not stable, and hence does not induce a finite Q-function. This is a drawback of LSPI; a reasonable
initialization must be chosen for the algorithm to work. For the purposes of comparison, we set
K such that the closed loop matrix A + BKy = diag(0.6,0.6,0.6) and is hence a valid starting
point for LSPI. Furthermore, the relative error (J(Kp) — Ji)/Jx =~ 6.603 for the discounted case and
(J(Ko) — Jx)/J = 4.778 for the average cost case. When running LSPI for discounted cost (resp.
average cost), if at any point we estimate a policy K; such that /(A 4+ BK}) (resp. A+ BKy) is
not stable, we consider the algorithm as having failed and assign it a score of +o0.

Nominal controller. The nominal controller works by first estimating the state-transition ma-
trices (A\, E) from the given trajectories via ordinary least-squares. With the estimates (A\, E), we
directly solve via algebraic Ricatti equations for the optimal discounted/average cost controllers
under the assumption that the dynamics are exactly (A\, E) We then check to see if the resulting
costs with the nominal controller in feedback with the true system are finite, and assign a score of
+00 otherwise.

Common Lyapunov controller. The common Lyapunov synthesis procedure is developed in
Dean et al. as a semidefinite relaxation to the non-convex robust controller synthesis problem with
static state-feedback. The advantage of the common Lyapunov controller over the nominal is that,
if the program succeeds, it provides a certificate that the actual closed-loop system is stable (this
is not guaranteed by the nominal controller, nor LSPI). The disadvatage is that this robustness
guarantee typically trades off with performance. Since the formulation in Dean et al. is for the
average cost setting, we only run the procedure in this setting. Because the procedure is a robust
synthesis algorithm, it takes as input an upper bound on the estimation errors ||121\ — Al < ey
and HE — B|| < ep. We use both the true errors and 2x the true errors as the input bounds.
The former showcases the best possible performance, and the latter simulates the non-parametric
bootstrap method used in Dean et al. to compute these confidence bounds; their results suggest
that the bootstrap over-estimates the true errors by roughly a factor of two. We solve the resulting
semidefinite programs using cvxpy [12] with MOSEK [37] as the backend solver.

The results for the discounted LQR problem are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4, and the results
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for the average cost LQR problem are shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6. We observe on the discounted
problem that LSPI less robust and more sample inefficient than the nominal controller. In Figure 3,
we observe that even with 3000 timesteps the frequency of stability for LSPI is worse than that
of the nominal controller at 250 timesteps. Similarly, in Figure 4, we see that the relative error
achieved by LSPI at 3000 timesteps is comparable to that achieved by the nominal controller at
250 timesteps. The qualitative differences between LSPI and the nominal controller remain the
same when we move to the average cost controller. In Figure 6, we see that the nominal controller
and the common Lyapunov controller given the actual error bounds perform the best, the common
Lyapunov controller given 2x the actual error bound performs slightly worse, and the performance
of LSPI is substantially behind the rest, taking for instance over 10x more samples compared to
the nominal controller to achieve a relative error of 107! .

6 Conclusion

We studied the number of samples needed for the LSTD estimator to return a e-accurate solution
in relative error for the value function associated to a fixed policy m for LQR. In the process of
deriving our result, we provided a concentration result for the minimum eigenvalue of a sample
covariance matrix formed along the trajectory of a S-mixing stochastic process. Empirically, we
demonstrated that model-free policy iteration (LSPI) requires substantially more samples on certain
LQR instances than the model-based methods from Dean et al. We hope our results encourage
further investigation into the foundations of RL for continuous control problems. We now highlight
some possible extensions of our work.

End-to-end guarantees. Theorem 4.3 provides an upper bound on the estimation error of the

value function for a fixed policy. While extending our analysis to estimating a fixed @-function is
straightforward, it is not as clear how to iterate this process. In particular, how many samples are
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needed until policy-iteration reaches a policy which receives an expected reward that is within e
additive or relative error to the optimal value? Our experiments in Section 5.2 suggest that the
answer may be more than model-free methods, but it is not clear if this phenomenon is general or
if there are instances where LSPI outperforms model-based methods. Can we establish conditions
under which model-based methods will always outperform model-free methods?

Lower bounds. Another interesting question is how sharp the bound in Theorem 4.3 is, especially
in terms of its dependence on the spectral properties of P,,. While our numerical experiments in
Section 5.1 suggest that the qualitative behavior is correct, we do not have any algorithmic lower
bounds for LSTD which confirm this rigorously. Furthermore, what are the information-theoretic
lower bounds incurred by any RL algorithm for the LQR problem in terms of number of samples?

Other model-free RL estimators. Policy gradient algorithms such as Trust Region Policy
Optimization [42] have become increasingly popular for solving MDPs in robotics. How does the
sample complexity of policy gradient or TRPO compare to LSPI and the model-based methods of
Dean et al.?
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Gaussian Moment Lemmas

First, we present an elementary claim regarding the fourth moment of a non-isotropic multivariate
Gaussian. For completeness, we provide a proof.

Proposition A.1. Let x ~ N (0,1), and A, B two fived symmetric matrices. We have that

E[z" AzzT Bz] = 2(A, B) + Tr(A) Tr(B) .

Proof. First, let u,v be two fixed vectors. Let us compute

E[(zTu)?(z"0)?] = v E[(zTu)?z2 v .

Fix an 7 # j. We have that

2
E (Z xkuk) x| = ZE[xixj:pkxlukul] = ZUZUJE[.Z‘?$J2] = 2uu; .
2 ol

On the other hand, for a fixed 1,

2

E Z:L‘juk | = ZE[xfx]xku]uk] = ulE[z}] + ZU?E[IL‘?] = 3u? + Zu? = 2u? 4 ||ul)?.
J

Jk JFi JF
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Hence,
E[(z"u)?zeT] = ||ul|®T + 2uu’ .
From this we conclude that
E[(z"w)*(z"0)’] = Jul?[lv]* + 2(u"v)?.

Now write the eigen-decompositions of A and B as A =), AlululT and B =), 'yiviviT. We have
that

J)TA{L‘.’L'TBx = <Z )\z(«TTuz)Q) (Z ’Yi(xT'Uz')Q) _ Z Ai")/j(l'—rui)z(x—rvj)? .
i i 2%
Taking expectations,

E[z" Aza Bx] = Z /\ﬂjE[(xTUz‘)Q(xTUj)Q]

=3 A (1 +2(uf v))?)

2%
= (Z /\i> Z Aj | +2Tr Z Ai’yjuiuiijvT
i j ij
= Tr(A) Tr(B) + 2Tr(AB) .

Next, we state a well-known result regarding Gaussian hypercontractivity.

Lemma A.2 (See e.g. Bogachev [5]). Let f be a degree d polynomial and x ~ N(0,1). For any
q > 2, we have

1f e < (@ = D2 fll2

B Proof of Lemma 4.4

This follows the development of Lazaric et al. [25]. From a given trajectory { (X, Rk, Xk+1) gjll,

let us define three N x d matrices ®, &, and ¥ as follows:
—p(X1)T - —p(X2)" -
¢ = ; O = , U= :
—o(Xn)T— —(Xn41)T— —(Xn)T -

—(X1)T—

Above, ¥(x) 1= Eyrop(a,n(@))[@(2')], where p(-|z,a) is the transition dynamics of the MDP at state
x with action a. The LSTD estimator is to find a @ € R such that

T (D —1d ) =D"R,
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where R = (Ry,..., Ry) € RY is the vector of rewards received. Under the linear-architecture
assumption, Bellman’s equation (4.1) implies that

(& —yW)w, =R. (B.1)

Define the shift operator P : RV+1 —5 RN+1 9

)

(ﬁy) _ Yt+1 lflétSN
Yo ift=N+1

and define the empirical Bellman operator T : RV+1 — RN+1 a9

j:(y):Re‘F'Yﬁya R. = |:§:| e RN*L,

o

0
the orthogonal projector onto the range of ®..

Let ®, = e RWVHDXd  We now see that the operator P@ef is contractive, where Pgp, denotes

Proposition B.1. For all y, z € RN, we have
| Po.T(y) — Po.T(2)|| <vlly — 2l -

Proof. By definition, we have T(y) —T(z) = 7]3(3/—2). By construction, we have that |]13(y— 2)|| <
ly—z||. The claim now follows since the projection operator Py, is non-expansive in the ¢o-norm. [

Hence, by Banach’s fixed-point theorem, the operator P@cf has a unique fixed-point. It turns
out the LSTD estimator is solving for this fixed point, as the following proposition demonstrates.

Proposition B.2 (Section 5.2, Lagoudakis and Parr [24]). Suppose that ® has full column rank,
and that w € RY satisfies

T (D —1d )w=3'R.

Then, we have that the fized-point equation holds

~

S.w = Py, T(Pew) .
Proof. First, we observe the following equivalences
TP 1P ) w=0"R<= 3 0w =>3T(R+7P,w)
—w= (") 'O (R4 1D, w)

= dw=P(dTP) 1T (R+ 4D, w)
< dw = Pp(R+ P w).

Next, it is easy to see that

Py, = [P‘b 0] .

0 0
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Hence, the following relation holds

o= [5]-[ § (+4) -

Next is a structural result for the LSTD estimator.

Proposition B.3 (Theorem 1, Lazaric et al. [25]). Let w denote the LSTD estimator and suppose
that ® has full column rank. We have that

~ v
[, — @] < 1 [Pa(@y — .

Proof. First, observe that

|@w. — ]| = [®ew, — D,
= || Pp, Pews — P 0|

~ ~

< [|Po, Pews — Po, T(Pewy )| + || Po, T(Pews) — Pt

9Py, ® s — Py, T(®ow,)|| + | Po, T(®ew,) — Po, T(o)]|

(b) ~ N
< || Pp, Pews — Pp, T(Pewy)|| + ][ Pews — Pet|

~

= [| Py, ew, — Py, T(®ew,)|| + 7] @w, — 2.

Above, (a) uses the fact that the LSTD estimator satisfies the fixed-point equation from Proposi-
tion B.2, and (b) uses the v-contractive property of the Pp T operator from Proposition B.1. At
this point, we have shown that

_ 1 S
[Pw, — Pwl| < EHP% (T(Pews) — Pewy)]| -

To finish the proof, we note that

T\(fl)ew*) —®w, = R, + 'yﬁq)ew* — dowy

@ {@ - w] ot ch] o {@] o

0 0 0
_ [Py = Py
O )
where (a) comes from Bellman’s equation (B.1). The claim now follows. O

Lemma 4.4 follows from Proposition B.3 by making two observations. Recall that we assume &
has full column rank. Therefore, for any vector v € R,

[Pv]| = VoT®TPu > 1/ Apin (PTP) |0 -
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Furthermore, for any vector ¢ € R,

- j27¢]
[Pol| = VETPaf = TR (@Td)- 10T < Nencant

Combining these two inequalities with Proposition B.3, we have

v IeT(s — Pjw|
T1-7 Am(@T®)
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