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Abstract—Value-function (VF) approximation is a central
problem in Reinforcement Learning (RL). Classical non-
parametric VF estimation suffers from the curse of dimension-
ality. As a result, parsimonious parametric models have been
adopted to approximate VFs in high-dimensional spaces, with
most efforts being focused on linear and neural-network-based
approaches. Differently, this paper puts forth a a parsimonious
non-parametric approach, where we use stochastic low-rank al-
gorithms to estimate the VF matrix in an online and model-free
fashion. Furthermore, as VFs tend to be multi-dimensional, we
propose replacing the classical VF matrix representation with
a tensor (multi-way array) representation and, then, use the
PARAFAC decomposition to design an online model-free tensor
low-rank algorithm. Different versions of the algorithms are
proposed, their complexity is analyzed, and their performance
is assessed numerically using standardized RL environments.

Index Terms—Reinforcement Learning, Value Function, Q-
learning, Low-rank Approximation, Tensors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ours is an increasingly complex and interconnected world,
where everyday a myriad of digital devices generate con-
tinuous flows of information. In order to navigate such het-
erogeneous landscapes, computer systems need to become
intelligent and autonomous to take their own decisions without
human supervision. In this context, Reinforcement Learning
(RL) has recently been profiled as a powerful tool to embed
human-like intelligence into software agents. At a high level,
RL is a learning framework that tries to mimic how humans
learn to interact with the world, aka “the environment”, by
trial-and-error [1]] [2]. As in Dynamic Programming (DP),
RL aims to solve a sequential optimization problem where
the information comes in the form of a numerical signal
(cost or reward) [3[]. However, RL does not assume any prior
knowledge (model) of the world and learns just by sampling
trajectories from the environment, typically modelled as a
Markov Decision Process (MDP) [1]]. RL has recently achieved
some important milestones in the Artificial Intelligence (Al)
community, with notable examples including AlphaGo, a
computer software that beat the world champion of the game
Go [4] [5]], or, more recently, chatbots such as chatGPT [6].

In a nutshell, the RL problem comes down to learn a set
of actions to take, aka “policy”, for every instance of the
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world, which is modeled as a state that varies over time [1]]
[2]. Value Functions (VFs) are a core concept of RL. VFs
synthesize and quantify the potential reward that an agent can
obtain from every state of the environment. Traditionally, non-
parametric models of the VF have been a popular approach to
solve RL, with the most celebrated example being ()-learning
[7]. However, non-parametric methods are algorithmically
challenging as the size of the environment grows. To overcome
this problem, parametric models have been introduced to
approximate VF [9]. A simple but effective solution is to
consider a linear approach under which the value for each
state is modeled as a weighted sum of the features associated
with that state [[10]. The parameters to be estimated are the
weighs and the key issue is how to define the set of features,
with options including leveraging prior knowledge of the
problem structure, using (clustering) data-based approaches,
or exploiting spectral components of the Markovian transition
matrices, to name a few [[11f], [12]. Thanks to the rise of Deep
Learning (DL), parametric VF methods using different neural
network (NN) architectures have emerged as a promising
alternative for RL [13]] [14]. The parameters correspond to the
linear weights inside each of the layers, whose values are tuned
using a backpropagation algorithm. While powerful, one of the
main disadvantages of NN-based approximators is that they
are not easy to interpret. In contrast, classical VF estimation
methods (aka tabular methods) have a direct interpretation.
VFs are typically represented as matrices, with rows indexing
states, columns indexing actions, and the entries of the matrix
representing the long-term reward (value) associated with a
particular state-action pair. If a VF is properly estimated, the
(optimal) action for a given state can be chosen by extracting
the row corresponding to the state and then finding the column
with the largest value. Surprisingly, while the matrix VF
representation is pervasive, most RL and VF approximation
methods do not take advantage of the underlying matrix
structure. For that reason, this work puts forth low-rank VF
models and algorithms that give rise to efficient online and
model-free RL schemes. Relative to traditional non-parametric
methods, the consideration of low-rank matrices accelerates
convergence, enhancing both computational and sample com-
plexity. Moreover, since most practical scenarios deal with
high-dimensional state-action spaces, we take our approach
one step further, postulating the reshaping of the VF matrix
as a tensor, and designing fensor-based low-rank RL schemes
that can further reduce computational and sample complexity.

'Parametric methods are also heavily used to implement policy-based
approaches, which are of paramount importance in DP and RL. While the
focus of this paper is on VF-based RL approaches, readers interested in policy-
based approaches are referred to 1], [8]



Matrix low-rank regularization has been successfully em-
ployed in the context of low-rank optimization and matrix
completion [I15]-[18]], but its use in DP and RL has been
limited. Some of the most relevant examples are briefly dis-
cussed next. Matrix-factorization schemes have been utilized
to approximate the transition matrix of an MDP [19], [20]
and, then, leveraging those, to obtain the associated VF and
optimal policy. Other works proposed obtaining first the VF of
an MDP and, then, approximate it using a low-rank plus sparse
decomposition [21]. On a similar note, a low-rank (rank-one)
approximation of the VF has been proposed in the context of
energy storage [22], [23]. Finally, More recently, [24], [25]]
proposed to approximate the VF via low-rank optimization in
a model-based and off-line setup. Finally, [26] dealt with a
setup similar to that in [24], [25]], but introduced a generative
model of the MDP to reduce the sample complexity.

In parallel, the use of tensor methods for generic data-
science and machine-learning applications has been on the rise
during the last years [27]-[29]], from supervised learning to
deep NN architectures. Recent advances on low-rank tensor
decomposition (especially in the context of efficient opti-
mization) and the ubiquity of multi-dimensional datasets have
been key elements fostering that success. As high-dimensional
state-action spaces are fairly common in RL, tensors are a
natural structure to model VE. Moreover, tensor low-rank
regularization techniques are efficient in terms of the number
of parameters [28]], which helps to alleviate the curse of di-
mensionality problem in RL. However, besides their versatility
and ease of interpretation, the use of tensors in the context
of RL is extremely limited. Tensor-decomposition algorithms
have been proposed to estimate the transition matrices in
partially-observable MDPs (POMDPs) and rich-observation
MDPs (ROMDPs) [30] [31]. A recent work shows also the
potential of tensor-based models in the so-called “learning-
from-experts” problems [32].

Motivated by the previous context, this paper leverages low-
rank matrix and tensor decomposition to develop new RL
models and algorithms for the non-parametric estimation of
the VF. Our particular contributions include:

o A stochastic, online, model-free algorithm that imposes
low-rank in the VF matrix.

o A formulation of the VF approximation problem with
tensor-based models.

e A stochastic, online, model-free algorithm that imposes
low-rank in the VF tensor.

o Convergence guarantees for a synchronous model-based
algorithm that imposes low-rank in the VF matrix as well
as for its generalization to tensor case.

o Numerical experiments illustrating the practical value of
the proposed schemes.

II. PRELIMINARIES

The goal of this section is to introduce notation, the funda-
mentals of RL (including the formal definition of the VF and
its matrix form), and a brief discussion on low-rank methods.

A. Reinforcement Learning

RL deals with a framework where agents interact sequen-
tially with an environment in a closed-loop setup [If] [2].

The environment is described by a set of (discrete) states S,
where one or more agents take actions from a set of (discrete)
actions A. We refer to the cardinality of the state space S
and the action space A as Cs and C4 respectively. With
t = 1,...,T representing the time index, at time ¢ the agent
takes a particular action a; at a given state s; and receives
a reward r;, that quantifies the instantaneous value of that
particular state-action pair. Then, the agent reaches a new
state s;11. The transition between states is assumed to be
Markovian and governed by the transition probability function
P¢, = Prsi41 = s'|sy=s,a;=al. The dependence of r; on
s¢ and a; can be stochastic. Its expectation, Rgs/ =E[ri41 =
r|st = 8,a; = a, S¢41 = §'] is termed the reward function. A
fundamental aspect of RL is that making a decision on the
value of a; not only impacts 7, but also subsequent s for
t' > t. Since ry for t' > t depends on sy, this readily implies
that the optimization (i.e., the selection of the optimal action
at time t) is coupled across time. Recasting the optimization
problem as an MDP is a common approach to deal with
the time-dependence of the optimization and the stochasticity
of the rewards. RL can be then understood as a stochastic
approach to solve the MDP described by (S, A, P%,, R%,,).
Mathematically, the goal of RL is to find a policy 7 : § —
A that maps states into actions optimally. Given a particular
policy m, let us define the state-action value function (SA-
VF) Q™ : § x A — R as the expected aggregated reward
of each state-action pair E™[>">7 , v" " 'r.|s;, as], where v €
(0,1) is a discount factor that places more focus on near-
future values. The Q™ values of each state-action pair can
be arranged in the form of a matrix Q™ € R¢s*C4  ysually
referred to as the ()-matrix. Among all possible SA-VFs, there
exist an optimal Q*(s,a) = max, Q™(s,a) V (s,a) € § x
A. The optimal policy 7* is then simply given as 7*(s) =
argmax, Q*(s,a) Vs € S. It is then clear that SA-VF plays a
central role on RL to estimate the optimal policy of the MDP.
One particular feature of RL is that the statistical model
that relates the states and the actions is unknown (model-free).
The learning takes place on the fly using trajectories sampled
from the MDP to estimate the optimal policy 7*. This can
be accomplished either by directly optimizing a parametric
model of 7 or via learning the SA-VF. This results in two
families of algorithms: policy gradient RL and value-based
RL [1]] and, as we mentioned in the introduction, the latter
family is the focus of this manuscript. Value-based RL is
founded in non-parametric methods that try to estimate Q*,
the optimal @Q-matrix of the MDP, with the (-learning algo-
rithm being the originally deployed approach. While works
remarkably well when the cardinalities C's and C'y are small,
in more complex environments where the state and actions
involve multiple dimensions, the size of the (J-matrix grows
exponentially, hindering the adoption of non-parametric -
learning. Parsimonious parametric alternatives (such as linear
models and NNis) that approximate the VF via the estimation
of a finite set of parameters were put forth to alleviate the
high-dimensionality problem. More specifically, linear models
postulates schemes of the form [Q]s., =Qs(s,a)=¢(s,a) " B,
where ¢(s,a) € RY is the set of P features that defines
a particular state-action pair and 3 € RP are the param-
eters/weights to be estimated. Ideally, when defining the
features these VF methods try to exploit the structure of the



@-matrix Q to leverage compact representations that scale to
larger state and action spaces. On the other hand, NNs are used
to leverage more complex (non-linear) mappings to estimate
Q, so that [Q]s.q = Qu(s,a) =T (¢(s,a),w), where T(-) is
the NN mapping and w the parameters of the NN.

As explained in greater detail in the ensuing sections, our
approach is to develop parsimonious models to estimate the
SA-VF by imposing constraints on the rank of the ()-matrix.
This not only provides a non-parametric alternative to limit
the degrees of freedom of the SA-VF, but also preserves
some of the benefits of the aforementioned parametric schemes
including interpretability (as in linear models) and the ability
of implementing non-linear mappings (as in NNs) capable of
capturing more complex dependencies between actions and
states.

B. Low-rank and matrix completion

While the most popular definition of the rank of a matrix
is the dimension of its column space, when dealing with data-
science applications decomposition-based definitions of the
rank are more useful. In particular, if a matrix X € RV*M
has rank K <min{N, MK}, then it holds that the matrix can
be written as X = } ;" , X} with X being a rank-one
matrix, i.e., with X, being the (outer) product of a column
and a row vector. Indeed, let the singular value decomposition
(SVD) of X be given by X = UXVT, where the columns
of U € RVXK and V € RM*K  which are orthonormal,
represent the singular vectors and ¥ € RX*X js a diagonal
matrix with nonnegative entries collecting the singular values.
Then, a rank-one decomposition of X can be readily written
as

X = S o (upv]) (1)

where o > 0 is the kth singular value, and uy and vy, the kth
right and left singular vectors, respectively. Clearly, the SVD
can then be used to identify the rank of the matrix as well as
to decompose it into the sum of K rank-one matrices each of
them spanning an orthogonal subspace. More importantly, the
SVD can also be used to find low-rank approximations. To
be specific, consider the minimization problem ming ||X —
X||2. subject to rank(X) < K’ and suppose that rank(X) >
K'. Then, the Eckart-Young theorem [[15] states the X that
minimizes the approximation error is given by the truncated
SVD

X = TSVDx/(X) := S5 o (uev]). )

Since the singular values satisfy o > o041 and
loxugvi||F = ok, the truncated SVD preserves the rank-one
factors with the largest Frobenious norm.

It is often the case that matrix X is not perfectly known,
due to noisy and incomplete observations. Since the noise is
typically full rank, if the matrix X is completely observed,
the truncated SVD can be used to remove (filter) the noise in
the spectral components (singular vectors) that are orthogonal
to the data. The problem is more intricate when the values of
the matrix X are observed only in a subset of entries. With
M denoting that subset, the goal in this setup is to solve the
problem

— [X]ij)? subject to rank(X) < K’ (3)

min
X (if)em

(X5

which is often referred to as matrix completion. In this case,
the problem is non-convex and does not have a closed-form
solution. However, a number of efficient algorithms (from
convex approximations based on the nuclear norm to iterative
SVD decompositions) along with theoretical approximation
guarantees are available [33]], [34]. Interestingly, by leveraging
the PARAFAC decomposition [35]], similar approaches can be
used for tensor-denoising and tensor-completion problems.

As detailed next, our approach is to leverage these tech-
niques to estimate the a low-rank matrix representation of the
SA-VF (Section and a low-rank tensor decomposition of
a multidimensional SA-VF (Section [[V).

III. MATRIX LOW-RANK FOR SA-VF ESTIMATION

This section starts by analyzing some properties of the
Bellman’s equation (BEQ) [36] when the ) matrix is forced to
be low-rank. We then review the basics of temporal-differences
(TD) algorithms in RL and, based on those, present one
the main contributions of the paper: a matrix low-rank TD
algorithm to solve RL in a model-free and online fashion.

A. Low-rank in Bellman’s equation

The BEQ, which is a necessary condition for optimality
associated with any DP, is a cornerstone for any DP and
RL schemes, including VF estimation [2]. The BEQ can be
expressed in matrix form. For this purpose, let us define the
transition probability matrix P € R€s©4xCs with each entry
modeled by the transition probability function P? . Similarly,
let us define the policy matrix II € R¢s*¢sCa with each
entry modeled by the policy 7 (s’,a’) = Pr[a’|s] if the row
and the column indices depend on s, and 0 otherwise. Lastly,
the reward vector r € REsC4 has its entries governed by the
reward function R, averaged over s’. Now, the BEQ can be
expressed as a set of of linear equations in matrix form:

q" =r++PIlq". (4)

where q™ € R is the vectorization of Q™. The particular
form of the BEQ given in is known as policy evaluation,
since given a fixed policy =, the true value of Q™ can be
obtained via (). Since (@) can be viewed as a system of
linear equations, the value of can g™ calculated by rearranging
terms and inverting a matrix q™ = (I — yPII)~'r. However,
in most practical cases the number of actions and states is
large, rendering the matrix inversion challenging. A common
approach is then to leverage the fact of BEQ being a fixed-
point equation and use the iterative scheme

g4 =r +PIqg, (5)

with k£ being an iteration index. Such a scheme is guaranteed
to converge and entails a lower computational complexity [37].

Since our interest is in low-rank solutions, a straightforward
approach to obtained a low-rank SA-VF is to set the value of
desired rank (say K), compute q" = (I — yPII)"'r, and
then perform a truncated SVD to keep the top K rank-one
factors. In particular, with: i) vec denoting the vectorization
operator that, given a rectangular input matrix, generates as
output a column vector stacking the columns of the input
matrix and ii) with unvec denoting the inverse operator



(with the dimensions clear from the context), we have that
4" = vec(TSVDg (unvec(q™)). Alternatively, one con also
implement the truncated SVD in (9) leading to the iteration

4, = vec(TSVD g (unvec(r — yPIIqy)). (6)

This scheme converges to a neighborhood of g™, the fixed
point of the Bellman operator (@). This is the subject of the
following theorem.

Theorem 1.Let B > 0 be a constant such that for all
t € {{0} UN} the following bound holds for the sequence qF
defined recursively by (6)

a7y, — (r +PIG])|| < B. (7)
Then, we have that
. . B
limsup ||qf —q"||, < T (8)
t—o00 -

Proof. Let us start by applying the triangle inequality to upper
bound the infinite norm of the difference qf,; — q”

(r + yPIIq] H
a — 9" || - ©)

To upper bound the second term in the right hand side of the
previous expression replace g™ by its definition in (@)

v — PG —q"||, =7 [PII(47 —q"), - (10)

Since P and IT are probability matrices their singular values
are bounded by 1. Hence, the previous expression can be upper
bounded by

a7, < [laf -
+ ||lr + yPIIq}

a7 -

[r = 7PIG; —d"[l,, <747 — a7l (11)
Substituting (7) and (1) in @) reduces to
—d" < BHa - a2

Rewriting the previous expression recursively it follows that

t
BY v+ 145 — q [l
s=0

The result follows from considering the lim sup and using that
€ (0,1). O

The neighborhood to which the iteration (6) converges is
defined by the error in infinity norm between the application
of the Bellman operator and the truncated SVD (see (6) and
(™). In particular, the error depends on the (min{N, M} — K)
smallest singular values of the matrix unvec((r + yPIIqY))
[cf. (I)-()], which are always bounded. To prove the result we
assume that the bound is independent of the current estimate
of qf. Furthermore, this bound needs not hold for all ¢t > 0,
but it sufficies that there exists 7" > 0 such that for all ¢t > T
holds. Similar to the previous result, if the policy matrix
IT has probability one for the action with the higher value,
the iteration (6) converges to a neighborhood of the optimal
Q-function. While relevant from a theoretical perspective, the
model for the environment is typically not available. Indeed,
the full system dynamics are rarely known and their sample-
based estimation is unfeasible due the high-dimensionality
(states and actions) of the problem. As a result, stochastic
model-free methods must be deployed, and that is the subject
of the next section.

a7 < (13)

B. TD-learning

TD algorithms are a family of model-free RL methods that
estimates the SA-VF bootstrapping rewards sampled from the
environment and current estimates of the SA-VF [1]. In a
nutshell, the problem that TD-learning tries to solve is:

Q= argming Z(S}G)GM((]? - [Q]s,a)Q (14)

)2(15)

where M is the set of state-action pairs (s,a) sampled from
the environment, and ¢¢ is the target signal obtained from
taking action a in state s. The target signal ¢¢ should be
estimated on the fly using the available reward. Leveraging
the form of (5) and replacing the probabilities with the current
estimate, one can define ¢* = % + 7[Q]. o/, Where the tuple
(s',a’) is the subsequent state-action pair resulting from taking
the action «a in state s.

On the one hand, the action a’ iAs the one that n}aximizes
the current estimate of the SA-VF [Q], o = max,[Q]s 4. On
the other hand, the current estimate of @]) is updated based
on a time-indexed sample (s, a¢, r¢, S¢11). This corresponds
to the (Q-learning update rule:

argminQ Z(sﬂ)ej\/l (T(sl + 7 maxg [Q]s’,a’ - [Q]s,a

At At—1

[Q ]st,at :[Q ]st,at + oy (Tt + ’yméa,x[Q
At—1

_[Q ]st,at)

with a; > 0 being the learning rate, Q being the estimate
of the SA-VF at time-step ¢, and [Qt]s,a = [Qt 1}8,0, for all
(s,a) # (st,at). Q-learning enjoys convergence properties,
given that all (s,a) pairs are visited infinitely often [7]]. Q-

~t—1
]5t+17a

(16)

learning updates one entry of the matrix Q € RO *Ca g
a time. Since no constraints are imposed on the () matrix,
the (degrees of freedom) number of parameters to estimate
is CsC 4 and, as a result, Q-learning can take a long time
(number of samples) to converge [9].

C. Matrix low-rank TD learning

Our approach to make feasible nonparametric TD learning
in scenarios where the values of Cs and C 4 are large is to
devise low-rank schemes to learn the SA-VF. The motivation
being threefold: i) substituting Q by a low-rank estimate Q
reduces the degrees of freedom of the model, accelerating
convergence and providing a trade-off between expressiveness
and efficiency; ii) low-rank methods have been successfully
adopted in other data-science problems and provide some
degree of interpretability; and iii) as illustrated in the numer-
ical section, we have empirically observed that in many RL
environments, the optimal SA-VF can be approximated as low-
rank and, more importantly, that the policies induced by the
low-rank SA-VF estimates yield a performance very similar to
the optimal ones. While constraints of the form rank(Q) < K
can be added to the optimization in @, the main drawback is
that the resultant optimization is computationally intractable,
since the rank constraint is NP-hard. In the context of low-
rank optimization, a versatile approach is to implement a non-
convex matrix factorization technique consisting in replacing



Q by two matrices L € REs*K and R € RE*CA_ guch that
Q = LR. This clearly implies that the rank of Q is upper-
bounded by K, which must be selected based on either prior
knowledge or computational constraints. The optimization
problem becomes

{I:’ R} =argming, g Z(s,a)e/\/( (g5 — [LR]s,a)Q- a7

Although this problem is non-convex, in the context of ma-
trix completion, computationally efficient algorithms based
on alternating-minimization algorithms have been shown to
converge to a local minimum [[16], [[17]. Indeed, can be
solved using Alternating Least Squares (ALS). However, this
implies solving an iterative ALS problem for each sample pair
(s,a) € M, which is computationally expensive [38].

In this work, we propose using a stochastic block-coordinate
. Let [ﬁt]st € R¥ bea
vector collecting the K entries of L associated with the state
S¢. S1m11arly, let [Rt]af € RX be a vector collecting the K

entries of R associated with the action ay.
Proposed algorithm: at time ¢, given the tuple (s, at, S¢+1),

gradient descent algorithm to solve

the stochastic update of ﬁt and Rt is done using the following
schema:

Step 1: Update V [s;a] # [s?;al]

.t Lt—1 X L t—1
L]y =[L Jsand [R],=[R Ja (18)
Step 2a: Run the stochastic update of the left matrix
Lt L t—1 at—1at—1
[L }st :[L ]St +oy (rt + ’ymgX[L R ]St+1,a
Lt—1at—1 L t—1
[L R }St’at) [R ]at (19)
Step 2b: Run the stochastic update of the right matrix
Lt L t—1 Ltat—1
[R ]at :[R ]at + oy (rt + "}/mélX[L R ]St+17(l
Atoat—1 Lt
_[L R ]St,at)[L ]St (20)

Step 3: Generate the current estimate of the ) matrix as
At At At

Q =LR.

ey

This corresponds to a stochastic block-coordinate gradient
descent algorithm where the value of the true SA-VF is
estimated online as in (I6). Taking a closer look at the
updates, we note that if a state is not observed at time ¢, .
dictates that row (K values) of L codifying that state remain
unchanged. The same is true if an action is not taken at time
t. Differently, (I8) and (19) deal with the state and action
associated with time instant ¢. In (T9), the K values in L that
codify the state s; are updated using an estimate of the gradient
of with respect to (w.r.t.) L. The structure of (20), which
updates the K values in R that codify the action ay, is similar

o (19), with the exception that, since the block of varlables L

was already updated the (Q-matrix is estlmated as L R in

liew of L' 'R'™". While the spirit of (T8)-20) is similar to
that of the Q-learning update in (T6)), two main advantages of
the matrix low-rank approach are: i) the number of parameters
to estimate goes from C'sC 4 down to (C’S +C4)K and ii) at
each t, the whole row [Lf]st and column [R t]at (with K values
each) are updated. Meanwhile, in )-learning only a single

parameter [Qt]smt is updated at time ¢. On the other hand,
the best one can hope for this scheme is to converge to a local
optimum, provided that «; is sufficiently small, the rewards
are bounded, and the observations are unbiased. Although the
speed of convergence can be an issue, the stepsize and/or the
update in (T8)-(20) can be re-scaled using the norm of the
strochastic gradient to avoid the potential stagnations caused
by plateaus and saddle points commonly present in non-convex
problems [39].

Frobenious-norm regularization: Alternatively, low-
rankness in (I3) can be promoted by using the nuclear norm
IQll« as a convex surrogate of the rank [38]. The nuclear
norm is defined as ||Q[l. = 1" oy, where oy, are the
singular values of Q and K.x = min{Cs,C4} is the
maximum rank. The nuclear norm || Q|| is added to as
a regularizer, inducing sparsity on the singular values of Q,
and effectively reducing the rank [16]. Solving nuclear-norm
based problems is challenging though, since interior-point
methods are cubic on the number of elements in Q and more
sophisticated iterative methods that implement a thresholding
operation on the singular values require computing an SVD at
every iteration [16], [40]]. Luckily, the nuclear norm can also
be written as [|Q||. = 3 minpr—q ||L||% + [[R||% [41]. This
is important because we can then recast the nuclear-norm
regularized estimation as

{L, R}—argmln Z

LR (s,a)eM

— [LR]..0)* + L% + IR %,

(22)
which clearly resembles (I7). As a result, we can handle
developing a stochastic algorithm similar to that in (T8)-(20).
Algorithmically, adapting (T8)-(20) to the cost in 22) requires
accounting for the gradients of the Frobenius norms w.r.t.

the rows of the factors. This implies adding fozm[]ztil}s
to the updates of the rows of L [cf. (T8) and @])] and

adding —am[R 1] to the updates of the rows of R [cf.
(T8) and 20)]. Intuitively, when is replaced with (22)),
one can increase the value of K (size of matrices L and
R). Overshooting for the value of K is less risky in this
case, since the role of the Frobenious regularizers is precisely
keeping the effective rank under control. It is also important to
remark, that, since the nuclear norm is convex, the stochastic
schemes optimizing (22) are expected to have stabilizing its
behavior as well. The main drawback is that, since larger
K’s are typically allowed, the number of samples that the
stochastic schemes require to converge increases as well.
Interestingly, our simulations show that, when considering
practical considerations such as training time and sample
complexity, the reward achieved by the Frobenious-regularized
schemes is not significantly different from the non-regularized
ones. Hence, for the shake of readability and concision we will
focus most of our discussion on the simpler schemes in (I8)-

(20).

D. Low-rank SA-VF approximation meets linear methods

As pointed previously, linear parametric schemes can be
alternatively used to estimate the SA-VF. To facilitate the
discussion, let us suppose that the number of features con-
sidered by the model is K and remember that linear schemes



model the SA-VF as [Qlsa = Qp(s,a) = ¢(s,a)T B, with
¢(s,a) € RE being the features that characterize the state-
action pair and 3 € R¥ are the parameters to be estimated.
A central problem of such methods is to design the feature
vectors ¢ (s, a). This is carried out using prior knowledge or
imposing desirable properties on ¢(s,a) and, oftentimes, is
more an art than a science. Differently, the approach proposed
in the previous sections amounts to learning the feature vectors
and the parameters jointly. More precisely, if rank(Q) = K,
the SVD can be used to write Q = Vdiag(o)U', where
V=|vi,..,vk|and U=[uy, ..., ug] are the left and right sin-
gular vectors, and o = [0, ...,0x]| " the singular values. The
SVD can be reformulated as Q = Zszl oxviu, , which in
turn implies that [Q],., = > k1 Om|Vk]s[uk]a. The low-rank
approach implemented here can be related to a linear model
where the features are ¢(s,a) = [[vi]s[Wi]a; - [VE]s[UK]a] "
and the parameters as 3 = o, with the difference being that
here both ¢(s,a) and 3 are learned together in an online
fashion by interacting with the environment.

IV. TENSOR LOW-RANK FOR SA-VF ESTIMATION

In most practical scenarios, both the state and the action
spaces are composed of various dimensions. In this section, we
put forth a novel modeling approach that, upon representing
the SA-VF as a tensor, accounts naturally for those multiple
dimensions. To be rigorous, let us suppose that the state space
S has Dg state variables (dimensions) and the action space
A has D 4 action variables (dimensions). We can then use the
vector s = [sy,...,5ps] | to represent the state of the system
and a = [ay,...,ap,|" to represent the action to take. Let
Sq denote the set of values that s; can take and Cs, the
cardinality of that set. Similarly, we use A4 and C 4, for all
d=1,..., D4 to denote their counterparts in the action space.
Using the Cartesian product, the state space and the action

space are defined as
S=85x..x8psand A=A x...xAp,, (23)

respectively. Moreover, their respective cardinalities satisfy

Ds Da
Cg—Hng andC’A:HC’Ad (24)
d=1 d=1

Clearly, as the number of dimensions increases, the number
of values of the SA-VF to estimate grows exponentially. More
importantly for the discussion at hand, classical RL estimation
methods keep arranging the SA-VF in the form of a matrix Q.
In these cases, the rows of the (Q-matrix index the Cartesian
product of all one-dimensional state sets, and columns do the
same for the Cartesian product of the actions. As a result,
even if we use a low-rank matrix approximation, the number
of parameters to estimate grows exponentially with Ds and
D4

In scenarios where the states and actions have multiple
dimensions, tensors are a more natural tool to model the SA-
VE. This multi-dimensional representation of the SA-VF will
be referred to as Q-tensor and denoted as Q. This tensor has
D = Ds + D4 dimensions, each of them corresponding to
one of the individual (space or action) sets in (23)). To simplify
notation, in this section we combine the state and action states
and, to that end, we define joint state-action space D = S x A,

that has D dimensions; introduce the D-dimensional vector
[s;a] = [s",a’]T to denote an element of D; and use Cy
to denote the number of state (action) values along the dth
dimension of the tensor, so that Cy = |Sy| if 1 < d < Dg and
Cy=|Adq-ps| if Ds < d < Dgs + D 4. With this notation at
hand, it readily follows that Q is a tensor (multi-array) with
D dimensions, with size Cy X ... x Cp, and whose each of its
[T, C4 entries can be indexed as [Q] [s;a]-

Similarly to other multi-dimensional applications [27]], [28]],
low-rank tensor factorization techniques can be adapted to
impose low-rank in the estimation of Q, which is the goal
of the remainder of the section. To that end, Section
introduces the notion of PARAFAC low-rank decomposition,
Section briefly describes the synchronous model-based
low-rank tensor SA-VF setup, Section formulates the
low-rank tensor-based SA-VF for the main model-free setup
and presents the baseline version of our stochastic algorithm,
and Sections and and discuss potential modifica-
tions to the algorithms at hand.

A. PARAFAC decomposition

While multiple definitions for the rank of a tensor exist,
our focus is on the one that defines the rank of a tensor as the
minimum number of rank-1 factor that need to be combined
(added) to recover the whole tensor. Adopting such a definition
implies that a tensor X of rank K can be decomposed as
X = Zszl X*. Rank-1 matrices can be expressed as the outer
product of two vectors X = Ir" = 1©® r. Similarly, a rank-1
tensor of order D can be expressed as the outer product of
D vectors X, ynk—1 = X1 © ... @ xp. The decomposition of a
tensor as the sum of the outer product of vectors

K
X:Zx’f@...@x%
k=1

is known as the PARAFAC decomposition [42]. Upon defining
the matrices X4 = [x},...,x5] (known as factors) for all
d=1,..., D, the PARAFAC decomposition can be matriziced
along each dimension, or mode, as

matg(X) = (X1 0 ... 0 Xg_ 1 0 Xg41 0 ... © Xp)X],

where © denotes the Khatri-Rao or column-wise Kronecker
product. To simplify ensuing mathematical expresions, we
define: a) @iD#d X; =X10...0X3-10X 341 0...0Xp and
b) unmat4(-) as the inverse operator of maty(-), that is, the
one that for the matrix input mat,(X) generates the tensor X
as the output.

Finally, one can be interested in approximating a tensor X
by a tensor of rank K’. With [iy, ..., ip] being an index vector
and recalling that X[; ;) denotes a particular entry of the
tensor X, we define X the rank K’ approximation of X, as

X

PARAFACk/(X) := argmin ~ »
Z  Vl,...ip)

(1

i1,..,iD]

2
- [Zhh?_”’iD]) subject to: rank(Z) < K’, (25)

which serves as the counterpart to the TSVD operator in (2))
for the tensor case.



B. Tensor low-rank model in Bellman’s equations

As in done for the matrix case, the first step is to impose
low rank of the (model-based) tensor representation of the
SA VFE. To that end, we leverage the truncated PARAFAC
approximation in and propose the following iteration

47y, = vec(PARAFACk (unvec(r — yPIIq;)),  (26)

which is the counterpart to (6) for the tensor case. Note
that with a slight abuse of notation, in the equation above
i) vec denotes the vectorization operator that maps a (high-
dimensional) tensor into a column vector stacking all its
fibers ii) and unvec denotes the inverse operator that maps
the stacked vector back to the dimensions of the original
tensor. Interestingly, the scheme (26) also converges to a
neighborhood of g™, as formally stated next.

Corollary 1.Let B' > 0 be a constant such that for all
t € {{0} UN} the following bound holds for the sequence qF
defined recursively by (6)

1—

Both, the corollary and its proof are almost identical to
Theorem E} In fact, the only difference between them is the
characterization of the constant B’. In this case, the infinity-
norm error between the application of the Bellman operator
and the truncated PARAFAC depends on the truncated rank-1
components of the tensor unvec(r — yPII§; ), which, as in
the SVD case, is always bounded.

Hq?ﬂ —(r +7PH€1?)H00 < B @7
Then, we have that
!
limsup ||qf —q"[|, < (28)
t—o0

C. Tensor low-rank TD learning

The next step is to move to more realistic (model-free) RL
scenarios. This requires adapting the formulation in (I3) to the
tensor low-rank scenario considered in this section. Leveraging
the tensor notation and concepts just introduced, this yields

Q = argmin Z Qls:a))’ (29)
Q (s,a)eM
subject to : rank(Q) < K. (30)

Since we adopt the PARAFAC decomposition, the constraint
in can be alternatively written as
K
Q=) ai@..0dp
k=1

€2y

with the factor matrices Q; = [d}, ..., 4] € RE*X being
the effective optimization variables. The products in (3I))
render the optimization non-convex. As in (I7), the approach
to develop an efficient algorithm is to optimize over each of
the D factors iteratively. To be more specific, let us suppose
that the factor matrices are known (or fixed) for all ¢ # d, then
the optimal factor matrix for the dth dimension can be found

as
z) QZI—)} [s;a])Q’

(32)

Qd = argmin Z

Qu (s,a)eM

[unmatd ( ( é Q

which is a classical least squares problem. While the original
PARAFAC tensor decomposition is amenable to alternating-
minimization schemes, we remark that: i) the cost in (29) only
considers a collection of sample state-action pairs M from
the environment; and ii) our main interest is in online RL
environments where the samples are acquired on the fly. As a
result, stochastic block-coordinate gradient descent algorithms
are a more suitable alternative to solve (29)-(30).

To describe our proposed algorithm in detail, we need first
to introduce the following notation:

. Qt is the estimate for the state-action value tensor of
D Dgs + D4 dimensions generated for time instant ¢.

. Q € RIP4IxK g the factor matrix of the dth dimension
of D at time- step t.

o st = [sﬁ, ey 8 SDs ]T is the instantaneous state vector, a* =
[af,...,ah ] the instantaneous action vector, and [s’; a’]
the D- dlmensmnal state-action vector.

. [Qd] statl, € RE is a column vector whose entries

represent the row of matrix Qd indexed by the dth entry
of the instantaneous state-action vector [s a ]

. [Qt\ d) st € RX is a column vector whose kth entry is
defined as

a1 D
(190l =TT[@0 ], TT 10 ]

as the

) At
that is, we generate the vector [Q\d] (st at]

Hadamard product of D — 1 vectors. .
. Qt ! be a tensor with the same dimensions as Q

computed from the factors {QZ}Z , and {QZ} Z 441 as
. e P\ e
;= wms (O © @) @)
=1 i=d+1

Proposed algorithm: Leveraging these notational conven-
tions, at time ¢ and given the values of st, a and st*!, the
proposed stochastic update to estimate Qt proceeds as follows.

Step 1: For d = 1,..., D update
At
[Qd}[s;a]d [Qd ] [s;ala N [S; a]d 7é [St; at]d- (33)
Step 2: For d =1, ..., D run the stochastic updates
At At—1 a
dl[st;at]ly =1da [st;at]q Qg \Tt Y max <4 [stt1;a]
[Qdl [Qu Jistsatyy + e (re +ymax{Qy ]

Q] i) [Q] (34)
Step 3: Set
b1
Q unmat p ((@ A ) A > (35)
=1

The structure of this stochastic update is related to that of
the matrix low-rank TD update in (I8)-(20), but here we
consider D different blocks of variables while in the matrix
case there were only two. Each block of variables corresponds
to one of factor matrices Q, (all with K columns), which
are then updated sequentially (for d = 1,...D) running a
stochastic gradient scheme. More specifically, Step 1 considers



the rows of the factors associated with the states and actions
not observed at time ¢. Since no new information has been
collected, the estimates for ¢ are the same as those for the
t — 1. Then, for each factor Q, with d = 1,..,D the (K
values of the) row associated with the observed state or action
is updated in Step 2. As an illustration, if at time ¢ the 1ndex
of the state s! is 3, then the third row of the matrix factor Q1
is updated. The update in (34) i is similar to that in the classical
TD Q-learning scheme with [Q\d] (st ] in (39) belng a scaled
version of the gradient of the quadratlc cost in w.r.t. the
row [s, a)q of the dth matrix factor Q. Fmally, the last step
just combines all the matrix factors to generate the new tensor
estimate for time ¢.

Scalability: The schemes in (33)-(35) convey a reduction in
the number of parameters needed to approximate the SA-VF.
While the number of parameters of the matrix low-rank model
s (Cs + CAK (H L Ci + Hfsgﬁj C;)K, the tensor
low-rank model becomes addltlve in the dimensions of the
state-action space, leading to a total number of parameters of

(Zc +DS§AC> (iC’)K

i=Dgs+1

(36)

Assuming for simplicity that Ds = D4 = D/2 and Cy = C
for all d, the ratio between the number of parameters for the
tensor and matrix schemes is

(2 oK' B DCK'
L5 G+ TIZp A COK (CPPHCPRK
_ DK ipp
= 2KO 37

demonstrating the significant savings of the tensor-based ap-
proach. Note that in the previous expression we have consid-
ered that K, the rank of the tensor, and K, the rank of the
matrix, need not to be same, since one expects higher rank
values being used for the tensor case.

The low-rank tensor structure is also beneficial from the
point of view of accelerating convergence. As already dis-
cussed, one of the main drawbacks of the classical QQ-learning
algorithm is that, at each time instant ¢, only one entry of
the SA-VF @)-matrix is updated. For the matrix low-rank TD
algorithm, Cs + C 4 — 1 = Cgs + C 4 entries of the (J-matrix
(those corresponding to the row indexing the current state
and the column indexing the current action) were updated. To
better understand the situation in the tensor case, let us focus
on a particular dimension d. Then, it turns out that updating
one of the rows of Q, (the one associated with the index
of the active state/action along the dth dimension) affects the
value of HiD:I .q Ci entries of the Q-tensor [cf. the Khatri-
Rao matrix in 7]. Summing across the D dimensions and
ignoring the overlaps, the number of entries updated at each
time instant is approximately %, Hi’;l,i 44 Ci- Assuming
once again for simplicity that Ds = D4 = D/2 and Cy = C
for all d, the ratio between the number of updated entries for
the tensor and the is

POy | iza C DCP-1
H C+ HDA C C’D/2 + CD/2

demonstratmg a substantial difference between the two ap-
proaches.

D
= ECD/H, (38)

D. Modifying the tensor low-rank stochastic algorithms

As discussed in Section [[II} the TD algorithm in (33)-(33)
can be viewed as a baseline that can me modified based on
the prior information and particularities of the setup at hand.
For example, if an adequate value for the rank is unknown and
computational and sample complexity are not a limitation, one
can select a high value for K and regularize the problem with
a term 7||Q||% that penalizes the Frobenious norm of each of
the factors d = 1,..., D. As in the case of the nuclear norm,
this will promote low rankness so that the effective rank of
the tensor will be less than K. Algorithmically, augmenting
the cost in (29) with 772(11)21 Qg% entails: i) considering
the gradient of the regularizer w.r.t. rows of the factors Qd
and ii) adding such a gradient to the updates in Steps 1 and 2.

The final outcome is the addition of the term fn[Qf[l][s;a] 4

to (33) and the addition of the term —n[QZ_l][St;at] , to 34).

In a different context, if the algorithm in (33)-(33) suffers
from numerical instabilities associated with the non-convex
landscape of the optimization problem, a prudent approach
is to re-scale the stepsize with the norm of the stochastic
gradient, which contributes to avoid a slow and unstable
convergence [39].

E. Trading off matrix and tensor low-rank representations

As explained in the previous sections, not all low-rank
approaches are created equal. For the matrix case, the rows
of L index every possible element of S and the columns of
R every possible element of .A. Consideration of the simplest
low-rank model in that case (i.e. setting the rank to 1) requires
estimating 2C'P/2 parameters [cf. (37)), which may not be
realistic if D is too large. Differently, the rank-1 model for the
tensor case requires estimating only DC' parameters, which is
likely to lead to poor estimates due to lack of expressiveness.
One way to make those two models comparable in terms of
degrees of freedom would be to consider a very high rank
(in the order of CP/2-1) for the tensor approach, but this
could result in numerical instability potentially hindering the
convergence of the stochastic schemes.

A different alternative to increase the expressiveness while
keeping the rank under control is to group some of the D di-
mensions of Q and define a lower-order tensor representation.
To be more sf)eciﬁc, let us assume that Dg and D 4 are even
numbers and consider the set

{{81 X ..o X SDS/2}7{SDS/2+1 X ..o X SDS},
{./41 X ... X ADA/2}7 {-ADA/2+1 X ..o X .ADA}}.

We can now define a tensor Q with 4 dimensions, each
associated with one of the elements of P. Alternatively, we
could consider the set

7)/ = {{81 X 82}, {83 X 84}, vy {SDS,1 X SDS},
{Al X AQ}; {Ad X A4}a ceey {ADAfl X ADA}}7

which would lead to a tensor Q with D/2 dimensions. A
rank-1 representation for the tensor based on P would require
estimating 4C'P/* parameters, while for the tensor based
on P’ the rank-1 representation would require estimating
%Cz values. By playing with the number of dimensions and
how the individual sets are grouped (including going beyond



regular groups), the benefits of the matrix and tensor-based
approaches can be nicely traded off. Note that one particular
advantage of this clustering approach is that the different
dimensions can be grouped based on prior knowledge. For
example, the groups can be formed based on how similar
the dimensions are. Alternatively, one can rely on operational
constraints and group dimensions based on their domain (e.g.,
by grouping binary variables together, separating them from
real-valued variables). The next section will explore some of
these alternatives, showcasing the benefits of this approach.

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

We test the algorithms in various standard RL problems,
using the toolkits OpenAl Gym [43] [44] and Gym Classics
[45], and the Highway environments in [46]. As detailed in
each of the experiments, the reward functions of some of the
environments have been modified to penalize “large” actions,
promoting agents to behave more smoothly. Furthermore,
some of them have also been modified to have a continuous
action space. The full implementation details of the environ-
ments can be found in [?]. Also, the Tensorly Python package
has been used to handle multi-dimensional arrays and perform
tensor operations [47]]. To illustrate and analyze the advantages
of the matrix low-rank (MLR) and tensor low-rank (TLR)
algorithms we i) study the effects of imposing low-rankness
in the SA-VF estimated by classic algorithms, ii) assess the
performance of the proposed algorithms in terms of cumulative
reward, iii) compare the efficiency of the proposed algorithms
in terms of number of parameters and speed of convergence
against standard baselines, and iv) test TLR in a particularly
challenging high-dimensional environment.

A. Low rank in estimated SA-VF

One of the arguments used when motivating our schemes
was the existence of practical environments where the SA-
VF matrix is approximately low rank. We start our numerical
analysis by empirically testing this claim in different scenarios.

First, we analyze the optimum SA-VF matrix Q* of some
classic RL environments. Assuming that we have access to the
reward vector r, the transition probability matrix P, and the
policy matrix II, we can use the Bellman equation defined
in @) to obtain the true q™ of a fixed policy 7. As stated
previously, this problem is known as policy evaluation. Backed
by the policy improvement theorem [2], a new policy 7’ can
be obtained from q™ by solving 7/(s) = argmax, Q(s,a)
for every single state s. This problem is known as policy
improvement. The policy iteration algorithm [2] repeats these
two steps iteratively until the optimum SA-VF matrix Q* is
reached. Once the optimal Q™ is obtained, we can compute its
SVD decomposition and study the magnitude of its singular
values, assessing whether Q* matrix is approximately low-
rank or not. The singular values o of the matrix Q* obtained
for various simple MDP scenarios are reported in Fig. [T} The
results reveal that just a few singular values of the matrices Q*
are large, while most of them are small. This illustrates that
the ground-truth SA-VF resulting from these problems can
be well approximated (in a Frobenius sense) by a low-rank
matrix, that is, by a sum of just a few parsimonious rank-one
matrices.
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Fig. 1. Singular values (SV) of Q* obtained via policy iteration in four
standard RL problems: (a) Frozenlake, (b) Racetrack, (c) JacksCarRental, and
(d) Taxi-v3. The energy of Q* is tends to concentrate on the main SVs.

While analyzing the rank of the optimal Q* is of great
value, in RL problems the MDP variables r, P, and II are
not typically known and one must resort to TD methods to
estimate the SA-VFE. Although some TD algorithms, such
as ()-learning, are guaranteed to converge to the true SA-
VE, the required assumptions are not always easy to hold
in practical scenarios. In particular, while strict convergence
requires every state to be visited infinitely often, in many real
setups some states are hardly visited. Remarkably, the SA-VF
matrix Q estimated in those cases, while different from Q¥,
can still be used to induce a good-performing policy. Hence,
a prudent question in those environments is whether matrix
Q is approximately low-rank. To test this, we run @)-learning
in various RL environments and analyze the singular values
of Q. The results are reported in Fig. , where, once again,
we observe that just a few singular values are large, providing
additional motivation for the algorithms designed in this paper.

The next step is to check if the low-rank approximation
is also accurate when the SA-VF is represented by a tensor.
To that end, we re-arrange the ()-matrices obtained in the
(Q-learning experiments as ()-tensors. Then, we decompose
the @-tensor using the PARAFAC decomposition for various
ranks. To measure the approximation performance we use the
Normalized Frobenius Error (NFE) between a given tensor X
and its approximation X, which is given by

NFE = ||X - X||p/[|X]|. (39)
In this experiment, the original tensor is the one obtained via
(2-learning and the approximation is the PARAFAC decom-
position. The results are shown in Fig. 3] and the patterns
observed are consistent. While the error decreases as the
rank increases, most of the energy is concentrated in the first
factors, so that relatively low-rank approximations of the Q-
tensor are close (in a Frobenius sense) to the original values
estimated by ()-learning.
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Fig. 2. Singular values (SV) of Q obtained via Q-learning in four standard
RL problems: (a) Pendulum, (b) Cartpole, (¢) Mountain car, and (d) Acrobot.
The energy of Q tends to concentrate on the main SVs.
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Fig. 3. NFE between the tensor form of Q obtained via Q-learning and
its low-rank PARAFAC decomposition in four standard RL problems: (a)
Pendulum, (b) Cartpole, (¢) Mountain car, and (d) Acrobot. We observe how
the error decreases as the rank of the approximation increases.

So far, we have shown that low-rank approximations of
the SA-VF can be expected to be similar to their full-rank
counterparts. However, in most cases the interest in not in
the SA-VF itself, but in the policy (actions) inferred from it.
Hence, a natural question is whether the policies induced by
the low-rank SA-VF approximation lead to high rewards. With
this question in mind, we test the policies obtained from the
truncated SVD of Q in various environments. We measure the
Normalized Cumulative Reward Error NCRE = (r — #)/r,
where r denotes the cumulative reward obtained using the
original policy, and 7 the cumulative reward obtained using the
policy inferred from the truncated SVD. The results, reported
in Fig. [l confirm that the reward obtained using the low-
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rank induced policies is indeed close to the reward obtained
using the original policies. In four out of six scenarios the
NCRE error is below 1%, providing additional support for
our approach.

Environment || Frozen Lake | Race Track | Rental Car
NCRE (%) 0.00 10.05 0.84
Environment || Pendulum Cartpole Mountain Car
NCRE (%) 0.42 5.75 0.10

TABLE I

ERROR OBTAINED WITH A TRUNCATED-SVD-BASED POLICY.

B. Parameter efficiency

Compared to traditional RL schemes, low-rank algorithms
lead to similar cumulative rewards while having less pa-
rameters to learn. These complexity savings are particularly
relevant in setups with continuous state-action spaces. In
such a context, it is common to use non-parametric models
with a discretized version of the state-action spaces. The
finer the discretization, the larger the SA-VF matrix. Finer
discretizations lead to better results (more expressive) but
increase the size of the ()-matrix to estimate. More specifi-
cally, the number of parameters scales exponentially with the
number of dimensions. The low-rank algorithms proposed in
this manuscript enable finer discretizations while keeping the
number of parameters of the model under control.

To test this point, we present an experiment comparing the
MLR algorithm (MLR-learning), the TLR algorithm (TLR-
learning), @-learning, and a deep @-network| (DQN) [13].
We tested the algorithms in 4 standard RL problems [43[—
[44]:

e The pendulum problem, that tries to keep a pendulum
pointing upwards, and consists of Dg = 2 state dimen-
sions and D 4 = 1 action dimension.

o The cartpole problem, that again tries to keep a pendulum
under control, but this time with the pendulum placed in
a cart that moves horizontally. The problem consists of
Dgs = 4 state dimensions and D 4 = 1 action dimension.

o The mountain car problem, where a car tries to reach the
top of a hill, and consists of Dg = 2 state dimensions
and D 4 = 1 action dimension.

e The Goddard-rocket problem, that tries to get a rocket
as high as possible controlling the amount of fuel burned
during the take-off. The problem consists of Ds = 3 state
dimensions and one D 4 = 1 dimension.

Our implementations use the toolkit OpenAl Gym [43]], [44],
with the full implementation details being provided in [49].

Let us denote the discretization of the continuous state
space S as 8", and the discretization of the action space A
as A", where the subindex r represents a resolution level.
The finer the resolution level, the better the approximation
of the continuous state and action spaces. However, this

’DQN is arguably the state-of-the-art algorithm in value-based RL. Suc-
cinctly, DQN considers Neural Networks (NNs) to map the states into the
Q-values of the actions, with the training of the NNs being carried out offline.
Specifically, DQN stores the trajectories in an Experience Replay (ER) buffer
[13]] to then sample from the buffer state-action-reward triplets to train. For the
DQN simulations in this paper, we use a uniform ER buffer in all scenarios,
except for the mountain car problem, where we used a Prioritized ER buffer
[48] so that we could deal with sparse rewards in a more efficient manner.



affects the number of parameters of the model, since it acts
on the finite number of states Cs- and actions Cy4-. We
test various resolution levels. We run each experiment 100
times until convergence using a decaying e-greedy policy to
ensure exploratory actions at the beginning of the training.
The partition-based approach explained in Section [[V-E] has
been leveraged in the Goddard-rocket problem to enhance
the expressiveness of the model by grouping two dimensions.
Table [T lists the median cumulative reward obtained by agents
of different sizes that implement a greedy policy based on
the estimated SA-VFs. As expected, (-learning needs more
parameters to achieve a reward comparable to that of either
MLR-learning or TLR-learning. DQN achieves high rewards
with less parameters than ()-learning too, but MLR-learning
and TLR-learning obtain even higher rewards in the Goddard
rocket problem, as well as in the cartole problem, where DQN
fails to obtain good results. The performance of the TLR-
learning algorithm is particularly relevant, since it reveals that
low-rank tensor models with a small number of parameters
are able to achieve rewards as good as (or even better than)
those by MLR-learning and DQN-learning.

C. Speed of convergence

The MLR-learning and TLR-learning models exhibit ad-
vantages in terms of convergence speed with respect to non-
parametric models. While the former updates the rows and the
columns of the matrices associated with a given state-action
pair, the latter only updates one entry of the ()-matrix at a
time. Thus, low-rank SA-VF models are expected to converge
faster than non-parametric models.

As in the previous section, we tested the same finer and
coarser versions of (Q-learning, and a DQN with a mono-
sample, and a multi-sample ER scheme. We compared them to
MLR-learning and TLR-learning. The agents were trained for
a fixed number of episodes using a decaying e-greedy policy
with e being high at first to ensure exploratory actions. During
the training, we run episodes using a greedy policy with
respect to the estimated SA-VF to filter out the exploration
noise. The results are reported in Fig. 4] and Fig. 5] While
the coarser version of (Q-learning converges fast, it fails to
select high-reward actions. Fig. [5] shows that the distribution
of rewards is shifted toward values lower than those obtained
by the rest of the algorithms. Both MLR-learning and TLR-
learning achieve high rewards while converging faster than
the finer version of (-learning. Although DQN achieves
higher rewards in the pendulum and mountaincar setups, it
converges slower than its counterparts in all scenarios. The
dependency of DQN on the size of the ER buffer is evident.
On the one hand, DQN with 1-sample ER converges noticeably
slower than the rest of the algorithms, as DQN trades off
learning steps and training samples. On the other hand, the
cumulative reward results are not as consistent as the rest of the
algorithms, showing larger interquartile ranges. As expected,
TLR-learning converges faster than MLR-learning in most sce-
narios. Nonetheless, when the reward function is sparse (e.g.
non-zero in few state transitions) the TLR-learning algorithm
exhibits some convergence issues, requiring more episodes
than either MLR-learning or )-learning. TLR-learning does
not obtain better reward results than MLR-learning, but it
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Fig. 4. Median number of steps per episode in 4 standard RL problems: (a)
Pendulum, (b) Cartpole, (c) Mountain car, and (d) Goddard rocket. The MLR
and TLR algorithms are faster than DQN, especially when the batch size in
DQN is large. It is also faster than Q-learning when the Q-matrix is large.
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Fig. 5. Distribution of the mean cumulative rewards per episode of 100 agents
in four standard RL problems: (a) Pendulum, (b) Cartpole, (c) Mountain car,
and (d) Goddard rocket. On the one hand, the distributions of Q)-learning are
always shifted toward worse results. On the other hand, the dependency of
DQN on the size of the ER buffer is clear.

converges faster, and requires far less parameters, as stated
previously.

D. High-dimensional setting

As already explained, one of the main advantages of tensor
low-rank models is that the number of parameters required to
represent them scales linearly (and not exponentially) with the
number of dimensions. This property makes them particularly
handy when dealing with RL settings where the state (action)
space is high dimensional. To further validate this, we tested
our TLR algorithm in the highway environment [46]], where a
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Environment Algorithm Cumulative reward # Parameters Environment || Algorithm Cumulative reward # Parameters
89.55 800 -44.59 80,000
Q-learnin 95.73 1,600 Q-learnin 35.08 160,000
g 96.39 2,400 g 70.24 240,000
96.69 4,000 83.51 400,000
93.85 820 6.91 80,020
. 95.45 1,640 . 89.46 160,040
MLR-learning 95.39 2,460 MLR-learning 8943 240.060
Pendulum 95.49 4,100 Cartpole 89.53 400,100
93.94 100 -86.10 140
. 94.66 200 . 88.55 280
TLR-learning 04.61 300 TLR-learning 89.59 420
94.60 500 89.57 700
97.23 2,320 -94.77 1,510
DQN 96.66 23,020 DQN -93.60 15,010
96.69 230,020 -94.99 150,010
74.99. 400 115.60 16,000
. 83.17 800 . 116.62 32,000
Q-learning 82.40 1,200 Q-learning 117.78 64.000
83.78 2,000 117.99 80,000
-1000.00 420 120.01 16,020
. 80.75 840 . 117.05 32,040
MLR-learning 8575 1.680 MLR-learning 12031 48,060
Mountain Car 86.87 2,100 Goddard 125.94 80,100
-1000.00 80 119.05 860
. 82.45 160 . 119.17 1,720
TLR-learning 8675 240 TLR-learning 119.01 2,580
88.02 400 119.31 4,300
88.70 1,310 114.15 1,410
DQN 88.40 13,010 DQN 117.60 14,010
89.20 130,010 117.78 140,010
TABLE 11
PARAMETERS VS. CUMULATIVE REWARD.
vehicle is driving in a highway trying to reach a high speed but 4.5x10! === 4510! |
. qe .. . . . M —— DQN 23,210 params. la
avoiding collisions. This environment has Ds = 9 continuous “ i DN 2,210 . ‘
state dimensions and one D 4 = 1 discrete action dimension. 230 £ 44| — TUR 5T
We transformed the continuous state space S into a discrete £ D;; T TR
state space S" as described in the previous section. Modeling =, Do pares, =4
the highway environment using ()-learning and MLR-learning - TLR 22,75 pana -
. . . . . B —— TLR 3,700 params.
is infeasible, since even a coarse grid of 5 — 7 points per 0 —— TLR 1,850 parans »
dimension leads to Q-matrices with close to 10® entries. Thus, ) 50000 100000 : 50000 100000
Episodes Episodes

we compared the TLR algorithm with DQN, which, as already
explained, is one of the strongest value-based baselines.

The results are shown in Fig. [6| We compared three variants
of the TLR-learning algorithm (each associated with different
values of the resolution level r and the tensor rank K, affecting
the total number of parameters to be learnt). Then, we trained
two variants of the DQN algorithm. Both variants have the
same number of parameters, but the size of the batch sampled
to train is different. In one case, just 1 sample is used per
training step, while in the other the size is 32. The DQN
algorithm trained with the 32-samples batches, and the two
TLR algorithms with more parameters converge to a higher-
return-per-episode solution. However, the TLR algorithms
exhibit faster convergence rate. An interesting point to note
here is that the TLR version with the most parameters is
the fastest to converge. In contrast, the DQN trained with 1
sample per step converges more slowly, and gets stuck in a
local minimum, achieving a worse return-per-episode solution.
The TLR version with less parameters obtains a middle-point
solution between the previously described algorithms. In a
nutshell, DQN needs far more samples than TLR learning
to obtain a reasonable result, and even so, the convergence
rate is worse. These results illustrate that there exist high-
dimensional RL problems that can be efficiently handled by

Fig. 6. Return per episode in the highway environment. The TLR algorithm
has been tested with different parametrizations. The DQN algorithm has been
tested with batch sizes of 1, and 32 respectively. The TLR converges faster,
while the DQN needs more samples to achieve a good return per episode.
With a small batch size, the DQN algorithm gets stuck in a local minimum.

our TLR algorithm, requiring less resources and converging
faster than standard deep-learning-based approaches.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced a range of low-rank promoting
algorithms to estimate the VF associated with a dynamic
program in a stochastic, online, model-free fashion. We first
kept the classical state-action matrix representation of the VF
function and developed matrix low-rank stochastic algorithms
for its online estimation. Since most practical problems deal
with high-dimensional settings where both states and actions
are vectors formed by multiple scalar dimensions, we then
proposed a tensor representation for the VF function. The
subsequent natural step was the development of low-rank
tensor-decomposition methods that generalize those for the



matrix case. The savings in terms of number of parameters
to be estimated was discussed and the proposed algorithms
were tested in a range of reinforcement learning scenarios,
assessing the performance (reward and speed of convergence)
for multiple configurations and comparing it with that of exist-
ing alternatives. The results are promising, opening the door to
the adoption of stochastic non-parametric VF approximation
(typically confined to low-dimensional RL problems) in a
wider set of scenarios.
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