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Abstract

We derive sublinear regret bounds for undiscounted redefment learning in con-
tinuous state space. The proposed algorithm combinesaigtegation with the
use of upper confidence bounds for implementing optimisrhénface of uncer-
tainty. Beside the existence of an optimal policy whichsas the Poisson equa-
tion, the only assumptions made are Holder continuity afarels and transition
probabilities.

1 Introduction

Real world problems usually demand continuous state asraspaces, and one of the challenges for
reinforcement learning is to deal with such continuous dasmdn many problems there is a natural
metric on the state space such that close states exhiblaisinghavior. Often such similarities can
be formalized as Lipschitz or more generally Holder cauitinof reward and transition functions.

The simplest continuous reinforcement learning problerthés 1-dimensional continuum-armed
bandit, where the learner has to choose arms from a bountkrdah Bounds on the regret with

respect to an optimal policy under the assumption that thanag:function is Holder continuous have
been givenin[15,14]. The proposed algorithms apply the U@Brithm [2] to a discretization of the

problem. That way, the regret suffered by the algorithm ie®f the loss by aggregation (which
can be bounded using Holder continuity) plus the regreatgerithm incurs in the discretized set-
ting. More recently, algorithms that adapt the used disgagbn (making it finer in more promising

regions) have been proposed and analyzed [16, 8].

While the continuous bandit case has been investigatedtail da the general case of continuous
state Markov decision processes (MDPs) a lot of work is cexdfito rather particular settings, pri-
marily with respect to the considered transition model.hia simplest case, the transition function
is considered to be deterministic as(in][19], and mistakendedor the respective discounted set-
ting have been derived inl[6]. Another common assumptiohas transition functions are linear
functions of state and action plus some noise. For sucgstdample complexity bounds have
been given in[[23,17], whil®(v/T) bounds for the regret aftdF steps are shown in][1]. However,
there is also some research considering more generalttoeindynamics under the assumption that
close states behave similarly, as will be considered het@léwhost of this work is purely experi-
mental [12[24], there are also some contributions with ibéeal guarantees. Thu§, [13] considers
PAC-learning for continuous reinforcement learning in meestate spaces, when generative sam-
pling is possible. The proposed algorithm is a generatipati the B algorithm [14] to continuous
domains. A respective adaptive discretization approashggested i [20]. The PAC-like bounds
derived there however depend on the (random) behavior gfrthigosed algorithm.

Here we suggest a learning algorithm for undiscounted eeteinent learning in continuous state
space. The proposed algorithm is in the tradition of alomi like UCRL2[11] in that it implements
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the “optimism in the face of uncertainty” maxim, here condarwith state aggregation. Thus, the
algorithm does not need a generative model or access tasrelmarning is done online, that is, in
a single continual session of interactions between the@mvient and the learning policy.

For our algorithm we derive regret bounds @f7(>+)/(2+22)) for MDPs with 1-dimensional
state space and Holder-continuous rewards and trangtioipabilities with parametet. These
bounds also straightforwardly generalize to dimensibrwhere the regret is bounded by
O(T2d+e)/(2d+20)) " Thys, in particular, if rewards and transition probateititare Lipschitz, the
regret is bounded by (7(2¢+1)/(24+2))) in dimensiond and O(T?3/4) in dimension 1. We also
present an accompanying lower boundSxf/7). As far as we know, these are the first regret
bounds for a general undiscounted continuous reinforceleaming setting.

2 Preliminaries

We consider the following setting. Given is a Markov deaisprocess (MDP)\/ with state space
S = [0, 1]¢ and finite action spacd. For the sake of simplicity, in the following we assume- 1.
However, proofs and results generalize straightforwaaarbitrary dimension, cf. Remdrk 5 below.
The random rewards in stateinder actioru are assumed to be boundedin1] with meanr(s, a).
The transition probability distribution in stateunder actioru is denoted by(-|s, a).

We will make the natural assumption that rewards and triansgirobabilities are similar in close
states. More precisely, we assume that rewards and t@mpitdbbabilities arélolder continuous.

Assumption 1. There are L, « > 0 such that for any two states s, s’ and all actions a,
Ir(s,0) = r(s', a)| < Lis—s'|°.
Assumption 2. There are L, « > 0 such that for any two states s, s’ and all actions a,
Hp(|87 a) _p('ls/a a)Hl < L|S - 8/|a'
For the sake of simplicity we will assume thaandL in Assumptiong§!l and 2 are the same.

We also assume existence of an optimal poticy: S — A which gives optimal average reward
p* = p*(M) on M independent of the initial state. A sufficient condition &tate-independent
optimal reward is geometric convergenceréfto an invariant probability measure. This is a natural
condition which e.g. holds for any communicating finite st&tDP. It also ensures (cf. Chapter 10
of [10]) that the Poisson equation holds for the optimal @olin general, under suitable technical
conditions (like geometric convergence to an invarianbpiality measure...) the Poisson equation

pr + An(s) = r(s,7(5)) + /S p(ds']s, 7()) - Ax(s') 1)

relates the rewards and transition probabilities underrapgsurable policyr to its average re-
wardp, and thebias function), : S — R of =. Intuitively, the bias is the difference in accumulated
rewards when starting in a different state. Formally, treestis defined by the Poisson equatioh (1)
and the normalizing equatioh, A\ du. = 0 (cf. e.g. [9]). The following result follows from the
bias definition and Assumptiohs 1 dnd 2 (together with redudtm Chapter 10 of [10]).

Proposition 3. Under Assumptions[lland[2] the bias of the optimal policy is bounded.

Consequently, it makes sense to definebiiae span H (M) of a continuous state MDPY satisfying
Assumption§1l and 2 to b (M) := sup, A\r-(s) — infs Az« (s). Note that sincénfs A\« (s) <0
by definition of the bias, the bias functiog- is upper bounded b¥ (M ).

We are interested in algorithms which can compete with thtena policy 7* and measure their

performance by theegret (afterT steps) defined a&p*(M) — Zthl r¢, wherer; is the random
reward obtained by the algorithm at stepndeed, withirl" steps n@anonical or evenbias optimal
optimal policy (cf. Chapter 10 of [10]) can obtain higher acwlated reward thaifip* + H (M).

3 Algorithm

Our algorithm UCCR, shown in detail in Figuriel1, implements the “optimism in thee of uncer-
tainty maxim” just like UCRL2[[11] or REGALI[5]. It maintaina set of plausible MDP341 and



Algorithm 1 The UCCR. algorithm

Input: State spacé = [0, 1], action spaced, confidence parametér> 0, aggregation parame-
tern € N, upper bound? on the bias span, Lipschitz parametérs.
Initialization:
> Letl;:=[0,1],1;:= (&3, L] forj = 2,3,.
> Sett := 1, and observe the |n|t|al state and mterval[(sl).
for episodes = 1,2,...do
> Let N (I;,a) be the number of times actianhas been chosen in a statel; prior to
episodek, andvy (I}, a) the respective counis episodek.
Initialize episode £:
> Set the start time of episodet; := t.
> Compute estimate$, (s, a) andp;**(;]s, a) for rewards and transition probabilities, using
all samples from states in the same interMal), respectively.
Compute policy 7x: 5 R
> Let M, be the set of plausible MDP&! with H(M) < H and rewards(s,a) and
transition probabilitie$(-|s, a) satisfying

~ ~ n=¢ og(2nAty /5
[7(s,0) — 7uls,0)| < ) Tz A D) )

B (s, a) = 55 Js, )|
1

—a 56n log(2At, /9)
Ln™ + \) s ms (0] )

IN

> Choose policyry andM;, € M, such that
py (My) = arg max{p* (M) | M € My}. 4)

Execute policy 7:
while vg, (I(st), 7x(s¢)) < max{1, Ng(I(s¢), 7r(s¢))} do

>  Choose actioma; = 7 (s:), obtain reward-, and observe next state, ;.
>  Sett:=t+1.
end while
end for

chooses optimistically an MDPB/ € M and a policyr such that the average rewarg( /) is max-
imized, cf. [4). Whereas for UCRL2 and REGAL the set of plalesMDPs is defined by confidence
intervals for rewards and transition probabilities for le@udividual state-action pair, for UCAR
we assume an MDP to be plausible if diggregated rewards and transition probabilities are within
a certain range. This range is defined by the aggregation @ketermined by the assumed Holder
continuity) and respective confidence intervals, [&f. (3), Correspondingly, the estimates for re-
wards and transition probabilities for some state actiain{@, a) are calculated from all sampled
values of actior in states close te.

More precisely, for the aggregation UCCRartitions the state space into intervas:= [0, %}

I = (’“n1 ’“} for k = 2,3,...,n. The corresponding aggregated transition probabilitres a
defined by

Pl i= [ plds]s.a) ©)
I;
Generally, for a (transition) probability distributign(-) over S we write p*¢&(-) for the aggre-
gated probability distribution with respect{d,, I ..., I,,}. Now, given the aggregated state space
{I,I...,1,}, estimates’(s,a) and p*e&(-|s,a) are calculated from all samples of actiarin
states in/(s), the intervall; containings. (Consequently, the estimates are the same for states in
the same interval.)

As UCRL2 and REGAL, UCCR proceeds in episodes in which the chosen policy remains.fixed
Episodes are terminated when the number of times an act®inden sampled from some interyal
has been doubled. Only then estimates are updated and a tiewipoalculated.



Since all states in the same intervgl have the same confidence intervals, finding the optimal
pair My, 7, in (@) is equivalent to finding the respective optimisticatétized MDP %% and
an optimal policy7##% on M{#¢. Then#, can be set to be the extensiondf® to S, that is,
Tk(s) = T28(I(s)) for all s. However, due to the constraint on the bias even in this firate

efficient computation of/2#% and;#® is still an open problem. We note that the REGAL.C algo-
rithm [5] selects optimistic MDP and optimal policy in thensaway as UCCR.

While the algorithm presented here is the first modificatibd GRL2 to continuous reinforcement
learning problems, there are similar adaptations to ogwegatiori[21] and learning in finite state
MDPs with some additional similarity structure known to tharner[[22].

4 Regret Bounds

For UCCR. we can derive the following bounds on the regret.

Theorem 4. Let M be an MDP with continuous state space [0, 1], A actions, rewards and transi-
tion probabilities satisfying Assumptions [l and 2] and bias span upper bounded by H. Then with
probability 1 — 6, the regret of UCCRL (run with input parameters n. and H ) after T steps is upper

bounded by
const - nHy/ AT log (%) + const’ - HLn™*T. (6)

Therefore, setting n = T/ (2122 gives regret upper bounded by

const - HLy/ Alog (%) L (2Ha)/(2420)

With no known upper bound on the bias span, guessing H by logT" one still obtains an upper bound
on the regret of O(T(>+)/(2420)),

Intuitively, the second term in the regret bound[df (6) is diseretization error, while the first term
corresponds to the regret on the discretized MDP. A detaitedf of Theoreni 4 can be found in
Sectior[b below.

Remark 5 (d-dimensional case). The generatl-dimensional case can be handled as described for
dimension 1, with the only difference being that the didzegton now has:? states, so that one
hasn? instead ofn in the first term of[(6). Then choosing = T/(2¢+22) pounds the regret by
O(T(2d+a)/(2d+2a)).

Remark 6 (unknown horizon). If the horizonT" is unknown then the doubling trick (executing the
algorithm in rounds = 1,2,... guessindgl’ = 2* and setting the confidence parametef f@*)
gives the same bounds.

Remark 7 (unknown Holder parameters). The UCCR. algorithm receives (bounds on) the
Holder parameterd asa as inputs. If these parameters are not known, then one dhalgtin
sublinear regret bounds albeit with worse dependencé.opecifically, we can use the model-
selection technique introduced In[17]. To do this, fix a@grhumber/ of values for the constants
L andc; each of these values will be considered as a model. The rselbettion consists in running
UCCRL with each of these parameter values for a certain periagltifhe stepsdxploration). Then
one selects the model with the highest reward and uses itferiad ofr, time stepsxploitation),
while checking that its average reward stays withih (6) ohtwvas obtained in the exploitation
phase. If the average reward does not pass this test, thenatiel with the second-best average
reward is selected, and so on. Then one switches to explonaith longer periods;, etc. Since
there are no guarantees on the behavior of UC®@Ren the Holder parameters are wrong, none
of the models can be discarded at any stage. Optimizing tneeparameters; andr; as done

in [17], and increasing the numbérof considered parameter values, one can obtain regret sound
of O(T2+20)/(2+32)) "or O(T*/5) in the Lipschitz case. For details séel[17]. Since in this ehod
selection process UCQRs used in a “black-box” fashion, the exploration is rathesteful, and
thus we think that this bound is suboptimal. Recently, tiseiite of [17] have been improved [18],
and it seems that similar analysis gives improved regrehtsdor the case of unknown Holder
parameters as well.

The following is a complementing lower bound on the regretdontinuous state reinforcement
learning.



Theorem 8. For any A, H > 1 and any reinforcement learning algorithm there is a continuous
state reinforcement learning problem with A actions and bias span H satisfying Assumption[ll such
that the algorithm suffers regret of Q(v HAT).

Proof. Consider the following reinforcement learning problemhnstate spac), 1]. The state
space is partitioned into intervals/; of equal size. The transition probabilities for each action
are on each of the intervalg concentrated and equally distributed on the same intdrvallhe
rewards on each intervaj} are also constant for eaehand are chosen as in the lower bounds for a
multi-armed bandit problemi [3] with A arms. That is, giving only one arm slightly higher reward,
it is known [3] that regret of2(vnAT) can be forced upon any algorithm on the respective bandit
problem. Adding another action giving no reward and equdi$tributing over the whole state
space, the bias span of the problem iand the regre® (v H AT). O

Remark 9. Note that Assumptionl2 does not hold in the example used iprthef of Theoreni 8.
However, the transition probabilities are piecewise cams{and hence Lipschitz) and known to
the learner. Actually, it is straightforward to deal wittepewise Holder continuous rewards and
transition probabilities where the finitely many points edabntinuity are known to the learner. If
one makes sure that the intervals of the discretized stafegpo not contain any discontinuities, it
is easy to adapt UCQRand Theorernl4 accordingly.

Remark 10 (comparison to bandits). The bounds of Theoren$ 4 and 8 cannot be directly com-
pared to bounds for the continuous-armed bandit problem41%6,[8], because the latter is no
special case of learning MDPs with continuous state spawr@her corresponds to a continuous
action space). Thus, in particular one cannot freely saraplarbitrary state of the state space as
assumed in continuous-armed bandits.

5 Proof of Theorem 4

For the proof of the main theorem we adapt the proof of theetdgwunds for finite MDPs iri [11]
and [5]. Although the state space is now continuous, due édittite horizonT’, we can reuse
some arguments, so that we keep the structure of the originaf of Theorem 2 in[11]. Some of
the necessary adaptations made are similar to technigedfarsshowing regret bounds for other
modifications of the original UCRL2 algorithrn [21,]22], whibowever only considered finite-state
MDPs.

5.1 Splitting into Episodes

Letwy (s, a) be the number of times actiarhas been chosen in episaderhen being in state, and
denote the total number of episodesry Then settingAy, := >, vk (s, a)(p* — (s, a)), with

probability at least — mi%ﬂ the regret of UCCR afterT steps is upper bounded by (cf. Section
4.1 of [11]),

2Tlog (8F) + 2oy Ak - @)

5.2 Failing Confidence Intervals

Next, we consider the regret incurred when the true MRS not contained in the set of plausi-
ble MDPs M. Thus, fix a state-action pafs, a), and recall thaf(s,a) andp®€&(-|s,a) are the
estimates for rewards and transition probabilities cal@d from all samples of state-action pairs
contained in the same interva(s). Now assume that at steéghere have beeiV > 0 samples of
actiona in states inl(s) and that in the-th sample a transition from state € I(s) to states; has
been observeti = 1,...,N).

First, concerning the rewards one obtains as in the prooéofrba 17 in Appendix C.1 of [11] — but
now using Hoeffding for independent and not necessarilptidelly distributed random variables
— that

Pr{’f(s,a)—E[f(Sva)HZ %IOg(MfiAt)} = m ®)



Concerning the transition probabilities, we have for ashléx € {—1,1}"

‘ﬁagg('|sva) - E[ﬁagg('|s’a)]H1 - i

P (Ijls; a) — E[p**5(1j]s, a)]

j=1
= an (ﬁagg(IJ"S’“) - E[ﬁagg(fﬂsaa)]) (1)
j=1
l N
= %;(w(I(SD)—/Sp(ds’lsi,a)-x(l(s'))). )

Foranyz € {—1,1}", X, := x([(s’i))—fsp(ds’|si, a)-xz(I(s")) is amartingale difference sequence
with | X;| < 2, so that by Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (e.g., Lemma 10L@]j1Pr{ Zfil X; >
0} < exp(—6%/8N) and in particular
™ )
N 2At )
; ;> =L < (5= < ————
Pr{Z:Z:1 X; > 56nN10g( : )} < (2At) < oA

A union bound over all sequencess {—1, 1}"™ then yields from[(D) that
5
Ha8s Hass (. > , /56n 24t <
Pr{|[pese(ls, ) ~ Elpe(ls,a))|| > /R log (B} < 5o

Another union bound over atlpossible values foN, all n intervals and all act|0ns shows that the
confidence intervals if{8) and_(10) hold at timevith probability at least — for the actual
countsN (I(s), a) and all state-action pai(s, a). (Note that the equationisl(8) a@lO) are the same
for state-action pairs with states in the same interval.)

(10)

Now, by linearity of expectatiofi[#(s,a)] can be written as; Zf.vzl r(s;,a). Since thes; are as-
sumed to be in the same inter\ﬂls), it follows that|E[#(s, a)] — r(s,a)| < Ln=%. Similarly,
|E[p22(-|s,a)] — p*#&(-|s,a)||, < Ln~*. Together with[(B) and_(10) this shows that with proba-
bility at leastl — for all state-action pairés, a)

W
~ —a log(2nAt/é
7(s,a) = r(s,a)| < Ln™"+\/omd NG mzx{gl(i\z(zt(é)?a)} ; (11)
~agE agge —a 56n log(2At/6
[ Cls, ) = g5 (Cls, )| < Zno /R (12)

This shows that the true MDP is contained in the set of plaasitbPs M (t) at stept with proba-
bility at leastl — % just as in Lemma 17 of[11]. The argument that

ZAkﬂMQMk < VT (13)

with probability at least — then can be taken without any changes from Section 4/2 0f [11]

12T5/4
5.3 Regret in Episodes with M € M,

Now for episodes with\ € M, by the optimistic choice olZ; and7;, in (@) we can bound

Ap = Y o(s @) (0" — (s, T(s)))

S

< D onls, () (57 — (s, 7u(s)))

S

= ka(s,frk(s))(ﬁz — T(s, T (s +ka 5, 71(5)) (Tr (5, Tr(5)) = 7(5, T (5))).-

S

Any term7y(s,a) — r(s,a) < |Fx(s,a) — (s, a)| + |Fr(s,a) — r(s,a)| is bounded according to
(@) and[11), as we assume thd},, M € My, so that summarizing states in the same intefyal

Ak§ka(s,7~rk(s))(pZ—rk s, Tk (s —|—22ka ( >+ %).

j=lacA



Sincemax{1, Ny(I;,a)} <ty <T, settingr, := t;+1 — t; to be the length of episodewe have

A < ka(s,frk(s))(ﬁz—Fk(sﬁrk(s)))
2nA
+2Ln" %7, 4 4/ 14log (241 ZZ\/max{l AT (14)

j=laceA

We continue analyzing the first term on the right hand sid€dj.(By the Poisson equatidnl (1) for
7, on My, denoting the respective bias by = )\,,k we can write

> vk, 7k (9)) (57 — (s, 7r(5)))

S

_ ka(s,ﬁk(s))(/ﬁk(dsqs,frk(s))-Xk(s’)—ik(s))

S S

= Yol m)( [l ms) - Suls) = ) (15)
—i—;vk(s,frk(s));/lj (ﬁk(ds'|s,7~rk(s)) —p(ds'|s,7~rk(s))) k(8. (16)

5.4 The True Transition Functions

NOWHp&gg |s,a) — p?e&(-|s, a ||1 < degg 1s,a) — ngg( |5,a)||1 Do’ (- |s,a)—]f"gg(-|s,a)||1
can be bounded ij](3) arﬁ]12) because we assume\/ € M. Hence, since by definition of
the algorithmA bounds the bias functioky,, the term in[(IB) is bounded by

PIRACEATIDS /1 Sa(s") (P ls. 7 () — pld'] s, 7 (5)))
< > uels uls)) Z(% (Iils 7x(5)) = P (U |5, n(s)))
DI ))-H-z(wu J%)

= 2HLn “7, +4H\/14nlog (%4L) ZZ 7 {1 N — (17)
max k

j=lacA
while for the term in[(1b)

Zvk(s,ﬁk(s))([Sp(dSI|s,ﬁk(s))~5\k(s')—/~\k(s))

S

try1—1

Z / (ds'|s¢, a) - Ap(s') — ;\k(st))

t=ty

try1—1
> (optessean) - A = Sulsr)) + Relon ) = Snlon).

t=ty

Let k(t) be the index of the episode time steépbelongs to. Then the sequencg :=

Jsp(ds'|s,a) - S\k(t)(s’) - S\k(t)(stﬂ) is a sequence of martingale differences so that Azuma-
Hoeffding inequality shows (cf. Section 4.3.2 and in patae eq. (18) in[[11]) that after summing
over all episodes we have

i (tki_l ([SP(dSI|St= at) - ;\k(S/) - S‘k(st-i-l)) + ;\k(StHl) - j\k(stk)>

k=1 t=ty

<H 5Tlog (TT) + HnAlog, (%), (18)



where the second term comes from an upper bound on the nufrdg@sodes, which can be derived
analogously to Appendix C.2 of [11].

5.5 Summing over Episodes with M/ € M,
To conclude, we suni_(14) over all the episodes withe M, using [Ib), [(17), and(18). This

yields that with probability at leagt— 2
_ & vp (L, a)
Arlpyrem, <2HLn T 4+ 4H+/14n log J
> sutuen Hmes (559222 i o

+H 5Tlog (TT) + HnAlog, (ﬁ)

nA

+2Ln T + \/WZ >y ¢ma;f1]§§:<) a)} -

k=1j=1acA
Analogously to Section 4.3.3 and Appendix C.3[of|[11], one slaow that

YY) < (Va4 )T,

j=lacA k \/max{l Ni(lj,a)}
and we get from{19) after some simplifications that with @taibity > 1 —

12T)/4
X:Ak]lMeM;C < H\/m—l- HnAlog, (£14)
k=1
+ ((4H +1)y/14nlog (QAT)) (V2 +1)VnAT + 2(H +1)Ln"°T . (20)

Finally, evaluating[{l7) by summing.; over all episodes, by (13) and {20) we have with probability
>1- an upper bound on the regret of

\/5T10g TT ZAk]lMng_FZAk]lMGMk
< \/%Tlog (%) + \/T—FH\/%Tlog (%) + HnAlog, (%)

+ (48 + 1)y 14n10g (247) ) (V2 + 1) VAT +2(H + 1) Ln~°T.

A union bound over all possible valuesBfand further simplifications as in Appendix C.4 bf[11]
finish the proof.

4T5/4

6 Outlook

We think that a generalization of our results to continucet®a space should not pose any major
problems. In order to improve over the given bounds, it maykmmising to investigate more
sophisticated discretization patterns.

The assumption of Holder continuity is an obvious, yet mat only possible assumption one can
make about the transition probabilities and reward fumsticA more general problem is to assume
a setF of functions, find a way to measure the “size”6f and derive regret bounds depending on
this size ofF.
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