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Finite-Horizon Markov Decision Processes with
Sequentially-Observed Transitions
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Abstract— Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) have been actions. The objective is to design the best decision (actio

used to formulate many decision-making problems in science selection) policies to maximize expected rewards (minémiz
and engineering. The objective is to synthesize the best dsion costs) for a given MDP

(action selection) policies to maximize expected rewardsoi . .
minimize costs) in a given stochastic dynamical environmenin With the advent of Internet of Things (loT) and the

this paper, we extend this model by incorporating additionain-  increasing sensing capabilities, increasingly large antsu
formation that the transitions due to actions can be sequemdlly ~ of data are collected. This paper aims to extend the typical

observed. The proposed model benefits from this information MDP framework to exploit additional sensed information. In
and produces policies with better performance than those of particular, we consider a scenario where not only the ctirren

standard MDPs. The paper also presents an efficient offline . .
linear programming based algorithm to synthesize optimal state of the agent is known but also the transition due to an

policies for the extended model. action can be observed in a sequential manner: The outcome
of action 1 is observed and a decision is made on whether
|. INTRODUCTION to rake the action or not, and this process is continued until

Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) have been used @#e of the actions (in the given order) is taken. Decisions
formulate many decision-making problems in a variety ofire taken at instances callptiasesA phase starts with an
areas of science and engineering [1]-[3]. MDPs have prové&dpservation for the transition caused by an action and ends
useful in modeling decision-making problems for stoclastiwith a decision about whether to take this action or not.
dynamical systems where the dynamics cannot be fully MDPs have been widely studied since the pioneering
captured by using first principle formulations. MDP modelgvork of Bellman [9], which provided the foundation of
can be constructed by utilizing the available measured, dagynamic programming, and the book of Howard [10] that
which allows construction of state transition probateiti popularized the study of decision processes. The standard
Hence MDPs play a critical role in big-data analyticsMDP models are applied to diverse fields including robotics,
Indeed very popular methods of machine learning such &tomatic control, economics, manufacturing, and commu-
reinforcement and its variants [4] [5] are built upon thehication networks. There have been several extensions and
MDP framework. With the increased interest and efforts igeneralizations of the MDP models to fit specific application
Cyber-Physical Systems (CPS), there is even more interestrequirements and considerations into the models. Typical
MDPs to facilitate rigorous construction of innovative hie MDP problems assume that at every decision epoch, agents
archical decision-making architectures, where MDP frameknow their current state, and the reward for choosing an ac-
work can integrate physics-based models with data-drivéi®n, while the environment is stochastic, i.e., the traoss
models. Such decision architectures can utilize a systemagannot be predicted in a deterministic manner. For example
approach to bring physical devices together with softwargartially observed MDPs (POMDPs) extend the typical MDP
to benefit many emerging engineering applications, such &oblems to take into account uncertainties in the agete sta
autonomous systems. knowledge [11]. There can also be uncertainties in state

In many applications [6] [7], MDP models are used tdransition/reward models. Learning methods are develtped
compute optimal decisions when future actions contribote thandle such uncertainties (e.g., reinforcement learrii@g) [
the overall mission performance. Here we consider MDPN typical MDPs, decisions are taken on discrete epochs.
based stochastic decision-making models [8]. An MDHontinuous-time MDPs [13] extend this model by relaxing
model is composed of a set of time instances (epochdfie assumption of discrete events and models to continuous
actions, states, and immediate rewards/costs. Actionsfen time and space models. Another extension is the Bandit
the system in a stochastic manner from one state to anottigpblem [14], where the agents can observe the random
and rewards are collected based on the actions taken at fleward of different actions and have to choose the actiaats th
corresponding states. Hence MDP models provide analyticalaximize the sum of rewards through a sequence of repeated
descriptions of stochastic processes with state and actigkperiments. In other decisions-making problems, deteami
spaces, the state transition probabilities as a function §pn of optimal stopping time is studied to determine optima

actions, and with rewards as a function of the states arfpoch for a particular action [15, Chapter 13]. In other
applications, multi-objective cost functions or consitaiare
* The authors are with the University of Texas at Austin, depar consjdered for the computation of the optimal MDP policies
ment of Aerospace Engineering and Engineering Mechanid9 E.
24th St., Austin, TX 78712 USA. Emailsmelchami@utexas.edand [16]'
behcet@austin.utexas.edu In most of the relevant literature, the extensions to the
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2) University Admission:Suppose that a university has
a certain number of scholarships for a program. Applicants
are interviewed in a sequential manner on different selacti
rounds, i.e., in the first round the candidates are intersibw
evaluated, and admission decisions are announced before
other candidates can apply in the second round. If a student
is granted a scholarship, the available funding is dectkase
and the system changes its state. The rewards obtained are
assumed to be the evaluation of the profile of the selected

Fig. 1. The figure shows an example where sequential MDP raadel be
applied. The vehicle knows the historical data for the cstige for there
separate routes to a common destination. But once the gelsiobn the
turn, it can observe the actual real-time congestion stafusne route at
a time with a fixed sequence of observations and only knowsxpected
congested status of the upcoming routes. If the action te tak turn is
rejected (route not taken) the vehicle cannot come back.

candidates assuming all applicants can be evaluated and
compared by a scoring function. The committee knows what
the average score of applicants would be at different rounds
(based prior data). Note that the evaluation committee can
observe the profile of candidates at a given round, but they

only know the average profile score of the next rounds. The

standard MDP models are obtained by relaxing some @uestion in this scenario is: Given the current (observed)
its assumptions (like observability of current state, knowapplicant pool and expected pool for the next rounds, how
rewards, transition probabilities, etc.). In this papesvbver, many of the applicants in this round should be accepted?
we extend typica] MDP pr0b|ems by Considering a moréf we use a standard MDP model, then the solution would
general model when more information about the environmeR€ to select all candidates from the round with the highest
and the process is available. This latter assumption is-mo@iverage. Clearly this solution is not practical in this szen
vated by the fact that the evolving field of 10T is providingPecause very important information are being discarded and
agents with a lot of additional data that can be utilized i better approach must be used.

the model to synthesize better decision-making strategies 3) Market Investment:Another possible application for

In particular, we assume that not only the current state, btite sequential MDP model proposed in this paper is the
the environmental transition due to possible actions ae almarket investment. Suppose that an investor has certain
observed in a sequential manner. We aim to build decisiogmount of resources to invest in an open market (a market
making models that benefit from this class of information tavhere prices change in a continuous manner like currency

generate policies having better total expected rewards. ~€xchange). The investor knows on average the price values
(for example low season and high season prices). However,

in a given period known to have high prices, the investor

observed that the market is announcing lower prices than

usual. Should he invest in that period or should he wait

to the next low season prices? Again typical MDP solution
This section presents several motivating examples fQ{ould give before hand policies that do not take into account

sequentially observed MDPs. observed outcomes. An MDP solution in this scenario would
1) Routing: Consider a vehicle that aims to go to abehave inefficiently.

final desired position (or a packet if a computer network

is considered) and there are three possible routes from tRe Model

current one-way street that the vehicle is on (Elg. 1). The The new sequentially observed MDP model has the fol-

current street and the exits form the shape of letter “E’t thdowing components:

is, if the vehicle passes an turn then the corresponding@rout «+ The current state and the transition probabilities are

is ruled out. known, i.e., the probability of transitioning from any

Il. SEQUENTIALLY OBSERVEDMDP

A. Examples

Each route can have congestion, for which there is prior
knowledge based on historical data. The vehicle can only «
observe the current traffic conditions when it is at the
turn. If the vehicle decided not to take one route based
on the observed congestion, it cannot get back later after
it observes the other route. The vehicle is forced to take
one of the routes, so if it rejects all observed congested
routes, it will be stuck with the last choice and should take
it regardless of the route congestion status. The question
here is whether the vehicle would take a route given the
observed congestion and historical data for the next turn. e
Standard MDP models will select beforehand routes having
the lowest average (expected) congestion regardless of the
observed routes status.

statei to another statg when an actioru is taken.

At a given decision epoch, the agent observes the
possible next state if action; was taken, but only
knows the transition probabilities for the rest of the
actions. The agent must either accept or reject the
transition due tai;. Accepting the transition means the
agent chose actiom; at time epocht, rejecting the
transition means that the agent will not choose action
a; and the action must be chosen from the remaining
possible actions.

Only after the rejection ofi;, the agent can observe
the deterministic transition i, is taken, and only
knows the probability of transitions for the remaining
actions. Again, accepting the transition means the agent



has chosen actiom, at decision epoch. Rejecting the that defines for every state € S a random variable
transition means that the agent will not choose actipn D:(s) € A with some probability distribution defined
or a2 and the action must be chosen from the remainingver P(A;). In typical MDPs, the decision variables are
possible actions. directly the probability distribution of this random vabia

« The procedure is repeated till the actiom — 1. If  p;(a,t) = ProfD; = a|s(t) = i] for any actiona € A;
the observed transition due tg,_; was rejected, then and given any staté. In the sequential MDP, the decision
the agent has no choice and must choege(without variables are whether to accept or reject a given transition
observing its corresponding transition). We say that thphasek. We then define the decision variables as follows:

system is aphasef if the agent observes the transition _ . .
due to actiona;, and has not yet made a decision (toPi(J’ kit) = Prob[Acceptlng observed transition to statg

reject or accept it). System is in staté and phasé: and epoch].

« Once any action is taken (accepting an observed trag—. )
i o " ince there are only, — 1 phases, we assuni&(j, k,t) = 1
sition or rejecting all observed transitions), the nex yi— P Uk, 1)

. If k& = m. In this new formulation, the order of the actions
decision epoch starts.

’ o ) ) is important.
Note that a typical MDP decision-making algorithm can

be adopted as follows: the decision policy is computed by _

using a standard MDP solution method [8] by ignoring the ™= (D1, Do, D)

observed transitions. For example, if the optimal policyswabe the policy for the decision making process given that
to selecta} at decision epoch then the agent would discard there areN — 1 decision epochs. Then in typical MDP, the
the observed transitions faf, ..., a;_1, and would accept decisionD, is defined by the independent vector variables
any observed transition far; action. Our goal in this paper {p:(¢),...,p(t)} wherep; is the vector having the prob-
is to take advantage of the additional observed transitions abilities p;(a,t) > 0 for all a« € A; and decision epoch
increase the expected rewards. and such thad"_ p;(a,t) = 1. In the sequential MDP, the
- decisionD, is defined by the independent matrix variables
Remark. The proposed model is different from the We"{Pl(t),...,Pn(t)} where P;() is the matrix having the

||(nn ()t\;1v2 Ssee(:(;;;a;ry r;:)obl?leenr]n ;nﬁ)l\(/lean::tr(:‘rk?etlrJrgf [12](’) [IiS]a.l r%robabilities Pi(j,k,t) € [0,1] for all destination states
y p ' Peop c S, fork=1,...,m, and decision epoch For notation

interviewed for a job in a sequential manner, and based é?mplicity we will drop the indext from the notation when

the (observed) rank of the current interviewed candidate ; . . .
. . there is no confusion and variables are denoted simply by
a decision should be taken whether to accept or rejeci. . .
. ) ) Lo ., the upcoming results are for time dependent cases. Note
the last interviewed candidate. The main difference wit . . . .
i . : . that this decision rule has a Markovian property because it
the sequentially observed MDPs is that in the “secretar ; :
. : : . pends only on the current state. Indeed this paper cosside
problem”, observing a candidate changes the probability 0 . - . o
I . only Markovian policies, history dependent policies [8gar
future transitions (because of the correlation between the .
. o not considered.
events). However, in our model an observation is indepeinden
from the further environmental dynamics (i.e., observing & Rewards
tranS|t|(_)r_1_at a given phase does not change the transmonGIVen a states € S and actiona € A, we define the
probabilities for next phases or epochs). Another fundamen

tal difference is that our model does not necessaril haverewardrt(s’a) € R 1o be any real number and I& to be
. . . ccessanly Nave,g. cet having these values. With a little abuse of notation,
stopping time, and the horizon can go to infinity which i

SWe define the expected reward for a given decision ije
not possible for the secretary problem. . P g o
at timet to be

ri(s) = Elr(s, Di(s)] = Y ps(a)re(s.a), (D)

a€EA;

IIl. DEFINING THE MDP
A. States and Actions
Let the setS = {1,...,n} be the set of states having ;4 the vector, € R”

E car:d|nal|ty|fS| = Let l_Jlsbtljef!neAS - {1h’ e 7Im} tof rewards for each state. Given there Afe 1 decision epochs,
e the set of actions available in state(without 10Ss of 0 there arev reward stages and the final stage reward is

genergllty the number of actions does no'_[ chang_e with thtﬁven by (s) (of ry the vector having as its elements the
state, i.e.]A| = m for any s € 5). We consider a discrete- g1 (onod at a given state)

time system where actions are taken at different decision
epochs. Lek(t) anda(t) be respectively the state and actionD. State Transitions

at thet-th decision epoch. We now define the transition probabilities as follows,
B. Decision Rule and Policy Gi(j, k,t) = Prolfs(t +1) = j|s(t) = i, phasek], andG;(t)

be the corresponding matrix (for simplicity we will drop
the indext from the notation when there is no confusion
and transitions are denoted simply 6Y). Let G be the set
D;: S — Ag having these transition matrices. Let’s define an interatedi

to be the vector with the expected

We define a decision rul®, at timet to be the following
randomized function



variable g;(ax) for notational convenience, which is theF. Performance Metric
probability of choosing action;, given that the previous

. . For a policy to be better than another policy we need
actionsay, ..., ax—1 are rejected

to define a performance metric. We will use the expected

Z G 0. discounted total reward for our performance study,
j’ 7
jeS N—-1
vy = Ex(y) Z re(Xt, De(Xe)) + 78 (XN)|
Then the probability that the agent chooses actigns the t=1

probability that the agent rejects the fidst-1 actions (i.e.,

- ) ) where X, is the state at decision epotland the expectation
f_ll (1 —¢i(a;))) and then accepts thk-th action (i.e., K P P

: is conditioned on a probability distribution over the ialti
gi(ar)): states (i.e.x(1) € P(S) wherexz;(1) = Prolds, = i]). It is
worth noting that bothX; and D,(X;) are random variables

k—1 _ :
pilar) = <H (1- qi(az))> gilap)f L<k<m, (2) in the above expression.
=t G. Optimal Markovian Policy

where, by convention],_[f:_l1 (1—gqi(a)) =11if k=1 We The optimal policyr* is given as the policy that max-
observe that;(ay) =1 if k=m. The above relation shows imizes the performance measure; = argmaxv%, and
that the decision variables due to the typical MDR ¢, ) for vy to be the optimal value, i.ey} = maxvY. Note
k=1,...,mandi = 1,...,n) are a non-convex function that the optimization variables of the above maximization
of the decision variables of the sequential MDR for i = are P,(t),...,P,(t) fort =1,...,N — 10 For the typical
1,...,n). The transition probability from a stateto a state MDP, thebackward inductioralgorithm [8, p. 92] gives the

J is given by the probability to reach phakeand transition optimal policy as well as the optimal value. However, in

to statej is accepted, i.e., our new model the optimization variables are different and
another algorithm for finding optimal policies is needed. In
M,(j,i) = Prolds;1 = jl|s; = 1] the following sections, we will give such an algorithm for

m k-1 the sequential MDP (SMDP) and we will show its optimality
= (H (1- Qi(al))> Gi(4,k)P;(4,k). (3) using Bellman equations of dynamic programming.

k=1 \l=1
o o ) _ o IV. DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING (DP) APPROACH FOR

Also in this case, the transition is not linear in the dedcisio MDPs

variables for the sequentially observed MDP. Lgtt) = _ . _

Proljs; = i|s1] be the probability of being at stateat time In this section, we transform the MDP problem into a

t, andx(t) € R™ to be the vector of these probabilities.deterministic Dynamic Programming (DP) problem and use

Then the system evolves according to the following recersiihis approach to devise an efficient algorithm for finding
equation: optimal policies of the new introduced model. First note tha

the performance metric can be written as follows:
x(t+ 1) = Myx(t),

N-1

where M, (or simply M) is the matrix having the elements V& = Ex()[( Y 7¢(Xt, Di(X3))) + re(Xn)]
M, (j,1) (or simply M(j,4)). It is important to note that the t=1

i-th column of M (its transpose is denoted by/ %) is a
function of the decision variables in the mati#x only (i.e.,
independent of the variables of the matridgsfor s # 7).

2

-1

En)[re(Xe, De(Xe))] + Ex(ny [re(Xn)]

Il
N

i

Ex() [Ex, [re(Xe, De(Xe)]] + Ex)[Exy [re(Xn)]]

E. Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) t=1
N N
Let v € [0,1] be the discount factor, which represents ZE ek, = Zx Ty,
the importance of a current reward in comparison to future =1 ' =1

possible rewards. We will consider = 1 throughout the h is th ¢ all " h
paper, but the results are not affected and remain appdzicalW eree, '?_r: el vector ?. a .T_er%s r? x?ept ﬁEva e;t t_e
after a suitable scaling when< 1. pc(>;|t|ons. e last equality utilized the fact that ) [X;] =
. . . X .

A discrete MDP is a 5-tupléS, As,G,R,~) whereS is ) . . .
a finite set of statesd, is a finite set of actions available for I'V\'/te cla? nov_v glvte tq_i Dg. forrr:uI?tmn.dFor nptalnon f'm'
states, G is the set that contains the transition probabilitieg icity, let x; = x(t). The discrete-time dynamical system
given the current state and current action, &ds the set

f ds at a given time epoch due to the current state a S|ncevN is continuous in the decision variables that belong to aeclos
of rewar g p Qr% bounded set, then theax is always attained and argmax is well
action. defined.



describing the evolution of the densiky can then be given Proposition 1. The termJ;(x) in the dynamic programming
by algorithm for the sequential MDP has the following closed-

xii1 = fulxi Pi(t),., Palt) for t =1,..., N —1, ~ orm solution:

such that fi(x¢, Pi(t),..., Py(t)) = Mx; where M; =
M(Pi(t),...,P,(t)) is the transition matrix a function of
the optimization variables. The elements of thn column
in M, are functions of only the elements iR;(t) matrix V(i) = max{rt + MV} fori=1,.

as mentioned earlier. The above dynamics show that the Pi(

probability distribution evolves deterministically. Opolicy  Proof. We will show that by induction. From the definition
m = (D1,...,Dn_1) consists of a sequence of functionsof gx(.) we have the base case satisfied (i..(x) =
that map states; into controlsP;(t) = D;(x;) forall i in  xTry = xT' V. Suppose the hypothesis is true fra—
such a way thaD, ;(x;) € C(x;) whereC(x;) is the set of 1,...,¢ + 1, then we show it is true fot. From the DP
constraints on the control. Since the only constraints @n tralgorithm, we can write

decision variables are that they are restricted to thevater

Jt(x) = XTV;*v

where V" is a vector that satisfies the following recursion,
Vi =rnyvandfort=N—-1,...,1 we have

— T
[0,1], thenC(x;) is independent of, and all admissible ~ /+(X) = Pty (hyec {x"re+ T (Mix) } )
controls belong to the same convex 8dor any given state. _ T T Ty 5
The additive reward per stage is defined @as(xy) = Pl(t)f.r.l%’)i(t r XMV ®)
T
XNTN and MTzV* 6
T t),m,&g:(t)ec{le re(i )t (6
ge(xt, Pi(t), ..., Po(t)) =x; 1, fOort=1,...,N — 1.
The dynamic programming then calculates the optimal value = sz ( max_{r(i) + MtTlV}Jrl}) )
. ; ) " (tH)eC
v} (and policym*) by running Algorithnl [19, Proposition
1.3.1, p. 23]. where M/ indicates the transpose of theth column of
_ : _ M which is a function of the decision variables of tlie
Algorithm 1 Dynamic Programming matrix only. The transition from[{4) to[(5) is due to the
1: Start with Jy (x) = gn (%) induction assumption, and the transition frolm (6) i (7) is
2z2fort=N-1,...,1 becausexr; > 0 for all i and the function is separable
7 B P P in terms of the optimization variables. The maximization
t(x) = Pl(t)ﬁ__fr}a%’((t)ec(x){gt(x’ 1(t),- Pa®))+ inside the parenthesis is nothing bt (i), then J;(x) =

;i V(i) = xTV;* and this ends the proof. O
Baalhx (o). a0 f

Notice thatJ;(x) has a closed-form equation as function
of x and so it suffices the calculation &f* fort = N,... 1
3 Result: Ji(x) = vy for finding the optimal value of the MDP given hy;, =
Ji(x1) = xTVy*. The backward induction algorithm is given
in Algorithm[2.

Remark. There are several difficulties in applying the DP
Algorithm [I. Note that in the terndy 1 (fi(x, P1, ..., Pn))
used in the algorithnP;s are the optimization variables. For
a givenP; andx, numerical methods can be used to compute
the value of Jy, ;1. But since P; itself is an optimization
variable, the solution of the optimization problem in line Vi (s) = Ex,—e. {Zk ¢ Tk(Xk, De(Xy)) +7"k(XN)}
2 of Algorithm[d can be very hard. In some special cases, andV;*(s) = maxV;" given thats; = s.

for example whenJ,(x) can be expressed analytically in 2: Start with Vy(s) = rx(s)

Algorithm 2 Backward Induction: Sequential MDP Optimal
Policy
1: Definitions: For any states € S, we define

a closed from, the solution complexity can be reduced3: fort = N —1,...,1 givenV;,; and fors =1,...,n
significantly, as we will show next for the sequential MDP  calculate the optimal value

problems. O

A. Backward Induction for the sequential MDP model Vi'(s) = max q re(s) + > MG Vi ()

This section presents the optimal backward induction algo- jes
rithm for solving the sequential MDP by using the dynamic  and the optimal policy?*(t) given by:
programming approach. The set of admissible controls at

time ¢ is given byC(x;) = C defined as follows: . . .
given byC(x:) Pr(t) = argmax 7:(s) + 37 MG 5)Vyi ()
0< P(j,k,t)y<1forallicS,jeS kecA Psec jes

Using the dynamic programming Algorithinh 1, we can now

give the following proposition: 4: Result: Vi*(s1) = vy wheres; is the initial state.




Remark: We want to stress two points about the al- For efficient implementation of the algorithm, it remains
gorithm. First, the policy calculated by Algorithil 2 isto show what conditions should;(j, k) satisfy so that
optimal (maximizing the total expected reward) because adhe mappingX;(j,k) = ;:11 (1—gqi(ar)) Pi(4,k) is in-
line 3 in Algorithm[d and Proposition] 1. Second(s) and vertable. Notice that ifg;(a;) # 1 for i = 1,...,m — 1,

M, (4, s) are both functions of the decision variabledin In  then the mapping is one-to-one mapping and we will give
typical MDPs, these values are simply linear in the decisiothe expression fo?; in terms of X; shortly after. If there
variables. However, in the proposed sequential MDP modadxists I such thatg;(a;) = 1, then the phases > l,in
these values are non-convex in the decision variables andage not reached because an earlier action must necessarily
further processing is needed for efficient implementatibn de accepted wherg,,;, = min{l|¢;(a;) = 1}. This means

the algorithm, which is discussed next. that V;(¢) is independent ofP;(j, k) whenk > 1., (i.e.,
. ) ) the optimal value is not affected by these variables) and
B. Efficient Implementation of Algorithi 2 without loss of generality we can considy(j, k) = 1 for

In the internal loop of Algorithni 12, the optimal value atj =1,...,n andk = l,in + 1,...,m
a given decision epochis given by the following equation:  We can give now the expression & in terms of X; by

the following lemma:
Vy (i) = max Vi (i), (8) g

P;eC . . . .
c Lemma 1. For a given state, the following equation holds

where Vi (i) = r:(i) + > ,c5 Mi(4, 1)V 1 (4) In this for-  for X;(j,k), j=1,...,n andk = 1,...,m, in Eq. @4y
mulation, r;(¢) and M,(j,i) are functions of the decision

variable P, (t), for given state; and time epoch. In partic- k-1 n
ular, the explicit expression can be deduced from Eb. (1), X:(j,k) = < ZGZ s,0)X;(s,1) ) 5 (4, k). (15)

Eq. ), and Eq.[{3) as follows: I=1 s=1
re(i) = Y pila)ry(i, a) Proof. We will prove this lemma by showing that
“ed, (L= a(@) = 1= Y00 S0, Gi(s, D) Xa(s, 1) by
m (k=1 _ induction. It is true fork = 2 by the definition ofg;(a;).
= H (1 = qi(ar)) | gilar)re(i, ax) Suppose it is true tilk — 2, and let us show it true fak — 1.
k=1 \i=1 We have
and b1 k—1 k—2
.. " — . . 1-— \a = 1-— \a 1-— i\ A —
M) =Y (H (- qi<al>>> aGwrGr, @  L10-a@) (H 0ol l”) (1~ afas-1))
k=1 \l=1 k—2
whereg;(ar) = >, Gi(j, k)Pi(j, k). By substituting these = (H (1 —qgi(a))
equations in the expression (i), we obtain =1
. . e — (s, k— 1) X(s,k—1
Vili) = ro(i) + 30 MG )V () (10) > Guls.k = DXi(a,k— 1)
jeES k—=1 n

M-

(

£
Il
-
Il
-

1 =1- Gi(s, D) X;(s,1).
1—% al ) (ZG .]a I )) (ivak) ;; ( ) ( )

k-1 where the last equality uses the induction hypothesids]
<H1—%al> MMBMM%LUO
=1

(11)

3

+
NE

1

<.
Il
-
o
Il

It remains to derive the constraints 6f)(j, k) whenP; €
C. Since P;(j,k) € [0,1] for all j = 1,...,n andk =

Z re(i, a) + Via (4 )) G, k) X (G, k) (12) 1,...,m — 1, then we can derive the following conditions:

E'qg

k=1 j=1
k=1 n
=33 Hi(§, k) Xi(4, k). (13) 0<Xi(h, k) <1 =) Gi(s,1)Xi(s,1),
k=1 j=1 =1 s=1
where and since by definitio?;(j,m) =1forall j=1,...,n
k—1
Xi(j, k) = (1 —qi(a)) Pi(j, k) (14) ) i
g Xi(Gm)=1-3"> "G
Hl(]v k) = (Tt (ia ak) + V;&j—l(])) Gz(]a k) =1 s=1

Note thatH;(j, k) is independent of the decision variables. As a result,V;*(i) is the solution of the following linear



program Utility difference between sequential MDP and typical MDP

m n {30
maximize i(j (j
X; ZZHZ(]ak)Xl(]ak)
k=1 j=1
subject to: forj =1,...,nandk=1,...,m—1

-1 n (16)

N

l 1
m—1

Xi(jym) =1-")

=1

Il
A

S

Utility Gain

NE

1

@
Il

To write it in matrix form, letl,, be the vector of all ones
and dimensiom, J = 1n1£, and B be a constanin x m
matrix defined asB(l,k) = 1 if &k > [ and B(l,k) = 0
otherwise.

Lemma 2. The linear progran{I8) can be written in matrix-

form as follows: Fig. 2. The figure shows the difference in the utility (optinsalue) of the
- T sequential MDP strategy that takes advantage of the olibdraasitions
maximize Tr(H; X;) and the standard MDP that does not use this extra informafiba figure

X shows that the difference in the utility depends on theahigosition of

subjectto 0< X, + J(G;® X;)B < 1n1£ (17) agents. Some bins can give a higher than expected rewarcbthan bins.

environment can send the vehicle to “left”). In particular,

Let z(k) = 1 — f;ll Sor_ Gi(s, )X (s,1) if k = with probability 0.6 the given command will lead to the
2,...,m andz(1) = 1. The following proposition summa- desired bin, while with probabilitp.4 the agent would land
rizes our results on another neighboring bin. We assume a region describe

Proposition 2. For a given decision epochand statei, the by f‘ .‘10 by 10 gnd Each vehicle has 5 possible actions:

; . . : i “up”, “down”, “left”, “right”, and “stay”. When the vehicle
gip\)/tlen;ak!yvalue and optimal policy terms in Algorith 2 ar%s on the boundary, we set the probability of actions that

i » cause transition outside of the domain to zero. The total
Vi (i) = Tr(HIX7), number of states is 100 with 5 actions, and a decision time
andforj=1,....nandk=1,...,m horizon N =10. The reward vector®; fort =1,...,N—1
_ _ and Ry are chosen randomly with entries in the interval
P ot) = {Xf(J,k)/Z(k) if z(k) >0, (18) [0,100]. Since any feasible policy for a standard MDP is
! 1 else. also a feasible solution for the proposed sequential model
where X is the solution of the linear prograrL7). (1., mupp € msupp), then the following holds:
Proof. The proof is based on the fact that the linear program U?VTWDP < U?VEMDP_
in the decision variables; is equivalent to the original
optimization over theP; variables because the mappingrigure 2 shows the difference in values due to optimal
between the variables is one-to-one mapping when consigpjicies of the standard MDP model and the proposed
grlng the additional (redundant) constrain®(;j, k) = 1 for sequential MDP (i_e_vgfzmp _ v;]}‘vmp)' The figure shows
j=1...,nandk = lnin +1,...,m. U that, depending on initial state, the new model can have sig-
V. SIMULATIONS nificant improvement by utilizing the additional informeai

. . . . rgobserving the transitions before deciding on actions).
This section presents a simulation example to demon-

strate the proposed policy synthesis method for the MDPs

with sequentially observed transitions. In this applicati VI. CONCLUSION

autonomous vehicles (agents) explore a redipnvhich can

be partitioned inton disjoint subregions (or bins}; for This paper introduces a novel model for MDPs that
i =1,...,n such thatt" = U, F; [20], [21]. We can model incorporates additional observations on the transitiomsaf

the system as an MDP where the states of agents are thgiven action in a sequential manner. This model achieves
bin locations and the actions of a vehicle are defined blyetter expected total rewards than the optimal policies for
the possible transitions to neighboring bins. Each vehiclie standard MDP models studied in the literature due to
collects rewards while traversing the area where, due tbe utilization of additional information. We also propcse
the stochastic environment, transitions are stochastc, (i efficient algorithm based on linear programming that allows
even if the vehicle’s command is to move to “right”, theoffline calculations of these optimal policies.
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