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ABSTRACT

We consider a distributed setup for reinforcement learning, where each agent has a copy of the same
Markov Decision Process but transitions are sampled from the corresponding Markov chain inde-
pendently by each agent. We show that in this setting, we can achieve a linear speedup for TD(\),
a family of popular methods for policy evaluation, in the sense that N agents can evaluate a pol-
icy N times faster provided the target accuracy is small enough. Notably, this speedup is achieved
by “one shot averaging,” a procedure where the agents run TD(\) with Markov sampling indepen-
dently and only average their results after the final step. This significantly reduces the amount of
communication required to achieve a linear speedup relative to previous work.

1 Introduction

We consider the problem of policy evaluation in reinforcement learning: given a Markov Decision Process (MDP)
and a policy, we need to estimate the value of each state (expected discounted sum of all future rewards) under this
policy. Policy evaluation is important because it is effectively a subroutine of many other algorithms such as policy
iteration and actor-critic. The main challenges for policy evaluation are that we usually do not know the underlying
MDP directly and can only interact with it, and that the number of states is typically too large forcing us to maintain a
low-dimensional approximation of the true vector of state values.

We focus here on the simplest class of methods overcoming this set of challenges, namely temporal difference methods
with linear function approximation. These methods try to maintain a low dimensional parameter which is continuously
updated based on observed rewards and transitions to maintain consistency of estimates across states. The proof of

convergence for these methods was first given in [Tsitsiklis & Van Roy (1996).

In this paper, we focus on the multi-agent version of policy evaluation: we consider N agents that have a copy of the
same MDP and the same policy, but transitions in the MDP by different agents are independent. The question we wish
to ask is whether the agents can cooperate to evaluate the underlying policy N times faster, since now N transitions
are generated per unit time.

Although there is some previous work on distributed temporal difference methods (e.g.,[Doan et all (2019); |Sun et al!
(2020); [Wang et all (2020)), this question has only been considered in the recent papers [Khodadadian et all (2022);
[Zhang et al! (2024); [Liu & Olshevsky (2023). The answer was positive in [Khodadadian et al! (2022) in a “federated

learning” setting, provided the nodes have N rounds of communication with a central server before time 7". In
Zhang et al! (2024)), the answer was also positive (i.e., linear speedup was obtained) under a distributed erasure model
where each node communicated with neighbors in a graph a constant fraction of time, leading to O(T") communications
in T steps. Our previous Work (@5 established that, in fact, only one communication round with
a central server is sufficient in the case of i.i.d. observations and TD(0), the most basic method within the temporal
difference family. This was accomplished via the “one-shot averaging” methods where the N agents just ignore each
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other for T steps, and then simply average their results. Further, the final averaging step could be replaced with
O(log T') rounds of an average consensus method.

The i.i.d. observation assumption is a limiting feature of our previous work in[Liu & Olshevsky (2023): it is assumed
that at each time, we can generate a random state from the underlying MDP. This is convenient for analysis but rarely
satisfied in practice.

In this paper, our contribution is to show that one-shot averaging suffices to give a linear speedup without the i.i.d.
assumption and for the more general class of temporal difference methods TD(\) (precise definitions are given later).
Our method of proof is new and does not overlap with the arguments given in our previous work.

2 Background

2.1 Markov Decision Process (MDP)

A finite discounted-reward MDP can be described by a tuple (S, A, Peny, 7,7y), where S is the state-space whose
elements are vectors, with s being the starting state; A is the action space; Peny = (Penv (8|8, a))s,57c5.ac4 is the
transition probability matrix, where Peny (8’|, a) is the probability of transitioning from s to s’ after taking action a;
r: S xS — Ris the reward function, where 7(s, s") associates a deterministic reward with each state transition; and
~ € (0,1) is the discount factor.

A policy 7 is a mapping 7 : S x A — [0, 1] where m(als) is the probability that action a is taken in state s. Given a
policy m, the state transition matrix Pr = (Pr(s|s)), . g and the state reward function r (s) is defined as

Pr(s's) = Y Penv(s'|s,a)m(als), rx(s) =D Pr(s's)r(s,s").
acA s'eS

Since the policy is fixed throughout the paper, we will omit the subscript 7 and thus write P(s’|s) and r(s) instead of
P.(s'|s) and 7 (s).

The stationary distribution 1 is a nonnegative vector with coordinates summing to one and satisfying u” = p” P. The
Perron-Frobenius theorem guarantees that such a stationary distribution exists and is unique subject to some conditions
on P, e.g., aperiodicity and irreducibility Gantmacher (1964). The entries of z are denoted by 1(s).

The value function V,*(s) is defined as

Vi(s)=E,

+oo
zws»]
t=0

where [ stands for the expectation when actions are chosen according to policy 7. It is useful to assume a bound on
rewards.

Assumption 2.1. Foranys,s’ € S x S,
[7(s,8")] < rmax-

2.2 Value Function Approximation

Given a fixed policy, the problem is to efficiently estimate V.*. We consider a linear function approximation archi-
tecture Vi g(s) = ¢(s)76, where ¢(s) € R? is a feature vector for state s and § € R%. Without loss of generality,
we assume ||¢(s)|| < 1 for all states s. For simplicity, we define V; 9 = (Vz.9(s))ses to be a column vector,

o = (¢(S)T)S€S to be a |.S| x d matrix and R = (r(s)) g to be a column vector. We are thus trying to approximate
Vmg ~ ®f

2.3 Some special norms

Certain norms will play a special role in our analysis and we define them here. Let D = diag(u(s)) be the diagonal
matrix whose elements are given by the entries of the stationary distribution z. Given a function f : S — R, its

D-norm is defined as
11 = "Df = pu(s)f(s)*. €]
seSs

The D-norm is similar to the Euclidean norm except each entry is weighted proportionally to the stationary distribution.
We make the following assumption:
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Assumption 2.2 (Input assumption). It is standard to assume the following statements hold:

* The vectors {¢(s), s € S} are independent.

* The stationary distribution u(s) > 0,Vs € S.

We further define ¥ = ®7 D® and denote w > 0 to be its smallest singular value.

Next, we define the so-called “Dirichlet semi-norm” of f:

=S WP I)(F(S) — Fls))?. @)

111 = 5
s,8’€S

Followingm M), the weighted combination of the D-norm and the Dirichlet semi-norm, denoted as N'( f),
is defined as the following. Notice that /A (f) is a valid norm.

N(f) = @ =DIAID + D ©)

We also define the k-step Dirichlet semi-norm as

1 Die e = % Y nls)Pu(ss)(F(s') = f(9)*. ©)

s,s’€S

where Py (-|-) stands for the k-step transition probability. Following [Liu & Olshevskyl (2021)), for any fixed A € [0, 1],
the weighted combination of the D-norm and the k-step Dirichlet semi-norm, denoted by N (f), is defined as

o0

Ny = = &)1 + (L =2 D NI g )

k=0

where Kk = ”yﬁ. An obvious result is that k < 7.

2.4 Distributed Markov Model and Algorithm

We assume that there are /N agents and each agent shares the same tuple (S, A, Puyy, 7, y) as well as the same fixed
policy 7. However, each agent independently samples its trajectories and updates its own version of a parameter 6;.

We will study an algorithm which mixes TD learning and one-shot averaging: after all agents finish 7" steps, they share
their information and compute the average parameter as the final result. These agents do not communicate before the
final step. The averaging can take place using average consensus (using any average consensus algorithm) or, in a
federated manner, using a single communication with a coordinator.

We next spell out the details of our algorithm. Every agent runs TD(0) with Markov sampling as follows. Agent ¢
generates an initial state s;(0) from some initial distribution. It also maintains an iterate 6;(¢), initialized arbitrarily.
At time ¢, agent ¢ generates a transition according to P. It then computes the so-called TD-error

05, (0:(1)) = 7(s,8') +70(s") " 0:(t) — d(s)" (1),
with s = s;(t), s’ = s;(t + 1) coming from the transition it just generated; and then updates
0i(t +1) = 0i(t) + s, (1), (1+1) (0i(1)) (©)

where the update direction is
9s,s' (0) = 65,5 (0)(s).
At the end, the agents average their results. The complete algorithm is shown in Algorithm [Tl

We will further use g to denote the expectation of g, .+ assuming s are sampled from the stationary distribution z and
s’ is generated by taking a step from P:

9(0) :=Ex [g,,5(0)] := > p(5) D Pr(s|5)s,0:(6).

where E; means s ~ u, s’ ~ P(+]s).
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Algorithm 1 TD(0) with local state

Require: Iterations 7', learning rate .
Initialize 0;(0) for every agenti € {1,2,..., N}.
fort € {0,1,..., 7 — 1} do
fori € {1,2,...,N} do
Compute ds, (1), (t41) (0i(t)) and gs, (1), (t41) (0 (2))-
Execute

0i(t +1) = 0i(t) + tgs, 1),s, (e41) (i (1))
end for
end for
Return the average

6(T) = % > 0u(1).

In order to perform our analysis, we need to define the stationary point. We adopt the classic way of defining such
point as shown in(Tsitsiklis & Van Royl (1996). We call §* the stationary point if g(6*) = 0. In matrix notation,

®'D(R+ (yP — I)®0*) = 0.

Naturally, each agent can easily compute 8* by running TD(0) for infinite times and simply ignore all the other agents.
However, this ignores the possibility that agents can benefit from communicating with each other.

We next introduce Distributed TD()) Tsitsiklis & Van Royl (1996). For any fixed A € [0, 1], TD()\) executes the update
0i(t + 1) = 0i(t) + cuzs, (1), s, (t+1)(0i (1), 20:)-

Here, zo.; is called eligibility trace. zo.; and x, (1), s, (t+1) (0i (1), 20:¢) is given by

t

200 = Y (YN O(si(t — k), T, (0).,(t1) (0i(E), 20:4) = O, t).0, (41 (0 (1)) 201
k=0

The complete algorithm is shown in Algorithm[2l

Algorithm 2 TD(\) with local state

Require: Iterations 7', learning rate .
Initialize for every agent by 6;(0),7 € {1,2,...,N}.
fort € {0,1,..., 7T — 1} do
fori € {1,2,...,N} do
Compute O, (1), (t+1) (0i (1)) and T, (1), s, (t41) (0i (1), z0:1)-
Execute

H,L-(t + 1) = Ob(t) + ozt:ct(bh-(t), ZO:t)-
end for
end for
Return the average

6(T) = % > 0u(1).

For convenience of the analysis, we define the eligibility trace going back to minus infinity:

Z_ooit = tliz{olo 20:t = kz_o(/y/\)k¢(sz(t - k))

We also introduce the operator T#’\) which is defined as

oo k
(TOV) () = (L= 0 SN B [ 304 r(si(t), salt + 1))+ V(silk + 1)) | :(0) = 5
k=0 t=0
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In matrix notation:

T()\)V Z )\k <Z ’ytPtR + ,7k+1pk+1v> (7)

k=0 t=0
We denote Z(0;(t)) = Ep [zs,5(0i(t), 2—00:¢)]. This expectation assumes that s;(k) ~ p,VEk, and that the history of
the process then extends to —oco according to a distribution consistent with each forward step being taken by P; for

more details, see(Tsitsiklis & Van Royl (1996). We also note that Lemma 8 in [Tsitsiklis & Van Royl (1996) implies
#(6,) = ®TD (Tw(@e) - @9) . ®)

Finally, the optimal solution is defined to satisfy z(6*) = 0.

2.5 Markov Sampling and Mixing

The typical way of sampling s;() is generating a trajectory s;(1), ..., s;(T). Every state in this trajectory is sampled
by taking a transition s;(t) ~ P(:|s;(t — 1)) (and recall our policy is always fixed). This way of sampling is called
Markov sampling, and we denote Eyy = K, (P (s, (1— 1))- Analyzing algorithms under Markov sampling can be
challenglng since one cannot ignore the dependency on previous samples. The following “uniform mixing” assumption
is standard Bhandari et al) (2018). We also note that this assumption always holds for irreducible and aperiodic Markov
chains Levin & Pered (2017).

Assumption 2.3. There are constants m and p such that
1P(s(t) € -[s(0)) — plls <mp', VL.

A key definition from the uniform mixing assumption is called the mixing time. We define the mixing time Tyin (€):
Tmix(€) = min{t | mp’ < €}.

In this paper, we always set e = «; which is the step-size at time ¢, typically a; = 8/(c+t), and simplify 7 (vz) as

Tmix. An obvious result is that

mp' <oy, V> Tix.

2.6 Convergence times for centralized TD(0) and TD()\)

We are now able to state previous results for the centralized case which we will use as a basis for comparison for our
distributed results.

Lemma 2.1 (Bhandari et al! (2018)). In TD(0) with the Markov chain observation model, suppose Assumptions2.2]
andZ 3 hold. For a decaying stepsize sequence vy = 2/(w(t + 1)(1 — 7)),

E [||91(T) - 6‘*“2} < Veentral,

where

Thax (1 + 2:)(36 + 967mix)
Vcentral = W2T(1 — 7)2 (

We next discuss convergence times for TD(\). It is usually assumed that the algorithm extends back to negative

infinity, and that every s;(¢) has distribution x (but the samples are, of course, correlated since each successive state is
(A

+1logT).

obtained by taking a step in the Markov chain P from the previous one). Similarly as before, we define 7,.". () as
T ) = masc{Tunie(€). 71 (6)).
where
Tmix(€) = min{t [ mp’ < e}, 7 (e) = min{t [ (yA)" < e}
As before, we choose € = a; and simplify Igu;( ¢) as Téni The same result applies to éﬁi
max{mp', (10)'} < ap, V> 73 (00). ©)

With these notations in place, we can now state the following result from the previous literature.

Lemma 2.2 (Bhandari et al! (2018)). Suppose TD()) is applied under the Markov sampling. Suppose Assumptions
23 hold. For a decaying stepsize sequence oy = 2/(w(t + 1)(1 — &)),

E [|16:(T) - 6*|%] < v )

— “central’

where

2
2 1 2 (N
o) T'max <1—V>\ + wlm(l'y)\)2> (52 + 2087—“’”‘)
Veentral — T(l — K)QWQ (1 + 10g T)
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3 Main Result

We now state our main result which claims a linear speed-up for both distributed TD(0) and distributed TD()). Recall
that we use 6;(t) to denote the parameters of agent ¢ at time ¢, 6(t) = (>, 6;(t))/N to denote the averaged parameters
among all N agents, and 0;(t) = E [0;(t)] to denote the expectation of #;(t). We now have the following two theorems
for TD(0) and TD(\) respectively.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumptions2.2land2.3 hold and T' > Tynix. With Veentral defined in Lemmal2.1l TD(0) with
stepsize oy = 2/(w(t + 1)(1 — 7)) satisfies

_ i 1 1
E [|0(T) — 6*]]*] < Nl/centml-i-o (TQ)'

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumptions 2.20 2.3 hold and T > 27'r(n ). With V(entml defined in Lemma2.2] TD()\) with
stepsize oy = 2/(w(t + 1)(1 — k)) satisfies

_ ) \ 1
B (I6(T) - 1] < i+ O (7).

In brief, the distributed version with N nodes is N times faster than the comparable centralized version for large
enough 7" (note that veeptra and ”éex)m o] Are O(l / T') whereas the term that does not get divided by N is O(l /T?) in

both theorems). This significantly improves previous results from [Liu & Olshevsky (2023), which only showed this
for TD(0).

We note that the proofs given in this paper have no overlaps with the proof from|Liu & Olshevskyl (2023), which could
not be extended to either TD(\) or Markov sampling (and here both extensions are done simultaneously). Instead,
our analysis here is based on the following simple observation, at each step of which we just use independence plus
elementary algebra:

E[16(T) - 6°]?] —%}jEMe ) =01+ Y E[GT) - 60T (6,7) - 07)]

1<i<j<N (10)
1 2 _ _
:mZE[”@i(T%@*H [+ X @@ -0 @) -0).
=1 1<i<j<N

Here, the last equality uses the fact that 6;(7") are independent of each other since there is no communication during
learning. This immediately implies a linear speed-up if only we could prove that the first term dominates. This is quite
plausible, since the second term involves the convergence speed of the expected updates. In other words, all that is
really needed is to prove that the expected update converges faster than the unexpected update.

4 Proof of Theorem [3.1]

Before we go into the proof, we first introduce some notations. We rewrite §(#) in matrix notation as
g(0) =T D(I —yP)® (0" — 6) := %1 (0" —0). (a1
This matrix has some nice properties, which is pointed out in [Liu & Olshevsky (2021); Tian et all (2022). Indeed, we
have the following lemma whose proof we postpone:
Lemma 4.1. The matrix X1 is a positive definite matrix that satisfies
'Y = N(Dx).

Furthermore, letting wy be the smallest eigenvalue of X1, we have wy > (1 — 7v)w.

Similarly, we define
g'(0:(t)) = En g5+ (6:(1))]
where Ey means s ~ P (+[s;(0)) and ' ~ P(-|s). We call §’(0;(t)) — g(6;(t)) Markov noise and write it as
(s

7O:(0))—a0:(1) = > (Pulsit)]5:(0)) — p(si(1))) $(s:(1))
si(t),s;(t)
(r(t) = (¢(si(t)) — P (si(t)]si(£)o(s5(1))) 0i(t)) ,

where P;(s|s) stands for the ¢ step transition probability. To further address both the Markov noise and the recursion
relations we will derive, we need the following lemmas, whose proofs we also postpone.
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Lemma 4.2. In TD(0), 0* satisfies
||9*|| S Tmax/wl-

Lemma 4.3. For a sequence of numbers {x,} and two constants a, b such that a > 1, we have the following recursive
inequality:

Tip1 < (l—a-ap)a + oszQ,Vt > T

1

with oy = e

Then we have the following result:
b2

LAY

v
Ty < ——, where v = max
c+T

Given all preliminaries, we can begin our proof.

Proof of Theorem[3_1] We first take expectation on both sides of TD(0) update,

0:(t +1) — 0* = 0;(t) — 0* + aE[g(0:(t))] + wE [g'(0:(t)) — g(6:(1))] .
By (1) and Lemmal[4.1]

105(t +1) = 07| < (1 — cwwn) [0:(t) — 67| + e E [[|g'(0:(2)) — g(0:(t))I] -

where we use the fact that g(6;(¢)) = X1 (6" — 0;(t)). To address the second term on the right-hand side, by Assump-
tion[2.3] for all ¢ > Tix,

E{llg'(0:(£)) — g(6:(t))]
<E { (rmax +20105(t) = 07|+ 201671 - > 1Pu(si(0)]si(0)) — p(sa (1)) }

si(t)es

2
Sat (Tmax + 2u + TmaX) .
wr

where u is defined as v = max; , E||6;(t) — 6*||. Notice that Lemma 2.2] guarantees v is finite. This immediately
indicates that for all V¢ > Ty,

n n 2 max
[10:(t +1) — 0%|] < (1 — apwrn) ||0;(t) — 07| + o (Tmax +2u + 7;} > )
I
We set 2, = [|0;(t) — 0%, a = 2wi/(w(1 — 7)), 0% = Tmax + 2U + 2rmax/wi, ¢ = 1 and T = Tyix. By Lemma[3]
v

14+¢’

10:(t) — 0%]] <
where

Vi = max{a, ﬂ’t}a
2Tmax
Tmax + 2u + Tw—l
2wr -1 )
w(l—)

Bi =(1 + Tunix)|10i (Timix) — 07|

o =

The result directly follows after plugging the above fact as well as Lemma[2.1]into (TI0).

4.1 Proof of Lemma [4.1]
Proof. Y1 is shown to be a positive definite matrix in [Liu & lehgyskyl (2021); [Tian et al| (2022). The fact wy >

(1 — vy)w is because

TS = N(@2) > (1 - y)wlal?, Vo e R
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4.2 Proof of Lemma[4.2]

Proof. Recall that 6* is defined to satisfy g(6*) = 0, which is the same as
"D (R + (vP - 1)®6*) = 0.
By the Gershgorin circle theorem, D(yP — I) is invertible, and thus so is @7 D(yP — I)®. Therefore,
6* = [@"D(I —P)®] " ®"DR.
By definition of w, the norm of the inverse in the above equation is wy; . !, Furthermore, since ||®”+/D||> < 1 which is
because all features vectors have norm at most one by assumption, and ||v/DR||? < 72, we obtain ||0* || < ruax/wr.
O

max’

4.3 Proof of Lemma[d.3|

Proof. We prove it by induction. First, it is easy to see z» < 7. Now suppose z; < 57,

Ty <(1 —a-at)xt+atb2

<1_a I/+b2
- A+t) A+t (A +1)2
_A+t—1y+(1—@u+b2
A+ 1)2 (X +1)2

1
[
TAFt+1

where the last inequality uses the facts that 22 > (2 — 1)(z + 1), Vz and (1 — a)v + b* < 0 (This is because of the
definition of v as defined in Lemma (3]

v,

O

5 Proof of Theorem

Our proof here follows the same strategy as for TD(0).
Lemma 5.1. Define

SN =0TDe — (1-0) Y Nl T ppitle,
k=0
Then Ey‘) is a positive definite matrix which satisfies
LL‘ng)\),T = N (o).
Furthermore, let wI(A) be the smallest eigenvalue ofEiA). Then wI(A) > (1 - k)w.
Lemma 5.2. In TD()\), 0* satisfies

* Tmax
167]] < :
M1 - )

We postpone the proofs of these two lemmas and first provide a proof of our main result.

Proof of Theorem[3.2] The TD()\) update implies
0it +1) — 0" = 0;(t) — 0" + cuE [2(6:(1))] + o (B[Z'(6:(1)) — 2(0:(1))]) -
where we denote 7' (0;(t)) = Ewm [xs,s (0:(t), z0:¢)]. This expectation assumes that s;(0) ~ u while the subsequent

states are sampled according to the transition probability of the policy, i.e., s;(k) ~ P(:|s;(k — 1)). We call the
quantity Z'(6;(¢)) — Z(6;(t)) Markov noise. For simplicity, we write
+oo
20) =S (N 3 ulsilt — K)ot — k)i (0)
k=0 si(t—k)
t
Z(O) =) (0N D Proilsi(t = k)]s:(0)d(si(t — k))le—r(6)
k=0 si(t—k)
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where
li—k(0) = Esop, ([ss(t—k)),5'~P(|s) [0s,5 (8)] -
Letly = |l—1(0)|/(1 — ). A simple bound for [ is
Tmax + 2[|03(t) — 6" + 2[|6"]|
1—~A

lo

IN

With these notations, we have

k=0 si(t—k)
+oo
+ (N DT ulsilt — k) (si(t — k)l (0)
k=t+1 si(t—k)

We denote the first term as Iy.; and divide it into two terms, I EY) and 1 O {1 By Assumption[2.3]

Tmix

1Pk (cls5(0)) = pully < e, V£ <70

mix*

where we use the fact ¢ > 27;13( Therefore,

N

Tmix

B[y ] <E | 1Hs(@1 D ()" - [1ProsCl(0) = sl

SE [lo] .

By the definition of T (A) (YAt < . Therefore,

le’

t
E[I7,00 4y, M) <E |1le-r(@)] D A 1P Clsi(0)) = ul,
Nt

mix

§2E [lo] .

The second term (under expectation) also has upper-bound E [Ig] a; since (yA)! < oy and the remaining terms are
bounded by E [ly]. So far, we have

) A 4 27
it +1)— 0| = (1 — cyw™)||0:(t) — 0 2 N o+ 20 max
183t +1) = 67l = (1 = cwor )IIB:() = 0"l + o g5, - | T + 20 +w<k>(1_7) :

where we use Lemma[5.2 and denote u(*) = max; ; E||0;(t) — 0*|. Notice that Lemma 2] guarantees that u(* is

finite.
Now, we set z; = [|0;(t)—60%||,a = 20 /(w(1—k)), b2 = 4 (rmax + 20 4 2r /(WM (1 — 7))) J(1=4\), ¢ =
1and 7 = 27V . By Lemmal[d.3]

B,(t) — 07| < Li_,
I0.0) 07l < L
where
Vl-(A) =max{aq, 5},
4 max 8 ) 8rmax
oy e O o)
@ o 2w1(>‘) ’
(w(l K) - 1)(1 - ’7)‘)
B =i+ 1)l10:(2r) — 0]
The result directly follows after plugging the above fact as well as Lemma[2.2]into (I0). O
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5.1 Proof of Lemmal[5.1]

Proof. As pointed out in Theorem 2 in [Liu & Olshevskyl (2021), we also have NV (Vy — V*) = —(0 — 0*)z(6).
Now, using (@), (8) and the definition of #* that z(6*) = 0 (and recall we assume V¢ is linear to 6), we arrive at

NO(@(6 —6%)) = (0 — 69TV (6 - 67).
Because the above fact holds for all possible #, we can summarize a:TE(I’\):c = NP (®z). Then,
2TEMr = NV (@) > (1 - r)wl|z]>.
Since it holds for every x, we conclude that wI(A) > (1 —k)w. O

5.2 Proof of Lemmal[5.2]

Proof. Recall that the definition of * is that #(6*) = 0, which is ®7 D (T,EA)(CDH*) - @9*) = 0. Also recall that

o) k
TV =(1-X3)) A <Z Y P'R + ”yk“Pk“V) .

k=0 t=0

Solving for 6*, we arrive at
1 S k
o = (=) "D - NI N PR
k=0  t=0

—1
By the definition of wI(A), the norm of the inverse in the above equation is wl()‘) . Furthermore, since

|®7v/D|> < 1 which is because all features vectors have norm at most one by assumption, and ||v/D(1 —

o k : * Tmax
N Yo Mo VPR < 12, /(1 — )2, we obtain [|6%]| < Dy

O

6 Conclusions

We have shown that one-shot averaging suffices to give a linear speedup for distributed TD(\) under Markov sampling.
This is an improvement over previous works, which had alternatively either O(7T") communication rounds per T steps
or O(N) averaging rounds per 7 steps to achieve the same. An open question is whether a similar result can be proven
for tabular Q-learning.
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