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Abstract

This paper analyzes multi-step temporal difference (TD)-learning algorithms within the “deadly triad” scenario, characterized
by linear function approximation, off-policy learning, and bootstrapping. In particular, we prove that n-step TD-learning
algorithms converge to a solution as the sampling horizon n increases sufficiently. The paper is divided into two parts.
In the first part, we comprehensively examine the fundamental properties of their model-based deterministic counterparts,
including projected value iteration, gradient descent algorithms, which can be viewed as prototype deterministic algorithms
whose analysis plays a pivotal role in understanding and developing their model-free reinforcement learning counterparts.
In particular, we prove that these algorithms converge to meaningful solutions when n is sufficiently large. Based on these
findings, in the second part, two n-step TD-learning algorithms are proposed and analyzed, which can be seen as the model-
free reinforcement learning counterparts of the model-based deterministic algorithms.
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1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) [31] seeks to find an opti-
mal sequence of decisions in unknown systems through
experiences. Recent breakthroughs showcase RL algo-
rithms surpassing human performance in various chal-
lenging tasks [1, 13,19, 25, 27, 29, 36]. This success has
ignited a surge of interest in RL, both theoretically and
experimentally.

Among various algorithms, temporal-difference (TD)
learning [30] stands as a cornerstone of RL, specifically
for policy evaluation. Its convergence has been exten-
sively studied over decades [34]. However, a critical
challenge emerges within the “deadly triad” scenario,
characterized by linear function approximation, off-
policy learning, and bootstrapping [7, 31, 35]. In such
scenarios, TD-learning can diverge, leading to unreliable
value estimates.

Recently, gradient temporal-difference learning (GTD)
has been developed and investigated in various stud-
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ies [11,18,20,32,33]. This method addresses the deadly
triad issue by employing gradient-based schemes. How-
ever, the GTD family of algorithms requires somewhat
restrictive assumptions about the underlying environ-
ment, which constitutes a limitation of the method. An-
other approach, such as emphatic method [12] or adding
a regularization term [3], fixes the deadly triad issue but
converges to a biased solution. [39] also used a regu-
larization, which results in a biased solution. Further-
more, a target network update and a projection step are
required. A comprehensive overview of off policy TD-
learning algorithms can be found in [9].

On the other hand, TD-learning is usually implemented
within the context of single-step bootstrapping based on
a single transition, which is known as single-step TD-
learning. These methods can be extended to include mul-
tiple time steps, a class of algorithms known as multi-
step TD learning, to enhance performance. Recently,
multi-step approaches [5,8, 10, 22-24, 26, 28, 31, 34, 37],
including n-step TD-learning and TD(A), have become
integral to the success of modern deep RL agents, sig-
nificantly improving performance [14, 15, 28, 38| in vari-
ous scenarios. Despite these empirical successes and the
growing body of analysis on multi-step RL, to the best
of the author’s knowledge, the effects and theoretical un-
derpinnings of n-step TD-learning have yet to be fully
explored.
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Motivated by the aforementioned discussions, this pa-
per conducts an in-depth examination of the theoretical
foundations necessary to understand the core principles
of n-step TD-learning methods and their model-based
counterparts, which can be viewed as prototype deter-
ministic algorithms whose analysis plays a pivotal role
in understanding and developing their model-free RL
counterparts. First, we investigate the convergence con-
ditions for n-step projected value iteration and present
an algorithm for solving the projected n-step Bellman
equation. We show that the projected Bellman opera-
tor becomes a contraction mapping for sufficiently large
n, ensuring the convergence of the corresponding algo-
rithms. We also establish a relationship between this
convergence and the singularity of the matrix governing
the n-step TD method. Next, we demonstrate that n-
step TD methods effectively mitigate the challenges of
the deadly triad when the sampling horizon, n, is suf-
ficiently large. Our thorough analysis of the conditions
on n offering valuable insights, and we provide an inter-
esting example why sharpening the bound might be dif-
ficult. Overall, we present the relationship between the
choice of n for the convergence of n-step projected value
iteration, the singularity of the matrix, and the stability
of the n-step TD method.

Lastly, following the spirit of [4], we prove the asymptotic
convergence of n-step TD-learning method under both
the i.i.d. and Markov observation models. The asymp-
totic convergence relies on the theoretical properties de-
rived based on its model-based counterparts. We inves-
tigate the ODE counterpart of the n-step TD-learning,
which inherits the properties of the model-based deter-
ministic counterparts.

2 Preliminaries
2.1 Notation

The adopted notation is as follows: R: set of real
numbers; R4 : set of positive real numbers; R™: n-
dimensional Euclidean space; R™*™: set of all n x m
real matrices; A" : transpose of matrix 4; A = 0 (A < 0,
A = 0, and A < 0, respectively): symmetric positive
definite (negative definite, positive semi-definite, and
negative semi-definite, respectively) matrix A; I: iden-
tity matrix with appropriate dimensions; Apin(A) and
Amax(A) for any matrix A: the minimum and maximum
eigenvalues of A; |S|: cardinality of a finite set S; |||
: infinity norm of a matrix or vector;

2.2  Markov decision process

A Markov decision process (MDP) is characterized by a
quintuple M := (S, A, P,r,v), where S is a finite state-
space, A is a finite action space, P(s|s,a) represents
the (unknown) state transition probability from state s

to s’ given action a, r : S x A x S — R is the reward
function, and v € (0,1) is the discount factor. In par-
ticular, if action a is selected with the current state s,
then the state transits to s’ with probability P(s'|s,a)
and incurs a reward (s, a, s’). For convenience, we con-
sider a deterministic reward function and simply write
r(Sk, ak, Sk+1) =: Tk+1,k € {0,1,...}. As long as the
reward function is bounded, we can assume that the re-
ward function follows a probability distribution depend-
ing on (s,a,s’).

The stochastic policy represents a probability dis-
tribution over the action space. Consider a policy
m: S x A — [0,1] representing the probability, 7(al|s),
of selecting action a at the current state s, P™ de-
notes the state transition probability matrix under
policy m, and d™ : § — R denotes the stationary
probability distribution of the state s € S under .
We also define R™(s) as the expected reward given
the policy m and the current state s. The infinite-
horizon discounted value function with policy =« is
v™(s) == E[Y 0, Wkr(sk,ak,skﬂ)’ so = s|, where E
stands for the expectation taken with respect to the
state-action trajectories under 7. Given pre-selected
basis (or feature) functions ¢q,...,¢m;, S — R,
the matrix, ® € RIS*™ called the feature ma-
trix, is defined as a matrix whose s-th row vector is

o(s) = [(;51(3) (/)m(s)] Throughout the paper, we

assume that ® € RISI*™ g a full column rank matrix,
which can be guaranteed by using Gaussian basis or
Fourier feature functions. The policy evaluation prob-
lem is the problem of estimating v™ given a policy 7. In
this paper, we will denote V™ € RISI to be a vector rep-
resentation of the value function, i.e., the s-th element
of V™ corresponds to v™(s).

Definition 1 (Policy evaluation problem) In this
paper, the policy evaluation problem is defined as finding
the least-square solution

. 1 s
0 = arg min £(0),  f(0) = 5 |V~ 20|

o0
where VT := S ~*(P™)*R™ is the true value function,
k=0
R™ € RISl is a vector enumerating all R™(s),s € S,
D? is a diagonal matriz with positive diagonal elements
dP(s),s € S, and ||z||p := VaTDx for any positive-
definite D. Here, d° can be any state visit distribution
under the behavior policy B such that d°(s) > 0,V¥s € S.
The solution can be written as

PO =T11V"™. (1)
II is the projection onto the range space of ®, denoted by

R(®): TI(x) = argmin, cr g [ — 2’[|%5. The projec-
tion can be performed by the matriz multiplication: we



write (x) := Mz, where 11 := ®(®TDAP)~ 1T DA ¢
RISIISI

2.8 Review of GTD algorithm

In this section, we briefly review the gradient temporal
difference (GTD) learning developed in [32], which tries
to solve the policy evaluation problem. Roughly speak-
ing, the goal of the policy evaluation is to find the weight
vector 6 such that ®0 approximates the true value func-
tion V™. This is typically done by minimizing the so-
called mean-square projected Bellman error loss func-
tion [32,33]

1
min MSPBE()) := Z[[(R™ + yP"®0) — ®0%5. (2)
eR4

Note that minimizing the objective means minimizing
the error of the projected Bellman equation (PBE) 6 =
II(R™ + vP™®0) with respect to || - || ps. Moreover, note
that in the objective of (2), d® depends on the behavior
policy, 8, while P™ and R™ depend on the target policy,
7, that we want to evaluate. This structure allows us to
obtain an off-policy learning algorithm through the im-
portance sampling [26] or sub-sampling techniques [32].

A common assumption in proving the convergence of
GTD [11,18,32,33] is the following assumption:

Assumption 1 & D8 (yP™ — I)® is nonsingular.

Please note that Assumption 1 always holds when g = 7,
while it is in general not true. It will be clear in further
section how this assumption can be relaxed using n-step
methods. A sufficiently large choice of n can relax this
assumption. Moreover, the value of n is chosen to be

finite, which clearly differs with the Monte-Carlo setting
where n = oo.

Some properties related to (2) are summarized below for
convenience and completeness.

Lemma 1 (Lemma 3 in [18]) Under Assumption 1,
the following statements hold true:

(1) A solution of (2) exists, and is unique.
(2) The solution of (2) is given by

0* == —(@"DP(vPT —1)®)'® " DR". (3)

3 Multi-step projected Bellman operator

Let us consider the n-step Bellman operator [30]

T (x) :=(I +~P" +---

+ ,Ynfl(Pw)nfl)Rw + ’}/n(PTr)n:E.

Then, the corresponding projected n-step Bellman op-
erator (n-PBO) is given by IIT". Based on this, the cor-
responding n-step projected value iteration (n-PVI) is
given by

DOy = T" (DY),

kef{0,1,...}, 6 eR™ (4)

Note that at each iteration k, 0511 can be uniquely deter-
mined given 0, because IIT™(P0y) belongs to the image
of ®, and the unique solution solves ®0 = IIT"(PHy),
and is given by

Opi1 = (T DP®) 1T DPT™ (D0,). (5)

Moreover, it is important to note that II € RISI*ISI ig a
projection onto the column space of the feature matrix
& with respect to the weighted norm ||-|| 55, and satisfies
the nonexpansive mapping property |[IIz —IIy|| 55 <
|z — y|| ps with respect to ||-|| 5. On the other hand, for
the Bellman operator T, we can consider the two cases
depending on the behavior policy and target policy:

(1) on-policy case: the behavior policy and target pol-
icy are identical, i.e., 8 =,

(2) off-policy case : the behavior policy and target pol-
icy are different, i.e., 8 # .

In the on-policy case § = 7, it can be easily proved that
T™ is a contraction mapping with respect to the norm
I/l ps With the contraction factor ™.

Lemma 2 If B = 7, the mapping T" satisfies

IT"(@) = T" W)l pr < 7" l& = yllp=, Va.y € RIEL

Proof. The proof can be easily done by following the
main ideas of [34, Lemma 4], and omitted here for
brevity. O

Therefore, n-PBO, IIT™, is also a contraction with the
factor y™.

Lemma 3 If 8 = w, the mapping IIT™ satisfies

|07 (@) — () pr < 1"lle — Yl pes  Va,y € RIS

The above result implies that IIT™ is a contraction. In
conclusion, by Banach fixed point theorem, n-PVIin (4)
converges to its unique fixed point because n-PBO IIT™
is a contraction with respect to ||-|| ps-

On the other hand, in the off-policy case 8 # m, T™ is no
more a contraction mapping with respect to ||-|| s, and
so is IIT™. Therefore, n-PVI in (4) may not converge in



some cases. However, in this paper, we will prove that
for a sufficiently large n, IIT™ becomes a contraction
with respect to some norm. To proceed further, some
necessary notions are defined.

Definition 2 A solution of the n-PBE, 07, if exists, is
defined as a vector satisfying

0" = IIT™(967). (6)

Using the optimal Bellman equation ®67
can be rewritten by

Ourr — 07 = (27 DPD) 8T DOy (P7)"B(6; — 07),

(7)

which is a discrete-time linear time-invariant system [6].
This implies that the convergence of (7) is fully charac-
terized by the Schur stability of the matrix

A= —(®"DP®) 1o DAy (P (8)

Moreover, one can conjecture that the existence and
uniqueness of the solution to n-PBE in (2) is also re-
lated to the Schur stability of A as well. Indeed, one can
prove that the Schur stability and contraction property
of n-PBO IIT™ are equivalent.

Theorem 1 The matriz A defined in (8) is Schur if and
only if IIT™ s a contraction.

Proof. Noting that n-PVI is equivalently written by (7),
one can easily prove that the convergence of n-PVI is
equivalent to that of the linear system in (7). Moreover,
from the standard linear system theory, (7) converges
to a unique point if and only if A is Schur. Then, since
IIT™ is an affine mapping, one arrives at the desired
conclusion using Lemma 8. O

Remark 1 Theorem 1 implies the equivalence between
the matrix A being Schur and IIT™ being a contrac-
tion. Lemma 8 ensures the equivalence of IIT™ being a
contraction and convergence of n-PVI. Therefore, we can
conclude that A is Schur if and only if n-PVI converges.

In the next theorem, we establish a connection between
the contraction property of II7T™ and the nonsingularity
of ®T DP(I —~4™(P™)™)®, which plays an important role
throughout the paper.

Lemma 4 (Corollary 5.6.16 in [16]) If M € R™*"
satisfies | M|| < 1 for some matriz norm || - ||, then I — M
is nonsingular, and

1
p— 1 S —
=070 < g

= 11"(207), (5)

Theorem 2 If A is Schur, then ®TDP®(I —

A) =
O T DI — 4™ (P™)™)® is nonsingular.

Proof. If A is Schur, then p(A) < 1, where p is the spec-
tral radius. Then, following similar arguments as in the
proof of Lemma 7, one can prove that there exists a ma-
trix norm || -|| such that ||Au‘ < 1. Then, by Lemma 4, we

have that I — A = I — (7' DA®) 1<1>TDﬁ (P“)"(b is
nonsingular. Equivalently <I>TDﬂ<I>(I —A)=dTDA(I
~"™(P7™)™)® is nonsingular. O

Remark 2 With sufficiently large n, we can now re-
lax the Assumption 1. However, the nonsingularity of
O DP(I—~"(P™)™)® does not imply that n-PBO, IT™,
is a contraction mapping with respect to some || - ||. To
support this argument, we provide a counter example be-
low.

Example 1 Let us consider a MDP with two states and

a single action:
1 05 0 . 01
) = b P =
3 0 0.5 01
andn =1 and vy = 0.99. Then, ®" DA (I — " (P™)")®

is non-singular but IIT™ is not a contraction mapping,
i.e., the spectral radius of vIL(P™)" is bigger than one.

b =

In summary, we have proved until now that

(IIT™ is contraction <= A is Schur)
=& " DP(I — 4™ (P™)")® is non-singular,

while the converse does not necessarily holds.

Next, we establish and summarize several results such as
a sufficient condition on n such that A becomes Schur.

Lemma 5 The following statements hold true:

(1) There exists a positive integer nj such that A is
Schur:

< ([T 0|

(2) Suppose that n > ni so that A is Schur. Then,
® " DP(I—~"(P™)™)® is nonsingular. Moreover, n-
PVIin (4) converges to the unique fized point 07
and satisfies

10k — 07| < A% 1600 — 071



Furthermore, the unique fixed point of IIT"™, de-
noted by 67, is given by

07 =[®T D (1 — " (P)")®] T D
X (RT+~PTRT + - 4" H(PT)""IRT).
(9)

(8) There always exists a positive integer n} < oo such
that IIT™ is a contraction with respect to ||-|| -

In(]| 1T} !
7(1‘11(,'13” )—‘ + 1, where [-]

stands for the ceiling function.

Moreover, we have ny < [

Proof. For the first item, let us bound ||A||oo:

1Allee <" [[(2TD7®)~ 1T DI[oo][(P™)"|oo ||l
<" [(@TDPR) 71T Do |||,

where the second inequality follows from the fact that
[|P™||co = 1. Hence, for any integer n} such that

1
*>1 1
”1>’1(m¢TDﬂ@rﬂ¢TDmQM©wn)/“””

we have ||Al|oo < 1 for any n > n}. By using Gelfand’s
formula, ||A||cc < 1 implies that A is Schur. This com-
pletes the proof of the first item. The first statement in
the second item can be directly proved from Theorem 2
and Lemma 5. The second statement is due to

16k = 02|00 < [1A]lol|0k—1 = o0 < ||A]l% 160 — 62| co-

Since ||A]|co < 1 when n > n} from Lemma 5, we have
||A||%, — 0as k — oo. Therefore, n-PVIin (4) converges
to the unique fixed point. The third statement in the
second item is derived by using the nonsingularity of
® T DB(I —~™(P™)™)®. For the fourth item, noting that

T (2) =TT (y) | o <7 Moo [(PT)" log 2 = ¢l
=" Mol = ¥l

for a sufficiently large n’, we have 4" ||II|| ., < 1 for all
n > n/, which implies that IIT™ is a contraction map-
ping with respect to ||-|| ., for all n > n'. Therefore, there
exists an ny < co. Moreover, y"||II|| ., < 1 is equivalent

-1 : In(|ITI)| .0
to nln(y) < In(|/I1]| "), or equivalently, n > TICOE

Taking the ceiling function on the left-hand side, a suf-

—1

ficient condition is n > [%w + 1. Therefore, one
-1

concludes that n} < [%—‘ + 1. O

The results in Lemma 5 tell us that the solution 67 of
n-PBE varies according to n. Therefore, a question that
naturally arises here is regarding the relevance of 67 in

comparison to the true optimal solution #2° and the true
value function V™. In the following theorem, bounds on
the errors among the different solutions are given.

Theorem 3 For alln > n3, IIT™ is a contraction with
respect to ||-|| . Then, we have

@07 — VT e —vr,  (10)

1
oo S T
1= [T

and

™|TT
007 — 00|, < L

o & ———=—||[OVT -VT| . (11)

Proof. By hypothesis, IIT™ is a contraction, which
means that there exists a unique solution 07 satisfying
n-PBE, which can be rewritten by

nr"(e67}) —vr =0} — V™.
The left-hand side can be written as

Y v
=IT"(67) — V™
=T(T™(®O") — V™) + TIV™ — V'~
—II (Vﬂ' _ Z ,yk‘(Pﬂ')k)Rﬂ' + 7"(P”)"¢>92 _ Vﬂ')
k=n
+ VT -V
—TI(y"(P™)"®0) — A" (P™)"V™) + TIV™ — V™.

Next, taking the norm |[|-|| . on both sides of the above
inequality leads to

@67 — V7
<y IR (207 = V) [l + IV = V7|
<Y 190 = VTl + [[IVT = V7|,
which yields

(1 =" ) @0 — VTl o < [TV — V7| .

By hypothesis, n > nj implies that 1 — ~™|]II|| , > 0
holds. Therefore, the last inequality leads to (10).

Similarly, combining (6) and (1) yields

(07 - 67)
—11 (vw =Y AP RT + 4" (P) 0 — V’T>
k=n
=7 I((PT)" 20 — (P7)"VT).



Now, taking the norm |||, on both sides of the above
inequality leads to

@67 — 62°)| o, =/ITI(PT)" @07 — II(P™)" V™|
<o) 67 — V7|

1
1 — ||
where the second inequality comes from (10). O

The inequality in (10) provides an error bound between
®0” and the true value function V™. Moreover, (11) gives
an error bound between ®07 and the true optimal solu-
tion ®02°. One can observe that the second bound van-
ishes as n — 0o, while the first bound remains nonzero.
This is because there remain fundamental errors due to
the linear function approximation, which can become
zero when the feature matrix ® is chosen appropriately.

Until now, we have studied properties of n-PBO and the
corresponding n-PVI in (6). These properties play im-
portant roles for the development of the corresponding
RL algorithms. Nonetheless, to implement the algorithm
in (17), we require a matrix inversion, which is often not
possible and cannot be implemented when we only ob-
serve stochastic samples. In the next sections, we will
study some alternative approaches based on gradients
to solve the policy evaluation problem.

4 Deterministic algorithm

In this section, we will consider another class of model-
based iterative algorithms motivated by the methods for
solving general linear equations [17]. In particular, let us
first consider the n-PBE in (6) again

o DT (D0) = & T DAY,

which can be written as the following linear equation
form:

¢TDB(R7T+,YP7TR7T+_.._'_,yn—l(P‘n')’ﬂ*lRﬂ')

=:b
=0 ' DP(I —4"(P™)")P 6.

=N

We consider a Richardson type iteration [17] of the form
Opi1 = O + @ T DP(T™(DO,) — O),  (12)

where o > 0 is the step-size. Combining (12) and the
fixed point equation in (6), it follows that

Oi1 — 07 = (I — )Y, (13)

which is a discrete-time linear time-invariant system [6].
Therefore, the convergence of (12) is equivalent to the
Schur stability of I —aN. Moreover, note that the above
update does not involve a matrix inversion, compared
to the update in (7), and it naturally extends to the
TD-learning allowing the sampling scheme, which will
be clear in the subsequent section.

We can prove that the iterate 6; converges to 87 for a
sufficiently large n and sufficiently small a.

Theorem 4 There exists a positive integer ni < oo
such that ® T DP(y"(P™)" — I)® becomes negative defi-
nite and Hurwitz. Moreover, ni < ng, where

dmin>\min(¢'T¢)) dmin>\min(q>-rq>) 1
In (max{ Prnax 7 dmaxAmax (2T ®) |S|

d
In(v)

Nth =

where dyi, = minges d?(s), dmax = Maxges d?(s) , and
Pmax = MaAXges H(b(s)”; Furthermore, it becomes nega-
tive definite for allm > ngy.

Proof. Since

o DP (4" (P™)")® — & T DD
<3 T DA (v (P™)™)® — dipinAmin (@' @)1,

it is enough to show that

x" (@TDB(vn(P”)”)q)) T < diminAmin (2 ®)||2][3.
(1)

for x € R™ except at the origin. There are two ap-
proaches in bounding z' (®TDP(y"(P™)")®) z. The
first is

T ® T DA (" (P™)") D
="y d(s) D [(P) sz d(s)g(s) @

SES s'eS
2
S’Vnd)?nax H:EHQ N

Therefore, we require

dinin Amin (2 @
ln( min rr121n( ))

@
n> n(7) . (15)

Meanwhile, another approach to satisfy (14) is

,yn)\max(chDB(PTr)nq) + (I)T((PW)T)nDﬁ(I))
<2 min Amin (P T ). (16)



The left-hand side can be bounded as
Amax(® T DP(PT)"® + @T((PT) )" D7)
<[Py + (7)) D Amax(@T )
<2emax v/ S Amax (© 7 2).
Therefore, a sufficient condition for (16) is

In inin Amin (&7 @) 1
dmaxAmax (P T ®) | /]3]
In(v)

n >

By combining the result in (15) and applying the ceiling
function, we obtain the desired conclusion. O

Remark 3 The inequality between two quantities
i Aanin (2T ®) 1 domin Amin (BT D) 1
32,0 AN G s Amax (BT ®) /]3]
not hold in general. An example is given in Appendix F.
This enhances the bound in [5], where only the quantity
dmin/\min(@—rq))
Prax

in Theorem 4 does

s included.

Remark 4 Note that as v — 1 the value nyy gets larger
as1/In(y~1) increase. Moreover, if the ratio of minimum
and mazimum of stationary distribution, dmax/dmin, S
large, then the value will be larger. Lastly, the bounds
scales only logarithmically with key problem factors, such
as the stationary distribution and the feature matriz.

Remark 5 In Appendiz E, we provide an example that
shows the difficulty of sharpening the bound. The exam-
ple shows that the negative-definiteness of ® ' DP(I —
Y)(P™)"® does not necessarily imply the negative def-
initeness of ® T DP(I — y"*+1(P™)"*1)®. Based on this,
although the bound onnj in Theorem 4 may appear loose,
further sharpening may be difficult.

Lemma 6 Suppose that a matriz B is Hurwitz stable.
Then, there exists a sufficiently small o' > 0 such that
I + aB is Schur stable for all a < o'. If we define the
positive real number o as the supremum of o* such that
I+ aB is Schur for all o < o™, then

1
>
o AI'ﬂd)((F))AIHELX(BT‘B) ’

a*

where P = 0 satisfies BT P+ PB = —1I [6].

Proof. If B is Hurwitz stable, then by the Lyapunov
argument, there exists a Lyapunov matrix P > 0 such
that BT P + PB = —I [6]. Next, we have

(I+aB)"P(I4+aB)=P —al +a’B"PB.

Then, it is clear that there exists a sufficiently small
o' > 0 such that

P—al +a*B"PB < P, (17)
which implies that I + B is Schur.

Moreover, a sufficient condition for (17) to hold is
Amax(—al + a?BTPB) < 0. The left-hand side is
bounded as

Amax(—ad +a?BTPB) < — a4 a*Amax (P)Amax(B ' B).
Assuming a > 0, it is equivalent to
—1 4 @A max (P)Amax (BT B) < 0.

O

Based on the above two results, we are now ready to
establish the convergence of the algorithm (12).

Theorem 5 (Convergence) Suppose thatn > nj so that
O T DB (4" (P™)™ — I)® is Hurwitz. Then, there exists a
positive real number o such that for any and a < o,
the iterate in (12) converges to 07.

Proof. By Lemma 6, there exists a sufficiently small
a® > 0 such that I — oV is Schur stable. O

In this section, we have proposed a different algorithm
in (12) from the classical dynamic programming in Sec-
tion 3 and the gradient descent methods in Section 2.3,
and analyzed its convergence based on the control sys-
tem perspectives [6]. All the iterative algorithms studied
until now assume that the model is already known. In
the next section, we will study model-free reinforcement
learning algorithms based on these algorithms.

5 Off-policy n-step TD-learning

For convenience, we consider a sampling oracle that
takes the initial state sg, and generates the sequences
of states (s1, $2,. .., Sn), actions (ag,a1,...,a,—1), and
rewards (rq,r2,...,7r,) following the given constant
behavior policy 5. In Algorithm 1, each states are sam-
pled independently whereas in Algorithm 2, the states
are generated following a Markov chain induced by the
behavior policy 3.

The iterative algorithm in (12) suggests us an off-policy
n-step TD-learning algorithm (n-TD) given in Algo-
rithm 1. Note that Algorithm 1 can be viewed as a
stochastic approximation of (12) by replacing the model
parameters with the corresponding samples of the state



and action. Moreover, Algorithm 1 can be viewed as a
standard off-policy n-step TD-learning with the impor-
tance sampling methods. In the model-free setting, we
can employ an experience replay buffer [25] which stores
the samples collected following the behavior policy. From
this experience replay buffer, we can then randomly sam-
ple, with the distribution closely approximating the sta-
tionary distribution induced by the behavior policy.

Moreover, since we are following a behavior policy dif-
ferent from the target policy, we use the importance
sampling technique to correct this mismatch in the fol-

lowing manner: E [ﬁggigg)( )’B, S = 5} = aecuaBlal

)2 X () = B[X(U)|r, S = 5] for X : A R.

Algorithm 1 n-step off-policy TD-learning

1: Initialize 8, € R™.
2: for iteration step i € {0,1,...} do
3: Sample s ~ d?, and sample (si,s2,...,5,),

(ap, a1y, Gn-1), and (ri,ro,...,7y,) using the sam-
pling oracle.
4: Update parameters according to

Oit1 = 0; + ipn—1(G — Vi, (s50))(s0),

n—1 w(akg|sk) ;. . .
[Ti=0 F(asTsyy 18 the importance sam-

where pp,—1 1=
pling ratio, o(s) =
G= Z Yerge1 + Ve, (sn), and Vp, (s) = e ®0;.

5: end for

®Te, is the s-th row vector of @,

Algorithm 2 n-step off-policy TD-learning : Markovian
observation model
1: Initialize 8y € R™.
2: Sample (sg,ag, $1,01,...,8,—1) following the
Markov chain induced by behavior policy f.
3: for iteration step ¢ € {0,1,...} do

4: Sample an—14; ~ B(- | Sn—144) and Sp4; ~ P(- |
Sn—1+4i, An—1+1)-
5: Update parameters according to
Oiv1 = 0; + aipi(Gi — Vo, (s:))(si), (18)

. n—1 m(akti|Sk+i)
where p; = IIk =0 Blartilsk+i)

sampling ratio, ¢(s) =

is the importance

®T ¢, is the s-th row vector of
n—1

O, G = > Yrrp i+, (sn), and Vg, (s) = e ®0;.

6: end for

Following the ideas in [4], the convergence of Algorithm 1
can be easily established.

Theorem 6 Let us consider Algorithm 1, and assume

that the step-size satisfy

iak:oo, iaz<oo. (19)
k=0 k=0

ay > 0,

Then, 0, — 607 as k — oo with probability one for any
n > nji, wherenj is given in the statement of Theorem 4.

Proof. The so-called O.D.E. model of Algorithm 1 is
0, = ®" DA (T™(DY,) — BY,). (20)

By Theorem 4, for n > n3, ®TDS(y"(P™)" — I)® is
Hurwitz, and hence, (20) is globally asymptotically sta-
ble. Then, the proof is completed by using of Borkar and
Meyn theorem in [4, Thm. 2.2]. O

Theorem 6 tells us that n-TD can solve the policy evalu-
ation problem with a sufficiently large n.In other words,
it can resolve the deadly triad problem in the case of
linear function approximation.

A more practical scenario than the i.i.d. model is
to consider the Markov chain {(s;,a;)}ien, a trajec-
tory of the state-action pairs following a behavior
policy B. At each time ¢ € N, the agent at state
s; € S selects an action, a; ~ B(- | s;), and tran-
sits to the next state s;41 ~ P(- | s;,a;). As stated
in Algorithm 2, we use the sequence of samples
(845 @iy Sit1, @it 1, -+ s Sitn—1;Gitn—1,8i4n) to update 0;
via (18).

Throughout the paper, we will assume that the sequence
of states observed following the behavior policy 8 forms
an irreducible Markov chain, i.e., there exists k£ € N such
that P[sy = §'|sg = s] > 0 for any s,¢’ € S. It also
follows that the sequence of

Sj4n—2, Aj4n—2, 5j+n71)7
(21)

T = (sj,haj,l,sj,aj,...,

for j € N, which is a collection of state-action pairs
observed within n-steps starting from the state s;, also
forms an irreducible Markov chain.

Now, we can use a version of Borkar and Meyn The-
orem [21], which applies to the Markovian observation
model, to prove the convergence of Algorithm 2.

Theorem 7 Let us consider Algorithm 2 and assume
1

Q41 (e 7%
exists and is finite. Moreover, let us assume that Markov

chain induced by behavior policy B is irreducible. Then,

0 — 07 as k — oo with probability one for any n > n*,

where n* is given in the statement of Theorem 4.

that the step-size ay, satisfies (19) andlimy_, o (



The proof is given in Appendix C. Theorem 7 indicates
that n-step TD is guaranteed to converge under more
practical Markovian observation model.

Remark 6 The framework can be easily extended to the
eposidic MDP as follows: an episodic MDP can be in-
terpreted as a non-episodic MDP by introducing the ter-
minal state. In this case, the MDP is fundamentally a
non-episodic MDP but when visiting the terminal state,
all the remaining rewards become zero. Therefore, in this
setting we can implement the n-step TD as follows: 1)
when the episode ends before n time steps, then we can
use the return without using the bootstrapping 2) when
the episode did not end before n time steps, then we can
use the bootstrapping after n time steps.

Remark 7 We note that the bound in Theorem 4 is only
a sufficient condition, and as long as ®T (y"(P™)"
I)D?)® is Hurwitz, the algorithm will converge.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have investigated the convergence and
properties of n-step TD-learning algorithms. We have
proved that under the deadly triad scenario, the n-step
TD-learning algorithms converge to useful solutions as
the sampling horizon n increases sufficiently. We have
comprehensively examined the fundamental properties
of their model-based deterministic counterparts, which
can be viewed as prototype deterministic algorithms
whose analysis plays a pivotal role in understanding and
developing their model-free RL counterparts. Based on
the analysis and insights from the deterministic algo-
rithms, we have established convergence of two n-step
TD-learning algorithms.
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A Derivation of main results

Lemma 7 Let us consider an affine mapping h : R™ —
R™ defined as h(z) = Bx + b, where B € R™*™ qand
b € R™ are constants. Then, h is a contraction if and
only if B is Schur.

Proof. First of all, for any norm || - ||, since ||h(z) —
h(y)ll = ||Bx 4+ b — By — b|| = |[Bz — By||, one can
prove that h is a contraction if and only if g(x) := Buz.
Therefore, let us focus on g, and for sufficiency, let us
suppose that B is Schur, which means p(B) < 1, where
p is the spectral radius. By Lyapunov theorem [6], B
is Schur if and only if there exists a symmetric posi-
tive definite matrix P > 0 such that B’ PB < aP and

Amax(P) = 1, where @ < 1. One can easily prove that

this implies \/Amax(BTPB) < ay/Amax(P) = a. By
defining the matrix norm ||B| = \/Amax(BTPB), we

have |B|| < a < 1. For such a norm, it follows that
lg(@)—g)l| = 1Bz~ Byl| < ||BI|-|le—yl < allz—yll
where || - || denotes both the matrix and vectors norms
that are compatible with each other. This implies that
g is a contraction. In order to prove the necessity part,
let us suppose that g is a contraction but B is not
Schur. Then, for any matrix norm || - ||, we should have
[|B|| > p(B) > 1, where p means the spectral radius. On
the other hand, by the hypothesis, one can choose a vec-
tor norm || - | such that |lg(x) — g(y)|| = || Ba — Byl| <

[I1Bz=p)I| ~ . This
le—yl] —

implies that the corresponding induced matrix norm || - ||
should satisfy ||B|| < a < 1, which is a contradiction.
Therefore, B is Schur, completing the proof. O

allx —y|| with o < 1, which leads to

Lemma 8 Let us consider an affine mapping h : R™ —
R™ defined as h(z) = Bx + b, where B € R™*™ and
b € R™ are constants. Then, h has a unique fixed point
and the iterate vy41 = h(xy), k € {0,1,...} converges to
the fixed point if and only if h is a contraction.

Proof. For the sufficiency, suppose that h is a contrac-
tion. Then, the proof is completed by the Banach fixed
point theorem. For the necessity, suppose that h has a
unique fixed point 2* and the iterate zy11 = h(zg), k €
{0,1,...} converges to the fixed point. Then, h(z*) =
Bzxz* + b = z*, and defining the shifted iterate yr =
xp — x*, one gets yrr1 = By, k € {0,1,...}, where
yr — 0 as k — oo. By the standard linear system the-
ory [6], this implies that B is Schur. Then, Lemma 7
leads to the conclusion that A is a contraction. O

Remark 8 Note that Banach fized point theorem is a
sufficient condition in general. Lemma 8 tells us that it
is also a necessary condition for affine mappings. The
sufficiency part also follows from Proposition 2.1.1 in [2].



B O.D.E. approach for stochastic approxima-
tion

Let us suppose that {Y; € Y}ren is a stochastic process
induced by a irreducible Markov chain with a unique
stationary distribution p and finite space Y. In this sub-
section, we study convergence of the stochastic recursion

Tp1 = T + aph(zy, Yi), (B.1)
where h : R™ x Y — R™ is a mapping, and k € N is
the iteration step. Convergence of the above update is
closely related to the corresponding ODE

h(xs), xp € R™, (B.2)

—x =

te Ry,
dt *
where h(z) = Ey~,[h(z,Y)]. An important concept
studying the convergence of (B.1) is the so-called re-
scaled map : h.(x,y) := Mezy) where z € R™ and
y € V. Moreover, let us denote the limit of the re-scaled
map, if exists, as

hoo(w,y) = lim he(z,y). (B.3)

Likewise, let us define the re-scaled mapping and the
corresponding limit, if exists, as

h : hlcz) hoo(z) := lim h.(z).

cC c—00

(B.4)

We introduce essential assumptions required to guaran-
tee the convergence of the stochastic algorithm (B.1).

Assumption 2

1) The limits defined in (B.3) and (B.4) exist.
2) There exist functionsb : R™xY — Randk : Ry —
R such that for c € Ry :

hc(a:,y) - h00($7y) :H(C)b(xvy)7

and lim._,o £(c) = 0. Furthermore, there exists a
function Ly, : Y — R such that Ey~,,[Ly(y)] is finite
and [Ib(z,5) ~ bz’ )| < Lu(w) [ = ']

3) The mappingh : R™ — R™ is Lipschitz continuous:

1A (z,y) = h(z',y)|| <L(y)l|lz — 2",
[hoo (2, y) — hoo (2, y)|| <L(y)|lz — 2/,

where L : Y — R, and the quantities, h(x), hoo(x)
and L = Ey,[L(y)] are finite for any x € R,

4) The re-scaled mapping h.(z) converges uniformly
to hoo(x) on any compact subsets of R™. Moreover,

11

the origin of the following ODE is globally asymp-
totically stable:

d _
— Tt = hoo(xt)y

ro € R™.
dt 0

5)

The ODE in (B.2) has a unique globally asymptot-
ically stable equilibrium point x* € R™ such that
h(z*) = 0.

The step-size condition satisfies (19) and

lim - —
k—roco \ k41 af

exists and is finite.
7) The stochastic process {Y;}ien is generated by a ir-
reducible Markov chain.

6)

Remark 9 {Y;};,en does not need to be necessarily ape-
riodic. That is, we only require the Markov chain induced
by the behavior policy B to be irreducible.

Lemma 9 (Corollary 1 in [21]) Suppose that As-
sumption 2 holds. Then xj, converges to x* with prob-
ability one, where x* is defined in the item (5) of As-
sumption 2.

C Proof of Theorem 7

Proof. Note that the update in (18) can be written as,
Oit1 = 0; + a;h(0i, Tiv1),

where h(0,7) = p(G — ¢(sk)"0)p(sk) and 7 =
(Sks@hs Skt15 Akt1," " Sk+4n, Gk4+n) i the n-step state-
action pair sequence, and p and G are the corresponding
importance sampling ratio and the discounted sum of
return defined in Algorithm 2, respectively. Meanwhile,
the re-scaled map becomes

n—1 k
Zi:o YV Ti+k

C

he(0,7) =p ( + 7" 0(Sk4n) 0 — ‘P(Sk)T9> o(sk),

n—1 g
_o Y Titk .
and ag == — 0 as ¢ — 00, he(6, 7) uniformly

converges to ho (6, 7) where
hoo(0,7) =p(7" @ (kn) "0 — (s1) T 0)p(s).

Likewise, we have h.() := &' D# (M - <I>t9).

As 7 = {(sp,ar)}}_o is sampled from its station-
ary distribution, (sg,ap) is sampled from its station-
ary distribution, which corresponds to the diagonal
elements of DP. Then, E[p(so)¢(so)] = @ DA®.
Likewise, P(s, | so) is the probability distribution



that corresponds to e] (P™)™. Therefore, we have
E [pp(s0)p(sa) " |8] = @D (PT) .

Moreover, noting that

m n—1 4 \i DT n T\
lim M — lim Zz:o YH(P™)'R™ + 4™ (P™)"®(ch)
c— 00 C c—00 C
:’Yn(P”)"(I)07

he(6) converges to hoo(6) uniformly in 6 where
hoo(0) :==® " DP (y"(P™)"®H — ).

Now, let us check the conditions in Assumption 2 to ap-
ply Lemma 9. Ttem (1) has been addressed above. Since
we consider a linear mapping, the conditions in items (2)
and (3) of Assumption 2 are naturally satisfied. Items (4)
and (5) come from Theorem 4. Ttems (6) and (7) follow
from the assumption on the step-size condition and the
fact that {7; };en forms an irreducible Markov chain. [

D Experiments

This section presents experimental results that validate
the theoretical findings. We use a MDP with two states
(IS| = 2), two actions (|A| = 2), and a discount factor
of v = 0.99. The behavior policy, 3, selects actions with
probabilities B(1 | s) = 0.76 and 5(2 | s) = 0.24, while
the target policy, 7, uses probabilities (1 | s) = 0.3 and
m(2 | s) = 0.7 for all states s € S. The feature matrix
and the transition matrix are as follows:

0.58 0.42
1.78 0.92 0.08
CI) = P =
1.2 0.47 0.53
0.6 0.4

The matrix ® " D?(y"*(P™)" — I)® becomes a Hurwitz
matrix when n > 3, but not when n is 1 or 2. This is
illustrated in Figure D.1, which shows that the algorithm
diverges for n € {1,2} and converges for n € {3,4}.

Meanwhile, the values of the upper bound for nj, n3 and
n3 in Lemma 5 and Theorem 4 are 11,11, 54, respec-
tively. The minimum values for the matrix A to be Schur
is 3, IIT™ to be a contraction is 5, and ® " D (y™(P™)" —
I)® to be a Hurwitz matrix is 3. Even though the bounds
are not tight, the bound only scales logarithmically to
important key factors.

E Examples for Theorem 4

In this section, we provide an example where ® " D (yP™—

I)® is Huwrtiz but ® " DA (y2(P™)2 — I)® is not. Con-
sider a MDP with S(1 | s) = 0.8,8(2 | s) = 0.2 and

359 — nstep=1
n-step=2
—— nstep=3
3.04 P
— nstep=4
2.5
_E
= 2.0
>
1
s
3 151
1.01
0.5
0.01
T T T T T T
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000

Number of updates

Fig. D.1. Due to high variance, we clipped the importance
sampling ratio. Instead of p, we used min{p, 9}.

m(l|s)=03,7(2]s)=0.7fors €S, vy=0.99 and

(0.1 0.8 0.1]

0 0505
2

0 0 1

d=|1|, P=

0 0 1
2

08 0 0.2

(0 0 1

Then, one can see that @' DP(yP™ — IN® ~ —0.17
whereas ® " DA (72(P™)2 — I)® =~ 0.02.

F Example for Remark 3

Consider the following MDP where (1 | s) = 0.6, 5(2 |
s)=04and (1 |s) =07 7(2]|s) =03forseS.
The discount factor v is 0.99. The feature matrix and
transition matrix are

0.3 0.7

1 0 1
, P=
—2] 0.9 0.1

0.8 0.2

T
dminAmin (® _ ®)
1n(27

Vinax ) ~ 48 while

Then, we can see that oy

In dminkmin(q’—r‘p) 1
dmaxAmax(® T ®) \/]S]
In~y
provides the other case.

~ 37. The example in Section E
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