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Abstract

We propose novel policy search algorithms in the contextfigpalicy, batch mode reinforcement learning
(RL) with continuous state and action spaces. Given a batibiction of trajectories, we perform off-line policy
evaluation using an algorithm similar to that by Fontendaalld2010]. Using this Monte-Carlo like policy
evaluator, we perform policy search in a class of paranegdrpolicies. We propose both first order policy
gradient and second order policy Newton algorithms. All algorithms incorporate simultaneous perturbation
estimates for the gradient as well as the Hessian of thetaeggt-vector, since the latter is unknown and only
biased estimates are available. We demonstrate theiriqatityt on a simple 1-dimensional continuous state
space problem.

1 Introduction

This paper stands within the field of optimal control in theniext of infinite horizon discounted cost Markov
decision processes (MDPs) Bertsekas and Tsitsiklis [19@6te specifically, this paper addresses the batch mode
setting Ernst et all [2005], Fonteneau [2011], where we arenga set of noisy trajectories of a system without
access to any model or simulator of that system. More fogmelé are given a set af samples (also called
transitions){ (z!, u!, ¢!, y')}1_,, where, for every € {1,...,n}, the 4-tuple(z!, u', ¢!, y') denotes the state/,

the actionu!, a (noisy) cost received ifx', u') and a (noisy) successor state reached when taking actiarstate

z!. The samples are generated according to some unknown @oiityhe objective is to develop a (off-policy)
control scheme that attempts to find a near-optimal poliayguthis batch of samples.

For this purpose, we first parameterize the policy and hemeedst-to-go, denoted b¥f (zo). Hered is the
policy parametery is a given initial state and? (x) is the expected cumulative discounted sum of costs under a
policy governed by (see((1)). Note that the policy parameterization is not traireed to be linear. We develop
algorithms that perform descent using estimates of thetoegb.J? (). For obtaining these estimates from the
batch data, we extend a recent algorithm proposed for finitzdn MDPs Fonteneau et/al. [2010], to the infinite
horizon, discounted setting. The advantage of this estimaenceforth referred to as MFMC, is that it is off-
policy in nature, computationally tractable and consisterder Lipschitz assumption on the transition dynamics,
cost function and policy. Moreover, it does not require the af function approximators, but only needs a metric
on the state and action spaces.

Being equipped with the MFMC policy evaluator that outputeatimate of the cost-to-gf (o) for any pol-
icy paramete#, the requirement is for a control scheme that uses thesuagsti values to update the parameter
0 in the negative descent direction. However, closed fornresgions of the gradient/Hessian of the cost-to-go
are not available and MFMC estimates possess a non-zero baasalleviate this, we employ the well-known
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simultaneous perturbation principle (cf._Bhatnagar ef2013]) to estimate the gradient and Hessian, respec-
tively, of J% () using estimates from MFMC and propose two first order and ®eosd order algorithms. Our
algorithms are based on two popular simultaneous perforbatethods - Simultaneous Perturbation Stochastic
Approximation (SPSA) Spall [1992] and Smoothed Functidgfatkovnik and Kulchitskyl[1972].

The first-order algorithms perform gradient descent usitigee SPSA or SF estimates to update the policy
parameter. On the other hand, the second order algoritheosgarate a Newton step by estimating the gradient
as well as the Hessian of the cost-to=ff{z) using SPSA or SF. We demonstrate the empirical usefulnessrof
algorithms on a simple 1-dimensional continuous stateespeablem.

To the best of our knowledge, the algorithms presented gghper are the first to solve batch, off-policy
stochastic control in continuous state and action spad&®utiusing function approximators for evaluating poli-
cies. Our approach only requires (i) a (random) set of ttajés, (i) metrics on the state and action spaces, and
(iii) a set of parameterized policies.

2 Related work

The work presented in this paper mainly relates to two fiefdesearch: batch mode reinforcement learning and
policy gradient methods.

Genesis of batch mode RL may be found in the work of [BradtieBarto, 1996], where the authors use least-
squares techniques in the context of temporal differenBd [@arning methods for estimating the return of control
policies. This approach has been extended to the problemptiohal control by [Lagoudakis and Parr, 2003]. Al-
gorithms similar to value iteration have also been propaséite batch mode RL setting and the reader is referred
to the works of[[Ormoneit and Sen, 2002] (using kernel apipnaxors) or [Ernst et al., 2005] (using ensembles of
regression trees) and [Riedmiller, 2005] (using neuralosts). More recently, new batch mode RL techniques
have been proposed by [Fonteneau et al., 2013] and this dwesquire the use of function approximators for
policy evaluation. Our policy evaluator is based on the Mddarlo-like technique proposed by [Fonteneau et al.,
2013].

Policy gradient methods [Bartlett and Baxter, 2001] can éensas a subclass of direct policy search tech-
nigues|[Schmidhuber and Zhao, 1998, Busoniu et al.,|20Ht]Jaim at finding a near-optimal policy within a set
of parameterized policies. Actor-critic algorithms arkevant in this context and the reader is referred to works
by [Konda and Tsitsikl's, 2003, Bhatnagar et al., 2009, @man et al., 2012] and the references therein. The
actor-critic algorithms mentioned above work in an appmate dynamic programming setting. In other words,
owing to the high-dimensional state spaces encountered aftpractice, the algorithms approximate the value
function with a (usually linear) function approximatiorchitecture. Thus, the quality of the policy obtained by
the algorithms are contingent upon the quality of the apipnation architecture and selection of approximation
architecture is in itself a hot topic of research in RL. In tast, we employ a policy evaluation technique which
does not resort to function approximation for the value fiomcand works with a Monte Carlo like scheme instead.

3 The Setting

We consider a stochastic discrete-time system with stateesp ¢ R%*, dy € N and action spacll c R,
dy € N. The dynamics of this system is governed by:

Tt41 :f(xt,ut,wt), vVt e N

wherez; andu; denote the state and action at time N, while w; € W denotes a random disturbance drawn
according to a probability distributiom,,(-). Each system transition from tintego ¢ 4+ 1 incurs an instantaneous
coste (x4, ut, wy). We assume that the cost function is bounded and transkaiethie interval0, 1].

Let : X — U be a control policy that maps states to actions. In this papeiconsider a class of policies
parameterized by <€ O, i.e.,u? : X — U. We assume thad is a compact and convex subset®f, N € N.
Since a policyu is identifiable with its paramet@r;, we shall use them interchangeably in the paper.



The classical performance criterion for evaluating a policis its (expected) cost-to-go, which is the dis-
counted sum of costs that an agent receives, while stariimg & given initial state: and then following a policy
1, 1.e.,

JH(:EO) =E Z’th((Et,/L((Et),wt) | To, 1| , (1)
t=0

wherez; 1 = f(zy, p(xe), wy) andw; ~ py(-), vVt € N.

In the abovey € (0, 1) denotes the discount factor.

In a batch mode RL setting, the objective is to find a policyt thanimizes the cost-to-gd*(z(). However,
the problem is challenging since the functiofisc andpyy (-) are unknown (not even accessible to simulation).
Instead, we are provided with a batch collectiomaf N\ {0} one-step system transitioffs,, defined as

]:n = {(xlvulvclvyl)};l:l )

wherec! := ¢ (z!,u!, w') is the instantaneous cost agld:= f (2!, u', w') is the next state. Here, bothandy’
are governed by the disturbance sequentce pw(-), foralll € {1,...,n}.

The algorithms that we present next incrementally updaetiicy parametef in the negative descent direc-
tion using either the gradient or Hessian®f(zy). The underlying policy evaluator that provides the cosgito
inputs for any is based on MFMC, while the gradient/Hessian estimatesasedion the principle of simultane-
ous perturbation (Bhatnagar et al. [2013]).

4 Algorithm Structure

In a deterministic optimization setting, an algorithm atfging to find the minima of the cost-to-gif (=) would
update the policy parameter in the descent direction asvist|

0;(t+ 1) =T;(0(t) — a(t)A; ' VeI (20)), 2)

whereA; is a positive definite matrix and(t) is a step-size that satisfies standard stochastic approgimzon-
ditions: >"a(t) = co and_a(t)? < oo. Further,I'(§) = (I'1(61),...,In(0n)) is a projection operator that
t t

projects the iteraté to the nearest point in the setc RY. The projection is necessary to ensure stability of the
iterated and hence the overall convergence of the schéine (2).

For the purpose of obtaining the estimate of the cost-toemor J?(z,) for any ¢, we adapt the MFMC
(for Model-Free Monte Carlo) estimator proposed by Forseret al.|[2010]) to our (infinite-horizon discounted)
settin@. The MFMC estimator works by rebuilding (from one-step &itinns taken inF,,) artificial trajectories
that emulate the trajectories that could be obtained if angdcdo Monte Carlo simulations. An estimaté of
the cost-to-ga/? is obtained by averaging the cumulative discounted costeofebuilt artificial trajectories.

Using the estimates of MFMC, it is necessary to build a higeeel control loop to update the paramefen
the descent direction as given By (2). However, closed foqanesssions of the gradient and the Hessiad o)
are not available and instead, we only have (biased) estgwdt/? (z) from MFMC. Thus, the requirement is for
a simulation-optimization scheme that approximates tadignt/Hessian of? (z() using estimates from MFMC.

Simultaneous perturbation methods Bhatnagaret al. [281jvell-known simulation optimization schemes
that perturb the parameter uniformly in each direction ideorto find the minima of a function observable only
via simulation. These methods are attractive since thayiregnly two simulations irrespective of the parameter
dimension. Our algorithms are based on two popular simetias perturbation methods - Simultaneous Perturba-
tion Stochastic Approximation (SPSA) Spall [1992] and Sthed Functional Katkovnik and Kulchitsky [1972].
The algorithms that we propose mainly differ in the choicelpin (2) and the specific simultaneous perturbation
method used:

1Besides being adapted to the batch mode setting, the MFM@atst also has the advantage of having a linear computdt@mmplexity
and consistency properties (see Sedtion 5).



Algorithm 1 Structure of our algorithms.
Input: 6y, initial parameter vectog > 0; A;
MFMC(0), the model free Monte Carlo like policy evaluator
fort=0,1,2,...do
Call MFMC(0(t) + p1 (1))
Call MFMC(0(t) + p2 (1))
Computed(t + 1) (Algorithm-specific)
end for
Return 6(t)

MCPG-SPSA. Here A; = I (identity matrix). Thus, MCPG-SPSA is a first order schena tipdates the policy
parameter in the descent direction. Further, the gradignt’ () is estimated using SPSA.

MCPG-SF. This is the Smoothed functional (SF) variant of MCPG-SPSA.

MCPN-SPSA. Here A; = V2J%(z), i.e., the Hessian of the cost-to-go. Thus, MCPN is a secoter scheme
that update the policy parameter using a Newton step. Rurtthe gradient/Hessian are estimated using
SPSA.

MCPN-SF. This is the SF variant of MCPN-SPSA.

As illustrated in Fig[dL, our algorithms operate on the gpfeof simultaneous perturbation and involve the
following steps:
(i) estimate, using MFMC, the cost-to-go for two perturbatieguences(t) + p; (¢t) andd(t) — pa(t);
(i) obtain the gradient/Hessian estimates (ee[(#)—(8)) fneradst-to-go values? ) +71() () and.J? (D +P2(1) ();
(iii) update the paramet@éiin the descent direction using the gradient/Hessian estgrabtained above.
The choice of perturbation sequengeét) andp-(t) is specific to the algorithm (see Sectignd 6.1[and 6.2).

p1(t)

/@ MEMC(0() +P1(0) o gare o)

(Algorithm-

\@ MEMC( 8(2) + pa(t)) specific)

p2(t)

4’ et—i—l

Figure 1: Overall flow of simultaneous perturbation aldurit.

Remark 1. From a theoretical standpoint, the setting considered heref deterministic optimization and the
estimates from MFMC have non-zero, albeit bounded, nochststic bias for a given sample of transitions. This
is unlike earlier work on SPSA, which mostly feature a stethanoise component that is zero-mean. While
we establish bounds on the bias of MFMC (see Lemmas 1 and 2 iAghendix), it is a challenge to establish
asymptotic convergence and in this regard, we note the wliffés involved in Sectidn 4.2.

5 MFMC Estimation of a Policy

For the purpose of policy evaluation given a batch of samplesadapt the Model-free Monte Carlo estimator
(MFMC) algorithm, proposed by Fonteneau €tlal. [2010], tandinite horizon discounted setting.



From a sample of transitions,,, the MFMC estimator rebuilds € N\ {0} (truncated) artificial trajectories.
These artificial trajectories are used as approximations tofjectories that could be generated by simulating
the policy .’ we want to evaluate. The final MFMC estimafé(a:o) is obtained by averaging the cumulative
discounted costs over these truncated artificial trajexgor

The trajectories here are rebuilt in a manner similar to treeg@dure outlined by Fonteneau et al. [2010].
However, in our (infinite horizon) setting, the horizon ne¢a be truncated for rebuilding the trajectories. To this
end, we introduce a truncation parameéfehat defines the length of the rebuilt trajectories. To lithé looseness
induced by such a truncation, the value of the paran¥tgrould be chosen as a function of the discount fagtor

for instance,l’ = Q ( ) The MFMC estimation can be computed using the algorithmrigesl in Algorithm

Algorithm 2 MFMC algorithm.
Input: Fp, 1?(.,.), 20, d(.,.), T, p
G: current set of not yet used one-step transitiong,jn Initially, G «+ F.,;
fori=1topdo
t <+ 0; a:i — To;
while ¢t <T do
ul  p? (x%),
H <+ argmin  d((z,u), (2, u}));
(z,u,c,y)€G
I¢ + lowest index inF,, of the transitions that belong #;
t(—t—i—l':v,ﬂ—yl'

g%g\{(xt ult, cli yli)};

end while
end for
Return J? (z) = 1 377, At
2
Definition 1 (Model-free Monte Carlo Estimatar)
1 p T-1 )
J ) = 23 Y otk
p i=1 t=0
where{li}i’l”zg_l denotes the set of indices of the transitions selected bWIERC algorithm (see Algorithm

2).
Note that the computation of the MFMC estimatf?r(xo) has a linear complexity with respect to the cardi-
nality n of 7,,, the number of artificial trajectoriesand the optimization horizof.

Remark 2. Through Lemmas 1 and 2 in the Appendix, we bound the distataeén the MFMC estimatt (z0)
and the true cost-to-g@’ () in expectation and high probability, respectively.

6 Algorithms

6.1 First order algorithms
6.1.1 Gradient estimates

SPSAbased estimation of the gradient of the cost-to-go is list as follows: For the simple case of a scalar
parameted,

Q

dJH (J9+5_J9)

df 5 3



The correctness of the above estimate can be seen by firétand.J?—? aroundd using a Taylor expansion as
follows:

dJ’ dJ’
0+6 _ 76 2 06 _ 70 _ 2
T = 455 £ 0(5%), 170 = I — 65+ O(8?).
J0+5 _ J076 dJG

ThUS,T == W + 0(6)

. . A -
From the above, it is easy to see that the estinfate (3) coesénghe true gradienrt— in the limit ass — 0.

The above idea of simultaneous perturbation can be extetodad/ector-valued parametérby perturbing
each co-ordinate of uniformly using Rademacher random variables. The reguBiRSA based estimate of the
gradientVyJ% () is as follows:

J9+6A (x()) _ JeféA (IO)

0 ~
V«%’J (IO) ~ 26A1 ) (4)
whereA = (Aq, ..., Ax)T with eachA; being Rademacher random variables.
SFbased estimation of the gradient of the cost-to-go is given b
Vo, J? (20) ~ % (TO9 () — 755 (2)) )

whereA is a(|N|)-vector of independentt/(0, 1) random variables.

6.1.2 MCPG-SPSA and MCPG-SF algorithms

On the basis of the gradient estimateih (d)—(5), the SPS/AS&ndhriants update the policy parametass follows:
For allt > 1, update

. B je(t)+6A(t)(x0) _ j@(t)—éA(t)(IO)
SF: 041+ 1) = T (4(0) = alt) S5 (7030 ) = JO-030 ) ) ™

foralli =1,2,...,N. Inthe above,

(i) 0 > 0is a small fixed constant anl(¢) is a N-vector of independent Rademacher random variables foASPS
and standard Gaussian random variables for SF;

(i) JOO+IAD) (1) and.JO—3A(1) (1) are the MFMC policy evaluator’s estimates of the cost-t@gwespond-
ing to the parametes+ A andd — 0 A, respectively.

(iii) T'() = (T'1(61),...,Tn(6x))T is an operator that projects the iterét the closest point in a compact and
convex se® € RY; (iv) {a(t),t > 1} is a step-size sequence that satisfies the standard siocgstoximation
conditions.

Remark 3. A standard approach to accelerate stochastic approxinmesichemes is to use Polyak-Ruppert aver-
t

aging, i.e., to return the averaged iteradg ; := >_ 6, instead of;.
s=1

6.2 Second order algorithms

For the second order methods, we also need an estimate oéﬁﬁdﬁvgﬁ(xo), in addition to the gradient.



6.2.1 Hessian estimates

SPSAbased estimate of the Hessi®j./? (z) is as follows:

J9+5A+53(x0) _ J0+5A(x0)

Vi J%(x) ~ R : 8
5.J" (o) AR, @)
whereA andA representV-vectors of Rademacher random variaBles
SFbased estimate of the Hessi®@J? () is as follows:
1 -
V5, (o) ~ =5 H(A) (T2 (20) + I~ % (w0)), 9)

whereA is a N vector of independent GaussiAf(0, 1) random variables anH (A) is aN x N matrix defined
as

(A2-1)  AA, - AAy
2 _
L e 0
ANA,  AxAy - (AZ 1)

6.2.2 MCPN-SPSA and MCPN-SF algorithms

Let H(t) = [H; ; (t)]g‘l’_"fi'l denote the estimate of the Hessian wé.of the cost-to-ga/? () at instantt, with

H(0) = wl for somew > 0. On the basis of {8), MCPN-SPSA would estimate the individoanponentd?; ; (t)
as follows: Foralk > 1,4,5 € {1,...,N},i < j, update
JOO A1) +IA() (z0) — jé)(t)JréA(t)(xO)

520;(1)Ai (1)

Hi_’j(t + 1) = Hlj(t) + a(t)( — Hiyj(t)), (11)

and fori > j, setH; ;(t + 1) = H,;(t + 1). In the aboveg > 0 is a small fixed constant ant(t) and A(t)
are N vectors of Rademacher random variables. Now form the Heasv@rse matrix\/ (t) = Y(H(t))~!. The
operatorY () ensures that the Hessian estimates stay within the set tiveagefinite and symmetric matrices.
This is a standard requirement in second-order methodsGHest all [1981] for one possible definition af(+)).
Using these quantities, MCPN-SPSA updates the parameleng a descent direction as follows: > 1,

JO)+8A(2) (ZCO) _ j@(t)—éA(t)(xo)) 12)

N
0;(t+1) =T (9i(t) —a(t) Y M (1) 250, (1)
=1 !

Along similar lines, using[{9), the SF variant of the abovgoaithm would update the Hessian estimate as
follows: Forallt > 1,4,5,k € {1,..., N}, j < k, update

Hii(t+1) =Hii(t) + a(t) (mg(g#(ﬂ(méﬁ(”(xo) + JO08 O (30)) — H, (t)> . (19)
Hya(t+ 1) =30 + a(0) | SR (005520 ) 1 90520 0)) - 100, (19

and forj > k, we setH, ,(t + 1) = Hy ;(t + 1). In the aboveA(t) is a N vector of independent Gaussian
N(0,1) random variables. As before, form the Hessian estimatebmétft) and its inversél/ (t) = Y(H (t))~!.
Then, the policy parametéris then updated as followst > 1,

(JODHOAW®) () — f"“)“m(“(xo)))

N
0;(t+1)=T, <9i(t) —af(t) Z M; ;(8)A;(¢) 55 (15)

2For a precise statement of the asymptotic correctness gfrtttbent and Hessian estimates, see Leniifas 9-10 in Apf@hdix



Woodbury variant. A computationally efficient alternative to inverting thesseanH is to use the Woodbury’s
identity. Woodbury's identity states that
(A+UCV) ' = A — AU (C +VA'U) ' va!

where A and C' are invertible square matrices abdand V' are rectangular matrices of appropriate sizes. Let
17 1 1 1 1" 1] 1 1 1

- , ey Vi) === , = ey = and

0 [Al(f) As(t) AIN(t):| 0 | A1) Aq(t) Apny(t)

Ct) = b(t) (je(t)+m(t)+53(t)(x0) _ j@(t)-i—éA(t)(xo))

Using the Woodbury’s identity, MCPN algorithm would upd#te estimatel/(¢) of the Hessian inverse as

follows:
M(1) (U OV ()M (1)
M(E+1) :T<1 ~a(d) {I T+ c<t>v<t>M<t>U<t>]>’ (16)

U(t) =

whereM (0) = kI, with I denoting the identity matrix anklis some positive constant. The update of the policy
parametef(¢) is the same as before (s€el(12)).

7 Main Results

7.1 Analysis of the MFMC estimator.

(A1) We assume that the dynami¢sthe cost functior: and the policies?,vé € © are Lipschitz continuous,
i.e., we assume that there exist finite constdntsL. and,L?, V6 € Osuch that:
V(z, 2 u, v w) € X2 xU? x W,

||f(:v,u,w) - f(xlvulvw)”/'\’ < Lf(Hx - x/”?\’ + Hu - u/HU)7
|c(x,u, w) - c(x/, ulvw)| < LC(H‘T - ‘T/HX + ”u - u/HU)’
1h (@) = (")l < L)z — /|2, V6 € ©,
where||.||» and||.||zs denote the chosen norms over the spatesdi{, respectively.
(A2) We suppose that’ x U is bounded when measured using the distance métdefined as follows:
d((I, U), (ZC/, u/)) = ||I - I/HX + ||U - ’U/Hu,
V(z, ' u,u’) € X% x U,
Definition 2. Givenk € N\ {0} with £ < n, we define thé&—dispersion oy (P,,):

ap(Pn) = sup df" (x,u),
(z,u)€X xU

wheredf" (z,u) denotes the distance @f, u) to its k—th nearest neighbor (using the distance metfiin the P,
sample, wheré,, denotes the sample of state-action pas= {(z!,u')},.

The k—dispersion is the smallest radius such that/dtlalls in X x U/ of this radius contain at leagtelements
from P,,. We finally define the expected value of the MFMC estimator:

Definition 3 (Expected Value of/? (z)).
We denote b)Ez,P (z0) the expected value of the MFMC estimator that buildsajectories:

n

E . (w0) = E [je (xo)} .

Wl wt oy ()



The following lemma bounds the bias of the MFMC estimatonipeztation, while Lemmig 2 provides a bound
in high-probability.
Lemma 1. Under (A1)-(A2), one has:

'YT

1—7

‘JH(IQ) — Eszn (Io)‘ S CeOépT (Pn) +

I T-1
withC? = — -3 "4
- 7
T—Ly(1+LP) &

Lemma 2. Under (A1)-(A2), one has for any> 0:

J? () — je(ﬂco)‘ < (CeapT (Pn) + 7" ) 21n(2/n)

L= p
< Ky (17)

with probability at leastl — 7. In the abovek’, > 0 is a finite constant independentéf

7.2 Analysis of the MCPG algorithm

In this section, we describe the difficulty in establishihg aisymptotic convergence for the MCPG-SPSA algo-
rithm - a difficulty common to all our algorithms. An importsstep in the analysis is to prove that the bias in the
MFMC estimator contributes a asymptotically negligiblerieto thef-recursion[(B). In other words, it is required
to show that[(B) is asymptotically equivalent to the follogiiin the sense that the difference between the two
updates i(1):

JG(t)+5A(t) (UCO) _ JG(t)féA(t) (iCo) ) (18)

20 (1)

As a first step towards establishing this equivalence, weréirsvrite thed-update in[() as follows:

0;(t+1)=T; (ei(t) —a(t)

Je(t)+5A(t) (IO) _ J(-)(t)féA(t) (xo)
207 (t)

:(t+1) =T} (91-(15) —a(t) + a(t)f(t)) ;

OO)FSA() _ O(t)—5A(t)
26A;(t)
Jb (o) + €, with ¢/ denoting the bias.
Let((t) = Zi:o a(s)&s41. Then, a critical requirement for establishing the eqeimak of [(6) with[(IB) is the
following condition:

where¢(t) = . In the above, we have used the fact MFMC returns an estirfdte)) =

sup (C(t+s) — ¢(t)) = 0 ast — . (19)
s>0

While the biase’ of MFMC can be bounded (see Lemnia§l1-2), it is difficult to emsbat the above condition
holds.

Assuming that the bias is indeed asymptotically negligithe asymptotic convergence of MCPG can be
established in a straightforward manner. In particulaingishe ordinary differential equation (ODE) approach

Borkar [2008], it can be shown that {(18) is a discretizat@amd hence converges to the equilibria) of the following
ODE:

9 = f (V@Je(l'o)) ; (20)
wherel is a projection operator that ensufesvolving according td(20) remains bounded.

Remark 4. The detailed proof of convergence of MCPG as well as othgogsed algorithms, under the assump-
tion that(X9) holds is provided in Appendi® B.
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J? (x0)

| |
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
iterations

Figure 2:.J% () vs. 6. Note that the global minimum &,,;,, = 0.06.

8 Numerical lllustration

We consider the 1-dimensional system ruled by the follovdyigamics:

f(z,u,w) = sing10 * (z + v + w)), where
sindz) = sin(wz)/(7x).

The cost function is defined as follows:

1 2% 4+ u?
c(x,u,w):—2—exp i +w .
™

We consider a class of linearly parameterized policies:
pl(x) = 0x, VO €[0,1].
The disturbances are drawn according to a uniform disighubetween[—5, 5] with ¢ = 0.01. The initial
state of the system is fixed tay = —1 and the discount factor is set o= 0.95. The truncation of artificial
1

trajectories is set td" = — = 20, and the number of artificial trajectories rebuilt by the MEMstimator is

settop = [In(n/T)]. We give in Figurd R a plot of the evolution of the expectedimet/? (z,) as a function
of 6 (obtained through extensive Monte Carlo simulations). \Wgeove that the expected cost-to-g(zo) is
minimized for values ofl around 0.06.

In order to observe the impact of the randomness of the seamgitions (induced by the disturbances) on the
algorithms, we generate 50 samples of transitigps. . ., 720, each sample containing= 200 transitions. For
each sefF’,i = 1...50, the set of state-action paify, = { (!, ')}, is the same and generated deterministi-
cally fromagrid, i.ePn, = {(=1+2*i/o, —1+2xj/0) ;’,;:10 with o = |/n|. The randomness of each &}
comes from the disturbance$ [ = 1...n along which transitions are generated.

Then, for each sampl&?, we run all the four algorithms - MCPG-SPSA, MCPG-SF, MCPRS3 and
MCPN-SF - for500 iterations. This generates the sequen@s-“'9>(t)),, where< alg > denotes the algo-
rithm. For each algorithm run, we sét= 0.1 and the step-size(t) = % for all . Further, the operatdr projects
(t) into the interval0, 1], while the Hessian operatdt projects into0.1, co).

Figurel3 presents the average evolution of the parametaereq in each of the 50 runs for all the algorithms
(bands around the average curves represent 95% confideeceals). From these plots, we observe that the
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Figure 3: Empirical illustration of the MCPG and MCPN algbrhs on an academic benchmark.



MCPG-SF approach outperforms the other algorithms on taslemic benchmark, with a much lower variance
and higher precision.

9 Extension to Risk-Sensitive Criteria

The objective here is to minimize the variance of sum of disted costs in addition to the usual criterion of min-
imizing the expected cost-to-gl (z). Recent work in this direction is by [Prashanth and Ghavai®tia2013],
where the authors presented actor-critic algorithms. Tabie difference here is that, unlike
[Prashanth and Ghavamzadeh, 2013], we use a Monte Carlpdliey evaluator and do not resort to linear func-
tion approximation for the value function. Instead, werastie both the expected and variance of the sum of costs
using a MFMC estimator and use it to solve a (constrainel)séssitive MDP.

Let RY(zo) denote the discounted sum of costs, defined as:

R (w0) =Y Ate(we, pf (24), wr) (1)
t=0

with 2,41 = f(z¢, 1% (), w;) andw; ~ pw(-). Recall thatJ?(x) is the expectation of this random variable.
Further, letV?(z,) denote the variance @t?(z,). The risk-sensitive MDP, which is a constrained optimizati
problem, is formulated as follows:

Ienig J(xo) subjectto V(zo) < a (22)
€

In the aboveq > 0 is a constant bound on the variance that we would like to aehieollowing the technique of

[Prashanth and Ghavamzadeh, 2013], we relax the abovespn@sinax ming L (6, \) 2 J(20) + A(V? (20) —
a), where) denotes the Lagrange multiplier.

9.1 Risk-sensitive variant of MCPG

We now describe a variant of MCPG algorithm that soles (ZB)e MFMC estimator is enhanced to return
estimates of both the mean as well variance of the expecda@@o. Using these values, the algorithm would
updated and\ using a two timescale procedure as follow) -a faster timescale(t) for gradient descent in the
primal for thef policy parameterii) a slower timescalé(¢) for the ascent in the dual for the Lagrange multiplier
A

The varianceV’?(z,) can be estimated by combining the costs given by the artifi@ectories with the
classical estimator of the variance, as follows:

P T—1 ) R 2
VO (zo) = ]% 3 <Z Hhdi — Je(x0)>
t=0

i=1

We now use SPSA estimates of the gradient of the Lagrangian\) to descend in the primal and the sample of
the constraint on the variance for the ascent in the Lagramggpliers (Note:V\L(6, \) = V% (zo) — «). This
results in the following update rule for the risk-sensitiagiant of MCPG algorithm:

a(t A A0(4)— ~ N
0;t+1)=T; (Hi(t) - 25A(-)(t) (J9(t)+5A(t)(x0) — JOO=AWD (3:0) 4 A() (VIO TIAE () — YOO JA(t)(Io))>,

At +1) =Ty [A(t) +b(t) (f/@(“(xo) - a)} . (23)

In the above[, is an operator that projects {0, Apax], Where0 < Apax < oo, while T'(+) is the projection
operator that was defined in Section 61.2 for the MCPG alyuwri



Remark 5. As stated byl [Fonteneau etlal., 2013], one can also use the ®IESMimator to output a Value-at-Risk
(VaR)-like criterion as follows: Le € R andc € [0, 1].

je’(b"c)(:vo) _ A+OO if % Zle H{ci>b} >c,
RS J? (o) otherwise

wherec! denotes the cost of thie-th artificial trajectory:
=Y
t=0

This VaR-like criterion could also be optimized within th€RIG or MCPN frameworks.

9.2 Risk-sensitive variant of MCPN

We derive a variant of MCPN algorithm that incorporate tisi-tielated criterion of bounding the variance of the
cosil. As before, we use SPSA to estimate the gradient and Heddlae bagrangiar.(6, \). The overall update
rule of this algorithm that operates on two timescales iolsvs:

H; j(t+1)=H, ;(t)+

a(t)(je(t)JrM(t)H&(t) (o) — JODHIAW) () A(f/ ERNORNO YR A IORING (x0) Hi,j(t)),
52A (At '
(24)

0;(t+1) =T (91'(15)—

N JO+IA(L) JO)—8A( t) L t)+5A(t) VO —8A(1)
a(t) 3 Mi (1) @) = o) 5) o) = (@) ) @

j=1

f/(-)(t)JréA(t)(IO) _ f/e(t)ﬂSA(t)(IO)
— M) 265,(1) >

At +1) =Ty [)\(t) +b(t) (f/‘*(t) - a)} . (26)

Inthe aboverl", is an operator that projectsf@ A,ax], whered < A\pax < oo, whileT'(6) = (T'y(01), ..., T (0n))T
is a projection operator that ensufes bounded and is the same as that used in the MCPG algorithm.

10 Conclusions

We proposed novel policy search algorithms in a batch, ofiep setting. All these algorithms incorporate simul-
taneous perturbation estimates for the gradient as weliasléssian of the cost-to-go vector, since the latter is
unknown and only biased estimates are available. We prdduosth first order policy gradient as well as second
order policy Newton algorithms, using both SPSA as well asi&tultaneous perturbation schemes. We noted
certain difficulties in establishing asymptotic convergenf the proposed algorithms, owing to the non-stochastic
(and non-zero) bias of the MFMC policy evaluation schemea Agure direction, we plan to investigate conditions
under which the bias of MFMC is asymptotically negligible fbe policy search algorithms.

S3Recall that MCPN algorithm estimated the gradient/Hessfai’ (o) alone, while not considering the variance of the return.



Appendix

A Bias and variance of the MFMC Estimator

The analysis provided in this section is an extension torfiaite horizon setting of the original analysis of the
MFEMC estimator|[Fonteneau etlal., 2010] which was done feffithite-time horizon setting . The present analysis
follows the same structure.

A.1 Proof of Lemmall

Let us first introduce the random variatité () defined as follows:
RQ(IO) = Z’th(xta He(fﬂt)a wy) (27)
t=0

with 2441 = f(2¢, u?(21), w¢) andw; ~ py(-). Before giving the proof of Lemmid 1, we first give three pre-
liminary lemmas. Given a disturbance sequefice- (£2(0),€(1),...) € W> and a policyu?, we define the
Q-disturbed state-action value functigf-* as follows:

Q" (x,u) = c(z,u, Q(t)) + ivtcm, w (), Q)
t=1

with 71 = f(z,u,Q(0)) andx; 11 = f(xs, p¥(z4), Q(t)), ¥t € N. Then, we define the expected return given
the quantity

E[R’(20)|] = E[R’ (20)|wo = (0), w1 = Q(1).. ],
From there, we have the following trivial result((2, zo) € W> x X,

E[R (x0)|92) = Q* (w0, 1’ (20)) - (28)

Then, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3 (Lipschitz Continuity ofQ?}). Assume that ¢(1 + L%) < 1/v. Then¥(z, 2, u,u’) € X2 x U?,

L,
|Q9’Q($7U) - Qe’ﬂ(xlvu/)‘ < L?;)d(('rvu)a (', u")), WhereL(’Q = m-

Proof of Lemmal3 For the sake of conciseness, we def@&(z,u) — Q%(2’, u')| by A%.
One has:

AQ — ’QQ’Q(.T,U) . Q07Q((EI, u/)

<

e, u, 2(0)) = (@, Q(0))|
7] Q" A (a,u, QA0)), 1 (F (a0 2(0))) = QR (F (o, 2(0), 1 (f (@', 2(0)))
and the Lipschitz continuity of gives

AQ < Led((a,u), (2, ")) +~1Q7(f (2, u, Q(0)), 1 (f (z, u, 2(0))))
— QMR (f(a! !, 2(0)), 10 (f (2 !, 2(0))))]



Naming f(x, u, (0))) by y and f (2/, v/, ©(0))) by ¢/, we have:
A? < Led((w, ), (2, 0)) +lely, 1 (y), 1)) + Q" (f (y, n* (f (), (1)),
— e, 1’ (), Q1)) = Q" (f (s 1 (y'), QW) 1 (F(y', 1 (¥), (1))

Using the Lipschitz continuity of, we have

A9 < Led((z,u), (2, 0) + v LeA((y, 1 (1)), (', 1 (4)))
+221Q% fy, 1 (£ (1)), Q1)) 1 (f (y, 1 (£ (1)), 2(1)))
= Q" 1’ (F(y), 1)), 1 (£ 1”(f(y)), (1)) (29)

According to the definition off andy’, and using the Lipschitz continuity gfand.’, we have:
(

Ay, * W), W5 1’ W) = ly =2 + 11 (v) — 1 (W)
= [If(z,u, (0))) = f(=', v, 2(0)))]| 2
+ 16? (f (2,0, 2(0))) = p® (f (2", 4/, 2(0))))ua
< Lpd((w,u), (', ') + L' Lyd((x, u), (z',u))

10 (fy, 1 (£()), (1))
)|

Plugging this back in equatién29, we obtain:

)) +vLe(Lyd((w,w), (2", u')) + LOLpd((z,u), (2, ')

(f(), (1)), 1 (£ (y, 1°(f (), (1))

= QM 1 (F(y)), 1)), 1 (F (', 1 (f(y), (1))

= d((z,u), (', 0")) Le (L+7Lyp(L+ L) +721Q f(y, 1 (F (1)), 2(1)), 1 (f (y, 1° (f (), (1))
= QM f ' 1’ (F(y), QW) 1 (' 1 (f (), 1))

By iterating the procedure, and assuming thatl + L?) < 1/~ we obtain:
A < L(1+9Lp(1+ L)+ [yLy (1 + L) +...) x d((z,u), (2/, )

L. ro
= md((xuu)v (LL' y U ))

A® < Led((z,u), (2,0
+9°1Q fly, u’(f

which ends the proof. S
Given a truncated artificial trajectorf = (2%, u't, ¢!, 4% )]7-;" we denote by’ its associated disturbance

vectorQ™ = [wlﬁ, ce wlinl], i.e. the vector made of tHE unknown disturbances that affected the generation of

the one-step transitiors’+, u't, 't 4!t ). We give the following lemma.
Lemma 4 (Bounds on the expected return giveh Vi € {1,...,p},
b (18, x0) < E[RY(x0)|] < (7%, x0) ,

with
-1 , AT
be(Tlv'rO) = Fyt I:Clt - L?;)q/}ﬂ) - 1 — v )
t=0
-1 , AT
CLH(Tl’;CO) Z ,Yt [Clt + Lgl/)z] + 1_ ~y 5

\/o

t
gi = d((@h, ul), (gl 1 (1)) Ve € {0, T — 1},
Py = g, Vi € {1,...,p}



Proof of Lemmal4 Let us first prove the lower bound. Withy = (), the Lipschitz continuity oQ“’Tl
gives
Q% (o, u0) = Q' (a0, ulo)| < LYd((wo, uo), (a2, u")) .
Equation[[ZB) gives _
Q" (w0, uo) = B[R (x0)|€2'].
Thus,

= Q" (w0, 1 (0)) — QO (ath, ulb)
Léd((wo, 1 (o)), (10, u)) . (30)

[E[R (20)[Q'] — Q% (a0, ulb)

IN

It follows that
Q7 (ahs, u'v) — LYy < B[R’ (20)/2] .
Then, we know that
QY (s ulh) = ealo, ulo, wlo) + QP (f(a, u, w), u (f(a'0, ult,w'e)))
By definition of )¢, we have(z!, ulo, w') = ¢! and f (2%, ulo, ') = y' . From there
QU (ah, uh) = b 4@ (48, 1))
and
Q% (o, pf (y'0)) + o — LYy < B[R (w0)[Q] .

The Lipschitz continuity of%" gives

Q7 (s, (1)) = QO (alt ulh)| < Ld((yh, p (1)), (a5, uh)) = LY,
which implies that

vt < Q¥ (y', 1l (y')) .
We therefore have
YUY (@ ulh) + oo — Ly — vLGui < B[R’ (20)/9].
The proof is completed by iterating this derivation, and loyiding the uncertainty induced by the truncation,

which adds a ternﬂl to the bound since the reward functiotakes value irf0, 1]. The upper bound is proved
similarly. We give a t%ird lemma.

Lemmabs. Vi e {1,...,p},

T
ae(Ti,xo) — be(Ti,SCQ) <2 (CapT(Pn) + 17 )
-

with C% = L& Syt

Proof of Lemma[E By construction of the bounds, one ha§r?, zo) — b° (7%, z0) = 31—y 27 LYY} + %
The MFMC algorithm choosegs x T' different one-step transitions to build the MFMC estimatgminimizing
the distancel((y'-1, u? (y'*-1)), (z',u'*)), so by definition of the:-sparsity of the sampl,, with k = pT', one
has

o = d((y'=r, 1 (y'1)), (2t ') < dDn (i, 1l (1)) < apr(Pa)

which ends the proof.
Using those three lemmas, one can now compute an upper bouhd bias of the MFMC estimator.



Proof of Lemmall By definition ofa? (7%, zo) andb? (7%, z), we have

. bo (1%, x —|—a T ,Z0) i
Vie{l,...,p}, ( )2 th li

Then, according to Lemmas$ 4 dnd 5, we heve {1,...,p},

E Re ZC Ql C' < E E R0 70) 107
wh,.wr~pw () o) Z’Y ] wl,.wt~pw (1) R (o))
'7T
S C apT(Pn)+ 1_’7

Thus,

1< 0 1&

— E E[R® (z QZ cht < = E

P ; wl, L w~pw ( 0 | Z v 1 P ; Wl oy

,.YT
S O aPT(Pn)+ 1_77

which can be reformulated

E L)ZE [RY(z0)|Q] | —

1

;0).,73" (550) < CeapT(Pn) +

since} 37, Yy i =
the{w )= ’f’i OT !are i.i.d. according tpyy(.). Foralli € {1,...

E [ E [R?(x0)|9]] =

w'o,..., wT 1~pW()w0 ..... w T

wo,...,wr—1~pw (.)

This ends the proof.

A.2 Proof of Lemmal2

One first have the triangle inequality.

p
2[R () 10]

From the proof given above, one has the following properiy {1, ..

J? (o) —JH(IO)‘ %

T-1 ,
> At —E[R (z0) |9]

t=0

S Ca QpT (Pn) +

This immediatly leads to:

7 () - }9 S E[R (20)]]

[R?(x0)] =

S E[F o] -

Je (x0). Since the MFMC algorithm choosgsx T different one-step transitions, all
,p}, The law of total expectation gives

(31)



From Equation[(31), we have that each varia@blgk’ () |2] is contained in the interval

-1 N AT
i f _ t A 0
Lg_ovc C’opr(Pr) 1_7,22070 + Capr(Pr) + 1_71

of width 2 (C‘)apT(Pn) + %) with probability one. Since alfw!i},i = 1...p,t = 0...T — 1 are i.i.d. from
pw(+), we can apply the Chernoff-Hoeffding inequality:
1< | .

= [ #(e0) - (0] < (PP +

- ZE [Re (o) |Qi] - JQ(IO)

D 1—7 D

7" ) 2In(2/1)
=1
with probability at leasti — .. The proof of Equatiof 17 is obtained by observing that theists a constant

C = sup, C? < co. The existence of < oo is ensured by the fact that (i)’ is continuously differentiable
function ofé and (ii) # evolves within a compact set, so the Lipschitz constant gfpanticy 6 is finite.

B Asymptotic convergence of the policy gradient methods

We make the following assumptions for the analysis:

(A3) The policyy? is continuously differentiable for any policy paramefer ©.

(A4) The underlying Markov chain corresponding to any polidg irreducible and positive recurrent.
(A5) The step-size sequencén) satisfies

§ a(n) = co and il a(n)? < cc.

n=1
(A6) The bias of MFMC satisfies the following condition:

t
Let((t) = Y a(s)&er1, then  sup (C(t+s) — {(t)) — 0 ast — oc.

s=0 520

The first assumption is standard in policy gradient RL alfponis, while the second assumption ensures that each
state gets visited an infinite number of times over an infitiitee horizon. The third assumption above imposes
standard stochastic approximation conditions on the sitegs, while the final assumption ensures that the bias of
MFMC is asymptotically negligible.

B.1 Analysis of MCPG-SPSA

Before we proceed with the analysis of MCPG, we re-state dlewing fact regarding the bias of the estimate
returned by MFMC: Let? denote the bias of the MFMC estimaté(xy), i.e., J? (zo) = J%(z0) + €°. Then, the
biase? satisfies the following bound:

Vo € O,

¢’||, < K, with probability at least — 7. (32)

for some positive, finite constarif,, independent frond. Fix n > 0 and letE" denote the set of all on which
(B2) holds,i.e.E" = {0 €O | |||, < K,}.

We use the ordinary differential equation (ODE) approaatrkBr [20083]) to analyze our algorithms. Under
(AB), the update ruld{6) of MCPG can be seen to be asympligtieguivalent td:

JODFIAWD) (1) — JOO=0DE) (50)
26A(t) )

“the equivalence is in the sense that the difference betwecf@) and[(3B) i®(1).

0;(t+1)=T, (91' (t) — al(t) (33)




The proof of convergence of the first order method MCPG is &t afsasymptotically stable equilibrium points
of the following ODE:

0=T (Ve (x0)). (34)
In the aboveT is a projection operator that is defined as follows: For anyrg@d continuous functiog(-),

P (g(6)) = lim L6 +79(0)) — 0'

T—0 T

(35)

The projection operatdr(-) is necessary to ensure titatwhile evolving through the ODE_(34), stays within the
bounded se® € RY. LetZ = {§ € C : I'(VJ’(x0)) = 0} denote the set of asymptotically stable equilibria of
the ODE[(3%). The main result regarding the convergence oP®@ as follows:

Theorem 6. Under (A1)-(A6), for any; > 0, 6(¢) governed by{6) converges taZ in the limit as§ — 0, with
probability 1 — 7.

Before proving Theorerm] 6, we prove that the correctness ®f3ASA-based gradient estimdié (4) in the
following lemmd:

Lemma 7. RecallthatA = (Aq,..., Ax)7T is vector of independent Rademacher random variables. We ha
) J0+5A(I0) _ J0_6A(x0)
lim AT = V:J(0) (o). (36)
Proof. Using a Taylor expansion af’+%(z) and.J?=%(z,) aroundd, we obtain:
JOOHAD (1) = JOD (20) + AL TVIID (20) + O(6?), (37)
JOO=080) (10) = JOO (20) — SARL)TVIID (20) + O(6?). (38)

From the above, it is easy to see that
J9(t)+5A(t) (IO) _ J‘g(t)*‘SA(t)(xO)

O
A1)
j=1,j#i A(t) V"0 (0) +0(9) (40)

(1

Term (1) above is zero sincA are Rademacher. So, it is easy to see that the estimate (@@rges to the true
gradientV.J?® (z) in the limit ass — 0. O

Proof. (Theorem[@) In lieu of (A6), it is sufficient to analyse the following eigalent update rule for MCPG on
the high-probability sef":

0(t)+3A(t) _ 70(t)—5A()
Hi(t+1)_Fi<9i(t)—a(t)J (zo) = (“’0))

20A,(t)
Now, using a standard Taylor series expansion (see ChautejBhatnagar et all, 2013]) it is easy to show that
J(-)JréA(IO) _ J(-)féA(xO)

20A(t)
rigorous terms, we have

is a biased estimator &F.J% (), where the bias vanishes asymptotically. In more

JG-H?A (xO) _ J@—éA(xO)

0
25A1‘(t) —B—=0 V@iJ (CL‘O)

5The proof is given here for the sake of completeness and tiderds referred to Chapter 5[of Bhatnagar ét al. [2013] foextansive
treatment on SPSA based gradient estimation.



Thus, EqLB can be seen to be a discretization of the QDE (3#)héT,Z), is an asymptotically stable attractor for
the ODE [(3%), withJ? () itself serving as a strict Lyapunov function. This can beiréd as follows:

dJje . _
d(t%) = Vo J%(20)0 = Vo J? (20))T (— VoI (20)) < 0.
The claim now follows from Theorem 5.3.3, pp. 191-196 of [Kosr and Clark, 1978]. Note that the final claim
holds onE", the set with high probability on which the bias of the MFMGimstor is bounded. O

B.2 Convergence analysis of MCPN-SPSA

We establish that policy parametgigoverned by MCPN algorithni_(12) converges to the set of asgtizally
stable equilibria of the following ODE:

0 =T ((V3J%(x0)) ' VoJ(20)). (41)

In the above is as defined i(35). LeE = {0 € C : T'((V3.J%(xz0))~!) = 0} denote the set of asymptotically
stable equilibria of the ODE_(41).
The main result regarding the convergencé(@j governed by[(I2) is given as follows:

Theorem 8. Under (A1)-(A6), for any; > 0, 6(¢) governed by{12) converges tcZ in the limit asd — 0, with
probability 1 — 7.

Before we prove Theorefj 8, we establish that the Hessiamatst (¢) in (1) converges almost surely to
the true HessialW2.J% (z,) in the following lemma.

Lemma 9. Withé — 0 ast — oo, forall i, 5 € {1,..., N}, we have the following claims with probability one:
Je(t)+m(t)+5£(t)(xo) _ Je(t)JréA(t)(xO)

520, (1) A (1)

(i)

— 0,

- V?,jJe(t) (I0)|

(i) || Hij(t) = V3;7°0 (20)]| — 0,

(i) [|M(t) = T(V2T0D (20))~1|| — 0.

Proof. The above claims can be established by employing standgifor Eries expansions. For a detailed deriva-
tion, the reader is referred to Propositions 7.12 and LemmK3 and 7.11 of [Bhatnagar et al., 2013], respec-
tively. O

Proof. (Theorem[d As in the case of the first order method, we can use (A6) teeaat the following update rule
equivalent of the policy parametéion the high-probability seE™ :

N o . J0+5A+53(x0) _ J0+5A(x0) o
Hig(t 1) = i,(0) + ) (T N ). (@2
N 0—8A (0} _ JO+IA (o
9i(t+1)_ri<9i(t)+a(t)ZMi,j(t)J ( g)&(‘;+ ( 0)), (43)

J=1

In lieu of Lemmé®, it can be seen thHt ;(t) converges to the true Hessisj, Jb(xo) asé — 0. Thus, the
f-recursion above is equivalent to the following Bfi:

0;(t +1) =T (Hi(t) + a(t)(vgiﬁ(:co))—lv&ﬂ(x0)>. (44)

The above can be seen as a discretization of the QDE (41). , Tinei8(¢) governed by[(12) can be seen to
converge to a set containing the asymptotically stablelibgiai of the above ODE, albeit with probability— »
for anyn > 0. O



B.3 Analysis of SF-based algorithms - MCPG-SF and MCPN-SF

One can prove SF variants of Theordrhs 6[dnd 8 along similes, limsing the following lemma: Recall thatis a
N-vector of independent Gaussiaf(0, 1) random variables for SF-based algorithms.

Lemma 10. Withd — 0 ast — oo, forall i,5 € {1,..., N}, we have the following claims with probability one:
(The expectations in the following are w.r.t. the distribatof perturbation random variabled)

(i) HIE {% (JOHOR () — J“A(xo))} — ViJ%(x0)|| = 0,

(i) HE [%H(A)(J”M(xo) + J”A(zo))] —V2,J%()|| = 0,

Proof. The proofs of the above claims follow from Propositions &8 &.10 of Bhatnagar et al. [2013], respec-
tively. O
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