1 Introduction

Let X (t) be a discrete-time homogeneous Markov decision process; let u represent its unique
stationary measure. Consider the following optimization problem over a parameter domain
D:

arg min C'(u, b) subject to G(u,b) < a € [0, 1]
(u,b)eD

Where G(u,b) d—ef/G(x) du(z,u,b)
0

and C'(u, b) dZEf/C(x) dp(z,u, b)
Q

The contribution of this paper is to deal with this specific case of the general problem:
1. D is a bounded domain inside Rt x Z*.
2. G(-,b) is unimodal and continuously differentiable for any fixed b.
3. G(u,-) is monotonic decreasing for any fixed w.
4. C(u,b) = b.

First, the optimization procedure for the discrete case is described. Next, the problem
will be expanded to include a stochastic noise for the function G(u, b) and its derivative, and
an algorithm is determined for the stochastic case. The convergence of this algorithm will be
established by examining the ODE limit of the algorithm. The efficiency and efficacy of the
stochastic optimization will be determined by use of confidence intervals. Finally, a worked
case study to illustrate the application of these procedures is provided.

2 Deterministic Case

In the deterministic case, we assume that all of the function evaluations are completely ac-
cessible and have no noise. In other words, we assume both G(u,b) and its partial derivative
G.(u,b) can be evaluated at any (u,b) € D. Since G(u, b) is monotonic decreasing for a fixed
u, select by be a value of b sufficiently small and by, be sufficiently large where G/(u, buin)
does not satisfy the constraint for all u and G (tmax, bmax) does satisfy the constraint for some
value ... In this case, a numerical algorithm can be employed which utilizes binary search
on the discrete domain and gradient descent on the continuous domain.

For a fixed value of b, for the right choice of stepsize sequence {e,;}, the algorithm
converges to either a point (u,b) satisfying the constraint of the problem or the global
minimum (over u) of the function G(-,b) (which may or may not satisfy the constraint).

Proof. 1t is already established that for the gradient descent part of the algorithm, the
proper choice of stepsize sequence will lead to the algorithm converging to a local minimum
of G(u,b) for a fixed value of b. Since G(-,b) is unimodal for any fixed b, then this local
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Algorithm 1 Deterministic case algorithm (bisection and gradient descent)
Input: v = tpax = 0,bmin := 1, bpax > 1
while b,,i, # bpax — 1 do > Bisection method on b.
b= L(bmax + bmin)/zj
n<+0
while G, (u,b) # 0 and G(u,b) > « and u > 0 do > Gradient descent on u.
U 4— u — €,,Gy(u,b)
n<n+1
end while
if G,(u,b) < a then > (u,b) is a solution.
bnax < b
else > No solutions for this value of b.
bmin +~b
end if
end while
Output: by

minimum is the global minimum (over u); it will either be at the boundary (i.e. u = 0) or
it will be somewhere with G, (u,b) = 0. O

We also have that for any fixed value of b, min, G(u,b) > min, G(u,b+ 1):

Proof. Let u* be the value u such that G(u*,b) = min, G(u,b). Since G(u,-) is monotonic
decreasing, it must be that min, G(u,b) = G(u*,b) > G(u*,b+ 1). However, by definition it
must be that G(u*,b+ 1) > min, G(u, b+ 1); thus min, G(u,b) > min, G(u,b+ 1). O

Now it remains to show that the algorithm will always terminate at the solution for any
input:

Proof. For all values of b, the inner loop will find the global minimum of G(-,b) or a point
(u,b) such that G(u,b) < a. Since min, G(u,b) > min, G(u, b+ 1), it must be that there is
one unique value b* where min, G(u, b) > « for all b < b* and min, G(u,b) < « for all b > b*.
A solution to the problem must therefore exist on the level set (-,0*). Since the algorithm
starts with by, where G(u,byin) > « for all u and by, where G(u, bpax) < « for some u
then bisection will determine for which values of b the inner loop will run on. The bisection
technique will achieve the correct solution due to there being only one value b*. Since the
inner loop will find the global minimum (or a point satisfying the constraint) for any starting
value of u and any value of b, then the whole algorithm will work until it finds the unique
value b*; from there, gradient search will guarantee that a point will be found satisfying the
constraint (since min, G(u,b*) < «). O

For reference, a generalized version of the algorithm that also takes advantage of the
monotonic behavior of G(u,-) is to change b according to some step sequence {{}. In the
case of bisection search, this step sequence is exactly [bmax — bmin | 2~ (+1)  In this generalized
discrete search, we may choose a different sequence of {}; this will prove useful in the
stochastic case, where G(u,b) is only estimated and thus there is no clean split of b values



between ones that may satisfy the constraint and ones that cannot. With this step sequence
and the same assumptions from earlier, the generalized algorithm is as follows:

Algorithm 2 Deterministic case algorithm (discrete stepping and gradient descent)
IanIt: U] = Umax, U2 = Umax > O7bmin = ]-7bmax > 1

k<« 0

while b,i, # bpax — 1 do > Discrete step on both ends of b.
bl = bmin + £k7 b2 = bmax - fk
n<+0
while G, (u1,b1) # 0 and G(uq,b1) > « and u; > 0 do > Determine if b; is in a

solution by gradient descent.
Uy < U1 — €n7blGu(U1, bl)
n+<n+1
end while
if Gy(u1,b1) < a then > (uq, by) is a solution.
bimax < b1
else > No solutions for this value of b;.
bmin — bl
end if
n<+0
while G, (us, by) # 0 and G(ug,bs) > a and us > 0 do > Determine if by is in a
solution by gradient descent.
U <— Uy — En’bQGu(UQ, bg)
n<n+1
end while
if G, (uz,b2) <« then > (ug, be) is a solution.
bmax — b?
else > No solutions for this value of bs.
bmin A b2
end if
k< k+1
end while

Theorem 1. Let F be the set of all unimodal functions on I; let x* represent the extrema

of f. Let Sy be a search strategy using N observations; let Is,, be the interval containing x*

that the search strategy can guarantee. For all e > 0 and N > 2 the Fibonacci search strategy
N satisfies

sup |I¢« | < inf sup|/
feg‘ Syl = allSNfegl SN‘

1
Fyvi

Moreover, sup }ISR’
fer

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can consider only the class of unimodal functions with
a maximum on [0, 1]. The proof is by induction on N: for N = 2 the best any strategy can
do over the space of all possible unimodal functions is to reduce the search space by half.



This is because the first observation cannot provide any information about the minimum of
a function by itself; thus the second observation can only provide in worst-case scenario a
binary determination.

The inductive hypothesis is that for N < n the theorem holds. Put explicitly, the inductive
hypothesis is:

VN <n:

— sup|lsy| < inf sup|Ts, | (1)
N+1  feF all Sy feF

Now we show that it is true for N = n 4+ 1 by contradiction: suppose there exists some
strategy S such that after n + 1 observations

1
<
Fn+2

sup | s 1] (2)

Sup Sppa| < SUP ISZH

fer

The strategy S,,1 will end in an interval of length a, [b,b + al, with 1 — (b+a) = ¢; a > 0.
Similarly the Fibonacci search S;,; ends in an interval of length e, with [d,d + €] with
1l—(d+e)=1—-F,1/F,o = F,/F,12 = d. The following lemma must hold between the
intervals: the interval from S, ; must be contained within the interval from Sy

Lemma 1. b>d, b+a<d+e

Proof. This fact will be shown by contradiction as well. The proof for both end points will
be roughly similar: if S,;; is not contained inside the interval from S 41, then there is an
even better procedure S’ that will outperform S* using only n observations. The following
will be for the right endpoint; the proof for the left endpoint will be similar.

Suppose not:
a+b>d+e (3)

Thus a search procedure S’ can be constructed with the interval of uncertainty Ig, for any
function f € F from S’ after n observations satisfying the property:

sup ‘IS%

< sup ’IS;
feFr fer

contradicting the inductive hypothesis.
The construction is as follows: for any f € F, define g as follows:

x .
g(w): exp <f (m)) 1f0§l’<a+b,
—x fat+b<z<l1

First, it must be shown g € F. g is well-defined over [0, 1], and the derivative of g can be
directly computed:

J(z) = eXp(f(aib»'f/(aib)' b

-1 ifa+b0<2<1

if0<zx<a+hb,
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Thus ¢'(x) = 0 only when f’ (%) = 0; since we have that f only has one extrema, z/,
a

:L‘g
7 The behavior of the

it must be the case that ¢ only has one extrema, z9 with 2f = n
a

sign of ¢’ can be determined in two parts:

e 0 <z < 29 From the definition of ¢, it is seen that ¢’(x) > 0 only when f’ (%) >
a

0. Since f has the maximum at 2/ it must be that f’ <L> >0 forall 0 < Y o<
a+b a+b
g
xl = * ; in other words, ¢'(z) > 0 for 0 < z < 9.
a+b
e 19 <z < 1: Similarly, ¢'(z) < 0 only when f’ ~ % ) < 0. This means v zf <
o a+b a+b

T
a+b

< 1. In other words, ¢'(x) < 0 for 29 <z < 1.

So g € F; it bears repeating that 29 = (a + b)z’.

Now, let x; denote the evaluation points for f under the strategy S’; let y, denote the evalu-
ation points for ¢ under the strategy S. From the contradiction of the inductive hypothesis,
S already has the observations yo, y1, ..., Yns1, With interval of uncertainty [b, b + a] for the
function g. The strategy S’ on function f is as follows:

1. The first evaluation point zy of f under S’ is at . Use this information to define

_ a-+
the first observation yo of g under S at b. For S, let the second observation y; be
at b + a; by definition of g, this is just the value —a — b. This does not require any
observation of f. Since x/ € [0,1] it must be that 29 = (a + b)z/ € [0,a + b].

For the remaining n — 1 observations on S’, employ S on g to determine S’ as follows:
at step k, use the observations of g on y;_; and yx_o in S to define y;. From yy, the
entries of the sequence x; can be constructed. Two possibilities exist for y:

2. yp > a+ b, then S’ does nothing. Observe g at y;, for the purpose of using S.

Yk
+b

this is only an exponentiation step away from an observation of g at y.

3. yr < a+0b, then S’ performs an observation of f at . Note that, by construction,

Once S has been used n + 1 times, it will produce an interval of uncertainty I5 ., = [st].
The earlier identity 29 = (a + b)x/ means that 0 < s < (a + b)zf <t < 1; so zf must

t
satisfy o < o/ < min (1,—— ). Thus define the interval of uncertainty for S’ as
a+b a+b

S t
Iy = |——,min [ 1,—— ] |. S’ will have at most n observations required for this interval.
" a+b a+b

The length of this interval is ’I st

) t 5 1 S Thi Gty |
= Imin — — . 1S quantl 1S
a+b a+ba+b a+bd 4 Y



t— ’%n
bounded above by ° - ; thus:
a—+

(CL+ b) ’ISZ

< |

Sn+1

Fn+1

Finally, by assuming b+a > d+e = , a contradiction is achieved:

n+2

1
<
Fn+2

‘ I

from (2).

‘ I§n+l

(CI/ + b) }[S’
Fn+1
Fn+2

from (4).

Sn+1

=d+e <a+bfrom (3).

1 d
(d+e)|Is;| < <

(a+0) }[S,

S >~
) e n+2 Fn+1

I, | <

Fn+1

This is a contradiction with the inductive hypothesis, reprinted below:

VN <n:

= sup{]s* < 1nf sup|ISN| from (1).
N+1  feF SN feF

]

Thus, it must be the case that b+ a > d + e. As mentioned earlier, a similar proof can
be constructed for the b > d case, using instead for g the following function:

{:p if 0 <z <b,

9T) =9 exp (f (%)) ifh<ao<l1

Now, returning to S,,1: with d < b and a + b < d + e, a similar procedure for proving the
lemma will allow the construction of a strategy S’ that outperforms S* using n — 1 observa-
tions for both of them.

Again, for any function f € F, define g as follows:
x
ex — if0<xz<b,
g(x):{ p(‘f(b)) T
—T fo<z<l1

As in the previous constructions, g € F and x9 = bz/. Similarly to before, the strategy S’
for any function f will be constructed by way of S on g; let x; denote the evaluation points
for f under S’ and let y;, denote the n + 1 evaluation points for g under S.

1. The first two evaluation points 3o and y; of S on g will be at b and a + b. The
observation points xj can be determined from y; just as before:
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2. yp > b: S’ does nothing. Observe g at y;, for using S.

3. yr < b: S performs an observation of f at y—bk By construction, this will also provide

an observation of g at yy.
By this procedure S’ requires at most n — 1 evaluation points. Let I ., = [s,t]; thus (in

t
a process similar to before) I s = E,min (1, 5)} This quantity is bounded above by

t—s I3
n+1 . . . .
= . Thus, the contradiction is achieved:

b b

b ‘IS;L_

< ‘Ig

1 n+1

n p—

=d < b from Lemma 1.

n+2

Is .| <

Sn+1

from (2).

1
Fn+2
11 Fuae 11

n+2

<

d ‘IS;F

<blis,| < |1

n—1|[ —

1 n+1

Ig | <= = =
St an+2 Fn Fn+2 Fn

This contradicts the inductive hypothesis, reprinted below:

1
= sup |Isfv

VN < n:
Fnii o ger

< inf sup|lg,| from (1).
all Sy feF

Thus it must be the case that for any fixed number of observations n the Fibonacci search
strategy S* produces the smallest interval of uncertainty. O

3 Stochastic Case

We now relax the deterministic case and introduce a martingale noise term to observations
of both G(u,b) and G,(u,b). In this case, the only information at hand are the estimators

—Z

G(u,b) and G, (u, b).



Algorithm 3 Stochastic case algorithm (discrete stepping and gradient descent)

Input: 0,7 > 0, %1 = Umax, U2 = Umax > 0, bpin = 1, bpax > 1
k<0
while b,i, # bpax — 1 do > Discrete step on both ends of b.
bl = bmin + £k> b2 = bmax - gk
n<+0
while |G, (u1,b1)| > 7 and |G(u1,b1) — | > 0 and u; > 0 do > Check b;.
Uy < U1 — En,b1Gu(ula bl)
n+<n+1
end while
if |Gy (uy,b1) — a| < o then > (ug,by) is a solution at this indifference level.
bmax < b1
else > No solutions at this indifference level for this value of by.
bmin — bl
end if
n<+0
while |G, (uz, b2)| > 7 and |G(uz,by) — a| > 0 and uy > 0 do > Check bs.
Uy < Ug — €n7b2Gu(U2, bg)
n+<n+1
end while
if |Gy (ug,b2) — a| < o then > (u2,by) is a solution at this indifference level.
bmax <— b2
else > No solutions at this indiffierence level for this value of b.
bmin — b2
end if
k< k+1
end while




