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Abstract

Abstraction is a powerful form of domain knowl-

edge that allows reinforcement-learning agents to
cope with complex environments, but in most cases
a human must supply this knowledge. In the ab-
sence of such prior knowledge or a given model,
we propose an algorithm for the automatic discov-
ery of state abstraction from policies learned in one
domain for use in other domains that have similar
structure. To this end, we introduce a novel condi-
tion for state abstraction in terms of the relevance
of state features to optimal behavior, and we ex-
hibit statistical methods that detect this condition
robustly. Finally, we show how to apply temporal

abstraction to benefit safely from even partial state
abstraction in the presence of generalization error.
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is given, or if the user manually determines that the condi-
tions hold and supplies the corresponding state abstretttio
the RL algorithm.

We propose an alternative basis to state abstraction that is
more conducive to automatic discovery. Intuitively, if & i
possible to behave optimally while ignoring a certain aspec
of the state representation, then an agent has reason to ig-
nore that aspect during learning. Recognizing that diseove
ing structure tends to be slower than learning an optimal be-
havior policy[Thrun and Schwartz, 199%his approach sug-
gests a knowledge-transfer framework, in which we analyze
policies learned in one domain to discover abstractions tha
might improve learning in similar domains. To test whether
abstraction is possible in a given region of the state speee,
give two statistical methods that trade off computatiomal a
sample complexity.

We must take care when we apply our discovered ab-
stractions, since the criteria we use in discovery aretbtric
weaker than those given in prior work on safe state abstrac-
dion. Transferring abstractions from one domain to another

Humans can cope with an unfathomably complex world du
to their ability to focus on pertinent information while igmn
ing irrelevant detail. In contrast, most of the research int
artificial intelligence relies on fixed problem represeiotag.
Typically, the researcher must engineer a feature spahbe ri
enough to allow the algorithm to find a solution but smal
enough to achieve reasonable efficiency. In this paper w
consider thaeinforcement learningRL) problem, in which

may also introduce generalization error. To preserve aenve
gence to an optimal policy, we encapsulate our state abstrac
tions intemporal abstractionswvhich construe sequences of
Jrimitive actions as constituting a single abstract ackiunt-
|tonetal, 1999. In contrast to previous work with temporal
gbstraction, we discover abstract actions intended justte
plify the state representation, not to achieve a certain goa

an agent must learn to maximize rewards in an initially un-Stat€. RL agents equipped with these abstract actions thus
known, stochastic environme8utton and Barto, 1998The learn when to apply state abstracnon the same way they learn
agent must consider enough aspects of each situation to §hen to execute any other action.

form its choices without spending resources worrying about, !N Séction 2, we describe our first contribution, an alterna-
minutiae. In practice, the complexity of this state represe tive condition for state abstraction and statistical medras

tation is a key factor limiting the application of standard R for discovery. In Section 3, we describe our second cortribu

algorithms to real-world problems. tion, an approach to dl_sc_overlng state abstrac_:tlons amd the
One approach to adjusting problem representaticteite encapsulating them within temporal abstractions. In Sec-

abstraction which maps two distinct states in the original tion 4, we present an empirical validation of our approach.

formulation to a single abstract state if an agent shoulat tre I Section 5, we discuss related work, and in Section 6, we

the two states in exactly the same way. The agent can stifonclude.

learn optimal behavior if the Markov decision process (MDP)

that formalizes the underlying domain obeys certain con2 Policy irrelevance

ditions: the relevant states must share the same local b%-l Defining irrel

havior in the abstract state spali®ean and Givan, 1997; < elining irrelevance

Ravindran and Barto, 2003 However, this prior research First we recapitulate the standard MDP notation. An MDP

only applies in a planning context, in which the MDP model (S, A, P, R) comprises a finite set of states a finite set



of actions 4, a transition function®? : S x A x § — 2.2 Testing irrelevance

[0,1], and a reward functiom? : S x A — R. Exe- |f we have access to the transition and reward functions,
cuting an actiorz in a states yields an expected immedi- we can evaluate the policy irrelevance of a candidate set of
ate rewardR(s,a) and causes a transition to statewith  state variableg’ by solving the MDP using a method, such
probability P(s,a,s’). A policy = : S — A specifies as policy iteration, that can yield the set of optimal acsion
an actionr(s) for every states and induces a value func- 7*(s) C A at each state. Then) is policy irrelevant at if

tion V™ : S — R that satisfies the Bellman equations some action is in each of these sets for each assignmght to
V7(s) = R(s,m(s)) +7 > yes P(s,7(s),s")V7™(s"), where Noiogs ™) # 0.

v € [0,1] is a discount factor for future reward that may  However, testing policy irrele-
be necessary to make the equations satisfiable. For eve@ynce in an RL context is trick- 2.93—~3.00—{~
MDP at least one optimal policy* exists that maximizes jer if the domain has more than '+ 14s. | ,2.60-|~-
the value function at every state simultaneously. We denotgne optimal policy, which is of-

the unique optimal value functiovi*. Many learning algo-  ten the case for domains that con-«,_ 28 |% 0—~
rithms converge to optimal policies by estimating the opti-tain structure or symmetry. Most Y=0 192 |-000- |~
mal state-action value functio@* : S x A — R, with  cyrrent RL algorithms focus on Y=0  X=1
Q*(s,a) = R(s,a) + 7Y ges P(s,7(s), s )V*(s"). finding a single optimal action _ .

Without loss of generality, assume that the state space is that each state, not all the optimalfigure 2 The domain of
cartesian product of (the domains ofjstate variablest =  actions. For example, Figure 2':'9“19 1 with some learned
{X1,...,X,} andm state variable) = {Y1,...,Y,,}, S0  shows the Q values learned fromQ values.

S=X; x--x X, xY) x---xY,,. We write[s]x tode- a run of Q-learning, a standard algorithm that employs
note the projection of onto X’ ands’ |= [s]x to denote that  stochastic approximation to lea€d [Watkins, 1989. Even

s’ agrees withs on every state variable i¥’. Our goalisto  though the state variablé is actually policy irrelevant, from
determine when we can safely abstract awayin this work  this data we would conclude that an agent must know the
we introduce a novel approach to state abstraction cptdéd  value of Y to behave optimally whelX = 1. In this trial

icy irrelevance Intuitively, if an agent can behave optimally we allowed the learning algorithm enough exploration to find
while ignoring a state variable, then we should abstradt thaan optimal policy but not enough to converge to accurate Q
state variable away. More formally, we say tbais policy ir-  values for every state-action pair. We argue that this phe-
relevant ats if some optimal policy specifies the same actionnomenon is quite common in practical applications, but even

for everys’ such thats’ |= [s]x: with sufficient exploration the inherent stochasticity bt
. . domain may disguise state variable irrelevance. We the pro-
oV 52 Var Q7 (8",0) = Q7 (s, a'). 1) pose two methods for detecting policy irrelevance in a manne

. L . L robust to this variability.
If Y is policy irrelevant for every, then)) is policy irrelevant

for the entire domain. Statistical hypothesis testing

Consider the illustrative toy Hypothesjs tgstipg isa methpd for drawing inferen_c_es about
domain shown in Figure 1. It has _, —f+0 —+3 the true d.|str|but|ons underly!ng sample data. In th|S|sect.
just four nonterminal states de- |0 -3 we describe how to apply this method to the problem of in-
scribed by two state variableX, viis ferring policy irrelevance. To this end, we interpret an BL a
andY. It has two deterministic Y=0 10 gorithm’s learned valué)(s, a) as a random variable, whose
actions, represented by the solid B e distribution depends on both the learning algorithm and the
and dashed arrows respectively. X=0 X=1 domain. Ideally, we could then directly test that hypothe-

WhenX = 1, both actions ter- Figure 1: A domain with sis (1) holds, but we lack an appropriate test statistidebu

minate the episode but determingour nonterminal states and W€ 8Ssume that for a reasonable RL algorithm, the means of
the final reward, as indicated intwo actions. Whent — 1 these distributions share the same relationships as te-cor

the figure. This domain has twoboth actions transition to an SFlondi';‘g true Q values)(s,a) > Q(s,a’) = Q*(s,a) =
optimal policies, one of which absorbing state, not shown. Q*(s,a’). We then test propositions of the form

we can express withodt: take the solid arrow whei = 0 Q(s,a) > Q(s,a’), (2)
and the dashed arrow wheth = 1. We thus say thal” is  using a standard procedure such as a one-sided paiesd
policy irrelevant across the entire domain. or Wilcoxon signed ranks te$bDegroot, 1986 These tests

Note however that we cannot simply aggregate the foubutput for each hypothesis (2) a significance lexgl .. If
states into two states. As McCallum pointed out, the stat€)(s,a) = Q(s,a’) then this value is a uniformly random

distinctions sufficient to represent the optimal policy a¢  number from the interval0, 1). Otherwiseps , o+ Will tend
necessarily sufficient to learn the optimal poll&ycCallum,  towards 1 if hypothesis (2) is true and towards O if it is false

1999. In this example, observe that if we trelit=1as a  we combine these values in a straightforward way to obtain a
single abstract state, then ¥ = 0 we will learn to take the  confidence measure for hypothesis (1):

dashed arrow, since it transitions to the same abstrae stat . .

. ’ . X =max min min pg g q’- 3
as the solid arrow but earns a greater immediate reward. We p aXs’|:[S]x a'#a Ps'.a,a (3)
demonstrate how to circumvent this problem while still ben-

efitting from the abstraction in Section 3.2. INo discounting, learning rate 0.25, Boltzmann exploratidtn

starting temperature 50, cooling rate 0.95, for 50 episodes



Figure 3 shows thesevalues for our toy domain. To ob- value ofp = 0 for cases in whicl) actually is relevant; we
tain the data necessary to run the test, we ran 25 independeptitain a value near 1 when only one action is optimal; we
trials of Q-learning. We used the Wilcoxon signed-ranksg tes obtain a uniformly random number {0, 1) when more than
which unlike thei-test does not assume th@(s, a) is Gaus-  one action is optimal. Although it achieves similar results
sian. In Figure 3a we see “random” looking values, so weusing less data, this method incurs a higher computational
accept tha” is policy irrelevant for both values ak. In  cost due to the need to solve multiple MDPs.

Figure 3b we see values very close to 0, so we must reject our

hypothesis thafX is policy irrelevant for either_ val_ue of. 3 Abstraction discovery

In our work, we use 0.05 as a threshold for rejecting hypoth-

esis (1). Ifp exceeds 0.05 for every, then) is irrelevant 3.1 Discovering irrelevance

across the entire domain. In practice this number seeme quitrpe techniques described in Section 2.2 both involve two

conservative, since in those cases when the hypothesises fa g4 ges of computation. In the first stage, they acquire sam-

we consistently segvalues orders of magnitude smaller. e of state-action values, either by solving the taskaepe

edly or by solving sampled MDPs repeatedly. In the second

Y=1| o0.001 stage, they use this data to test the relevance of arbitessy s
of state variables at arbitrary states. Any one of thess test

0.367| 0.731 : / .
v=0  0.000 the second stage is very cheap relative to the cost of the first
stage, but the number of possible tests is astronomical. We
X=0 X=1 must limit both the sets of state variables that we test aaed th
(@) (b) states at which we test them.

First consider the sets of state variables. It is straightfo
Figure 3: The value ofp for each of the two abstract states when ward to prove that ify is policy irrelevant ats, then every
testing the policy irrelevance of (&) and (b).X. subset ofY is also policy irrelevant a¢.> A corollary is that
we only need to test the policy irrelevance{dfi, ..., Y:}
at s if both {Y7,...,Yx_1} and{Y;} are policy irrelevant

Monte Carlo simulation X ) . :
at s. This observation suggests an inductive procedure that

The hypothesis testing approach is computationally efficie & e : L
but it requires a large amount of data. We explored an aIterf-'rSt tests each individual state variable for policy irkelace

native approach designed to conserve experience data Wh@Hd then tests mcreqsmgly_larger sets only as necess’_ragl._ T
interaction with the domain is expensive. We draw uponnductive process will continue only so long as we find in-
work in Bayesian MDP modeliDeardenet al, 1999 to  créasingly powerful abstractions. . .

reason more directly about the distribution of ea@ts, a). _We can afford to test each state variable at a given state,
This technique regards the successor state for a given stalﬁ'}nce the number of variables is relatively small. In costira

action pair as a random variable with an unknown multino-tN€ total number of states is quite large: exponential in the
mial distribution. For each multinomial distribution, werp ~ Number of variables. We hence adopt an heuristic approach,

form Bayesian estimation, which maintains a probabiligrdi  Which tests for policy irrelevance only at those statedetsi
tribution over multinomial parameters. After conditiogion ~ ©" Some small number of trajectories through the task. For
state transition data from a run of an arbitrary RL algorithm these states, we then determlne what sets of state variables
the joint distribution over the parameters of these muttino &€ Policy irrelevant, as described above. For each seatd st
als gives us a distribution over transition functions. The~ ~ Variables we can then construct a binary classification-prob

ance of this distribution goes to 0 and its mean converges offM With a training set comprising the visited states. An ap-
the true transition function as the amount of data increases Propriate classification algorithm then allows us to gelieza

Once we have a Bayesian model of the domain, we can aﬁhe region over which each set of state variables is policy ir
ply Monte Carlo simulation to make probabilistic statensent élevant. Note thatin Section 3.2 we take steps to ensute tha
about the Q values. We sample MDPs from the model andhe classifiers’ generalization errors do not lead to theiapp
solve ther? to obtain a sample for each Q value. Then weCation of unsafe abstractions.
can estimate the probability th@* (s, a) > Q*(s,a’) holds L
as the fraction of the sample for which it holds. We use this 2 Exploiting irrelevance
probability estimate in the same way that we used the signifSection 3.1 describes how to represent as a learned classi-
icance levels in the hypothesis testing approach to obtain fer the region of the state space where a given set of state
confidence measure for the policy irrelevanc@ait somes: variables is policy irrelevant. A straightforward apprbdo

p=max min min Pr(Q*(s’,a) > Q*(s,d’)). (4) State abstraction would simply aggregate together allethos
a S,‘:[S]X a’;éa ’ — 9
This method seems to yield qualitatively similar results to ~ “We ameliorate this cost somewhat by initializing each MDP's

the hypothesis testing method. We almost always obtain ¥&!ué function with the value function for the maximum likelod
- MDP, as in[Strens, 200D

2It is also possible to build a Bayesian model of the rewardfun 5The converse is not necessarily true. Suppose we duplicate a
tion, but all the domains that we have studied use detertiinis-  otherwise always relevant state variable. Then each cofhedtate
wards. variable is always policy irrelevant given the remaindethaf state

3We use standard value iteration. representation, but the pair of them is not.



states in this region that differ only on the irrelevant vari state abstractions join the set of optimal actions at eaeh ap
ables. However, this approach may prevent an RL algorithnpropriate state. The smaller state representation shdald a
from learning the correct value function and therefore e 0 the option policies to converge quickly, so RL algorithm# wi
timal policy. In Section 2.1 we gave a simple example of sucHearn to exploit these optimal policy fragments insteadrof u
an abstraction failure, even with perfect knowledge ofg@oli covering the whole optimal policy the hard way. We illustrat
irrelevance. Generalizing the learned classifier fromteiki  this process in the next section.
states in one domain to unvisited states in a similar domain
introduces another source of error. A solution to all of thes 4 Results
problems is to encapsulate each learned state abstraation i
side a temporal abstraction. In particular, we apply eaatest  \We use Dietterich’s Taxi do-
space aggregation only inside an optj@uttonet al,, 1999, main [Dietterich, 2000, illus-
which is an abstract action that may persist for multiplestim trated in Figure 4, as the setting
steps in the original MDP. for our work. This domain has
Formally, for a set of state variabl@sthat is policy irrele-  four state variables. The first
vant over somé&’ C S, we construct an option= (r,Z, 3), two correspond to the taxi's cur-
comprising an option policy : [S']x — A, an initiation set  rent position in the grid world.
Z C S, and a termination conditiod : S — [0,1]. Once The third indicates the passen- s L
an agent executes an optiofirom a state irZ, it always ex-  ger’s current location, at one of 01 2 3 4
ecutes primitive actiom(s) at each state, until terminating  the four labeled positions (Red
with probability 5(s). We setZ = S” and3(s) = 0.01 for ~ Green, Blue, and Yellow) or in-
s € T andj(s) = 1 otherwise® Since) is policy irrelevant  side the taxi. The fourth indicates the labeled positionnehe
overS’, we may choose an option poliayequal to the pro- the passenger would like to go. The domain therefore has
jection onto[S’]x of an optimal policy for the original MDP. 5 x 5 x 5 x 4 = 500 possible states. At each time step, the
An agent augmented with such options can behave optimallaxi may move north, move south, move east, move west, at-
in the original MDP by executing one of these options whentempt to pick up the passenger, or attempt to put down the
ever possible. passenger. Actions that would move the taxi through a wall
Although we believe that the discovery of this structure isor off the grid have no effect. Every action has a reward of -1,
interesting in its own right, its utility becomes most appar except illegal attempts to pick up or put down the passenger,
ent when we consider transferring the discovered options tavhich have reward -10. The agent receives a reward of +20
novel domains, for which we do not yet have access to afor achieving a goal state, in which the passenger is at the de
optimal policy. To transfer an option to a new domain, wetination (and not inside the taxi). In this paper, we conside
simply copy the initiation set and termination conditiomi§  the stochastic version of the domain. Whenever the taxi at-
straightforward approach suffices for domains that share pr tempts to move, the resulting motion occurs in a random per-
cisely the same state space as the original domain. Even wh@endicular direction with probability 0.2. Furthermorece
the state space changes, our representatiaghaid s as a  the taxi picks up the passenger and begins to move, the desti-
learned classifier gives us hope for reasonable geneiatizat nation changes with probability 0.3.

=
~
[}
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—

"Figure 4: The Taxi domain.

We can also copy the option poliey if we expect the opti- ~ This domain’s representation requires all four of its state
mal behavior from the original domain to remain optimal in variables in general, but it still affords opportunity foo-a
the new domain. straction. In particular, note that the passenger’s datstin

In this paper we assume only that the policy irrelevancds only relevant once the agent has picked up the passenger.
remains the same. We thus relearn the option policy conwWe applied the methodology described in Sections 2 and 3
currently with the learning of the high-level policy, which to the task of discovering this abstraction, as follows stir
chooses among the original primitive actions and the discovwe ran 25 independent trials of Q-learning to obtain samples
ered options. For each option, we establish an RL subproblewf Q*. For each trial, we set the learning rate= 0.25 and
with state spacf]» and the same action spadeWhenever usede-greedy exploration witl = 0.1. Learning to conver-
an option terminates in a statewe augment the reward from gence required about 75000 time steps for each trial. This
the environment with a pseudoreward equal to the current estata allows us to compute the policy irrelevance of any state
timate of the optimal high-level value function evaluateéd a variable at any state. For example, consider again the pas-
s. We therefore think of the option not as learning to achievesenger’s destination. To demonstrate the typical behafior
a subgoal but learning to behave while ignoring certairestatthe testing procedure, we show in Figure 5a the output for ev-
variables. In other words, the option adopts the goals of thery location in the domain, when the passenger is waiting at
high-level agent, but learns in a reduced state space. the upper left corner (the Red landmark), using the Wilcoxon

Since each option is just another action for the high-levebigned-ranks test. The nonzepovalues at every state im-
agent to select, RL algorithms will learn to disregard opgio  ply that the passenger’s destination is policy irrelevarthis
as suboptimal in those states where the corresponding abase. Note that the values are extremely close to 1 when-
stractions are unsafe. The options that correspond to safver the agent has only one optimal action to get to the upper

left corner, which the procedure can then identify confijent
5The nonzero termination probability ferc Z serves as a prob- The squares with intermediate values are precisely thesstat
abilistic timeout to escape from bad abstractions. in which more than one optimal action exists. Now consider



Figure 5b, which shows the output of the same test when theelevant only when the passenger is in the taxi. The other
passenger is inside the taxi. Th@alues are extremely close three rules classify state variables as usually relevaoep
to 0 in every state except for the four at the bottom middlejn narrow cases. For example, rule 1a holds because the Red
where due to the layout of the domain the agent can alwaydestination is in the upper half of the map,= 1 specifies
behave optimally by moving north. that the taxi is in the lower half, and all the obstacles i thi
particular map are vertical. Rule 2a is an example of an over-
generalization. When holding the passenger on the rightmos
column, it is usually optimal just to go left, unless the mass
0.9999 0.31840.9999 0.4731 0.5799 0.0000 0.000(J0.0004 0.0003(0.000( ger wants to gO the Green Iandmark In the upper-rlght corner.
We tested the generalization performance of these learned
0.9999 0.1766 0.9999 0.9999 0.999 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.000®.000 abstractions o0 x 10 instances of the Taxi domain with
randomly generated obstacles, running both horizontally a
0.99990.9999 0.57990.9999 0.4094 0.0000J0.4412 0.49450.0000/0.000 Vertica”y. We placed one |andmark near eaCh corner and Oth'
erwise gave these domains the same dynamics as the origi-
nal. Each abstraction was implemented as an option, as dis-
(a) (b) cussed in Section 3.2. Since the locations of the landmarks
moved, we could not have simply transferred option policies
Figure 5. The results of the Wilcoxon signed-ranks test for deter-from the original Taxi domain. In all our experiments, we
mining the policy irrelevance of the passenger’s destimain the  used Q-learning with-greedy exploratiohto learn both the
Taxi domain. We show the result of the test for each possiie t option policies and the high-level policy that chose when to
location for (a) a case when the passenger is not yet in themak  apply each option and thus each state abstratido. im-
(b) the case when the passenger is inside the taxi. prove learning efficiency, we added off-policy trainifgut-
ton et al, 1999 as follows. Whenever a primitive actian
Rather than compute the outcome of the test for every suliyas executed from a statewe updated) (s, a) for the high-
set of state variables at every state, we followed the ajghroa |eve| agent as well as for every option that includes its
described in Section 3.1 and sampled 20 trajectories frem thjpitiation set. Whenever an optianterminated, we updated
domain using one of the learned policies. We tested each indQ(S’ o) for every states visited during the execution of.
vidual state variable at each state visited, again usingyhe Each state-action estimate in the system therefore reteive
pothesis testing approach. We created a binary classifitati exactly one update for each timestep the action executed in
problem for each variable, using the visited states as#i@-tr the state. Figure 6 compares the learning performancef thi
ing set. For the positive examples, we took each state atwhicsystem to a Q-learner without abstraction. The abstragtion
the hypothesis test returnspavalue above the conservative gjiowed the experimental Q-learner to converge much faster

threshold of 0.05. Finally, we applied a simple rule-leatni o an optimal policy, despite estimating a strict supergtt®
classifier to each problem: the Incremental Reduced Erroparameters of the baseline Q-learner.

Pruning (IREP) algorithm, as described[{dohen, 199% A
typical set of induced rules follows: 5 Related work

0.9999 0.999 0.994@.9919 0.3784 0.0000 0.000(J0.0001] 0.0002(0.000(

0.99990.9994 0.794( 0.9999 0.7709 0.00040.9171f 0.651§0.0000 0.000

1. Taxi'sz-coordinate: Our approach to state abstraction discovery bears a stesng r

(a) y = 1 A passenger in taxi destination Red semblance to aspects of McCallum’s U-tree algorifivic-
= policy irrelevant Callum, 199%, which uses statistical hypothesis testing to
(b) otherwisepolicy relevant determine what features to include in its state representat

U-tree is an online instance-based algorithm that addge sta
variable to its representation if different values of theiafale
() = = 4 A passenger in taxi policy irrelevant predict different distributions of expected future rewarftie
(b) otherwisepolicy relevant algorithm computes these distributions of values in parnfr
the current representation, resulting in a circularityt {bree-
vents it from guaranteeing convergence on an optimal state
(a) passenger in taxi- policy relevant abstraction. In contrast, we seek explicitly to preservi-op
(b) otherwisepolicy irrelevant mality.
, ; P Our encapsulation of partial state abstractions into ogtio
4. Passenger's locatiamnd destination is inspired by Ravindran and Barto’s work on MDP homo-

2. Taxi'sy-coordinate:

3. Passenger’s destination:

@ (@=1Ay=2)v(@=1Ay=1) morphisms[Ravindran and Barto, 2003nd in particular
= policy irrelevant their discussion of partial homomorphisms and relativized
(b) otherwisepolicy relevant options. However, their work focuses on developing a more

The sets of state variables not mentioned either had no pos- 7, _ 1 anda = 0.25
itive training examples or induced an empty rule set, which 8y general, SMDP Q-learning is necessary to learn the high-
C|aSSIerS the state VarlableS as I’elevant at eVery State.SRU level po"cy, since the actions may last for more than onemp_
3 captures the abstraction that motivated our analysisi®f th However, this algorithm reduces to standard Q-learnindvéenab-
domain, specifying that the passenger’s destination i&yol sence of discounting, which the Taxi domain does not require



° ' ' ' ' ' ' ———— the state space. Finally, we showed that encapsulating thes
Piscovered abstractons learned state abstractions inside temporal abstractimvesa

an RL algorithm to benefit from the abstractions while pre-
y - Vo atsmactons 1 serving convergence to an optimal policy.
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