arXiv:2205.09106v1 [cs.IT] 8 May 2022

Reinforcement Learning Based Robust Policy Design for Relay and Power Optimization in DF Relaying Networks

Yuanzhe Geng, Erwu Liu, Senior Member, IEEE, Rui Wang, Senior Member, IEEE, Pengcheng Sun, and Binyu Lu, Graduate Student Member, IEEE

Abstract

In this paper, we study the outage minimization problem in a decode-and-forward cooperative network with relay uncertainty. To reduce the outage probability and improve the quality of service, existing researches usually rely on the assumption of both exact instantaneous channel state information (CSI) and environmental uncertainty. However, it is difficult to obtain perfect instantaneous CSI immediately under practical situations where channel states change rapidly, and the uncertainty in communication environments may not be observed, which makes traditional methods not applicable. Therefore, we turn to reinforcement learning (RL) methods for solutions, which do not need any prior knowledge of underlying channel or assumptions of environmental uncertainty. RL method is to learn from the interaction with communication environment, optimize its action policy, and then propose relay selection and power allocation schemes. We first analyse the robustness of RL action policy by giving the lower bound of the worst-case performance, when RL methods are applied to communication scenarios with environment uncertainty. Then, we propose a robust algorithm for outage probability minimization based

This work is supported in part by the grants from the National Science Foundation of China (No. 42171404, No. 61771345), Science and Technology Commission of Shanghai Municipality (No. 19511102002), and Shanghai Science and Technology Innovation Action Plan Project (No. 21220713100). Corresponding author: Erwu Liu.

Yuanzhe Geng, Erwu Liu, Pengcheng Sun and Binyu Lu are with the College of Electronic and Information Engineering, Tongji University, Shanghai 201804, China (e-mail: yuanzhegeng@tongji.edu.cn, erwu.liu@ieee.org, pc sun2020@tongji.edu.cn, tjabinl@163.com).

Rui Wang is with the College of Electronic and Information Engineering, Tongji University, Shanghai 201804, China, and also with the Shanghai Institute of Intelligent Science and Technology, Tongji University, Shanghai 201804, China (e-mail: ruiwang@tongji.edu.cn).

on RL. Simulation results reveal that compared with traditional RL methods, our approach has better generalization ability and can improve the worst-case performance by about 6% when evaluated in unseen environments.

Index Terms

cooperative communication, outage probability, relay selection, power allocation, reinforcement learning, robust policy

I. INTRODUCTION Cooperative communication has been a hot top in recent years, for its help in realizing resource collaboration between different nodes and obtaining diversified benefits in multi-user scenario. In cooperative communication system, outage probability is usually employed as a metric to measure the quality-of-service (QoS) of system, which represents the probability that the received signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) falls below a certain threshold [1], [2].

In order to improve the QoS of communication system and minimize the outage probability, it is intuitive to optimize the scheme of relay selection and power allocation. Traditional optimization methods usually rely on the assumption of exact instantaneous channel state information (CSI). By establishing the probabilistic model where distributions of channel uncertainty are assumed artificially, relay selection and power optimization schemes are then designed following probabilistic analysis [3]–[6]. However, it is very possible that perfect instantaneous CSI is difficult to be obtained in situations where channel changes rapidly, and the uncertainties in communication environments may not be observed. Therefore, traditional methods based on perfect CSI and artificial assumptions may bring estimation bias and mislead the final decisions.

Reinforcement learning (RL) is an emerging technique, and is considered as the third paradigms in machine learning [7]. The optimization for RL action policy does not need prior knowledge of the environment. Instead, RL methods employs an agent to interact with the environment, and then learn from the experiences gained during interaction. Recently, many studies have successfully applied RL technology to help solving resource optimization problems in communications [8]–[10]. In RL-based approaches, the source node usually acts as the agent, which is assumed to be empowered with learning ability. Therefore, different from traditional methods, we do not need prior knowledge or assumptions about communication environments any more.

In cooperative network, the RL agent will make optimal relay and transmission power decisions directly for the whole system in each time slot, based on its observation of state in previous time slot and the action-reward fed back from the communication system. In [11], [12], Su et. al proposed a deep Q network (DQN) based relay scheme, which combines deep neural network (DNN) with the typical Q-learning algorithm, to minimize the outage probability. Huang et. al [13] designed a novel decision-assisted deep reinforcement learning (DRL) approach to help relay selection and improve outage performance. Wang et. al [14] employed Q-learning method for relay selection to improve energy efficiency. Similarly, optimization problems of adaptive power control are investigated in [15]–[17] and then solved by RL-based methods. In addition, the joint optimization for relay and power is widely studied with the help of RL technology. In [18], [19], the authors divided relay selection and power optimization into two sub-problems and then solved them through hierarchical RL architecture, in order to maximize total SNR and minimize outage probability. Huang et. al [20] proposed asynchronous DRL approaches to maximize system throughput, and Zhang et. al [21] designed a double DQN architecture to minimize transmission delay.

Despite the successful application and adaptation of RL methods in communication scenarios, there are few literature studies on the robustness of RL based methods. The studies above are carried out under the condition that elements in the environment do not change, and thus there is a fixed transition dynamic between system states. In practical situations, however, the location of each relay may be fluid in a cooperative network. Under such circumstances, the temporal correlation of channel states between each pair of nodes will change, which results in the failure of action policies trained in some environments to generalize to others. To alleviate the model discrepancy and improve the worst-case performance in changeable environments, some researchers have studied the robustness of action policy in the field of robot control and Atari games [22]–[25], which can provide some insights into robust policy analysis in communication scenarios.

In this paper, we analyse the robustness of RL action policy in a changeable decode-and-forward (DF) relaying communication system, where the locations and outage thresholds of each relay are unfixed. Then, we proposed a practicable robust RL algorithm based on proximal policy optimization for relay selection and power allocation, to minimize the outage probability under total power constraints. Specifically, the contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows.

• We setup a DF relaying network where uncertainties of both relay location and outage threshold are considered. Then, we transform the outage probability minimization problem in uncertain environments into a statistical problem, which can be easily solved by RL methods without any assumptions or prior knowledge of the communication system.

• We analyse the robustness of RL methods when applied to communication optimization problems, and derive the theorem which gives a lower bound of worst-case performance of action policy in changeable communication environments.

• Through alternate optimization for both sampling distributions and action policies, we propose an easy-to-implement robust RL algorithm for relay selection and power allocation. Simulation results show that the proposed method has good generalization ability, and can improve the worst-case performance when evaluated in unseen environments.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II presents the model of our DF relaying system. Section III introduces the variables in RL settings and formulates the outage minimization problem. Section IV gives the analysis of RL policy robustness in communication scenarios, and then describes our proposed algorithm. Section V presents simulation results. Finally, Section VI concludes this paper.

II. SYSTEM MODEL Considering a typical two-hop cooperative communication network, where a source node S with n_s antennas communicates with a destination node D with n_d antennas via a relay R_k. The relay R_k is selected from a group of feasible relays R = {R_1, R_2, . . . , R_K }, each of which has a single antenna and uses decode-and-forward (DF) protocol.

In this network, we assume that the source does not have a direct link to the destination, and the communication from S to D via the selected relay R_k will take two time slots. In the first time slot, received signal at the selected relay R_k can be represented as y_{sk}(t) = √ P_sh^†_{sk}(t)x(t) + n_k(t), (1)

where P_s ∈ [0, P_{max}] denotes transmission power at source, x(t) denotes data symbol such that ‖x(t)‖ = 1, h_{sk}(t) is a channel vector where each element is a complex Gaussian random variable with zero mean and variance σ^2_{sk} = h_0d^{−α}_{sk} , h_0 denotes path-loss constant and α denotes path-loss exponent, d_{sk} represents the distance between node S and R_k, n_k(t) denotes the complex Gaussian noise at relay.

In the second time slot, the selected relay forwards the signal to destination, whose received signal can be represented as y_{kd}(t) = √ P_rh^†_{kd}(t)y_{sk}(t) + n_d(t), (2)

where P_r ∈ [0, P_{max}] denotes transmission power at relay, h_{kd}(t) denotes channel vector between R_k and D, and similarly, each of its elements is a complex Gaussian random variable with zero mean and variance σ^2_{kd} = h_0d^{−α}_{kd} , n_d(t) denotes complex Gaussian noise at destination.

Then, we have the expressions for mutual information as follows [26], [27].

I_k = log_2(1 + P_s‖h_{sk}‖^2/P_0), I_d = log_2(1 + P_r‖h_{kd}‖^2/P_0), (3) where we assume P_0 to be the noise power at both relay and destination for simplicity.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION In situations where channel states change quickly, it is usually difficult to obtain instantaneous CSI immediately, and delay often occurs. For such scenario, traditional resource allocation methods are not applicable, and thus we turn to RL methods for solutions. Suppose that the source node is empowered with learning ability, and acts as the RL agent in our communication environment. The agent determines the optimal relay and power for current moment, based on its observation of the channel state in previous time slot. After performing relay selection and power allocation, it receives a binary reward from environment, which indicates whether the action leads to a successful communication under channel state in current time slot. In this section, we model this process as an Markov decision process (MDP), and give the definition of MDP variables according to our cooperative communication scenario. Then, we formulate the outage minimization problem based on these settings.

A. Environment Parameter Space

Different from the settings in traditional RL-based studies, we further consider the influence of environmental uncertainty on the interaction between RL agent and communication system, and introduce the concept of environment parameter. Environment parameters, which can also be called as ’context’ [28], are a class of variables in environment that can affect the state transition dynamics of the system and the feedback reward.

In our problem, we assume that the locations of relays change at regular intervals, and each of relays may appear at a set of L possible locations. Therefore, distances from the kth relay to source and destination are also not fixed, which can be represented as d_{sk} ∈ d_{sk} = {d^1_{sk}, d^2_{sk}, . . . , d^L_{sk}} and d_{kd} ∈ d_{kd} = {d^1_{kd}, d^2_{kd}, . . . , d^L_{kd}}, respectively. Besides, the rate threshold λ_k that the k-th relay needs to satisfy when decoding the received signal can also be assumed to be unfixed, which can be represented as λ_k ∈ λ_k = {λ^1_k, λ^2_k, . . . , λ^J_k }. Then, full environment parameter space can be denoted as P_t ≜ [d_{sk}(t), d_{kd}(t), λ_k(t)], (4) where integer k ∈ [1, K]. The first and the second parameter denote the distance from each relay to source and destination in time slot t, respectively. The third parameter denotes rate threshold requirements of each relay.

Therefore, the realization of these three parameters form a group, and then construct a unique communication environment. When at least one parameter of them changes, the environment with which the RL agent interacts changes accordingly.

B. State Space

In scenarios where wireless channels change rapidly, it is difficult to obtain instantaneous CSI. Therefore, in our system, the state space for RL agent is the observation of channel states between any two nodes in the previous time slot, which can be represented as

S_t ≜ [h_{sk}(t − 1), h_{kd}(t − 1)], (5)

where integer k ∈ [1, K].

In order to characterize the temporal correlation between time slots for each channel, we assume that wireless channels of any link in our system all follow the Markov model. In terms of each possible location of relay R_k, we sample M channel states for its s−r link which can be simply written as {state^{sk}_1 , state^{sk}_2 , . . . , state^{sk}_M }. Then, under the same environment parameter p_t = p_{t−1} = d_{sk}, the transition probability p(·) from the i-th state to the j-th state can be represented as p_{ij}(s_t|s_{t−1}, d_{sk}) = Prob(s_t = state^{sk}_j |s_{t−1} = state^{sk}_i , d_{sk}). (6) Note that, the transition probabilities will change according to current environment parameters. Operations and definitions for r − d link are similar.

C. Action Space

The source node is considered as the agent in our RL settings. It needs to select one relay, and make power allocation for both source and the relay. Considering that the total power for source and relay is limited to P_{max}, we can assume the sum transmission power for these two nodes is just P_{max} and then equivalently replace P_r by P_{max} − P_s. Then, full action space can be represented as A_t ≜ [a^R(t), a^{Ps} (t)], (7) where a^R(t) ∈ {1, 2, . . . , K} (8) and a^{Ps} (t) ∈ [0, P_{max}]. (9) D. Reward Function and Optimization Problem

In DF relaying system, the outage probability minimizing problem that jointly optimizes relay selection and power allocation can be intuitively formulated as follows. min_{At} Prob(I_k < λ_k, I_d < λ_d), (10) where the positive scalars λ_k and λ_d are denoted to be the outage threshold for the k-th relay and destination.

Based on (10), we consider a binary reward case that RL agent can only know whether current communication is successful or not after it performs actions. Then, by using the indicator function, our reward function can be designed as f(a^R, a^{Ps} ; h, p) ≜ 1_{I<λ} = 1, if I_k < λ_k, I_d < λ_d 0, otherwise

(11)

Since the expectation of an indicator function can be used to calculate the probability of the an event, when the indicator function is employed to represent each occurrence of the origin event. Therefore, we can reformulate the optimization problem for minimizing outage probability of our communication system as follows.

min_{At} E [ 1 T T∑ t=1 f ( a^R(t), a^{Ps} (t); h(t), p(t) ) ] s.t. (8), (9), (12)

which then can be solved by using RL methods.

IV. ROBUST PROXIMAL POLICY BASED SOLUTION To improve the outage probability in changeable environments with uncertainty, we derive the theorem that gives the lower bound of RL action policy’s worst-case performance in communication scenarios. On this basis, we further propose a RL policy optimization algorithm for relay selection and power allocation, which is easy to implement in practical use.

A. Robust RL Policy Analysis for Communication Scenarios

Lemma 1. Suppose two joint distributions p_1(x, y) = p_1(x)p_1(y|x) and p_2(x, y) = p_2(x)p_2(y|x), the total variation distance of the joint can be bounded by: D_{T V} ( p_1(x, y)||p_2(x, y) ) ≤ E_{x∼p1} [ D_{T V} ( p_1(y|x)||p_2(y|x) )] + D_{T V} ( p_1(x)||p_2(x) ) . (13) Lemma 2. Suppose the state distributions p_1(s_1) and p_2(s_1) in initial time slot are the same, the total variation distance in the state marginal can be bounded by: D_{T V} ( p_1(s_t)||p_2(s_t) ) ≤ (t − 1) max_t E_{st−1 ∼p1} D_{T V} ( p_1(s_t|s_{t−1})||p_2(s_t|s_{t−1}) ) . (14)

Based on Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, we have the following lower bound expression of worst-case performance under the guide of RL action policy in communication scenarios.

Theorem 1. Suppose that the expected total variance distance between two policies is bounded by ϵ(π̃||π), and that between two transition dynamics is bounded by ϵ(p_w||p). Then in MDPs that reward is bounded by r_{max}, by updating RL agent’s policy π to a new one π̃, we have the following bound: η(π̃|p_w) ≥ E_{p∼P} [η(π̃|p)] − 4r_{max}γ 1 − γ ϵ(π̃||π) − 2r_{max}γ^2 (1 − γ)^2 E_{p∼P} [ϵ(p_w||p)], (15) where p denotes environment parameter that samples according to a distribution P over the whole environment parameter space P, and p_w denotes the worst environment parameter that generates the worst-case performance under current policy. ϵ(π̃||π) = max_t E_{st ∼p(·|pw)}D_{T V} ( π̃(a_t|s_t)||π(a_t|s_t) ) , and ϵ(p_w||p) = max_t E_{st−1 ∼p(·|pw)}D_{T V} ( p(s_t|s_{t−1}, p_w)||p(s_t|s_{t−1}, p) ) . Proof. To obtain the lower bound of worst-case performance in Theorem 1, we first construct the following two parts. η(π̃|p_w) − E_{p∼P} [η(π̃|p)] = ( η(π̃|p_w) − η(π|p_w) ) + ( η(π|p_w) − E_{p∼P} [η(π̃|p)] ) (16)

In terms of the first part, by using Lemma 1, we have | η(π̃|p_w) − η(π|p_w) | = ∑ t γ^t | | ∑ s_t,a_t ( p(s_t, a_t|p_w, π̃) − p(s_t, a_t|p_w, π) ) r(s_t, a_t) | |

≤ r_{max} ∑ t γ^t ∑ s_t,a_t | |p(s_t, a_t|p_w, π̃) − p(s_t, a_t|p_w, π) | |

= 2r_{max} ∑ t γ^tD_{T V} ( p(s_t, a_t|p_w, π̃)||p(s_t, a_t|p_w, π) )

≤ 2r_{max} ∑ t γ^t ( E_{st ∼p(·|pw,π̃)}D_{T V} ( π̃(a_t|s_t)||π(a_t|s_t) ) + D_{T V} ( p(s_t|p_w, π̃)||p(s_t|p_w, π) )) .

(17)

Considering that in communication scenarios, the probability of the occurrence of channel state

is unrelated to RL agent’s action policy. As a result, the latter total variation (TV) distance term

is equal to 0, and thus | η(π̃|p_w) − η(π|p_w) | ≤ 2r_{max} ∑ t γ^t ( E_{st ∼p(·|pw)}D_{T V} ( π̃(a_t|s_t)||π(a_t|s_t) )) . (18)

With the assumption that ϵ(π̃||π) = max_t E_{st ∼p(·|pw)}D_{T V} ( π̃(a_t|s_t)||π(a_t|s_t) ) , we have η(π̃|p_w) − η(π|p_w) ≥ −2r_{max} ∑ t γ^tϵ(π̃||π) (19) In terms of the second part, by using Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, we have | |η(π|p_w) − E_{p∼P} [η(π̃|p)] | | ≤ E_{p∼P} | |η(π|p_w) − η(π̃|p) | | = E_{p∼P} | | ∑ t γ^t ∑ s_t,a_t ( p(s_t, a_t|p_w, π) − p(s_t, a_t|p, π̃) ) r(s_t, a_t) | |

≤ r_{max}E_{p∼P} ∑ t γ^t ∑ s_t,a_t | |p(s_t, a_t|p_w, π) − p(s_t, a_t|p, π̃) | |

= 2r_{max} ∑ t γ^tE_{p∼P} [D_{T V} (p(s_t, a_t|p_w, π)||p(s_t, a_t|p, π̃))] ≤ 2r_{max} ∑ t γ^tE_{p∼P} [ E_{st ∼p(·|pw,π)}D_{T V} ( π(a_t|s_t)||π̃(a_t|s_t) ) + D_{T V} ( p(s_t|p_w, π)||p(s_t|p, π̃) )]

= 2r_{max} ∑ t γ^t [ E_{st ∼p(·|pw)}D_{T V} ( π(a_t|s_t)||π̃(a_t|s_t) ) + E_{p∼P} D_{T V} ( p(s_t|p_w)||p(s_t|p) )]

≤ 2r_{max} ∑ t γ^t [ ϵ(π̃||π) + E_{p∼P} D_{T V} ( p(s_t|p_w)||p(s_t|p)) ]

≤ 2r_{max} ∑ t γ^t [ ϵ(π̃||π) + (t − 1)E_{p∼P} max_t E_{st−1 ∼p(·|pw)}D_{T V} ( p(s_t|s_{t−1}, p_w)||p(s_t|s_{t−1}, p) )] . (20)

With the assumption that ϵ(p_w||p) = max_t E_{st−1 ∼p(·|pw)}D_{T V} ( p(s_t|s_{t−1}, p_w)||p(s_t|s_{t−1}, p) ) , we have η(π|p_w) − E_{p∼P} [η(π̃|p)] ≥ −2r_{max} ∑ t γ^t ( ϵ(π̃||π) + (t − 1)E_{p∼P} [ϵ(p_w||p)] ) . (21)

Then, by combining the two parts in (19) and (21), we can obtain the following result. η(π̃|p_w) − E_{p∼P} [η(π̃|p)] ≥ −4r_{max} ∑ t γ^tϵ(π̃||π) − 2r_{max} ∑ t γ^t(t − 1)E_{p∼P} [ϵ(p_w||p)]

= − 4r_{max}γ(1 − γ^t) 1 − γ ϵ(π̃||π) − 2r_{max} [ γ^2 − (t − 1)(1 − γ)γ^{t+1} − γ^{t+2}] (1 − γ)^2 E_{p∼P} [ϵ(p_w||p)] > − 4r_{max}γ 1 − γ ϵ(π̃||π) − 2r_{max}γ^2 (1 − γ)^2 E_{p∼P} [ϵ(p_w||p)].

(22)

By moving the expectation term on the left side of the inequality to the right, we can get the result in (15). ■

B. Practicable RL Algorithm Design

Theorem 1 provides a lower bound for the performance of action policy under the worst environment parameter case. In order to improve the worst-case performance, we can equivalently maximize the right side in (15), that is, max_{π̃,P} [ E_{p∼P} [η(π̃|p)] − 4r_{max}γ 1 − γ ϵ(π̃||π) − 2r_{max}γ^2 (1 − γ)^2 E_{p∼P} [ϵ(p_w||p)] ] , (23)

where the first term denotes the average performance over all environment parameters, and the second and the third term can be regarded as TV distance penalization.

In terms of optimization problem in (23), we take the two-step alternate optimization method to reduce the amount of computation. Firstly, with parameter π̃ fixed, the parameter P will be optimized such that

max_P [ E_{p∼P} [η(π̃|p)] − 2r_{max}γ^2 (1 − γ)^2 E_{p∼P} [ϵ(p_w||p)] ] , (24)

where the term including policy divergence ϵ(π̃||π) is omitted as it is unrelated to P . Considering that the objective function is linear to optimization parameter P , this task can be operated by assigning higher probabilities to better environment parameters. Then, the corresponding experience samples of these environment parameters, which can produce better performance in objective function (24) than the worst parameter does, will be selected for policy training.

However, in practical situations, it is unfortunate for model-free RL methods that the transition dynamic of channel states is unavailable, and thus the value of ϵ(p_w||p) cannot be estimated. Considering that transition dynamics will vary with environment parameters, we follow the empirical method proposed in [25] that the TV distance between environment parameters is used to replace the TV distance between transition dynamics, to solve this issue. As a result, the objective in (24) can be alternatively written as max_P E_{p∼P} [ η(π̃|p) − ζD_{T V} (p_w||p) ] , where ζ is used to denote the value of constant part.

Secondly, with parameter P fixed, the parameter π̃ will be optimized such that max_{π̃} [ E_{p∼P} [η(π̃|p)] − 4r_{max}γ 1 − γ ϵ(π̃||π) ] , (25) where the term including transition dynamic divergence ϵ(p_w||p) is omitted as it is unrelated to π̃. This task belongs to the typical trust region policy optimization problems in RL [29], [30], which can be solved by proximal policy optimization (PPO) algorithms.

Fig. 1: Actor-critic framework for relay and power optimization.

More specifically, we use the actor-critic structure to implement PPO, as shown in Fig. 1. The critic estimates action-value by employing a DNN with parameter θ_Q, and similar to other value-based RL methods, it tries to minimize the following loss function. L(θ_Q) = δ^2_t (s_t, a_t; θ_Q), (26) where δ_t(s_t, a_t; θ_Q) = r_t + γ max_{at+1} Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}; θ_Q) − Q(s_t, a_t; θ_Q) is called advantage (also known as temporal difference error). Then, the network parameter will be updated by using Adam optimizer.

The actor uses a DNN with parameter θ_μ to learn from experience samples, and perform actions for both relay selection and power allocation. Note that, the actor also keeps its old network parameter θ^−_μ before last parameter update. Then, the following clipped surrogate loss function will be calculated through both new and old actor network [30].

L(θ_μ) = min [ π̃(a_t|s_t; θ_μ) π(a_t|s_t; θ^−_μ ) δ_t(s_t, a_t; θ_Q), clip ( π̃(a_t|s_t; θ_μ) π(a_t|s_t; θ^−_μ ) , 1 − κ, 1 + κ ) δ_t(s_t, a_t; θ_Q) ] , (27)

where κ is a hyper-parameter for clipping the probability ratio. Similarly, to minimize the loss function above, Adam optimizer is used when updating actor network parameter.

Due to the characteristics of the actor network, both variables representing relay and power are considered to be continuous first. However, our outage probability minimization problem in (12) is a Mixed-Integer Non-Linear Programming problem, which is constrained by discrete region in relay selection and continuous region in power allocation. Therefore, in order to satisfy the constraints of optimization variables, RL agent will perform the Floor operation on the result of relay selection outputted by the actor network, while directly adopt the outputted power.

The two steps of optimization above will be performed alternatively in each training episode. Pseudocode of our proposed algorithm can be found in Algorithm 1. Algorithm 1 Robust Proximal Policy for Relay Selection and Power Allocation 1: Initialize network parameter θ_Q for critic.

2: Initialize network parameter θ_μ for actor, and θ^−_μ = θ_μ for old actor. 3: for episode u = 1, 2, . . . , u_{max} do 4: Sample a batch of environment parameters {p_1, p_2, . . . , p_{mmax} }. 5: for parameter index m = 1, 2, . . . , m_{max} do 6: Reset the environment by parameter p_m, and get the initial state. 7: for trial index under current environment l = 1, 2, . . . , l_{max} do 8: for time slot t = 1, 2, . . . , t_{max} do 9: Choose action a_t = π̃(s_t; θ_μ) to determine the relay and transmission power. 10: Execute action a_t, and observe reward r_t and next state s_{t+1}. 11: Collect and save current experience sample. 12: Update current state.

13: end for 14: end for 15: Calculate the average cumulative discounted reward according to η(π̃|p_m) =^1_{lmax} ∑ l ∑ t γ^tr_t. 16: end for 17: Find the worst environment parameter according to p_w = arg min_{pm} η(π̃|p_m). 18: for parameter index m = 1, 2, . . . , m_{max} do 19: if η(π̃|p_m) − ζD_{T V} (p_w||p_m) ≥ η(π̃|p_w) then 20: Save current actor network parameter by θ^−_μ = θ_μ.

21: Calculate loss functions in (26) and (27) through experience samples obtained under environment parameter p_m, and minimize the loss functions.

22: Update network parameters for critic and actor through Adam optimizer. 23: end if 24: end for 25: end for

V. EVALUATION In this section, we first introduce the settings of environment that the RL agent interacts with.

Then, we carry out several experiments to evaluate the performance of our proposed method.

A. Experiment Setup

In the two-hop cooperative relay network, we assume that the source and destination are fixed, each mobile relay has L = 5 possible locations. The outage rate threshold for destination is fixed to be λ_d = 1.0, and that for each mobile relay will be randomly selected from J = 5 possible thresholds. The maximum total power for transmission P_{max}, which is the sum of power for source and relay, is limited to 0.1W.

To implement our proposed algorithm, we use DNN architecture with six layers for both actor and critic network. The DNN for critic network consists of one input layer, one output layer, and four hidden layers. The number of neurons in input layer is equal to the numbers of states, and the number of neurons in output layer is equal to 1, which outputs the actionvalue estimation result. Each hidden layer has 20 neurons, and Tanh function is employed to act as the activation function. The structure of DNN for actor network is similar to that in critic network. The only difference is that, its output layer consists of two parts, which outputs mean and standard deviation of a normal distribution respectively. Then the distribution guides RL agent to perform actions with probabilities. Besides, the learning rates in Adam optimizer for actor and critic network are set to be 0.001 and 0.005, respectively.

For comparison, we use the following methods as baselines in our experiments. Original PPO (PPO): PPO is a famous on-policy methods, which has been taken as the benchmark by many works, due to its trust region design for stable policy update. Consider that our proposed algorithm is designed based on PPO, we can therefore use its original version as a baseline.

Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (DDPG): DDPG is an off-policy method that combines value estimation method and policy gradient method together. It is also applicable for optimization problems with continuous action space. We will take DDPG for comparison, and RL settings for it are the same with those for our proposed method.

Deep Q Network (DQN): DQN is a typical off-policy method which has been widely used in the field of communication for resource optimization problems. Note that, DQN can only solve problems with discrete action spaces. Therefore, when employing this method, we need to divide the transmission power into several levels for RL agent to choose from.

Random Selection (Random): For each time slot, the RL agent will randomly select a relay to perform cooperative communication with random transmission power.

B. Numerical Results

In the first experiment, we only choose the location of relays as the variable in environment, and evaluate the performance of different methods in situations that transition dynamics of system states keep varying. Although we set L = 5 possible locations for each relay, we only select three possible locations for each relay and use them for training. It means that the other two possible locations will be unseen situations to the RL agent. Then, all possible locations will be considered in testing process, in order to evaluate the generalization ability of different methods.

The training results of average performance and worst-case performance are depicted in Fig. 2. Note that, the average and worst-case success rate for each method are evaluated 20 times, and then mean curves and ranges are recorded.

In average performance of communication success rate, as shown in Fig. 2(a), we can find that our proposed method and PPO can converge to a stable value about 98%. The performance of PPO is similar to, or even a litter better than that of our proposed method. It is because

PPO use the full empirical samples for training, while our method screens these samples during robust design. Considering that our method is designed to guarantee the lower bound of system performance and improve generalization capability, small gaps in performance during training process are acceptable. In addition, DDPG and DQN have the faster training speed than our method and PPO. However, although the best performance can be 1.0, the fluctuation of DDPG performance curve is very large, which indicates that its training stability and convergence performance are not good. In terms of DQN method, due to its discrete power level control, the average communication success rate is about 3% lower than other three continuous action space methods.

(a) (b)

Fig. 2: Training performance under different methods when relay locations are unfixed.

In worst-case performance shown in Fig. 2(b), our method and PPO also have stable performance, with average value being about 93% when converging. Similar to that in average performance evaluation, the fluctuation of DDPG and DQN is obviously larger, which also shows that the trained model is unstable.

After training, we can obtain the well-trained models equipped with dynamic relay selection and power allocation policies, which represent the actual performance of the corresponding RL algorithm. Then, we fix the neural network parameters in these models (that is, without further training), and evaluate the robustness of each RL algorithm by taking all possible locations of each relay into consideration.

We test the average and worst-case communication success rate for algorithms used in training process in another 100 episodes. Then, the maximum (MAX), minimum (MIN), mean (MEAN), and standard deviation (STDEV) value are recorded. The ”MAX” and ”MIN” item represent the maximum and the minimum result when evaluating average/worst-case communication success rate respectively, which can also be regarded as the upper and lower bounds of the algorithm performance. The ”MEAN” item represents the average performance of RL methods in testing environments, and the ”STDEV” item is used to measure the stability of them.

TABLE I: Testing performance under different methods when relay locations are unfixed.

Algorithm

Average Success Rate of RL Models Worst-case Success Rate of RL Models

MAX MIN MEAN STDEV MAX MIN MEAN STDEV

Proposed 0.966 0.856 0.914 0.0316 0.915 0.764 0.839 0.0460

PPO 0.955 0.780 0.899 0.0401 0.906 0.703 0.827 0.0475

DDPG 0.958 0.005 0.743 0.3468 0.873 0 0.468 0.2983

DQN 0.986 0.314 0.872 0.1484 0.980 0.146 0.673 0.2434

Random 0.857 0.813 0.838 / 0.826 0.749 0.795 /

The testing results of our first experiment are depicted in table I. It can be found that, in the face of unseen environments, the lower bound performance of both average and worstcase situations of those RL algorithms without robust design is lower than that of random selection. On the contrary, our method can still have improvements in both average and worstcase situations. When compared with PPO, the proposed method can improve about 7.6% and 6.1% of the minimum value of average/worst-case success rate respectively, suggesting that our method is helpful to improve the lower bound of the system performance. For the ”MEAN” item, the average result of our method is about 1.5% higher than that of PPO when calculating the average communication success rate, and is about 1.2% higher than that of PPO when calculating the worst-case communication success rate, which indicates that our method can also achieve good average performance. When compared with DDPG and DQN, their standard deviations are much larger than our method, which reflects the instability of algorithm again. As shown in the table, although these two methods can work well in some environments, their performance can be very poor in others and it is unacceptable. Therefore, in such changeable communication environments with unfixed relays, the proposed robust RL design can successfully improve the lower bound of worst-case performance compared to other traditional RL methods.

In the first experiment, we choose the location as the environment parameter, which can influence the transition dynamics between system states. Further, we conduct a second experiment as supplement, where both location and threshold are used as environment parameters. The setup is similar to the previous experiment. We train with three of all possible outage thresholds for each relay and test with all possible thresholds, in order to evaluate the performance of different approaches in the context of changing transition dynamics and reward function. The training results of the second experiment are shown in Fig. 3.

(a) (b)

Fig. 3: Training performance under different methods when locations and outage thresholds of relays are unfixed.

In terms of average communication success rate, PPO and DDPG finally converge to a similar value, which is about 1% higher than that of our method and 4% higher than that of DQN. When it comes to worst-case communication success rate, our method, PPO and DDPG have the similar performance when converging, and is about 10% better than DQN. Besides, the fluctuations of DDPG curve and DQN curve are obviously larger than that of ours and PPO, indicating that the training stability of our approach is better. These conclusions are similar to those from the previous experiment. Besides, the small average performance gap between our approach and others is acceptable because we focus primarily on improving the worst-case performance, even generalizing to unseen environments.

Similarly, we next evaluate the RL models after training process is finished. Testing environment includes all possible locations and outage thresholds of each relay, and the results are shown in table II.

It can be found that our method has the best result when evaluating the minimum value of both average success rate and worst-case success rate. In addition, the standard deviation

TABLE II: Testing performance under different methods when locations and outage thresholds of relays are unfixed.

Algorithm

Average Success Rate of RL Models Worst-case Success Rate of RL Models

MAX MIN MEAN STDEV MAX MIN MEAN STDEV

Proposed 0.955 0.849 0.906 0.0232 0.853 0.732 0.801 0.0276

PPO 0.953 0.789 0.891 0.0449 0.866 0.670 0.780 0.0474

DDPG 0.997 0.486 0.898 0.1254 0.972 0.024 0.619 0.3221

DQN 0.989 0.659 0.907 0.0787 0.985 0.310 0.722 0.2088

Random 0.855 0.814 0.834 / 0.832 0.720 0.786 /

of our method is the smallest, indicating that the performance is more stable under different environments. More specifically, when compared with PPO, our approach can improve about 6% in lower bound of both average and worst-case success rate. DDPG and DQN achieve the higher best-case value when testing in changeable environments, however, they perform poorly in terms of the lower bound performance assessment. Our method has an improvement of about 36.3% in minimum value of average success rate and about 70.8% in minimum value of worstcase success rate respectively when compared with DDPG. Similarly, in terms of lower bound performance of average success rate and worst-case success rate, our method has an improvement of about 19% and 42.2% respectively when compared with DQN.

In all, by combining the results in table I and table II, we can draw the conclusion that our proposed robust RL design has better worst-case performance in a changeable communication environment, and has better generalization ability for scenarios which are unseen in the training process.

VI. CONCLUSION In this paper, we model a two-hop DF relaying network with the uncertainty in relay locations, and study the outage probability minimization problem under total power constraints. Without exact instantaneous CSI and prior knowledge of the communication environment, we try RL methods to solve this optimization problem. We derive the lower bound of the worst-case performance of RL action policy, and then propose a robust RL algorithm for relay selection and power allocation. Simulation results show that the proposed approach has better generalization ability, and the worst-case performance is improved by about 6% compared with traditional RL methods.

APPENDIX A PROOF OF LEMMA 1

Lemma 1. Suppose two joint distributions p_1(x, y) = p_1(x)p_1(y|x) and p_2(x, y) = p_2(x)p_2(y|x), the total variation distance of the joint can be bounded by: D_{T V} ( p_1(x, y)||p_2(x, y) ) ≤ E_{x∼p1} [ D_{T V} ( p_1(y|x)||p_2(y|x) )] + D_{T V} ( p_1(x)||p_2(x) ) . (28)

Proof. For any time slot t ∈ N^∗ , we have D_{T V} ( p_1(x, y)||p_2(x, y) ) = 1 2 ∑ x ∑ y |p_1(x, y) − p_2(x, y)| = 1 2 ∑ x ∑ y |p_1(x)p_1(y|x) − p_2(x)p_2(y|x)| = 1 2 ∑ x ∑ y |p_1(x)p_1(y|x) − p_1(x)p_2(y|x) + p_1(x)p_2(y|x) − p_2(x)p_2(y|x)| ≤ 1 2 ∑ x ∑ y p_1(x)|p_1(y|x) − p_2(y|x)| + 1 2 ∑ x ∑ y p_2(y|x)|p_1(x) − p_2(x)| = ∑ x p_1(x) (1 2 ∑ y |p_1(y|x) − p_2(y|x)| ) + 1 2 ∑ x ( ∑ y p_2(y|x) ) |p_1(x) − p_2(x)| = E_{x∼p1} [ D_{T V} ( p_1(y|x)||p_2(y|x) )] + D_{T V} ( p_1(x)||p_2(x) )

(29)

■ APPENDIX B PROOF OF LEMMA 2

Lemma 2. Suppose the state distributions p_1(s_1) and p_2(s_1) in initial time slot are the same, the total variation distance in the state marginal can be bounded by: D_{T V} ( p_1(s_t)||p_2(s_t) ) ≤ (t − 1) max_t E_{st−1 ∼p1} D_{T V} ( p_1(s_t|s_{t−1})||p_2(s_t|s_{t−1}) ) . (30)

Proof. For any time slot t ≥ 2 and t ∈ N^∗ , we have |p_1(s_t) − p_2(s_t)| = | ∑ s_{t−1} p_1(s_t|s_{t−1})p_1(s_{t−1}) − ∑ s_{t−1} p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})p_2(s_{t−1})| ≤ ∑ s_{t−1} |p_1(s_t|s_{t−1})p_1(s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})p_2(s_{t−1})| = ∑ s_{t−1} |p_1(s_t|s_{t−1})p_1(s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})p_1(s_{t−1}) + p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})p_1(s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})p_2(s_{t−1})| ≤ ∑ s_{t−1} p_1(s_{t−1})|p_1(s_t|s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})| + ∑ s_{t−1} p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})|p_1(s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_{t−1})|

= E_{st−1 ∼p1} |p_1(s_t|s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})| + ∑ s_{t−1} p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})|p_1(s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_{t−1})| (31) Then, by using the result above, we have D_{T V} ( p_1(s_t)||p_2(s_t) ) = 1 2 ∑ s_t |p_1(s_t) − p_2(s_t)| ≤ 1 2 ∑ s_t [ E_{st−1 ∼p1} |p_1(s_t|s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})| + ∑ s_{t−1} p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})|p_1(s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_{t−1})| ]

= E_{st−1 ∼p1} [1 2 ∑ s_t |p_1(s_t|s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_t|s_{t−1})| ] + 1 2 ∑ s_{t−1} ( ∑ s_t p_2(s_t|s_{t−1}) ) |p_1(s_{t−1}) − p_2(s_{t−1})| = E_{st−1 ∼p1} D_{T V} ( p_1(s_t|s_{t−1})||p_2(s_t|s_{t−1}) ) + D_{T V} ( p_1(s_{t−1})||p_2(s_{t−1}) )

= t∑ i=2 E_{si−1 ∼p1} D_{T V} ( p_1(s_i|s_{i−1})||p_2(s_i|s_{i−1}) ) + D_{T V} ( p_1(s_1)||p_2(s_1) )

≤ (t − 1) max_t E_{st−1 ∼p1} D_{T V} ( p_1(s_t|s_{t−1})||p_2(s_t|s_{t−1}) ) (32) ■ REFERENCES

[1] Y. Shi, A. Konar, N. D. Sidiropoulos, X.-P. Mao, and Y.-T. Liu, “Learning to beamform for minimum outage,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 66, no. 19, pp. 5180–5193, Oct. 2018.

[2] B. Lu, R. Wang, and Y. Liu, “Outage probability of intelligent reflecting surface assisted full duplex two-way communications,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 286–290, Feb. 2022.

[3] J. Jedrzejczak, G. J. Anders, M. Fotuhi-Firuzabad, H. Farzin, and F. Aminifar, “Reliability assessment of protective relays in harmonic-polluted power systems,” IEEE Transactions on Power Delivery, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 556–564, Feb. 2017.

[4] G. Li, D. Mishra, Y. Hu, Y. Huang, and H. Jiang, “Adaptive relay selection strategies for cooperative NOMA networks with user and relay cooperation,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 69, no. 10, pp. 11 728–11 742, Oct. 2020.

[5] J. Lee and J. H. Lee, “Performance analysis and resource allocation for cooperative D2D communication in cellular networks with multiple D2D pairs,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 23, no. 5, pp. 909–912, May 2019.

[6] J. Bae and Y. Han, “Joint power and time allocation for two-way cooperative NOMA,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 68, no. 12, pp. 12 443–12 447, Dec. 2019.

[7] R. S. Sutton and A. G. Barto, Reinforcement learning: An introduction. MIT press, 2018. [8] J.-M. Kang, “Reinforcement learning based adaptive resource allocation for wireless powered communication systems,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 24, no. 8, pp. 1752–1756, Aug. 2020.

[9] Z. Li and C. Guo, “Multi-agent deep reinforcement learning based spectrum allocation for D2D underlay communications,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 69, no. 2, pp. 1828–1840, Feb. 2020.

[10] H. Yang, Z. Xiong, J. Zhao, D. Niyato, C. Yuen, and R. Deng, “Deep reinforcement learning based massive access management for ultra-reliable low-latency communications,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 20, no. 5, pp. 2977–2990, May 2021.

[11] Y. Su, M. Liwang, Z. Gao, L. Huang, X. Du, and M. Guizani, “Optimal cooperative relaying and power control for IoUT networks with reinforcement learning,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 791–801, Jan. 2021.

[12] Y. Su, X. Lu, Y. Zhao, L. Huang, and X. Du, “Cooperative communications with relay selection based on deep reinforcement learning in wireless sensor networks,” IEEE Sensors Journal, vol. 19, no. 20, pp. 9561–9569, Oct. 2019.

[13] C. Huang, G. Chen, and Y. Gong, “Delay-constrained buffer-aided relay selection in the internet of things with decisionassisted reinforcement learning,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, vol. 8, no. 12, pp. 10 198–10 208, Jun. 2021.

[14] X. Wang, T. Jin, L. Hu, and Z. Qian, “Energy-efficient power allocation and Q-learning-based relay selection for relay-aided D2D communication,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 69, no. 6, pp. 6452–6462, Jun. 2020.

[15] F. Shams, G. Bacci, and M. Luise, “Energy-efficient power control for multiple-relay cooperative networks using Qlearning,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 1567–1580, Mar. 2015.

[16] V. Hakami and M. Dehghan, “Distributed power control for delay optimization in energy harvesting cooperative relay networks,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 66, no. 6, pp. 4742–4755, Jun. 2017.

[17] L. Tian, T. Dai, Y. Zhu, and G. Lu, “Energy-efficient power control for energy harvesting cooperative relay sensor network,” in 2019 Computing, Communications and IoT Applications (ComComAp), Oct. 2019, pp. 305–309.

[18] Y. Geng, E. Liu, R. Wang, and Y. Liu, “Hierarchical reinforcement learning for relay selection and power optimization in two-hop cooperative relay network,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 70, no. 1, pp. 171–184, Jan. 2022.

[19] Y. Zou, Y. Xie, C. Zhang, S. Gong, D. T. Hoang, and D. Niyato, “Optimization-driven hierarchical deep reinforcement learning for hybrid relaying communications,” in 2020 IEEE Wireless Communications and Networking Conference (WCNC), Seoul, Korea (South), May 2020, pp. 1–6.

[20] C. Huang, G. Chen, Y. Gong, P. Xu, Z. Han, and J. A. Chambers, “Buffer-aided relay selection for cooperative hybrid NOMA/OMA networks with asynchronous deep reinforcement learning,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 39, no. 8, pp. 2514–2525, Aug. 2021.

[21] H. Zhang, S. Chong, X. Zhang, and N. Lin, “A deep reinforcement learning based D2D relay selection and power level allocation in mmWave vehicular networks,” IEEE Wireless Communications Letters, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 416–419, Mar. 2020.

[22] D. J. Mankowitz, N. Levine, R. Jeong, Y. Shi, J. Kay, A. Abdolmaleki, J. T. Springenberg, T. Mann, T. Hester, and M. Riedmiller, “Robust reinforcement learning for continuous control with model misspecification,” in International Conference on Learning Representations, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, Apr. 2020.

[23] C. Tessler, Y. Efroni, and S. Mannor, “Action robust reinforcement learning and applications in continuous control,” in International Conference on Machine Learning. Long Beach, California, USA: PMLR, Jun. 2019, pp. 6215–6224.

[24] M. Janner, J. Fu, M. Zhang, and S. Levine, “When to trust your model: Model-based policy optimization,” in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 32, Vancouver, Canada, Dec. 2019.

[25] Y. Jiang, C. Li, W. Dai, J. Zou, and H. Xiong, “Monotonic robust policy optimization with model discrepancy,” in International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, Jul. 2021, pp. 4951–4960.

[26] R. Annavajjala, P. C. Cosman, and L. B. Milstein, “Statistical channel knowledge-based optimum power allocation for relaying protocols in the high snr regime,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 292–305, Feb. 2007.

[27] J. N. Chattha and M. Uppal, “Joint noisy network coding and decode-forward relaying for non-orthogonal multiple access,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 296–309, Jan. 2019.

[28] R. Kirk, A. Zhang, E. Grefenstette, and T. Rocktäschel, “A survey of generalisation in deep reinforcement learning,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.09794, 2021.

[29] J. Schulman, S. Levine, P. Abbeel, M. Jordan, and P. Moritz, “Trust region policy optimization,” in International Conference on Machine Learning. Lille, France: PMLR, Jul. 2015, pp. 1889–1897.

[30] J. Schulman, F. Wolski, P. Dhariwal, A. Radford, and O. Klimov, “Proximal policy optimization algorithms,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1707.06347, 2017.