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Abstract

This paper studies the robustness of reinforcement learn-
ing algorithms to errors in the learning process. Specifi-
cally, we revisit the benchmark problem of discrete-time lin-
ear quadratic regulation (LQR) and study the long-standing
open question: Under what conditions is the policy itera-
tion method robustly stable from a dynamical systems per-
spective? Using advanced stability results in control the-
ory, it is shown that policy iteration for LQR is inherently
robust to small errors in the learning process and enjoys
small-disturbance input-to-state stability: whenever the er-
ror in each iteration is bounded and small, the solutions of
the policy iteration algorithm are also bounded, and, more-
over, enter and stay in a small neighbourhood of the optimal
LQR solution. As an application, a novel off-policy optimistic
least-squares policy iteration for the LQR problem is pro-
posed, when the system dynamics are subjected to additive
stochastic disturbances. The proposed new results in robust
reinforcement learning are validated by a numerical example.

Introduction

As an important and popular method in reinforcement learn-
ing (RL), policy iteration has been widely studied by re-
searchers and utilized in different kinds of real-life appli-
cations by practitioners (Bertsekas||1995} [Sutton and Barto
2018)). Policy iteration involves two steps, policy evaluation
and policy improvement. In policy evaluation, a given pol-
icy is evaluated based on a scalar performance index. Then
this performance index is utilized to generate a new con-
trol policy in policy improvement. These two steps are iter-
ated in turn, to find the solution of the RL problem at hand.
When all the information involved in this process is exactly
known, the convergence to the optimal solution can be prov-
ably guaranteed, by exploiting the monotonicity property
of the policy improvement step. That is, the performance
of the newly generated policy is no worse than that of the
given policy in each iteration. Over the past decades, vari-
ous versions of policy iteration have been proposed, for di-
verse optimal control problems, see (Bertsekas||1995; Sutton
and Barto[2018};\Lewis, Vrabie, and Syrmos|2012;Jiang and
Jiang|2017; Jiang, Bian, and Gao|2020) and the references
therein.

Copyright © 2021, Association for the Advancement of Artificial
Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

In reality, policy evaluation or policy improvement can
hardly be implemented precisely, because of the existence of
various errors, which may be induced by function approxi-
mation, state estimation, sensor noise, external disturbance
and so on. Therefore, a natural question to ask is: when is
a policy iteration algorithm robust to errors in the learning
process? In other words, under what conditions on the er-
rors, does the policy iteration still converge to (a neighbour-
hood of) the optimal solution? And how to quantify the size
of this neighbourhood? In spite of the popularity and em-
pirical successes of policy iteration, its robustness issue has
not been fully understood yet in theory, due to the inherent
nonlinearity of the process (Bertsekas|[2011). The problem
becomes more complex when the state and action spaces are
unbounded and continuous, which are common in RL prob-
lems of physical systems such as robotics and autonomous
cars (Lillicrap et al.[|2016). Indeed, in this case the stability
issue needs to be addressed, to avoid the selection of destabi-
lizing policies that drive the states of the closed-loop system
into the infinity or an unsafe region.

In this paper, we investigate the robustness of policy iter-
ation for the discrete-time linear quadratic regulator (LQR)
problem, which was firstly proposed in (Hewer||1971)). Even
if the LQR is the most basic and important optimal control
problem with unbounded, continuous state and action spaces
(Bertsekas||1995)), the robustness of its associated policy it-
eration to errors in the learning process has not been fully
investigated. The main idea of this paper is to regard the
policy iteration as a dynamical system, and then utilize the
concepts of exponential stability and input-to-state stability
in control theory to analyze its robustness (Sontag|2008)). To
be more specific, we firstly prove that the optimal LQR solu-
tion is a locally exponentially stable equilibrium of the exact
policy iteration (see Lemmal[T). Then based on this observa-
tion, we show that the policy iteration with errors is locally
input-to-state stable, if the errors are regarded as the distur-
bance input (see Lemma [2)). That is, if the policy iteration
starts from an initial solution close to the optimal solution,
and the errors are small and bounded, the discrepancies be-
tween the solutions generated by the policy iteration and the
optimal solution will also be small and bounded. Thirdly,
we demonstrate that for any initial stabilizing control gain,
as long as the errors are small, the approximate solution
given by policy iteration will eventually enter a small neigh-



bourhood of the optimal solution (see Theorem[2). Finally, a
novel off-policy model-free RL algorithm, named optimistic
least-squares policy iteration (O-LSPI), is proposed for the
LQR problem with dynamics perturbed by additive stochas-
tic disturbances. Our robustness result is applied to show the
convergence of this off-policy O-LSPI (see Theorem 3. Ex-
periments on a numerical example validate our results.

Our main contributions are two-fold. First, we provide
a control-theoretic robustness analysis for the policy itera-
tion of discrete-time LQR. Second, we propose a novel off-
policy RL algorithm O-LSPI with provable convergence.

In the rest of this paper, we first present some preliminar-
ies, followed by the robustness analysis and the off-policy
O-LSPI. Then we present the experimental results, discuss
some related work, and close the paper with some conclud-
ing remarks.

Notations

R (Ry) is the set of all real (nonnegative) numbers; Z_ de-
notes the set of nonnegative integers; S™ is the set of all
real symmetric matrices of order n; ® denotes the Kro-
necker product; I,, denotes the identity matrix with dimen-
sion n; || - || F is the Frobenius norm; || - || is the 2-norm
for vectors and the induced 2-norm for matrices; for signal
Z :F — R™™ || Z||o denotes its {°°-norm when F = Z_,
and L°°-norm when F = R_. For matrices X € R™*",
Y € S™, and vector v € R", define

vee(X)=[ X' XTI ... XTI & =svec(vv?),

n

svee(Y) = [y11, V2y12, -+, V201m, Y22, V2423,
Tty \/§ym—1,m7 ym,m}T S R%m(erl)v
where X is the ith column of X. For Z € R™*", define
B.(Z) ={X e R™*"|||X — Z||p < r} and B,(Z) as the
closure of B,.(Z). ZT is the Moore-Penrose inverse of matrix

Z. blkdiag(Zy, Zs,- -+ ,Zn) refers to the block-diagonal
matrix that consists of a set of matrices 71, Zs, - , Zn.

Preliminaries
Consider linear time-invariant systems of the form

Tpt1 = Az + Bug, To = Tini (D

where z;, € R" is the system state, upy € R™ is the
control input, x;,; € R"™ is the initial condition, A €
R™*™ and B € R"™*™. (A, B) is controllable, that is,
[B,AB, A’B,--- , A"~ 1 B] has full row rank. The classic
LQR problem is to find a controller » in order to minimize
the following cost functional

T(wo,u) =Y (g, up), @)

k=0
where c(zy, ur) = xL Sz + ul Rug, S € S™ is positive
semidefinite and R € S™ is positive definite. (4, S*/?) is ob-
servable, that is, (A7, S'/2) is controllable. It is well-known

that in such a setting, the LQR problem admits a unique op-
timal controller v* = — K *x, where

K*=(R+BTP*B)"'BTP*A 3)

with P* € S” the unique positive definite solution of the
algebraic Riccati equation (ARE)

ATPA-P—-ATPB(R+BTPB)'BTPA+S =0. (4)

In addition, A— BK* is stable, i.e., the spectral radius p(A—
BK*) < 1. See (Lewis, Vrabie, and Syrmos|2012} Section
2.4) for details. For convenience, a control gain K € R™*"™
is said to be stabilizing if A — BK is stable.

Policy Iteration for LQR

For any stabilizing control gain K € R™*™, the cost ()
with u, = — Ky, is a quadratic function of the initial state
(Lewis, Vrabie, and Syrmos|2012| Section 2.4). Specifically,
J(zo,—Kz) = x) Pxxo, where Px € S™ is the unique
positive definite solution of the Lyapunov equation

(A— BK)TPg(A—BK) - Px+ S+ KTRK =0. (5)
Define function

_ [ [G(P)]as | [G(PR)IE,
G(Pg) = [ [G(pﬁ)]w [G(Pi)]uu ]

a [ S+ ATPx A — Py

|I>

BT Pg A

AT Py B
R+BTPkB |

Then (3) can be rewritten as
H(G(Pk),K) =0,

where

HG(Px), K)2 [ I, —KT |G(Px) [ I }

The policy iteration for LQR 1is presented below, which is
an equivalent reformulation of the original results in (Hewer
1971).

Procedure 1 (Exact Policy Iteration).

1) Choose a stabilizing control gain K1, and let i = 1.

2) (Policy evaluation) Evaluate the performance of control
gain K;, by solving

H(Gi, K;) =0 (6)
for P; € S", where G; & G(P;).
3) (Policy improvement) Obtain an improved policy
Kiv1 =[Gl [Gilus- )
4) Seti < i+ 1 and go back to Step[2)]

The following convergence results of Procedure [1| were
also provided in (Hewer]|1971).

Theorem 1. In Procedure[llwe have:
i) A— BK; is stable foralli =1,2,---.
ii) hb>P>Py > > P~



Problem Formulation

In Procedure[l] the exact knowledge of A and B is required,
as the solution to (6) relies upon A and B. So, the exact pol-
icy iteration is model-based. However, in practice, very of-
ten we only have access to incomplete information required
to solve the problem. In other words, each policy evaluation
step will result in inaccurate estimation. Thus we are inter-
ested in studying the following problem.

Problem 1. If G is replaced by an approximated matrix Gi,
will the conclusions in Theorem[I] still hold?

The difference between G’l and G; can be attributed to
errors from various sources. One example comes from the
problem of using reinforcement learning method to find the
optimal solutions for LQR when (I) is subjected to additive
external disturbances. Concretely, consider system per-
turbed by external noise

Tipt1 = Az + Bug + Cwi, 2o = Ting (8)

where C € R"*9, w;, € R? is drawn i.i.d. from the stan-
dard Gaussian distribution A/ (0, /,), and matrices A, B and
C are unknown. Since the information about system matri-
ces is unavailable, we need to implement the policy evalu-
ation using input/state data. Due to the existence of unmea-
surable stochastic noise wy, generally we could only obtain
an estimation G; of the true G; from the noise-corrupted
input/state data. Other sources that cause the difference be-
tween G’i and G; include but are not limited to: the esti-
mation errors of A and B in indirect adaptive control, sys-
tem identification and model-based reinforcement learning
(Astrom and Wittenmark||1995; Ljung||1999; Tu and Recht
2019); the residual caused by an early termination of the iter-
ation to numerically solve ARE (), in order to save compu-
tational efforts (Hylla[2011)); approximate values of S and R
in inverse optimal control/imitation learning, due to the ab-
sence of exact knowledge of the cost function (Levine and
Koltun!/2012; Monfort, Liu, and Ziebart2015).

In this work, using the concept of exponential stability
and input-to-state stability in control theory, we provide an
answer to Problem[I] Moreover, we provide the convergence
analysis of the novel O-LSPI when it is applied to solve the
LQR problem for uncertain systems (g).

Notions of Exponential and Input-to-State Stability
Consider a dynamical system of the general form

Tr1 = f(Th,ur);,  To = Ting, )
where z, € R", up, € R™, f : R® x R™ — R" is con-
tinuous, and z* is an equilibrium of zx; = f(zk,0) when
ur = 0 for all k& € Z,. The concepts of exponential and
input-to-state stability for (9) are recalled in this subsection.
See (Jiang, Lin, and Wang|2004) for more details.
Definition 1. For (O) with u, = 0 for all k € Z4, x* is
a locally exponentially stable equilibrium if there exists a
0 > 0, such that for some a > 0and 0 < b < 1,

|z — 2% (|2 < ab®||zin: — 272

for all x;; € Bs(x*). If § = +oo, then x* is a globally
exponentially stable equilibrium.

The exponential stability implies not only the conver-
gence, but also the convergence rate of (9). When the input
signal is not zero, the input-to-state stability characterizes
how the solution of (9) is affected by the input signal.

Definition 2. A function v : Ry — R is said to be of class
IC if it is continuous, strictly increasing and vanishes at the
origin. A function B : Ry x Ry — Ry is said to be of class
KL if B(-,t) is of class K for every fixed t € Ry and, for
every fixed r > 0, 5(r,t) decreases to 0 as t — co.

Definition 3. System () is locally input-to-state stable if
there exist some ay > 0, some ag > 0, some 5 € KL and
some v € K, such that for each u and each x;y; satisfying
ZTini € Boy (), ||ulloc < ao, the corresponding solution
), satisfies

[z — 2%z < B([[@ini — 27[|2, k) + 7 ([[ulloo)-

Literally speaking, the local input-to-state stability im-
plies that the distance from the state to the equilibrium is
bounded if the input signal is small and the initial state is
close to the equilibrium. In addition, the effect of the initial
condition vanishes as time goes to infinity.

Robustness Analysis of Policy Iteration
Consider the policy iteration in the presence of errors.

Procedure 2 (Inexact Policy Iteration).

1) Choose a stabilizing control gain Ky, andleti = 1.

2) (Inexact policy evaluation) Obtain sz G, + AG,,
where AG; € S™t™ is a disturbance, G; = G(P;) and
P; € S" satisfy

H(Gi, Ki) =0, (10)

and J(xo, —K;z) = ¥ Pixq is the true cost induced by
control gain K;, if K; is stabilizing.

3) (Policy update) Construct a new control gain

Kit1 = GGl ue (11)

4) Seti < i+ 1 and go back to Step[2)|

We firstly show that the exact policy iteration Procedure
[[] viewed as a dynamical system, is locally exponentially
stable at P*. Then based on this result, we show that the
inexact policy iteration, viewed as a dynamical system with
AG; as the input, is locally input-to-state stable.

For X € R"*" Y € R™"*", define

A X)=XToXT —I,oI,, Lx(Y)=XTYX -,
H(Y)=2"1(Y)BTY A,
#ZY)=R+B'YB, A (Y))=A-Bx(Y).
Then obviously
vec(Lx (Y)) = (X)) vec(Y). (12)

If X is stable, then <7 (X) is invertible, by the inverse
operator £ (-) exists on R"*",



In Procedure suppose K1 = J(P), where Py € S"
is chosen such that K is stabilizing. Such a P, always ex-
ists. For example, since K* is stabilizing, one can choose
Py close to P* by continuity. Then from (6)) and (7)), the se-
quence {P; }32, generated by Procedure [1|satisfies

Pip1 =Ly py (S = H(P)'RA(P)).  (13)

If P, is regarded as the state, and the iteration index ¢ is
regarded as time, then is a discrete-time dynamical sys-
tem and P* is an equilibrium by Theorem[I] The next lemma
shows that P* is actually a locally exponentially stable equi-
librium, whose proof is given in Appendix B.

Lemma 1. For any o < 1, there exists a 69(c) > 0, such
that for any P; € Bs,(P*), Z(P;) is invertible, A( (F;))
is stable and || P;11 — P*||r < o||P; — P*||F.

Lemmaﬂ]is inspired by (Hewer| 1971, Theorem 2), which
states that Procedure (1| has the rate of convergence

1Pis1 = P*llp < coll P = P* |5 (14)
for any P; > P*, and some ¢y > 0. Notice that LemmaE]
does not have the requirement P; > P*.

In Procedurel suppose K; = %(Po) and AGy = 0,

where Py € S" is chosen such that K is stabilizing. If K;

is stabilizing and [Gl}uu is invertible for all i € Z, i > 0
(this is possible under certain conditions, see Appendix C,
the sequence { P, }5°, generated by Procedure [2|satisfies

1 T
P = EA(%(P))( § = A (F)TRA (P )) (15)
+ &(Gi, AG)),
where
E(Gi AG) = £} (=8 = KT RE)
- T
— Lt ( S— ' (P)TR# (P )).

Here, the dependence of £ on G, and AG; comes from
(TI). Regarding {AG,}5°, as the disturbance input, the next
lemma shows that dynamical system is locally input-to-
state stable, whose proof can be found in Appendix C.

Lemma 2. For o and its associated 6 in Lemma | there
exists 01(dg) > 0, such that if || AG|| < 01, Py € Bs,(P*),

(i) [(A}'z]uu is invertible, K; is stabilizing, Vi € Zy,i>0;
(ii) (13 is locally input-to-state stable (see Definition[3)):
1B = P*|lp < B(1Po = P*||r, 1) + (| AG|o),

foralli € Z, where B(y,i) = o'y, y(y) = c3y/(1 —
o),y € Rand c3(6p) > 0.

(i) | Ki||p < k1 for some ky € Ry, Vi € Z, i > 0;

(iv) lim;_ o0 [|AG || 7 = 0 implies lim;_, | P; — P*|| »
0.

To prove Lemma [2] we ﬁrstly prove that with the given
conditions, by continuity [Gz}uu is invertible, K; is stabiliz-
ing and ||E(G;, AG))||r < c3]|AG;|| . Then by Lemma

and (T3), if P; € Bs,(P*), 61 can be chosen small enough
so that

1Py = Pllp < ol Pi = Plp + 3| AG ] (16)
< 0dy + c301 < do.

By mathematical induction, unrolling (T6) completes the
proof. In the unrolling process, the coefficient 0 < o < 1in
the exponential stability of Lemma [I] prevents the accumu-
lated effects of disturbance AG; from driving || P;+1 —P*||r
to the infinity.

Intuitively, Lemma |2 implies that in Procedure [2| if ]50
is near P* (thus K, is near K *), and the disturbance input
AG is bounded and not too large, then the cost of the gener-
ated control policy K; is also bounded, and will ultimately
be no larger than a constant proportional to the [*°-norm of
the disturbance. The smaller the disturbance is, the better
the ultimately generated policy is. In other words, the algo-
rithm described in Procedure 2] is not sensitive to small dis-
turbances when the initial condition is in a neighbourhood
of the optimal solution.

The requirement that the initial condition Py needs to be
in a neighbourhood of P* in Lemma E] can be removed, as
stated in the following theorem whose proof is given in the
Appendix D.

Theorem 2. For any given stabilizing control gain K,
and any € > 0, if S > 0, there exist 62(6,K1) > 0,

II(62) > 0, and H((Sg) > 0, such that for all AG satisfy-
ing ||AG||OC < 52, G Z]uu is invertible, K; is stabilizing,
| i > 0and

limsup | P, — P*||r < €.
71— 00
If in addition lim,_, ||AG;||p = 0, then lim;_,o | P; —
P*||r =0.

Here are the essential elements of the proof for Theo-
rem l 2F It is firstly proved that glven any stabilizing control
gain Kl, there exist ¢« € Z,, i < +oo, and b; > 0, such
that if [|AG;||p < b; fori = 1,2, i, then (1) [Giuu
is invertible, K is stabrhzmg and bounded, P; is bounded,
i=1,2,---,1,(2) P; enters the neighbourhood of P*, i.e.,
Bs, (P ) deﬁned in Lemma Rl Secondly, an application of
Lemma 2] completes the proof.

In Theorem [2| K7 can be any stabilizing control gain,
which is different from that of Lemma 2l When there is no
disturbance, Theorem [2| implies the convergence result of
Procedure [T]in (Hewer][1971], Theorem 1) (i.e. Theorem[I]in
this paper).

Optimistic Least-Squares Policy Iteration
For system (BI), due to the presence of stochastic noise wy;,
the cost function will not be finite. Thus alternatively
the objective is to find a control law in the form of u =
— K« directly from the input/state data, minimizing the cost

function
N—-1
{ > c(xkyuk)} , a7

k=0



where S and R in c(zy,uy) are positive definite. It is
well-known (Bertsekas|[1995} Section 4.4) that this problem
shares the same optimal solutions with the standard LQR
for system (I) and cost function (2)). Specifically, the op-
timal control gain is given by (3), and the optimal cost is
Jhvg = tr(CT P*C), with P* the unique positive definite
solution of (). For any stabilizing gain K, the cost it in-
duces is Japg(—Kx) = tr(CT P C), with K and Py sat-
isfying () (or equivalently (6))). Note that the assumption
that wy, ~ N (0, I,,) in (8) is not a restriction, since any ran-
dom variable X7 ~ A(0,3) with X € S7 positive semidef-
inite, can be represented by X; = D X5, where ¥ = DTD,
D € R?%4, and X5 ~ N(0, ;). Then D is absorbed into C
in (8).

The optimistic least-squares policy iteration (O-LSPI) is
based on the following observation: for a stabilizing gain K,
its associated Py is the stable equilibrium of linear dynam-
ical system

PK,j"rl :H(Q(PK,J)7K)7 PK,O ESna (18)
where

Q(Px;) = { Q(PrcV]uw | [QPx)IE, }

[Q(Px j)]uz | [Q(Pk j)]uu
S+ ATPKJ'A ATPKJ'B
BTPKJ-A RJrBTPKJ-B ’

This fact can be easily verified by rewriting and vectorizing
(T8) into its equivalent form

pij+1 = (A= BK)" ® (A— BK)") pk;
+vec(S+ KTRK), pxo€R™,

where px; = vec(Pg ;). Since (A — BK) is stable,
(A— BK)T @ (A— BK)T is also stable. Thus admits
a unique stable equilibrium. So does (I8)) and the unique so-
lution must be Px because

Q(PKJ') = G(PK)J‘) =+ blkdiag(PK}j, 0)7
H(G(Pk;), K) = H(Q(Pk ), K) — Pr ;.

This implies that instead of solving (6), we may utilize it-
eration (I8) to achieve policy evaluation. It is not hard to
recognize that (I8) is actually the LQR version of the opti-
mistic policy iteration in (Tsitsiklis||2002}; |Bertsekas|[201 1))
for problems with discrete state and action spaces (thus
the name “optimistic” in O-LSPI). Suppose a behavior pol-
icy (the policy used to generate data is called the behav-
ior policy, see (Sutton and Barto|2018)) ux = —Kyzp, +
vy, is applied to the system to collect data, where Ky is
stabilizing and vy is drawn i.i.d. from Gaussian distribu-
tion N'(0,021,,), 0, € R,. Then the state-control pair
[z7,uT]T admits a unique invariant distribution 7. We make
the following assumption.

(19)

(1>

(20)

21

Assumption 1. E. [227] is invertible, where
z=[zT,u" 17,
For any P € S™, we have

E [2] F(P)zy — fyy Prpy|me, ui] = c(zn, uk)

where F(P) = blkdiag(Q(P),tr(CTPC)). Vectorizing
and multiplying the above equation by Zzj, yields

E [Zk@1 1 |2k, uk] svec(P)
=E [2u2] |k, up] svec(F(P)) — Zrc(zr, uk).

Taking expectation with respect to the invariant distribution
7, by Assumption |l| we obtain

svec(F(P)) = ¢y ' (p2svec(P) +¢3),  (22)
where o1 = Er [ZeZ] ], p2 = Ex [Z@],,]. and 3 =
E, [Zxc(x, uk)]. For known P, F/(P) can be estimated us-
ing least squares from the collected data

svec(F(P)) = (I)}LW‘I’M svec(P) + (I);erMv
where M € Z, M > 0 and
M—1 M—1

1 . 1 -
Dy = i Z ZEL, Uy = i Z Bk,
k=0 k=0
1 M-1
EM = M kz_o Ekc(xbuk).

In this way, can be solved approximately and directly
from the data by noticing that Q(P) = H(F(P),0). The
O-LSPI is presented in Algorithm[I} Note that the same data
matrices @7, ¥y, and =), are reused for all iterations, thus
O-LSPI is off-policy. The convergence of O-LSPI is proved
in the following theorem.

Theorem 3. In Algorithm [I| under Assumption[I] for any
initial stabilizing control gain Ky and any € > 0, there exist
Ty € Zy and My € Z., such that for any T > T, and
M > My, almost surely,

limsup || Py — P*||p < ¢
N—00

and K is stabilizing forallt = 1,--- | N, where Py is the
unique solution of @) for K.

The proof of Theorem [3|can be found in Appendix E. Let
JAUg(—Kix) = tr(CTPiC) denote the true cost induced
by K;. By Theorem [2} the task is to prove that there exist
Ty € Z4+ and My € Zy, such that for any T' > T and
M > My, almost surely, | AG||o < d5. For Algorithm [t}

Gi = Qi — blkdiag(P; r,0).
Using (21)), we have
IAG;|F < [1Qir = Q(Pir)|F + |Q(Pir) = Q(P)Ir
+[|P;r — PillF. (23)
Since K is stabilizing, by the Birkhoff ergodic theorem
(Koralov and Sinai|2007, Theorem 16.14), almost surely
i = lim W, =
Mhinoo P = 1, m Was = s, o

lim E]u: 3.
M—o0 ¥

Using (24)), Assumption[I] and (22)), we are able to show
that there exist T and M, independent of iteration index 1,
such that for any 7' > Ty and M > M), almost surely every
term in (23) is less than /3. Then Theorem [2| completes
the proof.



Algorithm 1: O-LSPI

Input: Initial stabilizing control gain K4, Number of
policy iterations N, Number of iterations for
policy evaluation 7', Number of rollout M,
Exploration variance 2.

Collect data with input uy, = -K 1Tk + Vg,
v ~ N(0,021,,), to construct @7, ¥y and Zjpy;
fori=1,--- ,N—1do
P;o+0;
forj=0,---,T—1do
svec(F} ;) < @R]\IIM svec(P; ;) + @}LVIEM;
Qij = H(Fi,0);
P jy1 — H(Qij, Ki);
end
SVGC(FLT) < ‘I)}-W\I’JV[ SV@C(PLT) + (I)EFMEI\/[;
10 Qi1 < H(EF;r,0);
11 Kip1 + [Qir)un Qi )ucs
12 end

-

LIRS - 7 T S

—
w

return K .

Experiments

We apply O-LSPI to the LQR problem studied in (Krauth,
Tu, and Recht|2019) with

095 001 O 1 01
A=1]001 095 001 |, B=|0 01 |,
0 0.01 095 0 0.1

C=S=1I;, R=1D.

Here A is stable, so we just choose the initial stabilizing con-
trol gain to be K1 =0y x3. The exploration variance is set to
02 = 1. All the experiments are conducted using MATLA
2017b, on the New York University High Performance Com-
puting Cluster Prince with 4 CPUs and 16GB Memory. Al-
gorithm [T]is implemented with increasing values of param-
eters N, T and M, until the performance of the resulting
control gain (almost) does not improve. This yields N = 5,
T = 45and M = 10°. To investigate the performance of the
algorithm with different values of M and 7', we conducted
two sets of experiments: (a) Fix N = 5 and T' = 45, and
implement Algorithm [I] with increasing values of M from
200 to 10%; (b) Fix N = 5 and M = 10°, and implement
Algorithm [I| with increasing values of 1" from 2 to 45. To
evaluate the stability, we run Algorithm [T]for 100 times per
set of parameters, and compute the fraction of times it pro-
duces stable policies in all phases (left column in Figure [I)).
To evaluate the optimality, the relative error of the cost func-
tion tr(CT(Py — P*)C)/tr(CTP*C) is calculated. The
relative errors of 100 stable implementations of Algorithm
1 are collected (i.e., implementation that yields stabilizing
control gains in all phases), based on which the sample aver-
age (middle column in Figure[T)) and sample variance (right
column in Figure[T) of the relative error are plotted.

"https://www.mathworks.com/

In Figure m as the number of rollout M increases, the
fraction of stability becomes one, and both the sample aver-
age and sample variance of relative error converge to zero.
The fraction of stability is not sensitive to the number of iter-
ation for policy evaluation 7'. But as T increases, the sample
average and sample variance of relative error improve and
converge to zeros. These observations are consistent with
our Theorem [3] thus are also consistent with our robustness
analysis for policy iteration, since Theorem [3] is based on
Theorem 2

For comparison, the off-policy least-squares policy itera-
tion algorithm LSPIv1 in (Krauth, Tu, and Recht/2019) is
also implemented, using the same setting with the first set of
experiments of various M (upper row in Figure[I)). The O-
LSPI and LSPIv1 have similar performance for M > 104,
while the performance of LSPIv1 is slightly better than that
of O-LSPI for M < 10* This may be explained by the
fact that the LSPIv1 in (Krauth, Tu, and Recht/2019) assume
knowledge of the matrix C' in (), which is not required in
O-LSPL

Finally, the performance of O-LSPI and LSPIv1 with vari-
ous choices of exploration variance o2 has been investigated
on the same example (see Appendix F). The performance of
both O-LSPI and LSPIv1 is best when the exploration vari-
ances are large (02 > 10). The performance of both O-LSPI
and LSPIvl deteriorates when the exploration noise vari-
ances are medium and small (62 < 10). And O-LSPI per-
forms better than LSPIvl when the exploration noise vari-
ances are small (02 < 107°).

Related Work

The investigation of the robustness of policy iteration for
problems with continuous state/control spaces is available in
previous literature. In (Bertsekas| 1995, Proposition 3.6), for
discounted optimal control problems of discrete-time sys-
tems, it is reported that

. . €+ 2aé

hﬁgpx&%ﬁ" (Jui(z) = J*(2)) < o) (25)
where 1’ is the policy generated in ith iteration, & and € are
the upper bounds of the errors in policy evaluation and pol-
icy improvement respectively, 0 < a < 1 is the discount
factor. Bound (23) and our bound in Theorem [2] have the
similar styles. However, in our setting the discount factor is
a = 1 so our bound cannot be implied by (23). Utilizing
the fact that Riccati operator is contractive in Thompson’s
part metric (Thompson||1963)), it is shown in (Krauth, Tu,
and Recht 2019, Appendix B) that the convergence to the
optimal solutions is still achieved in Thompson’s part met-
ric, if the errors converge to zero. But it is unclear if this
result could imply Theorem [2]in this paper. Sufficient con-
ditions on the errors are given in (Hylla 2011, Chapter 2)
and (Boussios||[1998, Chapter 2) for continuous-time linear
and nonlinear system dynamics respectively, to guarantee
that the newly generated control policy is stabilizing and
improved. The robustness analysis in this paper is parallel
to that in (Pang, Bian, and Jiang|2020). However, since we
are dealing with discrete-time systems here, the derivations
and proofs are inevitably distinct.
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Figure 1: Experimental evaluation on the dynamics of (Krauth, Tu, and Recht|2019).

In recent years, there have been resurgent research in-
terests in LQR problems, about learning the optimal solu-
tions from the input/state/output data. The model-based cer-
tainty equivalence methods explicitly estimate the values of
A, B and C in from data, and obtain near-optimal so-
lutions based on the estimations, see (Abbasi-Yadkori and
Szepesvari 2011; [Ouyang, Gagrani, and Jain|[2017; |Abeille
and Lazaric|/[2018; |[Dean et al.|[2018; Shiran1 Faradonbeh,
Tewari, and Michailidis|2020; Umenberger and Schon|2020;
Cassel, Cohen, and Koren|2020; Base1, Guo, and Hul[2020),
to name a few. The model-free methods aim at finding the
near-optimal solutions directly from the data, without the
estimations of system dynamics. Action-value model-free
methods learn the value functions of policies, and then gen-
erate new (improved) policies based on the estimated value
functions, see (Bradtke, Ydstie, and Barto||1994; Tu and
Recht 2018} |[Krauth, Tu, and Recht|2019; |Abbasi-Yadkori,
Lazic, and Szepesvari|[2019; |Tu and Recht|2019; Bian and
Jiang| |2019). Policy-gradient model-free methods directly
learn the policies based on the gradient of some scalar per-
formance measure with respect to the policy parameter, see
(Fazel et al.|2018; [Bu et al.|2019; Preiss et al.|[2019; Mo-
hammadi et al.[|2019; [Yang et al.[|[2019; |Qu et al.| 2020;
Jansch-Porto, Hu, and Dullerud| [2020alb; [Furieri, Zheng,
and Kamgarpour|2020). Derivative-free model-free methods
randomly search in the parameter space of policies for the
near-optimal solutions, without explicitly estimate the gra-
dient, see (Mania, Guy, and Recht|2018}; Malik et al.|2019;
Li et al.|2020).

Most of the model-free methods for LQR mentioned
above are on-policy, fewer theoretical results exist for off-
policy methods. Among the off-policy action-value model-
free methods for LQR, the most related to our proposed
O-LSPI are the LSPIv1 in (Krauth, Tu, and Recht|[2019)
and the MFLQv1 in (Abbasi- Yadkori, Lazic, and Szepesvari
2019). However, (a) no convergence result is reported for
LSPIv1 in (Krauth, Tu, and Recht2019), and (b) MFLQv1 in
(Abbasi-Yadkori, Lazic, and Szepesvari|2019) needs to learn

the Pk in () first in on-policy fashion, before it can learn
the Q(Pk) in (19) in off-policy fashion in each iteration,
and (c) both the LSPIvl and MFLQv1 need the knowledge
of matrix C' in (8)), and (d) both the LSPIvl and MFLQv1
need to solve a pseudo-inverse problem in each iteration. In
contrast, in our O-LSPI, (a) a convergence result is given
(Theorem , and (b) both the Py and Q(Pk) are learned
in off-policy fashion (Lines [5]to [7in Algorithm [T}, and (c)
no knowledge of C' is required, and (d) the pseudo-inverse
problem only needs to be solved once.

Finally, it is worth mentioning again that the robustness
of RL to errors in the learning processes is analyzed in this
paper. This is different from the the robustness of the con-
trollers learned by RL to disturbances in the system dynam-
ics, studied in (Gravell, Mohajerin Esfahani, and Summers
2020;|Zhang, Hu, and Basar|2020a.b; [Turchetta, Krause, and
Trimpe|2020; Jiang and Jiang|2017). We also notice that us-
ing control theory to study RL algorithms, as we did in this
paper, has become popular recently. By regarding the learn-
ing processes as dynamical systems, abundant results and
techniques in control theory can be applied to obtain bet-
ter understanding of RL algorithms, see (Srikant and Ying
2019; |Gupta, Srikant, and Ying|2019} |Hu and Syed |2019;
Lee and He[2019; Bian and Jiang|2019).

Concluding Remarks

This paper analyzes the robustness of policy iteration for
discrete-time LQR. It is proved that starting from any sta-
bilizing initial policy, the solutions generated by policy iter-
ation with errors are bounded and ultimately enter and stay
in a neighbourhood of the optimal solution, as long as the er-
rors are small and bounded. This result in the spirit of small-
disturbance input-to-state stability is employed to prove the
convergence of the optimistic least-squares policy iteration
(O-LSPI), a novel off-policy model-free RL algorithm for
discrete-time LQR with additive stochastic noises in the dy-
namics. The theoretical results are verified by the experi-
ments on a numerical example.
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Appendix A: Useful auxiliary results
Some useful properties of £x (-) are provided below.
Lemma 3. Suppose X € R"*" is stable.
(i) Foreach Z € R"* ", if Y € S™ is the solution of equation Lx(Y') = —Z, then

Y =) (xT)kzx*k,
k=0

(ii) Lx (Y1) < Lx(Ya) = Y, > Ya, where Y1,Y, € S™.

Proof. can be found in (Hewer|[1971). For let « be the solution of system z;4+1 = X, (0) = xo. Then z, = Xk,
and by

oo

Zp I'yize = Zxk —Lx(Y7)) Z —Lx(Ya))zr =z TYsg.
k=0 —0

T is arbitrary, thus Y7 > Ys. ]

When Definition [I]is truncated to the linear dynamical system (I), since z* = 0, we have the following definition.

Definition 4. System xy1 = Zxy, is exponentially stable if for some a > 0and 0 < b < 1,
1Z¥]|2 < ab®.

Definition E]is equivalent to the (7, p)-stability defined in (Krauth, Tu, and Recht|2019, Definition 1), and is closely related
to the strong stability defined in (Cassel, Cohen, and Koren|2020, Definition 5).
Lemma 4 ((Agarwal|2000, Remark 5.5.3.)). System xy1 = Zxy, is stable if and only if it is exponentially stable.

Generally in Definition 4], a and b depend on the choice of matrix Z. The next lemma shows that a set of (exponentially)
stable systems can share the same constants a and b.

Lemma 5. Let Z be a compact set of stable matrices, then there exist an ag > 0 and a 0 < by < 1, such that
125 |2 < aobf, Vke€Zy
forany Z € Z.

Proof. Foreach Z € Z, by (Tu and Recht|2019, Lemma B.1) there exist » > 0, @ > 0 and 0 < b < 1, such that
1Z% s < ab®, VkeZ,

forall |Z' — Z||2 < r. Then the compactness of Z completes the proof. O

The following lemma provides the relationship between operations vec(-) and svec(-).

Lemma 6 ((Magnus and Neudecker||2007, Page 57)). For X € S™, there exists a unique matrix D,, € R X 3n(n+1) ik Sull
column rank, such that

vec(X) = D, svec(X), svec(X) = D] vec(X).
D,, is called the duplication matrix.
For X e R"™*™ Y e R X +AX € R"", Y + AY € R™"*™, supposing X and X + AX are invertible, the following
inequality is repeatedly used
[X7Y — (X + AX) N (Y +AY)||p = | XY = X (Y + AY)
+X’1(Y+AY)f(XJrAX)’l(YJrAY)HF 26)
= |- X TAY + X TAX(X + AX)"H Y + AY) ||
< XM IAY [|p + 1X P I(X +AX)THEI(Y + AY)|[r|AX ] F



Appendix B: Proof of Lemmal]]

Since A(J# (P*)) is stable, by continuity there always exists a dp > 0, such that () is invertible, A(# (P;)) is stable for
all P; € Bj, (P*). Suppose P; € Bs, (P*). Subtracting

K \B"P*A+ ATP*BK,; 1 — K]\ Z(P*)K 11
from both sides of the ARE (@) for P = P* and noticing that K; 11 = J¢ (P;), we have
Lawwpy)(P*) == — 2T (P)RA (P)+
(A (Py) — A (P*) R (P*)(H (P;) — H (P")).
Subtracting from (T3)), we have
Pt = P = £3L iy (£ (P) = A (P)TR(P)(H (Py) — H (PY)).

27)

Taking norm on both sides of above equation, (12) yields
1Pir1 = P*llp < |1 (A (P)) " 2| 2(P) |l (Pr) — 2 (PF)| %

Since # (-) is locally Lipschitz continuous at P*, by continuity of matrix norm and matrix inverse, there exists a ¢; > 0, such
that
) _
|Pit1 = P¥llp < il | P = P&, VP € Bj, (P7).

So for any 0 < o < 1, there exists a 50 > dp > 0 with ¢169 < 0. This completes the proof.

Appendix C: Proof of Lemma 2]

Before proving Lemmal we ﬁrstly prove some auxiliary lemmas. The Procedurelwﬂl exhibit a singularity, if [G Z]uu in (TI)

is singular, or the cost (2)) of K7,+1 is infinity. The following lemma shows that if AG/; is small, no singularity will occur. Let &,
be the one defined in the proof of Lemma L then 99 < dy.

Lemma 7. There exists a d(0o) > 0 such that for all P; € Bs,(P*), K1 is stabilizing and |Gy, is invertible, if | AG;||p < d.
Proof. Since By, (P*) is compact and A(# (+)) is a continuous function, set

S = {A(X (P))|P; € B;,(P*)}
is also compact. By continuity, for each X € S, there exists ar(X) > O suchthatany Y € B,.(x)(X) is stable. The compactness
of S implies the existence of a r > 0, such that each Y € B,.(X) is stable for all X € S. Similarly, there exists d; > 0 such that
[G'i]wu is invertible for all P; € Bs, (P*),if [|AG; || r < d;. Note that in policy improvement step of Procedure I (the policy

update step in Procedure [2)), the improved policy Kz+1 = [G [y [Gl]ux (the updated pOlle Kz+1) is continuous function of

G (G), and there exists a 0 < dy < dy, such that A(K, ;1) € B,(A(X (P)))) forall P; € Bs, (P*),if |AG||p < da. Thus
Ki+1 is stabilizing. Setting d = dy completes the proof. O

By Lemmal if |AG; HOO < d, then the sequence { P, }72, satisfies (T3). For simplicity, we denote (G, AG;) in (T3) by

&;. The following lemma gives an upper bound on ||&;|| 7 in terms of || AG; || F.

Lemma 8. For any P; € Bs,(P*) and any ¢y > 0, there exists a 0 < 8} (0, ¢2) < d, independent of P;, where d is defined in
Lemmal7} such that
I€illr < es| AGH]| 7 < ca,

if |AG;||r < 81, where c3(5o) > 0.
Proof. Forany P; € Bs,(P*), |AG;|r < d, we have from (26)

14 (P;) — Kis1llr < [GilaallFIAG: |7 + [Gilun | PN Gilaa | PNl [Gilus | P AGS | 7
< ¢4(do, d) || AG ]| F, (28)

where the last inequality comes from the continuity of matrix inverse and the extremum value theorem. Define

c;‘(mm( S - KHRKM) Pi=L3 ) ( S — #(P)T'R¥ (P )).



Then by (I2) and (T3),
IEill e = || vec(P; — P)|
vee(By) = o7 1 (A(fml)) vec (—5 - f(g;leHl)
vee(Py) = o/ 7 (AWK (P)) vee (=8 = # (P)TRAH (P)) .
Define
Act = of (AH(P))) — o (AKipn)) . Abi = vee (A (P)TRA (Pr) ~ KE R )

Using (28)), it is easy to check that [|A || r < ¢5||AG;|| F, [|Abill2 < c6||AG; ]|, for some c5(dg, d) > 0, cs(d9,d) > 0. Then
by (26)

e < o (4], G (o)

) 1AGH ¢

F
x Hs + (BT R (P)
< c3(00)[|AG | F

where the last inequality comes from the continuity of matrix inverse and Lemma Choosing 0 < 61 < d such that c30; < co
completes the proof.
O

Now we are ready to prove Lemma[2]

Proof of Lemma[2] Let ¢c; = (1 — 0)dy in Lemma [8 and &; be equal to the 81 associated with cy. For any i € Z,, if
P; € Bs, (P*), then [G;]u, is invertible, K; 1 is stabilizing and

|Pis1 — P*||r < ||&illF + ‘ Elimﬁi))(s + P'BR'BTP) — P* .
< o||P; — P*||p + cs]|AG|| (29)
< o||P; = P*||p + c3]| AG| (30)
< 0o + 301 < 0dy + ca = g, (31)

where (29) and (3T) are due to Lemmas|[T]and 8] By induction, (29) to (31) hold for all i € Z, thus by (30),
1P; = P*|lp < 0®| Pica = P*|[p + (0 + 1)es| AG
<o <ol |Po=PHlp (L4 + 0" es | AG

c3
AG||oos
el

which proves nd in Lemma 2} Then (28) implies|(iiD)]in Lemma[2]

<0’iHPO—P*||F+

In terms of |(iv)|in Lemma 2] for any e > 0, there exists a i, € Z, such that sup{||AG; || r}52; < v '(¢/2). Take iz > iy.
For i > iy, we have by [(i)]in Lemma 2}

|P; — P*||r < B(| P, — P*||p,i —i2) + €/2 < Bler, i — i) + €/2.

where the second inequality is due to the boundedness of 13i. Since lim; o B(c7,i — iz) = 0, there is a i3 > is such that
B(cr,i —i2) < €/2 forall i > i3, which completes the proof. O

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem 2]

Notice that all the conclusions of Theorem 2|can be implied by Lemma 2] if
2 <min(y~'(e),01), Pp € Bs, (P¥)
for Procedure 2] Thus the proof of Theorem [2]reduces to the proof of the following lemma.

Lemma 9. Given a stabilizing Ky, there exist 0 < 6y < min(y~1(¢),01), i € Zy, Iy > 0 and ky > 0, such that [él]uu is
Pi|lp <y, [|K;||F < k2, i =1,--+ i, P; € Bs,(P*), as long as || AG||c < 62.

invertible, Ki is stabilizing,



The next two lemmas, inspired by (Ablgasi-Yadkori, Lazic, and Szepesvari|2019, Lemma 5.1), state that undef certain condi-
tions on ||AG;| r, each element in { K;}_, is stabilizing, each element in {[G;].. }i_; is invertible and {P;}_; is bounded.
For simplicity, in the following we assume S > I,, and R > I,,,. All the proofs still work for any S > 0 and R > 0, by suitable
rescaling.

Lemma 10. Iflg'i is stabilizing, then [Gz]uu is nonsingular and KiH is stabilizing, as long as |AG;||F < a;, where

a; = (v + [Kill)? + m(vi+ | K 2)°)
Furthermore, . ~
|Kit1llr < 2[R r(1+ | BT PA| F). (32)
Proof. By definition,
1Gau ([Giluw = [Gilu) |7 < asll[Gil s -
Since R > I,,,, the eigenvalues \;([G;]7.}) € (0,1] forall 1 < j < m. Then by the fact that for any X € S™

[XIlF = lAxllFp, Ax = diag{A(X), -+, An(X)},
we have ~ ~
H[Gz};&([ i]uu - [Gz]uu)HF < aim < 0.5. (33)

Thus by (Horn and Johnson|2012, Section 5.8), [G;].., is invertible.
For any x € R™ on the unit ball, define

I . )
Xm[_f(i}zx[l -K[" ]
From (10) and we have o )
" H(Gi, Ki)w = tr(GiXg,) =0,
and . .
tr(GiXAiH) = Din tr(G;Xk).
Then

(G, ) < te(GiX, )+ |AG | ptr(117 X [abs)

< tr(GiXg,) + |AGs | P17 X, fabsd

< tr(GiXg ) + [ AGH P17 (|1 Xk labs + X5, labs)1

<AG P17 (| X abs + [ X, labs) 1, (34

i

where | X %, |abs denotes the matrix obtained from X %, by taking the absolute value of each entry. Thus by and the definition

of Gi, we have _
xTLA(RHI)(Pi)x +€ <0 (35)

where

e1 =2T(S+ KL RK; 1)z — |AG|| p17 (| X,

abs + |X[( ‘abs)l'

i

i+1

For any x on the unit ball, |17z, < +/n. Similarly, for any K € R™*", by the definition of induced matrix norm,
1T Kx|aps < || K||2y/m. This implies

T I
1 [ _K|®
which means 17| Xk 451 < m(y/n + || K||2)?. Thus
IAG:| P17 (|1 Xk labs + [ X5

= 1Te - 1K, < Vm(Va+ | K]l2),

abs

i+1‘ab5)1 < 1.
Then S > I,, leads to
.Z‘T (A(ki+1)Tﬁ7;A(ki+1) — Pl) <0

for all z on the unit ball. So K. i+1 is stabilizing by the Lyapunov criterion (Wonham/[1985, Lemma 12.2").



By definition,
|Kis1lle < [Gilaallr(1+ | BT PA||F)
<[Gilgullr (1 = [[[Gil s ([Giluw = [Giluwn) | 7) 71 (1 + | BT PAl| )
< 2[R r(1+ || B"PA|r). (36)

where the second inequality comes from (Horn and Johnson|2012] Inequality (5.8.2)), and the last inequality is due to (33).
This completes the proof. ]

Lemma 11. Foranyi € Zy, >0, if

IAGi|F < (1 +i%) " ay, i=1,---,3, (37)
where a; is defined in Lemmal[I0} then
1Pillr < 6lPrlF, [Killr < Co,
fori=1,--- i, where
Co = max { | K1 [lr, 21 Rl (1+ 61 BT |6l Prl| ]| Allr ) §
Proof. Inequality (33) yields
Laier (P + (S + KL RE 1) — ea ] <0. (38)

where
€2, = |IAGi||F1T(|XKi|abS —+ |Xf(i+1|abs)1 < 1.

Inserting (I0) into above inequality, and using[(i)]in Lemma 3] we have

ﬁ)i+1 < Pz + 62,@6;\2]»(”1)(—[). 39
With S > I,,, (38) yields .
EA(R,+1)(R) =+ (]. — 6271')_[ < 0.
Similar to (39), we have
1 .
1 .
Lotk I < 1— e, b (40)
From (39) and (@0), we obtain
2 1 2P
i1 < ( + 1—62’1) i
By definition of €5 ; and condition (37),
€24 < 1 1 -
-5 1=1, 51
1-— €25 i2’
Then (Konrad| 1990, §28. Theorem 3) yields .
R S 6P1, 1= ]., ,g
An application of (32) completes the proof. O

Now we are ready to prove LemmaE}

Proof of Lemma[9) Consider Procedure confined to the first 7 iterations, where 7 is a sufficiently large integer to be determined
later in this proof. Suppose

|AGi | <bi 2 5 (Vi +Co) 2. (41)

( +1i%)
Condition (1) implies condition (37). Thus K is stabilizing, [G];;! is invertible, || P;|| » and || K; | # are bounded. By we
have

ﬁA(Ri+1)(PZ+1 ) = —S K +1RKZ+1 £.A( 1+1)(P)
Letting E; = K it1 — K (]51), the above equation can be rewritten as



. . .
where N'(P;) = EA(%/(R-)) o R(F;), and

R(Y)=ATYA-Y - A"YB(R+ B"YB) 'B"Y A+ S,
& = —E] R(Pij1)Ei + Ef #(Pis1) (%(R—H) - %(R))

~ ~ T
+ (A (Pia) = H(P) #(Pig) .

Given K, let M; denote the set of all possible P, generated by under condition . By definition, { M };";1 is a
nondecreasing sequence of sets, i.e., My C My C ---. Define M = U2, M;, D = {P € §" | ||P||r < 6|/ Py||7}. Then by

Lemma|1]and Theorem (T} M C D; M is compact; .A( (P)) is stable for any P € M.
Now we prove that A/(+) is Lipschitz continuous on M. Using (T2), for any P!, P? € M we have

IN(PY) = N(P?)|lp = |~ (A (P))) vec(R(P")) — o~ (A(H (P?))) vec(R(P?))l|2
< |l (A (PY))[2|R(PY) = R(P?)| r+
IR(P)|Iplle ~  (A(E (PY))) — o~ (A (P?)))ll2
< L|P! = P*|r 43)

with some Lipschitz constant L > 0, where the last inequality is due to the fact that matrix inversion, A(-), ' (-) and R(-) are
locally Lipschitz, thus Lipschitz on compact set M. ~
Define { Py|; }72, as the sequence generated by (T3) with P, = P;. Similar to (42)), we have

Prsaji = Puji — N(Pya), k€ Zy. (44)
By Theorem|T]and the fact that M is compact, there exists ko € Z., such that
| Proji — P*[|F < d0/2, VP € M. 45)
Suppose ~
||£A(X(P+))( Eiri)llF < s J=0,- i—i. (46)
We find an upper bound on || Py); — P, 1|| r. Notice that from (42)) and (4

k—1

Pyi = Poji = > N(Pjs), Py =P — ZN i +Z£A(Jg(p (Gitj)-

=0
Then @3) and (@6) yield

k—1

1Pji = Pigllr < kp+ > LIPjj; — Pyl p.
j=0

An application of the Gronwall inequality (Agarwal|2000, Theorem 4.1.1.) to the above inequality implies

k—1
|Paji = Pl < kp+ Lpy 1+ )77 (47)
5=0
By[(®)]in Lemma 3]
Loty (=D = Y (AT (A (P) (A (PY)*F, P'eM.
k=0

By definition of the set M, there exist G* and stabilizing control gain K associated with P! € M, such that #(G', K1) = 0.
So for any x € R",

tTR(PYr = min 2"H(G', K)z <0.
KER’VTLX’VL

This implies
Lawpry(PY) <=8 — T (PYRH (PY) < —1.
An application of [(i)]in Lemma[3]to the above inequality leads to

HE A(x (PY)) <_I)||F < P! < 6||p1||Fa VPl e M cC D. (48)



Then the error term in @2)) satisfies

D (AT (P)))F ® (ALK (P)))* vee (&)

k=0

(€2) <Giléillr, (49)

2

[

A (B)) F:'

where C' is a constant and the inequality is due to (@s).
Leti > ko, and k = ko, i = i — ko in @7). Then by condition (1), Lemrna. (@6, (@7), and @9), there exists ig € Z-,
io > ko, such that || Py, — Pi|lp < 80/2, for all i > ig. Settlng i =1 — ko in @) the triangle inequality yields

P; € Bs,(P*), fori > io. Then in (@T), choosing i > iy such that d; = b; < min(y~'(e), §;) completes the proof. O

Appendix E: Proof of Theorem 3|

For given K1, let F denote the set of control gains (including Ky) generated by Procedure I with all possible {AG;}5°,
satisfying || AG||s < 82, where 5 is the one in Theorem 2] The following result is firstly derived.

Lemma 12. Under Assumptlonl 1| there exist Ty € Z4 and My € Z., such that for any T > Ty and any M > My, K, eF
implies ||AG;||p < 2, almost surely.

Proof. The task is to show that each term in (23)) is less than d5/3 almost surely.

We firstly study term || P; - — Pj| . Define p; ; = vec(P; ;), then by Lemma EI, lines from I to I in Algorithm I can be
rewritten as

Piji1 = Vec(H(’H(svecfl((I)R/[\I/M svec(P; ;) + (I’LEM), 0), K;)) 50)
= TY®nr, Uor, Ki)pij + T*(®ar,Zar, Ki),  Pio =0
where Y = svec™!(svec(Y)), for any Y € S™, and
TH@u, Ut Ki) = (L = KT | @ (L = KT ] ) (Uit 0 @ [Tons 0)) D1 @4 s D,
TQ(CI)JVD E]V[v Kz) = ({Ina _IA{;T} & {Ina _K;T}) ([Im+n7 0] ® [Iernv OD Dm+n+1q)RIEM'
Set K = K; and insert (22) into (T8). Similar derivations yield
Pig+1 =T (e1, 02, Ki)pij + T2(¢1, 03, Ki),  Pio = 0. (51D
By Assumption[I} (5 is identical to
ﬁi,j-ﬁ-l = (A — B[A(l)T ® (A — B[A(i)Tﬁz‘J + VGC(S —+ K?R[A(l), ﬁi,O = 0, (52)
with A . R .
TI(SD17SO25 ) (A BK) (A_BKl)Ta TQ(SD17L)O37KZ) :VeC(S+K?RKl> (53)
Since R’i € F is stabilizing, ) .

where p; ; = = vec(P; ;) and P; is the unique solution of () with K = K;. By definition and Theorem | F is bounded, thus
compact. Let V be the set of unique solutions of (3) with K € F. Then by Theoreml 2|V is bounded. So any control gain in F
is stabilizing, otherwise it contradicts the boundedness of V. Define

Fi ={(A-BK)" ® (A- BK)T|K € F}.
By continuity, F7 is a compact set of stable matrices, and there exists a 3 > 0, such that any X € F> is stable, where
2= {X|X € BéB(Y),Y c fl}

Define
AT]&[,i :T (4101,(,02, ) Tl((I)quJMaK)v ATI\QJ,i:T2(@17§03aKi)_TQ((I)MaEMaKi)'

The boundedness of F, (24) and (53)) implies the existence of M; > 0, such that for any M > Mj, any K, € F, almost surely

TH®u, Uar, Ki) € Fo,  T2(®ar,Enr, Ki) < Ca, (59)
where Cy > 0 is a constant. Then (IS_U[) admits a unique stable equilibrium, that is,
lim Pi,j = PZ (56)

Jj—o0



for some P, € S™, and from 0D, 51), (34) and (36), we have

5o = vee(P) = (L — T (o102, K9) T(p1, 03, K,

pi = vec(P,) = (1n2 T ®ar, Ui, fg))fl T2(® s, Ear, K).
Thus by @, for any M > M, any K ; € F, almost surely

1B, P||F<H Lo — T o1y 0, K H IATZ ot

N

”ug—T%QmmMJiD

||ATM,|F)
< || AT illF + coll ATyl e

where cs and cg are some positive constants, and the last inequality is due to (33), (53) and the fact that F; and F» are compact
sets of stable matrices. Then for any ¢; > 0, the boundedness of F and @) implies the existence of My > M, such that for
any M > Ms, almost surely

1B — Billr < €1/2, (57)
as long as K; € F. By Lemmaand (3), for any M > My and any K; € F,
[hij+1 — Dill2 < aobtl|pill2 < arbg,
for some ag > 0,1 > by > 0 and a; > 0. Therefore there exists a 77 > 0, such that for any 7' > 77, and any M > M, almost

surely
|Pi,r — Pillr < e1/2, (58)

as long as K; € F. Synthesizing and (58) yields
1P = Pillr < e, (59)
almost surely for any 7' > T3, any M > Mo, as long as K; € F.Since ¢ is arbitrary, we can choose ¢; such that almost surely
A ~ 1)
|Pir — Billr <e < 32

Secondly, for term ||Q(P¢)T) — Q(E)HF, by (9) there exist 75 > T3, M3 > Mo, such that almost surely

1Q(Pir) — Q(P)|r <2

forany T' > T5, any M > M3, as long as Ki e F.
Finally, since V is bounded, by (59) P, 7 is also almost surely bounded. Thus from lines |§|t0 in Algorithm and (29),
there exists M4 > M3, such that

R 0o
1Qir — Q(Pir)|lr < )
for any M > M, and any T' > T5, as long as ki e F.
Setting Ty = T and My = M, yields [|AG;|| < ds. O

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3]

Proof. Since K, € F, Lemma implies |AG1||F < d2 almost surely. By definition, Ko € F. Thus IAG;||F < 02,1 =
1,2,--- almost surely by mathematical induction. Then Theorem 2] completes the proof. O

Appendix F: Experiments (Cont’d)

In the experiments of Figure initial control gain is K 1 = 02«3, number of policy iterations N = 5, number of iterations for
policy evaluation T" = 45. The three features we use to evaluate the performances of the algorithms (fraction stable, relative
error (Avg.) and Relative Error (Var.)) in Figure 2] are computed in the same way to those in Figure[T]
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Figure 2: The performances of O-LSPI and LSPIv1 on the dynamics of (Krauth, Tu, and Recht|2019) with different values of
exploration variances 2. In the upper row M = 102 while in the lower row M = 107
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