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Exploration-exploitation trade-off for continuous-time episodic
reinforcement learning with linear-convex models

Lukasz Szpruch* Tanut Treetanthiploet! Yufei Zhang?

Abstract. We develop a probabilistic framework for analysing model-based reinforcement learn-
ing in the episodic setting. We then apply it to study finite-time horizon stochastic control prob-
lems with linear dynamics but unknown coefficients and convex, but possibly irregular, objective
function. Using probabilistic representations, we study regularity of the associated cost functions
and establish precise estimates for the performance gap between applying optimal feedback con-
trol derived from estimated and true model parameters. We identify conditions under which this
performance gap is quadratic, improving the linear performance gap in recent work [X. Guo, A.
Hu, and Y. Zhang, arXiv preprint, arXiv:2104.09311, (2021)], which matches the results obtained
for stochastic linear-quadratic problems. Next, we propose a phase-based learning algorithm for
which we show how to optimise exploration-exploitation trade-off and achieve sublinear regrets in
high probability and expectation. When assumptions needed for the quadratic performance gap
hold, the algorithm achieves an order O(\/N In N) high probability regret, in the general case,
and an order O((In N)?) expected regret, in self-exploration case, over N episodes, matching the
best possible results from the literature. The analysis requires novel concentration inequalities for
correlated continuous-time observations, which we derive.
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1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) is a core topic in machine learning and is concerned with se-
quential decision-making in an uncertain environment (see [33]). Two key concepts in RL are
exploration, that corresponds to learning via interactions with the random environment, and ex-
ploitation, that corresponds to optimising the objective function given accumulated information.
The latter can be studied using the (stochastic) control theory, while the former relies on the
theory of statistical learning. When the state dynamics is not available while learning, we talk
about model-free reinforcement learning, which is only concern with the search for the optimal
policy. On the other hand, model-based RL assumes the model is given, or it is learned from data.
Model-based RL has advantage over model-free approaches as a) it can be systematically studied
using powerful and well understood stochastic control techniques that have been developed over
the last half-century, see [23, 7, 6, 15]; b) it is more appropriate for high-stakes decision-making,
overcoming some shortcomings of less interpretable “black-box” approaches [34].
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In this work we study finite time model-based RL when the underlying environment is mod-
elled by a linear stochastic differential equation with unknown drift parameter and the agent is
minimising (known) convex, but possibly irregular, cost function. Before introducing the learning
algorithm and the main contributions of this work we briefly review the classical stochastic linear-
convex (LC) control problems, with all the parameters assumed to be known, fixing the notation
along the way.

1.1 Linear-convex control problem with observable parameter

Let T' > 0 be a given terminal time, (Q2, 7, P) be a complete probability space which supports a
d-dimensional standard Brownian motion W, and F be the filtration generated by W augmented
by the P-null sets. Let § = (A, B) € R¥(@+?) be given parameters.! Consider the following
control problem with parameter 6:

T
V@)= inf  J(0), with J(a;0)=E [/ f(t,Xf’a,ozt) dt + g(Xg’a) , (1.1)
aEH%(Q;RP) 0

where X% ¢ SI%(Q; R?) is the strong solution to the following dynamics:
dX; = (AX; + Bay)dt +dW;, te€[0,T], Xo=xo, (1.2)
and the given initial state 2y and functions f and g satisfy the following conditions as in [16]:
H.1. T >0, 20 €RY, and f:[0,T] x R x RP - RU {oc} and g : R? — R such that
(1) there exist measurable functions fo:[0,T] x R? x RP — R and h: RP — RU {oo} such that
f(t,z,a) = fo(t,z,a) + h(a), Y(t z,a)c[0,T] x R x RP. (1.3)

For all (t,z) € [0,T] x R?, fo(t,z,-) is convex, fo(t,-,-) is differentiable with a Lipschitz
continuous derivative, and sup;cio 71(|fo(t;0,0)] + |9(z,q)fo(¢,0,0)[) < oo. Moreover, h is
proper, lower semicontinuous, and convex;?

(2) there exists A > 0 such that for all t € [0,T], (v,a),(2',a’) € R x RP, and n € [0, 1],
nf(t,z,a) + (L—n)f(t,a’,a") > f(t,nz + (1 —n)a’,na+ (1 —n)a’) +n(l - n)3la—d*;

(8) g is convex and differentiable with a Lipschitz continuous derivative.

Remark 1.1. (H.1) not only includes the most commonly used linear-quadratic models as special
cases, but also allows for practically important nonsmooth control problems in engineering and
machine learning. For example, problems with control constraints correspond to h being the
indicator function of action sets, and sparse control problems correspond to h being the ¢'-norm
of control variables. Moreover, in the reinforcement learning literature (see e.g., [9, 17, 37, 411, 33]),
one often consider the entropy-regularised cost function:

ft,z,a) = fo(t,x)"a+ hen(a), Y(t,z,a) € [0,T] x R x RP, (1.4)

1With a slight abuse of notation, we identity R?*¢ x R?*? with R**(4+P) throughout the paper.
*We say a function h : R? — R U {oo} is proper if it has a nonempty domain domh = {a € R? | h(a) < co}.



with fo : [0,T] x R* — RP being a sufficiently regular function, and he, : R? — R U {co0} being
the Shannon’s entropy function such that

hen (@) = {25:1 ailn(a;), a€A,={ac[0,1P 3P  a; =1},

(1.5)
00, a € RP\ A,

It has been shown that including the entropy function he, in the optimisation objective leads to
more robust decision-making [33] and accelerates the convergence of gradient-descent algorithms
[37]. Observe that he, is only differentiable on the interior of A,, and its derivative blows up
near the boundary. We refer the reader to [16] and the references therein for other applications
of nonsmooth control problems.

In this work we focus on Lipschitz continuous feedback controls defined as follows.

Definition 1.1. For each C > 0, let V¢ be the following space of feedback controls:

) b [0,T] x RY = R? 1 is measurable and for all (¢,,y) € [0,T] x R x RY, w6
= M s X |
C [(t,0)] < C and (¢, z) — ¥(t,y)| < Clx —y|.

The following proposition shows that under (H.1), the control problem (1.1) admits an optimal
feedback control 1y, which depends continuously on the parameter 8. The proof can be found in
Theorems 2.5 and 2.6 and Lemma 2.8 in [10].

Proposition 1.1. Suppose (H.1) holds, and let © be a bounded subset of REX(+P) . Then there
exists a constant C > 0, such that for all 6 € ©, there exists Vg € Vo such that

(1) 1y is an optimal feedback control of (1.1), i.e., V*(0) = J(1g;0), where for all § € R¥*(d+p)
and 1 € UCZOVC,

T
J(1;0) = E [ / P X070t X)) de + g(X%] € RU {oo}, (L.7)
0
and X% € S2(Q;RY) is the state process associated with 0 and ) satisfying for t € [0,T],

0,9
AXPY =020V dt + AW, X5V =@, with 20V = (w(;x o) )3 (18)
Elat 4

(2) for all (t,x) € [0,T] x RY and 6,0 € O, |y(t,z) — g (t,x)] < C(1 + |z[)|0 — 0’| and
[f(t 2, (t, 7)) < O+ |2f);

(8) R¥*(4+P) 5 0 V*(0) € R is continuous.

1.2 Phased-based learning algorithm and our contributions

In this section we provide a road map of the key ideas and contributions of this work without
introducing needless technicalities. The precise assumptions and statements of the results can be
found in Sections 2 and 3.



Episodic learning and observations. To encode the fact that the controller does not observe
the true parameter 6, we treat it as a random variable which we denote by 6. The probability
distribution induced by @ describes the uncertainty the controller has about unknown 6. Agent
learns about @ by executing a sequence of feedback policies (¢, )men and observing corresponding
realisation of controlled dynamics (1.8), (Xte ’d}m)te[O,T],meN- This is often referred to as the episodic
framework in the RL literature (see e.g., [30, 5, 16]). At the beginning of the m-th episode, the
information available to the agent for designing 1, is incorporated in the o-algebra G,,_1 =
a{X 9 9n | s €[0,T],n=1,...,m — 1} generated by the state processes from previous episodes.

It is worth emphasising that the agent only observes the state process (Xte ’w), but not the
Brownian motion W, since otherwise the problem reduces to the classical control problem. In-
deed, consider (1.8). Suppose that one can choose v such that fg 44 ’w(Zse ’d})TdS is almost surely
invertible for some ¢ > 0 (see Lemma 6.1). Then, for all ¢ > 0, we can write

0= <</Ot 709 (4x0 — dWS)T)T> (/Ot vaw(zfvw)Tds>_1.

But this means that if we observe both X%% and W, then we effectively know 6.

Performance measure and incomplete learning. We denote by V¥,,(-) the (random) feed-
back policy used in the m-th episode, in order to emphasise its dependence on realisations of
controlled dynamics from all previous episodes; see Definition 2.1 for details. To measure the
performance of an algorithm ¥ = (¥,,),,en with the corresponding state processes (X%%™), cn,
we often consider its associated cost

T
0 (®,0) = /0 F XY (ot XPT) A+ g(XET™. (1.9)

The regret of learning up to N € N episodes is then defined by

N
R(N.€.0):= Y (em(q:,e) - V*(o)), (1.10)

m=1

where V*(0) = J(1p;0) is the optimal cost that agent can achieve knowing the parameter 6
(cf. (1.7)). The regret characterises the cumulative loss from taking sub-optimal policies in all
episodes. Agent’s aim is to construct a learning algorithm for which the regret (either in high-
probability or in expectation) R(N, ¥, 0) growths sublinearly in N.

To quantify the regret of an algorithm ¥ = (¥,,),en, one can decompose the regret into

N N
R(N,,0) = 3 (6n(®,0) = J(,0:0)) + 3 (J(90:0) = J(056)),  (111)

=1 m=1

where J(¥,,;0) is given in (1.7) and vy is given in Proposition 1.1. The first term vanishes under
expectation and can be bounded with O(v/N In N) in the high-probability sense (Propositions 4.3
and 4.4). This means that it suffices to analyse the second term which is the (expected) regret that
has been analysed in [5, 16] assuming a self-exploration property of greedy policies (see Remark
3.1). However, the following examples shows these greedy policies in general do not guarantee
exploration and consequently convergence to the optimal solution, which is often referred to as
incomplete learning in the literature (see e.g., [21]).



Example 1.1. Consider minimising the following quadratic cost
T
i) =5 | [ ot +ad i+ x3]
0

over all admissible controls «; and s, subject to a one-dimensional state dynamics:
dX; = (Bloq,t + BQOég,t)dt +dW;, te [0, T], Xy =x9, with By, Bo 75 0.

The classical linear-quadratic (LQ) control theory shows that for any B = (B, Bs), the optimal
feedback control is given by vp(t, 2) = —p; B x, where (p;); satisfies p, —(BB")p? = 0 and pr = 1.
Consequently, if the agent starts with the initial estimate B® = (B? ,0) with some B? = 0, then,
assuming that B{” # 0 for all m € N, the greedy strategy will result in a control of the form
a¢ = (ai14,0) for all episodes and almost surely result in estimates B™ = (B{“,O). In particular,
the parameter By and the optimal policy will never be learnt. Note that this example contradicts
the full column rank condition of B = (Bj, By) in [10].

Separation of exploration and greedy exploitation episodes. Motivated by the example,
in this work we assume that there exists a policy 1) that allows to explore the space (see (H.3)). We
prove that such an exploration policy can be explicitly constructed under very general conditions
(see Proposition 3.3), and guarantees to improve the accuracy of parameter estimation (see Remark
3.1). With the exploration policy ¥¢ at hand, we separate the exploration episodes, in which ¢ is
exercised and the estimate 6., of @ is updated based on available information G,,, from exploitation
episodes in which greedy policies wém are exercised. From Example 1.1 we see that in the latter
case there is no guarantee that the agent’s knowledge of 8 increases.

Coming back to regret analysis and noting that V' (0) = J(1y;6), the second term on the right
hand side of (1.11) can be decomposed as

N
(J(Un;0) — T ($9:0)) = > (J(W%50) = J(We:0) + D> (J(vg,:0) — J(ve; 6)),
m=1 me[1,NJNEY me[1,N\E¥
(1.12)

where £¥ = {m € N|U,, = ¢°}. The first term of (1.12) induces loss due to exploration and
increases linearly in the size of exploration episodes. The second term of (1.12), on the other hand,
describes loss due to inaccuracy of our parameter estimate. Balancing exploration and exploitation
episodes to control the growth of regret is precisely where the exploration-exploitation trade-off
appears in this work.

To quantify the regrets of exploitation episodes, one of the main contributions of this work is
to show that there exist constants Lg, 8 > 0,7 € [1/2,1] such that for all ) € ©,

’J(l/)g; 90) — J(l/)go; 90)’ < L@’@ — 90‘%, = Bﬁ(@o), (1.13)
where 1)y is an optimal feedback control with parameter 6. In particular,

e We prove that the performance gap (1.13) holds with » = 1 provided that the cost functions
in (1.1) are Lipschitz differentiable (Theorem 3.5) or involve the (nonsmooth) entropy reg-
ularisation function (Theorem 3.6). To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper on
the (optimal) quadratic performance gap for continuous-time RL problems beyond the LQ
setting.



Regret for Phased Exploration and Greedy Exploitation algorithm. While the general
framework we present in this work can be used to study many popular parameter estimators from
the literature, we focus the exposition on a truncated maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate 8,
based on posterior distribution 7(0|G,,) for all m € N. The accuracy of the MAP estimate is
evaluated by using concentration inequalities for conditional sub-exponential random variables,
in order to address correlations among all observations. Based on the precise convergence rate of
|ém — 0| in terms of m and the performance gap r, we design Phased Exploration and Greedy
Exploitation algorithms (see Algorithm 1) that balance exploration and exploitation:

e In the case where the accuracy of (0,,)men improves only after the exploration episodes,
we prove that the regret of the PEGE algorithm is of the magnitude O(N'/*") (up to
logarithmic factors) with high probability; see Theorem 3.7. In particular, our result extends
the O(vV/N)-regret bound for tabular Markov decision problems and discrete-time LQ-RL
problems to continuous-time LC-RL problems with Lipschitz differentiable costs (Theorem
3.5) and entropy-regularised costs (Theorem 3.6).

e In the case where the accuracy of (6,,)men improves after both the exploration and ex-
ploitation episodes, we achieve an improved expected regret of the order O(N'~"(In N)") if
r < 1 and O((In N)?) if r = 1; see Theorem 3.8. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first logarithmic regret bound beyond the linear parameterised Markov decision setting or
the LQ-RL setting.

1.3 Related works

The problem that we study here falls under the umbrella of the partially observable stochastic
control problems. There, one typically assumes that the controlled dynamics is not observable,
and the observation process is given by another stochastic process and in addition, the coefficients
of the controlled dynamics and the observation process are given to the agent. One typically also
is interested in continuous learning without explicit exploration. We refer the reader to excellent
monographs on this subject [10, 6, 25] and more recent development [2, 3, 9]. The problem that
we study here is different. We do observe controlled dynamics but treat its parameters as random
variables. In that sense, the problem is degenerate. Our main objective is to study regret in the
episodic setting.

There is a vast literature on sublinear regret bounds for discrete-time RL algorithms (see e.g.,
[35, 30, 31, 18] for bandit problems and tabular Markov decision problems, and [1, 26, 11, 3(]
for discrete-time LQ-RL problems). In particular, a Phased Exploration and Greedy Exploitation
algorithm has been introduced in [35] for linear bandit problems. Furthermore, many results in
literature e.g., [30] and [19] give a regret with order depending on the size of state and action. For
RL problems with continuous-time models, attentions have been mostly on algorithm development
(see e.g., [29, 27, 28]), while regret analysis of learning algorithms is limited.

In the seminal work [13] authors established an asymptotically sublinear regret for regularised
least-squares algorithms in an ergodic continuous-time LQ setup without an exact order of the
regret bound. Recently, [5, 16] extend the least-squares algorithms to the finite-time horizon
episodic setting and analyze their non-asymptotic regrets. They prove that if optimal controls of
the true model automatically exploit the parameter space, then a greedy least-squares algorithm
with suitable initialisation admits a non-asymptotically logarithmic expected regret for LQ models
[5], and a O(vV/N) expected regret for LC models [16]. Unfortunately, as shown in Example 1.1 and
in [21], such a self-exploration property may not hold in general, even for LQ models. Furthermore,
the learning algorithm studied here works for an arbitrary initialisation.



There are various reasons for the relatively slow theoretical progress in non-asymptotic perfor-
mance analysis of continuous-time RL algorithms. Analysing exploitation (i.e., the performance
gap (1.13)) for continuous-time models often requires to study high-order stability (such as Lips-
chitz continuity or differentiability) of associated fully nonlinear HJB PDEs with respect to model
parameters, which has always been one of the formidable challenges in the control theory. Further-
more, developing an effective exploration strategy for learning the environment in the nonlinear
setting adds additional complexity to the problem that we study. Indeed, in the context of LQ-
RL a natural exploration strategy is to add Gaussian noises with diminishing variances to greedy
policies (see e.g., [13, 26, 11, 36]). This technique exploits heavily the fact that the greedy policy
of a LQ control problem is affine in state variables, which clearly does not hold for general RL
problems. Moreover, to ensure a finite exploration cost, one needs to construct exploration noises
with range dom(h) = {a € R¥ | h(a) < oo}, which can be computationally challenging.

Notation: For each T' > 0, filtered probability space (2, F,F = {F;}ejo,r), P) satisfying the
usual condition and Euclidean space (E,| - |), we introduce the following spaces:

o S{(Q % [t,T];E), q € [2,00), t € [0,T1, is the space of E-valued F-progressively measurable
processes Y : Q0 x [t,T] — E satisfying [|[Y|ss = Elsupep 7 V5|9V < oo;

o Hi(QAx [t,T];E), q € [2,00), t € [0,T7, is the space of E-valued F-progressively measurable
processes Z : ) x [t,T] — E satisfying || Z||xr = E[(ftT | Z,)? ds) ¥/ < 0.

For notational simplicity, we denote S§(€; E) = SE(Q2x[0,T]; E) and HE(Q; E) = HE(Qx[0,T]; E).
We also denote by C' € [0,00) a generic constant, which depends only on the constants appearing
in the assumptions and may take a different value at each occurrence.

2 A probabilistic framework for episodic RL problems

In this section, we introduce a rigorous probabilistic framework for the episodic learning pro-
cedure outlined in Section 1.2.

We start by defining admissible learning algorithms rigorously. An essential step is to de-
scribe the available information for decision-making, namely the o-algebra with respect to which
a learning policy is measurable at each episode. The fact that the controller does not observe
the true parameter 6 indicates that the parameter is not measurable with respect to the available
information o-algebra. But because a deterministic quantity is measurable with respect to any
o-algebra on the space, we treat the parameter as a random variable @ = (A, B). The range © of
the parameter 0 is assumed to be bounded and known to the controller.

H.2. © is a nonempty bounded measurable subset of R¥*(d+p),

As 0 is a random parameter, it is crucial to distinguish among different sources of randomness
throughout the learning process, and to ensure that all sources of randomness are supported on the
same probability space. To this end, we work with a complete probability space of the following
form:

o [o¢] o
(Q,F,P) = (Q® < [TV, 7o Q7" P° @ (X) PW’">. (2.1)
m=1

m=1 m=1

The space (29, F©,P®) supports the random variable 8 taking values in ©, and for each m € N,
the space (me,fwm,]P’Wm) supports a d-dimensional Brownian motion W™, which describes
the randomness involved in making the new observation at the m-th episode. Without loss of



generality, we assume that Q® = ©, @ is the identity map on Q°, QW™ = C([0, T]; R?) and W™ is
the coordinate map of Q™. In partlcular any element w € € can be written as w = (we,wW) €
OxI[r_, QW™ with w? == 0 and W = (W]",wl,...). We extend canonically 6 on Q by setting
0(w?,w") = 6(w?), and extend similarly on Q any random variable on QW™

It is important to notice that one execution of the learning algorithm with all episodes cor-
responds to one sample w = (H,wyv,wgv, ...) in the space Q° x I QW™ This describes the
episodic learning problem precisely, where the system parameter 6 is realised at the beginning of
the learning process, and the agent aims to learn the unknown parameter through a sequence of
episodes driven by independent noises.

Now we give the precise definition of an admissible learning algorithm. Recall the space of

Lipschitz feedback controls V¢ defined in (1.1).

Definition 2.1. Let (92, F,P) be defined in (2.1), N be the o-algebra generated by P-null sets,
and ¥ = (U,,)men be a sequence of functions ¥,, : Q x [0, 7] x R — RP such that for all m € N,
there exists a constant Cy, > 0 such that ¥,,(w,-) € V¢,, for all w € Q.

We say that ¥ = (U,,)men is an admissible learning algorithm (simply referred to as a
learning algorithm) if for all m € N, ¥,,, is (Gr_, ® B([0,T]) ® B(R%))/B(RP)-measurable, with
the o-algebras (g,‘g)meNU{o} defined recursively as follows: Gy := N and for all m € N, take the
(G¥ | ®B([0,T]) ® B(RY))/B(RP)-measurable function ¥,,, and define G¥ := G¥ |V O_{Xte,\p,m |
t €1[0,7]}, where X0¥™ ¢ SZ, (Q;R?) is the strong solution of

6, m
dx) Y™ = 0z%%mdt + awyr, XgP™ =, with 20V = (w ?x" v ’“))’ 22)

with the filtration F™ generated by W™ augmented by G¥_|. The o-algebra G, m € N U {0},
describes the available information for the agent after the m- th episode, which is generated by the
state processes from all previous episodes (up to P-null sets).

Remark 2.1. For discrete-time Markov decision problems where the environment is driven by
Markov chains and the agent observes the state dynamics in discrete-time, a learning algorithm is
usually defined as a sequence of deterministic functions, each mapping the history of observations
(i.e., a finite number of random variables) to action space (see e.g., [30, 31]). By the Doob-Dynkin
lemma, this is equivalent to defining a learning algorithm as a sequence of random functions
measurable with respect to the o-algebras generated by all historical (random) observations.

Definition 2.1 extends these concepts to continuous-time RL problems, and specifies the re-
quired measurability condition of a learning algorithm. It is required for the rigorous analysis of
learning algorithms in model-based RL, see Proposition 3.1. As @ and (W")"_, in general are
not measurable with respect to QW‘I;, Definition 2.1 restricts the choices of learning policies and
prevents the agent from using the values of 6 and (W)™, in the decision-making.

We then define the regret of a learning algorithm as introduced in Section 1.2. For any given
learning algorithm ¥ = (¥, )en, its associated cost at the m-th episode is given by

T
(0 (W, 0) ::/ PO XOTm Gt XOTmY) 4 4 g(XOTm), (2.3)
0

with X% ¥™ being defined as in Definition 2.1, and the regret of learning up to N € N episodes
is defined by

2

R(N,¥,0) =Y ( V*(@)), (2.4)

m=1



where for each § € R¥(4+P) V*(9) = J(1/9;0) as shown in Proposition 1.1.

Note that for any given N € N, R(N,¥,0) : Q@ — R U {oo} is not deterministic since it
depends on the realisations of the random parameter # and the Brownian motions (W™)N_,.
Due to (H.1) and the measurability of U,,, £,,(¥,0) : @ — RU{oo} is F/B(RU{oo})-measurable
for all m € N. Moreover, by the continuity of V* : © — R (see Proposition 1.1), V*(0) : 2 — R
is F/B(R)-measurable, and hence R(N, ¥, 0) is a random variable on (€2, F,P) for all N € N.

3 Phase-based learning algorithm and main results

In this section, we propose and analyse a phase-based learning algorithm for LC-RL problems
under the probabilistic framework introduced in Section 2.

3.1 Bayesian inference for parameter estimation

As indicated by Definition 2.1, for the m-th episode, one needs to choose a (random) strategy
U, based on the historical observation described by the o-algebra G¥ ;. The probabilistic setup
in Section 2 suggests to first infer the random parameter 6 via a Bayesian algorithm based on a
given prior and the samples observed so far, and then design the strategy ¥,, using the estimated
parameter.

In the sequel, we derive a Bayesian estimation of 8 by imposing a matrix normal prior distribu-
tion, i.e., we assume the conditional law 7(8|G¥) = MN (Ao, I1, Vo) with some fy € R¥>*(@+P) and
Vo € S‘fp .3 The normality of the prior distribution enables representing the posterior distribution

7(0|G¥ ) in terms of its sufficient statistic, while the separable structure of the covariance matrix

effectively reduces the dimension of the covariance process (from an Si(dﬂ’ )_valued process to an

Sﬂlfp -valued process), which subsequently allowing for a trackable update of the sufficient statistics
for large d and p. Note that the estimated parameters will be projected into some bounded sets
to recover the desired boundedness of estimates (see (3.6)). We also emphasise that the matrix
normal prior distribution is only imposed to motivate the parameter estimation scheme, and will
not be used in the regret analysis of our learning algorithm.

Let ¥ = (¥,,)men be a given learning algorithm, (X%¥™),.cn be the associated state pro-
cesses, and (G¥)nen be the corresponding observation filtration (cf. Definition 2.1). Then for

each m € N, by considering (2.2), the likelihood function of 8, or the Radon—Nikodym derivative

6,¥ m m

of % of the measure PX*™" , is given by
dpX* 0,% ! 0,%,m\T 7 7v6,¥ e 6,%,m\T 0,v
W(t’X ) ,m) = exp </0 (0237 ,m) dXS’ mo_ 5/0 (OZS’ ,m) (0237 ’m)ds>

t T 1 t
:exp(tr(( / va‘l”m(dva‘l”m)T) aT—a(— / Zf"I”m(Zf"I”m)Tds)OT>>.
0 2 0

Hence given the initial belief that @ follows the prior distribution 7(8|G¥) = MN (6o, I3, Vo), the

Let M € R, U € S% and V € S%, we say a R**"-valued random variable X follows the matrix normal

exn(—L tr((X— “1ox_anT—1
distribution MN (M, U, V) if X has the probability density function 7(X) = l (22”;&(2 de]tlr()xy)d/;fecx;ng )




posterior distribution of 7(0|G¥) after the m-the episode is given by

0|G) o (0 T T, x%%n
w(01G) o (6|9 ) H —p (D )
< exp ( ((0\1: (10,8 m) - >0T B %O(VG,\I',m)—loT>> (3.1)

where o stands for proportionality up to a constant independent of 6, and for all m € N U {0},

-1

m T
V@,‘I’,m — <‘/0—1 + Z/ ZSQ,‘I'JL(ZSQ,‘I',TL)TdS) c S:l:l-p’

T
0 (90‘/0 _|_Z </ Z@‘I’n XG,‘I',n)T) >V0,\Il,m c Rdx(d+p)7

with Z%%" defined in (2.2) for all n € N. A formal derivation of this argument can be found in
[25, Section 7.6.4] and is also related to the Kallianpur—Striebel formula in stochastic filtering (see
[1]). In particular 7(0|G¥) = MN(0%™, I, VO¥™m) where (9% ™ VO¥™) depends only on the
policies (¥p,)m ;.

It is clear that the random variables (é‘Pm, VO¥.m) are sufficient statistics to represent the
posterior distribution 7 (0|G¥) = MN (8%, I, V¥™) The following proposition iteratively
constructs learning algorithms (cf. Definition 2.1) based on deterministic feedback controls and
the sufficient statistics. The main step of the proof is to show that X%¥™ in (2.2) is a semi-
martingale with respect to the filtration generated by state processes, whose details are given in
Appendix A.

(3.2)

Proposition 3.1. Suppose (H.2) holds. Let 0y € R¥*(d+p) v e Sd+p 00 = Gy and VO-T0 = V.
For each m € N, let C,, > 0, let 1), : R*(d+D) « Sfl:rp x [0,T] x Rd RP be a measurable function
such that (0, 8,-) € Vo, for all (0,S) € R 5 TP jep w2 Q% [0,T] x RY — RP be
such that for all (w,t,z) € Q x [0,T] x RY, U, (w,t,2) = b (0% (w), VOY" (W), t, 2) for some
n<m—1, and let (9%, VO¥™) .  — RIx(d+p) « Sfl:rp be defined in (3.2). Then ¥ = (V) )meN
is a learning algorithm as in Definition 2.1.

We end this section by quantifying the estimation error of (é‘pvm);’ﬁzo in terms of the number
of learning episodes. For simplicity, we focus on the following set Uq of learning algorithms ¥
that are uniformly Lipschitz continuous in the z-variable: for each C' > 0,

Z/[C' = {‘I’ = (\Ilm)mEN

W is a learning algorithm as in Definition 2.1 and (3.3)
forallm e Nand w € Q, ¥, (w, ") € Vg, with Ve in (1.6).

Theorem 3.2. Suppose (H.2) holds. Let xo € R, T,L > 0, fy € RIX(d+p) Vi ¢ Sjlj'p and for
each ® € Uy, let (%™, VY1) be defined in (3.2). Then there exists a constant C' > 0 such
that for all ¥ € Ur, 6 € (0,1) and m € NN [2,00),

P (ain(GOF) 0% — 6° < C(Inm +In(})) =16, P—aus,

where Amin(S) is the smallest eigenvalue of a matrix S € Siﬂ’, and GO¥™ = (VO.¥m)~1,
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The proof of Theorem 3.2 is given in Section 4.2, and is based on a combination of Proposi-
tions 4.6 and 4.7. Note that the Bayesian estimator %™ in (3.2) is defined by using all observed
trajectories from previous episodes, which are not mutually independent as those for least squares
estimators in [5, 16]. Hence, instead of applying concentration inequalities for independent ob-
servations, we establish Theorem 3.2 based on concentration inequalities for martingales with
conditional sub-exponential differences.

Theorem 3.2 indicates that the convergence rate of (é‘l'm)?gzo depends on the growth rate
of /\min(Gev‘I"m)meN with respect to the number of episodes. In the following sections, we design
a phased-based learning algorithm such that (Apin(G®¥™))men blows up to infinity sufficiently
fast as m — oc.

3.2 Structural assumptions for learning algorithms

As illustrated in Section 1.2, the following structural properties of the control problem (1.1)-
(1.2) are essential for the design and analysis of learning algorithms.

H.3. There exists ¢ € Uc>oVc and L, > 0 such that

(1) ifu € R? and v € RP satisfy u' x +v 9°(t,x) = 0 for almost every (t,z) € [0,T] x R%, then
u and v are zero vectors,

(2) for all (t,z) € [0,T] x RY, |f(t,z, v°(t, x))| < Le(1 + |2|2) with f in (H.1).
H.4. There exist constants Lg, 8 > 0,7 € (0,1] such that for all 6y € ©,
[7 (03 00) = J (0o 0)| < Lolt = 0o[*", V0 € By(6) := {0 € R™(2) |6 — o] < B},
where g is an optimal feedback control of (1.1) and J(1);6) is defined in (1.7) for ally € Uc>oVe-

Remark 3.1. (H.3) assumes the existence of an exploration policy ¢, which will be exercised
to explore the unknown system parameter. In particular, (H.3(1)) ensures that the state and
control processes associated with ¢ span the entire parameter space. More precisely, let Api, :
UcsoVe x R¥*(@+P) [0, 00) be the function such that for all ¥ € Ueso Ve and 6 € Rax(d+p)

mroxpY xto \!
J (W,Xgm) (W,Xgm) dD 4

where (Q,F,F,P) is a generic filtered probability space satisfying the usual condition, X% €
SZ(; R?) is the state process associated with @ and v, and Apin(S) is the smallest eigenvalue of a
symmetric positive semidefinite matrix S. Then (H.3(1)) is equivalent to the fact that there exists
Ao > 0 such that Apin(¢¢,0) > Ao for all § € © (see Lemma 6.1). Hence, by (3.2) and Theorem
3.2, exercising ¥°¢ increases Amin(G%¥™) and subsequently results in an improved parameter
estimation based on state trajectories generated by 1)°.

(H.3(2)) along with (H.2) implies uniformly bounded exploration costs |J(¢¢;0)| < C' < oo for
all 8 € O. It also enables estimating the tail behaviour of the exploration cost and quantifying
the regret for the exploration phase of the learning algorithm.

Note that [5, 16] design RL algorithms by requiring the optimal feedback control associated
with the unknown true parameter to satisfy (H.3). In the case with quadratic costs f(¢,z,a) =
' Qx + a"Ra and g(z) = 0 with Q € Si and R € S‘i, such a requirement is equivalent to the
condition that the matrix B in (1.2) has full column rank (see [5, Proposition 3.9]). Here we
remove this requirement and construct ¢ under more general conditions (see Proposition 3.3).

Amin(¢a 0) = )\min <EP

11



The remaining of this section is devoted to verifying (H.3) and (H.4) for practically important
LC-RL problems. The following proposition gives an equivalent characterisation of (H.3), which
allows for an explicit construction of the exploration strategy 1¢. The proof is given in Section 5.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose (H.1(1)) holds, and let dom(h) = {a € RP | h(a) < oco}. Then (H.3)
holds if and only if dom(h) contains linearly independent vectors ai,...,a,. In this case, for
each partition {0 =ty < t; < ... < t, = T}, ¥°(t,2) = a for all (t,x) € [ty_1,t;) € R? and
k=1,...,p satisfies (H.3).

To verify (H.4), we first recall the following first-order performance gap under (H.1), as shown
in [16, Theorem 2.7].

Proposition 3.4. Suppose (H.1) and (H.2) hold. Then for any > 0, there exists Lg > 0 such
that (H.4) holds with r = 1/2 and the constants Lg, (.

The fact that the cost function h is merely lower semicontinuous restricts the model misspeci-
fication error to scale linearly in terms of the magnitude of parameter perturbations. By assuming
a Lipschitz continuously differentiablity of the cost function, the following theorem improves the
linear dependence in Proposition 3.4 to a quadratic dependence, which generalises the well-known
quadratic performance gap with quadratic costs (see e.g., [31, 5]).

Theorem 3.5. Suppose (H.1) and (H.2) hold, and h = 0. Then for any B > 0, there exists
Lo > 0 such that (H.4) holds with r = 1 and the constants Le, 3.

The proof of Theorem 3.5 is given in Section 5. The main step is to show the functional J(-;6p) :
HZ(Q;RP) — R U {oo} defined in (1.1) (with @ = 6p) is convex and has a Lipschitz continuous
derivative, which implies that J(c;6p) — J(a?;6p) < Clla — a||2; for all a € HAZ(Q;RP), with
a% € HZ(Q;RP) being the minimiser of J(-;6p). Unfortunately, such an argument in general
cannot be applied to nonsmooth cost functions. For example, as the entropy function hey, in (1.5)
has unbounded derivatives, one can easily show that L?(;R?) 3 a +— E[|(Vhen)(a)]] € [0, 00] is
discontinuous at the minimiser o = argmin,¢r2(.rr) Efen ()].

In the following, we overcome the difficulty by establishing a local reqularity of the functional
J(;6p) in (1.1) along optimal feedback controls 1y of estimated models, and recover the optimal
quadratic performance gap for entropy-regularised cost functions. More precisely, we prove for the
cost functions defined in (1.4), the map R¥(4+P) 5 0 s J(1)p: 6p) € R is C? for all y € R (4+P),
if fo and g are sufficiently smooth.

The proof is given in Section 5. It relies on first characterising an optimal feedback control 1y
in terms of solutions to a nonlinear HJB equation, and then establishing high-order regularity of
the function R¥(@+2) x R? 5 (0, ) +— 1)g(t, ) € R? via a probabilistic argument. Note that the
convexity condition (H.1) on f and g will not be imposed in Theorem 3.6.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose (H.2) holds, o € R?, T >0, and f : [0,T] x R x R? — R U {oo} be of
the form )
ft,z,a) = fo(t,x) a+ hepla), V(t,z,a)€[0,T] x R x RP, (3.5)

with a continuous function fo : [0,T] x RY — RP, and the entropy function he, : RP — R U {oc}
defined in (1.5). Assume further that for all t € [0,T], fo(t,-) € C*R?) and g € C*R?) with
bounded derivatives uniformly in t. Then for all § € R>(@HP) the control problem (1.1) (with
parameter 6) admits an optimal feedback control 1y € Uc>oVc. Moreover, for any B > 0, there
exists Lg > 0 such that (H.J) holds with r = 1 and the constants Lo, [3.
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3.3 Phased Exploration and Greedy Exploitation algorithm and its regret
bound

Based on (H.3) and (H.4), we propose a Phased Exploration and Greedy Exploitation (PEGE)
algorithm which achieves sublinear regrets with high probability and in expectation. The algo-
rithm alternates between exploration and exploitation phases, and extends the PEGE algorithm
in [35] for discrete-time linear bandit problems to the present setting with continuous-time linear-
convex models. For technical reasons, we focus on learning algorithms of the class Uc>oldc
(cf. (3.3)) by truncating the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimates (%"),,cn on a set com-
pactly containing ©.

Definition 3.1. A measurable function p : R¥(@+p) S‘fp — R¥(4+P) is called a truncation
to compact neighborhoods of © (simply referred to as a truncation function) if there exists a
bounded set K € R¥(@+P) such that range(p) = K, cl(©) C int(K), and p(f,V) = 6 for all € K

and V € Sfl:rp . For simplicity, we denote by px a truncation function p with range K.

In practice, one can construct a truncation function by fixing a compact subset K C REx(d+p)
with cl(©) C int(K) and considering p : R?*(4+P) x Sfl:rp 3 (0,V) = 01x(0) + 0plie(0) € K, with
some fy € K. Alternatively, one may consider a measurable function p such that

RHP) 5 ST 5 (9, V) = p(h,V) € ar(;g,:glcin tr((0 — )V —0)T),
which corresponds to the MAP estimator truncated by IC (cf. (3.1)).

We now proceed to describing the PEGE algorithm based on truncated MAP estimates. The
algorithm is initialised with by € R (d+P) V) e Sjlj'p and a truncation function p. Then it operates
in cycles, and each cycle consists of exploration and exploitation phases. In the exploration phase
of the k-th cycle with k € N, we exercise the exploration strategy ¥¢ in (H.3) for one episode, and
obtain the current estimate 6., of 0 by

6,, == p(6¥m, Vo¥my (3.6)

where (%™ V@¥™) are defined in (3.2). During the exploitation phase of the k-th cycle, we

exercise a sequence of greedy policies for m(k) consecutive episodes with some prescribed m(k) € N.
For each exploitation episode, based on the current estimate 0., of 0, we execute the optimal
feedback control 15 (cf. Proposition 1.1) for m(k) consecutive episodes with some prescribed
m(k) € N, and possibly update the estimate ém—l—l by using the new observations.

The PEGE algorithm is summarised as follows. In the sequel, we denote by WFFGE the
sequence of strategies generated by Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: PEGE algorithm

Input: 6, € R¥X({d+) v e Sﬂlfp , a truncation function p, and m : N — N.
1 Initialise m = 0, %0 = é() and V&0 = v}

2 fork=1,2,... do

3 Execute the exploration policy ¢ for one episode, and m + m + 1.
4 Update (8% VO-¥:m) via (3.2), ,, via (3.6), and set 6 = 6,,,.

5 for/=1,2,...,m(k) do
6
7
8
9

Execute the greedy policy ¢ in Proposition 1.1 for one episode, and m < m + 1.
[Optional: update (8%, VO-¥m) via (3.2), 0, via (3.6), and set 6 = 6,,,. |
end

end

13



Remark 3.2. By the regularity of R4(@+P) 5 [0, T] x R? 3 (6, t, ) +— 1p(t, z) € RP (see Proposition
1.1), the truncation function p and Proposition 3.1, yPEGE (with or without Step 7) is a learning
algorithm as in Definition 2.1.

Observe that the exploration phase of Algorithm 1 does not depend on the confidence param-
eter § in the high-probability regret bound (3.7) (cf. the least squares algorithms in [26, 11, 36]).
Consequently, Algorithm 1 achieves a sublinear regret both with high probability and in expecta-
tion.

As we shall see soon, Algorithm 1 admits the same regret order regardless of whether Step 7
is employed. Hence one may omit Step 7 to save the computational costs of matrix inversion in
(3.2) and of control updates, especially for high-dimensional problems with large d and p. How-
ever, including Step 7 in the algorithm incorporates all available information in each exploitation
episode, and hence may lead to more sample-efficient learning algorithms (see e.g., the posterior
sampling algorithms in [30, 31, 1]).

Now we state the main result of this section, which shows that the regret of Algorithm 1
(without Step 7) grows sublinearly with respect to the number of episodes. For the sake of
presentation, we include a sketched proof at the end of this section and present the detailed
arguments in Section 6.

Theorem 3.7. Suppose (H.1), (H.2), (H.3) and (H.4) hold. Let 6y € R¥>(@+r) vV e Sﬂlfp, p be
a truncation function and m : N — N be such that m(k) = |k"| for all k € N, with r € (0,1] being
the same as in (H.J). Then there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all 6 € (0,1), the regret
(2.4) of Algorithm 1 (without Step 7) satisfies with probability at least 1 — ¢,

R(N, WPECE @) < C(Nﬁ (nN)" + (In(3))7) + (1n(§))1”> YN eNN[2,00).  (3.7)

Consequently, there exists a constant C > 0 such that E[R(N, BFECE )] < C’NH%(ln N)" for
all N e NN [2,00).

Remark 3.3. As mentioned above, Algorithm 1 with Step 7 enjoys the the same regret bounds.
The proof follows essentially the steps in the arguments for Theorem 3.7. The only difference is
that due to a more frequent control update, we sum over the regret of each exploitation episode
in (6.8), instead of the regret for each cycle.

In the case where the greedy policies admit a self-exploration property and improve the accu-
racy of parameter estimation as in [5, 16], one can increase the number of exploitation episodes and
obtain an improved regret bound. Note that if (H.4) holds with for » = 1/2 (cf. Proposition 3.4),
then Theorem 3.8 recovers the sublinear regret O(v/N) in [16] for general (nonsmooth) LC-RL
problems, while if (H.4) holds with r = 1 (cf. Theorems 3.5 and 3.6), Theorem 3.8 generalises the
logarithmic regret bound for LQ problems in [5] to smooth convex costs and entropy-regularised
costs.

To simplify the presentation, we assume that Step 7 of Algorithm 1 is omitted, and estimate
the regret (2.4) in expectation. However, a similar high-probability regret of expected costs can
be found in the proof, whose details are given in Section 6.

Theorem 3.8. Suppose (H.1), (H.2), (H.3) and (H.4) hold. Let 6y € R™@+p) vy Sfl:rp
and px be a truncation function. Assume further that there exists a constant Ao > 0 such that
Anin(Ygr,0) > Xo for all 0 € © and 0" € K, with the function A, : UcsoVe X Rax(d+p) _ [0, 00)
defined in (3.4).
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Then there exists a constant C' > 0 such that if one sets m(k) = 2F for all k € N, then the
regret (2.4) of Algorithm 1 satisfies for all N € NN [2,00),
CN'="(InN)" 0,1
E[R(N, FPCF, )] < (nN), re @D, (3.8)
C’(ln N) , r=1,

with the constant r € (0,1] in (H.4).

Remark 3.4. One can easily deduce from Proposition 1.1 and the stability of (1.8), R4*(@+r) x
R@+P) 5 (0 0) = Amin(vg,6) € [0,00) is continuous. Hence, a sufficient condition to ensure
Amin(gr,0) > Xo for all § € © and 0" € K is that for all 8" € cI(K), the functions (¢,x) — g (¢, x)
and (t,z) — x are linearly independent as in (H.3(1)) (cf. Lemma 6.1). Moreover, thanks to the
exploration episodes, the same regret bound holds under a weaker condition: there exist constants
Ao, > 0 such that Awyin(ver,0) > Ao for all @ € © and ¢’ € B,(0), with B, (0) := {¢' € R¥*(d+P) |
0 eOst. |0 —0<n}.

Sketched proofs of Theorems 3.7 and 3.8. Here we outline the key steps of the proofs of
Theorems 3.7 and 3.8. For notational simplicity, we omit the dependence on “PEGE” in the
superscripts. By Proposition 1.1, R(N, ¥, ) admits the following decomposition:

N
R(N,®,0) = > (£u(®,0) = J(B;0)) + > (J(W50) — J(40;6))

m=1 me[1,N]NE® (3.9)
+ Y (T . 50) — J(Le:0)),
me[1,N]\E¥

where £¥ is the collection of exploration episodes and m€ is the last exploration episode before
the m-th episode.

We now estimate the terms on the right-hand side of (3.9). The truncation of the MAP
estimate and Proposition 1.1 ensure that ¥ € Uc for some C' > 0, based on which we prove the
first term in (3.9) is a martingale with conditional sub-exponential differences. Hence it vanishes
under expectation and can be bounded by O(v/N1n N) with high probability due to a general
Bernstein’s inequality. By (H.2) and (H.3), the second term in (3.9) is of the order O(x(N)),
where k(m) is the total number of exploration episodes up to the m-th episode.

The third term in (3.9) relies on the accuracy of the MAP estimate (é‘P’m)meN. For Theorem
3.7, we prove under (H.3) that there exists Ao > 0 such that

T
Amin (VOF™) 1) > Amm< / Zf’*’"(Zf"P’"fdt) > k(m)Ao,
0

ne[l,mNE¥

which along with Theorem 3.2 leads to the estimate that ‘é\Ilm - 0‘2 = O((k(m))~! Inm) with
high probability. Then, by exploiting properties of the truncation function p and (H.4), we prove
that %™ = %™ for all large m and J(?/)éme;é?) — J(1g;0) admits a high probability bound
O((k(m®))~"(Inm®)"). We then quantify the relation between x(m),m¢ and m based on the
choice of m, and estimate the precise regret of Algorithm 1.

For Theorem 3.8, by exploiting the self-exploration property, we establish with high probability
that Apin (VO¥™)~1) > m)g for sufficiently large m. This along with Theorem 3.2, the trun-
cation function p and (H.4) proves J(g _:0) — J(¢g;0) is of the magnitude O((m®)~" (Inm®)").

Consequently, we choose m(k) = 2* to emphasise exploitation and obtain improved regret bounds.
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4 Proof of Theorem 3.2

This section analyses the accuracy of the MAP estimate (OA‘I"m)gf:O associated with a learning
algorithm W (cf. (3.2)). The definition of a learning algorithm ¥ implies that 6% is in gen-
eral defined with correlated observations (X%%¥7)™ | Hence one cannot analyse 6% based on
concentration inequalities for independent random variables as in [5, 16]. In the subsequent anal-
ysis, we overcome this difficulty by introducing a notation of conditional sub-exponential random
variables and studying its associated concentration inequalities.

4.1 Concentration inequality for conditional sub-exponential random variables

We start by defining conditional sub-Gaussian and sub-exponential random variables with
a general o-algebra. It is well-known that the sub-Gaussianity/sub-exponentiality of a random
variable can be equivalently characterised by the finiteness of its corresponding Orlicz norms
(see e.g., [39, 40]). The notion of Orlicz norms allows us to quantify the precise tail behaviour
of a random variable by establishing an upper bound of its Orlicz norm, which is particularly
important for continuous-time estimators defined via integrals of stochastic processes; see (3.2)
and the least-squares estimators in [5, 16].

Motivated by the above applications, we first introduce the precise definition of a conditional
Orlicz norm with respect to a general o-algebra, as we are not aware of a standard notation in
the existing literature.

Definition 4.1. Let (Q, F,P) be a probability space. For every ¢ € [1,2] and o-algebra G C F,
we define the (g, G)-Orlicz norm ||-|/4,¢ : 2 — [0, 00] such that for any random variable X : @ — R,

| X ||g,g = G-essinf {Y € L°(G; (0, 0)) | E [exp(|X|7/Y9)|G] < 2},*
where LY(G; (0,00)) is the set of all G/B((0, c0))-measurable functions Y : Q — (0, 0).

Definition 4.1 is a natural extension of the classical Orlicz norms in [39, 10] with G = {0, Q}.
Compared with the classical Orlicz norm, for any given random variable X, [ X||sg is a G-
measurable function instead of a real number. The following lemma extends some basic prop-
erties of the classical Orlicz norm to the conditional Orlicz norm. The proof follows directly from
Definition 4.1, the monotonicity and convexity of [0,00) 3 x +— exp(z?) € R for all ¢ € [1,2], and
hence is omitted.

Lemma 4.1. Let (2, F,P) be a probability space. Then for all q € [1,2], o-algebra G C F, random
variables X,Y : Q@ — R and c € R,

if X is G-measurable, then || X||,¢ < (In 2)~11|X], (4.1)
leXllgg = IellXllgg, [1X +Ylgg < Xllgg +1Yllgg, (4.2)
if [X| <[Y], then || Xllgg < [[Yllqg, (4.3)
X —E[X [ Glllgg <21 X]lq0- (4.4)

‘Let (2, G,P) be a probability space and Y be a family of G/B(R)-measurable functions. Then there exists a
function Z : Q — [—00, 0], called the G-essential infimum of ) and denoted by Z = G-essinf ), such that

(1) Zis G/B(|—00, o0])-measurable and Z <Y P-as. for all Y € ),
(2) Z > Z' P-a.s. for all functions Z’ satisfying property (1).

If ) is directed downwards, that is for Y, Y’ € ), there exists Y e Y such that Y < min(Y, Y’)7 then there exists a
decreasing sequence (Y,)nen C Y such that limp o Yo = G-essinf Y P-a.s. (see e.g., [3, Theorem 1.3.40]).
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The following proposition establishes the relation between the conditional tail behaviour and
the (g, G)-Orlicz norms of the random variable. The proof essentially follows from the lines of |
Propositions 2.5.2 and 2.7.1], along with Definition 4.1 and Lemma 4.1, and hence is omitted.

)

Proposition 4.2. Let (2, F,P) be a probability space. Then for all q € [1,2], o-algebra G C F
and integrable random wvariable X : Q) — R,

(1) |1X —E[X | Glllag < C1 if and only if

Elexp(y(X —E[X | G])) | 6] < exp(C17%), ¥y €R, (4.5)

(2) |IX —E[X | Glllvg < C1 if and only if

Elexp(y(X —E[X | G])) | G] < exp ((C17)%),  Vh] < 1/C1, (4.6)

where C1,C1 > 0 differ by an absolute multiplicative factor.

In the sequel, we say an integrable random variables X : Q@ — R is G-sub-Gaussian (resp. G-
sub-exponential) if it satisfies (4.5) (resp. (4.6)) with a constant C > 0. By (4.4) and Proposition
4.2, X is G-sub-Gaussian if || X|j2¢ < C P-as. for some C' > 0, and is G-sub-exponential if
| X]l1,¢ < C P-a.s. for some C > 0.

The next proposition estimates the conditional Orlicz norm of deterministic integrals of stochas-
tic processes.

Proposition 4.3. Let (2, F,P) be a probability space. Then for all measurable functions X :
Q x [0,T] = R?, all measurable functions ¢ : Q x [0,T] x R* — R and o-algebras G C F,

T T 5 % 2
< Il (g + | ([ 1ePae) | )
1,6 0 2,G

with [ ]la,00 = SUD(,10pex0.)x R HAeE

Proof. As |f0T (t, X3) dt] < [[¢]l2,00 (T + fo | X;|2dt), by (4.2) and (4.3) ||f0 P(t, Xp)dt|1g <
1Yl2,00 (1T 11,6 + |l fo | X¢|2dt||1,g). A direct computation shows that ||TH1,g < T/In2. We then
show || [ [Xe/? dtllr.g < I|(fy 1Xe?dt)Z||3 . By the definition of || - [l2,g, there exists (Y;,)nen C
LO(G; (0,00)) such that limy, e Yy = [|(fi7 | X2 dt)2 [|o,g and Elexp(fy |X:[2dt/Y;2 | G] < 2 for

all n (see [8, Theorem 1.3.40]). This implies that || fOT | X¢|?dt||l1.g < Y2 for all n. Passing n to
infinity leads to the desired estimate. O

('7 t, Xt) dt

We end this section with a general Bernstein-type bound for a sub-exponential martingale
difference sequence, whose proof follows from [0, Theorem 2.19] and (4.6).

Proposition 4.4. Let (2, F,P) be a probability space, F = {F,}22, C F be a filtration, C' > 0,
and (Dp)nen be an F-adapted sequence of random variables such that for alln € N, E[D,,|F,—1] =0
and || Dy|l1,7,_, < C. Then there exists a constant C' > 0, depending only on C, such that for all

N eNande >0, IP’(‘ 25:1 Dn‘ > Ns) < 2exp(—C”Nmin(€2,e)).
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4.2 Error bound of maximum a posterior estimate

In this section, we consider the probability space (Q, F,P) defined in (2.1) and analyse the
MAP estimate (0%"™),,cn defined in (3.2). We first establish an error bound of (8%™),,cx
associated with a general learning algorithm ¥ (cf. Definition 2.1).

Lemma 4.5. Let zo € RY, 6, € R*(d4P) V) Siﬂ’, W be a learning algorithm as in Definition
2.1, and for each m € N, let Z%¥™ be defined in (2.2), VO¥™ be defined in (3.2) and G&¥™ =
(VO¥m)=L Then for all § € (0,1) and m € N,

UNVaG 12 det GOFm . det V) *?
Pl Z8%m qwmy T <o (L2 et Vo) >1-4,
n—1 0 t Vo, ¥m 5

where ||S||?, = tr(SVST) for all S € R*HP) with V € R(AH+P)x(d+p),

Proof. We first concatenate stochastic processes from all episodes into infinite-horizon processes.
Let W : Qx[0,00) — R? be the cumulative concatenation of the Brownian motions (W{™)te(0,1),men

and let Z : Q x [0,00) — R¥™? be the concatenation of (Zf"ll’m)te[oﬂ,meN such that

[t/T]
Wi th;oii/? + Z Wr, Zy = Zf ;n‘f'(;clﬁTW vt >o,
n=1

Note that W is a standard Brownlan motlon with respect to the filtration F; := {6, Wy, |u < t}.
Let S; = fg W), V= (Vo' + [ ZsZ]ds)~" and Gy = V! for all t > 0. By (3.2),
ST =D my (fo te‘I’m (dawjm) ) , Vior = V&Y™ and G = G9¥™ P-a.s. Hence it suffices
to prove the required result by considering W, S, G, V.

Observe that (Gy—V; ');>0 is the quadratic variation process ([S]¢)i>0 of (Si)i>0. Based on this
observation, we express exp (%HStH%/t) in terms of integrals of suitable exponential martingales.
To this end, for each U € Sﬂlfp, let c(U) = [gaxcn exp (— 3/0]17) d0 = \/(2m)4d+r) /(det U)“
be the normalising constant corresponding to the density of the matrix normal distribution
MN(0,I;,U~1). By completing the square in the matrix Gaussian density, for all ¢ > 0,

1 —
exp (315i1%) = g7 [ e (31113 = 30— Gl )ao

1 Toy a2 \ag_ L Tar  1pel2  1pan2
—C(Gt)/exp (071~ 3612, ) 40 = (Gt)/exp (tr(@ 50— 41612, — 4612 ) a8

G [ Moo (= b3 ) as Miexp (4612 .) o

where [ denotes the integration over RE<(4+P) and for each 6 € R*(4+P) AM? is an exponential

martingale defined by
M = exp (tr(07S0) — 3161%,), VE>0.

As W is a standard Brownian motion, by It6’s formula, M is a non-negative local martingale
with respect to (F;):>0 and hence a supermartingale. In particular, for all ¢ > 0 and 6 € R (d+p)
E[M{] < EIM] = 1.
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Therefore, by Markov’s inequality and Fubini’s theorem,

det Gy - det V)4/2 det Gy - det Vy)4/2
p(ﬂstu?vt >2ln<( ¢ det Vo) >> :]p(exp (41sul,) > et det Vo) )

Y 5
exp(3[19:l1%,) ] [ 1 / ) - }
< O Cs | = 0B | ——— [ M — 1192, do
= |:(det Gt . det ‘/'O)d/2 C(‘/E)_l) t eXp < 2 H ”VO 1>
__0 0 L119]2 g 1in112 _
c(Vyh /E[Mt] P ( - §||9HVO*1> 0= i) /eXP ( 2 |9||v(;1) do = 6.

where the last inequality follows from the fact that E[MY] < 1 for all ¢ > 0. Substituting ¢ = mT
in the above inequality leads to the desired estimate. O

Proposition 4.6. Suppose (H.2) holds. Let xo € R%, T > 0, 0y € RX(A+P) v € Siﬂ’, W be a
learning algorithm as in Definition 2.1, and for each m € N, let %™ and GO = (VO my—1
where (%™, VO¥m) s defined in (3.2). There exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all § € (0,1)
and m € N,

P(Amin(GOY™)|0%™ — 02 < C(1 + In(det G*F™ - det V) +In(})) ) > 1 -4,
0
d+p.

where Amin(S) is the smallest eigenvalue of a matrix S € Sy

Proof. By (2.2) and (3.2),

m T T
0\Il,m —_9 = <90‘/0—1 + Z </0 Zf,‘P,n(de,\Ile,n)T> > (VG,\I',m) —0

n=1

<90V0 +Z</ B‘I’nOZO‘I’”dt+th) >T)(G07\I’,m)—1_0
= (éoVo‘l +0(G%¥ ™ — Z < / Z) ¥ AW >T> (GoFm)~ g
= <(é0 - +Z </ Z9E M AW >T> (GO~

Right multiplying the above identity by Ge,\p,m(é\km —0)7, taking the trace and using the fact
that VO¥m = (G%¥ ™)~ give us that

0% — 8]0 = H(éo— ij ( / 209 () >T

2

Ve, ¥m
A m T 0w T 2
< (160~ 0075 w2 ([ 222 @) | )
n—1 0 Ve, ¥.m

where the last inequality follows from the fact that for all V' € Sffrp , S = [|S|ly = /tr(SVST)
is a norm on R (@) By (3.2), (VO¥™)~1 — V! is symmetric positive semidefinite, and hence
Vo — (VO¥™) is symmetric positive semidefinite. Consequently, for all S € R¥(@HP) || S| 6,9,m <
||S]lvy- The desired estimate then follows from the boundedness of 8 (cf. (H.2)), Lemma 4.5
and the fact that there exists C' > 0 such that Ain(V)|S|? < C||S||? for all S € R¥*(@HP) and
Ve Siﬂ’ ) n
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We then focus on learning algorithms of the class Ur>olf;, and obtain an upper bound of
det G¥™. By extending [12, Corollary 4.1] to SDEs with random coefficients, we prove Lipschitz
functionals of state processes X?¥™ are conditional sub-Gaussian uniformly with respect to m.

Proposition 4.7. Suppose (H.2) holds. Let o € R%, T,L > 0, ¥ be a learning algorithm in
Uy, defined as in (3.3), and for each m € N, let XY™ be defined in (2.2). Then there exists a
constant C > 0, depending only on xo, T and L, such that for allm € N and ¢ : C([0,T];R?) — R
with sup,, 4, W <1 and |¢(0)| < 1, we have ||p(XOF™)||o. 7, , < C, where Fpp_q =
a{@, W | tel0,T],n=1,...,m —1} VN with N being the o-algebra generated by P-null sets.
Proof. Throughout this proof, let m € N and the function ¢ : C([0,T]; R%) — R be fixed, and C
be a generic constant depending only on xg, T, L.
By (2.2), X%%¥™ satisfies the dynamics

dX; = bm(, t, Xt) dt + thm’ t e [0, T], Xo = xg, (47)

with b, (w,t,7) = A(w)z + B(w)¥,,(w,t,z) for all (w,t,2) € Q x [0,7] x RE The boundedness
of © and VU,,(w,-) € V[, give us that |by,(w,t,0)| < C and |by,(w,t,2) — by (w, t,2")| < Clx — /).
The measurability of ¥,, implies that by, is (Fp,—1 @ B([0,T]) @ B(RY))/B(R?)-measurable. By the
definition of F,,_1 and the Doob—Dynkin lemma, there exists a Borel measurable function b, :
OxC([0,T);RY)™ 1 x [0, T]xR? — R% such that by, (w,t,2) = by, (0(w), WH(w),..., W™ (w),t, z)
for all (t,x) € [0,T] x R? and P-almost all w € Q.

The definition of (Q,F,P) in (2.1) and W™ is the canonical process on Q"™ = C([0, T]; R%)
(see Section 2) imply that all w € Q can be uniquely decomposed into w = (0, w,w) with § =
B(w) € 0, w = W*w)"}t e [I7 V" and T = (W™w))2,, € [122,, Q" Moreover, for
each w € HZ:ll Q" let XM be the unique solution to the following dynamics

dX; = by (0, w,t, X;) dt + W™, t€[0,T], Xo = o, (4.8)

on the space ([[oe_, QW™ @ FV" Qo _ PY™). Applying [12, Corollary 4.1] to the law of
X0¥me shows that there exists C' > 0 such that for all w € Hnmz_ll O™ and v € R,

B, pw™ [eXp (7(¢(X€,W,m,g) _E®m—n pw™ [qb(Xé),\Il,m,g)]))] < eXp(C"yz). (4.9)

By (4.7) and the definition of b,,, X% ((0,w,©)) = X¥™2(5) P-almost all w = (§,w,@). Tt
then follows from the independence between 8, (W)™ and (W™)22,., [22, Theorem 13, p 76]
and (4.9) that

E[exp (v(¢(XOF™) = E[p(XO¥™) | Fuaa])) | Fine1] < exp(CH?), Yy €R.

By (4.1), (4.2) and (4.5), [|¢(X®¥™)|2.7,,_, < C(L+E[¢(X%¥™)| | Frn1]). Standard moment
estimate of (4.7) shows that E[sup,cpo 1) ]Xf"p’mF | Frn—1] < C, which along the growth condition

of ¢ implies the desired sub-Gaussianity of ¢(X%¥™). O

Proof of Theorem 3.2. For each m € NU {0}, let F,, == o{0, W] |t € [0,T],n=1,...,m} VN,
with A being the o-algebra generated by P-null sets, and let (é‘Pm, V9.¥m) he defined in (3.2),
GOYm — (VO¥m)~1 "and let C be a generic constant independent of m.

Applying Proposition 4.7 with C([0,T];R%) 3 p — ¢(p) == %(fOT |pt|2dt)% € R yields that

||(f0T Xf"l”m dt)%‘|2’_7-‘m71 < C. The fact that ¥ € Up>olfr, implies that there exists L > 0 such
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that |¥,,(w,t,2)| < L(]1 4 |z|) for all m € N and (w,t,2) € Q x [0,7] x R?, which along with

Proposition 4.3 implies that
T XO%m X0 ¥m T
6,¥ m 6,¥ m dt
o \ T (o x2Fm) J\ W, (e x2%m)

|

with Z%¥™ defined as in (2.2). Hence, by (4.4) and Proposition 4.4, there exists a constant C' > 0
such that for all m € N and 6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — 4,

T
/ ny‘I’7m(Zt07‘I’7m)T dt
0

<C,

17-7:m71 ‘ 17]:m71

m T T

z&¥n(z8¥MTat—g| [ z28Y(Z8Y™ T at | Fa-
> () y! D
< mmax < ln((i{f), ln(C2n/@5)> < C(m+1n(})).

As shown in the proof of Proposition 4.7, E[sup;¢o 1 \Xe Wm2) p o 1] < C, which along with the

fact that U, (w,-) € Vy for allw € 2 implies that | Y1, [fo 0 Lo 0 T qt | Foe ]| < Cm.
Consequently, by (3.2) and the fact that G&¥™ = (VO my = 1 there ex1sts C > 0 such that for
al m € Nand 6§ > 0, P(|G®¥™| < C(m +1In(})) > 1—4. Then by Proposition 4.6 and the
inequality det(G%¥™) < C|G%¥"™|, we have for all m € N and 6 > 0,

P (Amin (GO¥™)|0%™ — 01> < C(1 +Inm +1n(})) > 1 - 24.

The desired estimate in Theorem 3.2 with m > 2 then follows from the fact that In2 > 0. O

5 Proofs of Proposition 3.3 and Theorems 3.5 and 3.6

Proof of Proposition 3.3. For the if direction, let A = {ai,...,a,} C dom(h) be a collection of
linearly independent vector in RP, ¢ be defined as in the statement, and (u,v) € R? x RP be
such that u'x 4+ v 9%(t,2) = 0 for almost every (t,z) € [0,T] x R% By the boundedness of A
and the definition of ¥¢, u = 0 and v € RP is orthogonal to the space span(A) spanned by A.
Then the linear dependence of {a;}?_; implies span(A) = R? and hence v = 0. It is clear that
Y© € Uo>oVe, and (H.3(2)) follows directly from A C dom(h) and the quadratic growth of fp in
(H1(1))).

For the only if direction, observe that any ¢¢ € Uc>oVe satisfying (H.3(2)) takes values in
dom(h) a.e. Hence, if (H.3(1)) holds, then the space span(dom(h)) spanned by dom(h) must have
dimension p, since otherwise there exists a non-zero v € RP orthogonal to dom(h) such that for
all ¢ satisfying (H.3(2)), vT¢¢(t,2) = 0 for almost every (t,z) € [0,T] x R?. Reducing dom(h)
to a basis for span(dom(h)) shows that dom(h) contains p linearly independent vectors. O

Proof of Theorem 3.5. Throughout this proof, let 8y = (Ag, By) € © and 8 > 0 be given constants,
and J(+;6p) : H2(; RP) — R be such that

J(a; 0p) : [/ £, X0 ) dt + g(XP) |, Va e HE(QRP),

where X% € S2(Q; R?) is the strong solution to

dXt = (A()Xt + Boat) dt + th, t e [0, T]; XO = 2. (51)
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We denote by C > 0 a generic constant which depends on ©, 8 but is independent of 6.
By the differentiability of f and g and the standard variational analysis (see e.g., [12, 37]),
J(:;6p) is Fréchet differentiable and its derivative satisfies for all a € HZ(%;RP),

VJ(a;6p); = By Y, + (0uf)(t, X% o), dP®dt ace., (5.2)
where (Y% 700:2) € S2(Q; R?) x HZ(2; R¥*9) is the unique solution to
dY;t = _(A(—l)—yz + (awf)(t7 Xt€07a7 at)) dt + thWt7 te [07 T]a YT = (vy)(Xje“o’a)' (53)

Standard stability analysis of (5.1) shows that || X% — X% || g2 < Clja — &/ |32 for all o, o/ €
HZ(Q; RP), which along with the Lipschitz continuity of 8, f and Vg and the stability of (5.3) in
[14, Proposition 2.1] gives |[Y%® — Y% | ¢» < C|la — o/||32. Hence, by (5.2) and the Lipschitz
continuity of 9, f, V.J(+;00) : H2(S;RP) — HE(Q;RP) is Lipschitz continuous. Hence, there exists
C > 0 such that o, o/ € HE(Q; RP),

J(a';00) — J(e;600) — (VJ(;6p), @ — a)gpe

1 5.4
:/ (VJ(a+s(a —a);bp) — VJ(a;00),0/ — a)yzds < Clla’ — a3, (54)
0

where (-, )52 denotes the inner product on Hz(Q;RP).
For each 6 € Bg(fp), let X%¥¢ € S2(Q;R?) be the state process associated with 6y and g,

and let a%¥¢ € H2(Q;RP) be such that aﬁo’we = wg(t,Xfo’wa) for dP ® dt a.s. For any given
0 € Bs(0p), substituting o/ = a%¥ and a = a®¥% into (5.4) leads to

J(Oﬂoﬂlje; 0o) — J(a907¢90;90) _ <VJ(OZGO’¢90;9(]), odove _ a90,¢90>H2 < CHCMGO’W — Yo%, ||3_L2

Observe from (1.7) that J(vp;00) = J(a?¥:0y). Moreover, the definition of 1/, implies that
a%¥6 minimises the functional J(-;6p) : HZ(; RP) — R, which along with the differentiablity of
J(+;60) shows that V.J(a%%¢:6y) = 0. Hence, we have

J(oﬁww@; 6o) — J(aeo,wgo;eo) < C«Hoﬁoﬂl}e _ ofosteg ||3_L2

By Proposition 1.1, there exists C' > 0 such that for all § € Bg(6y) and (¢, z) € [0,T] xR% 1hg € Vo
and [g(t, ) — g, (t,z)] < C(1 + |x])|0 — bp|. Hence standard stability analysis of SDEs shows
that || X %% — X%%0 || g2 + [Jafo¥0 — 0¥ ||,,2 < C|0 — O] and finishes the proof. O

Before proving Theorem 3.6, we first establish two technical lemmas for the function
R&>(@4) 5 [0, T) x R? 3 (0,8, 2) — Y € R, (5.5)

where for each 6 = (A, B) and (¢,z), (X%t® Y0t 7062y € S2(Qx [t, T); RY) x S2(Q x [t, T]; R) x
H2Z(Qx [t, T]; R1*4) be the unique solution to the following forward-backward stochastic differential
equation (FBSDE): for all s € [¢,T],
dX, = AX,ds + dW,, X ==z, (5.6a)
dY, = f(s,Xs, B' Z))ds + Z,dW,, Yy = g(X7) (5.6b)
with some Lipschitz continuous functions f and g specified as follows. For notational simplicity,

we shall denote by S9(E) (resp. HY(E)) the space SE(Q x [t,T]; E) (resp. HE(Q x [t,T]; E)) for
any ¢ > 2, t € [0,7] and Euclidean space E.
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Lemma 5.1. Let f:[0,7] x R x R — R and g : R = R be continuous functions such that for
all t €[0,T), f(t,-,-) € CHRY x RP) and g € C*(RY) with bounded derivatives uniformly in t. Let
Y RHP) 5 [0, T] x R? — R be defined in (5.5). Then for all bounded open set K C R4*(@+p),
there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all § € K, the function [0,T] x R? > (t,z) s Yf’t’x eR
is of the class C'3([0,T] x RY), and satisfies |0, Y| + |8xiijt€’t’w| + |8ximjmlyt€’t’x| < C for all
i,5,0 € {1,...,d} and (0,t,z) € K x [0,T] x R

Proof. We shall assume d = p = 1 for notational simplicity, but the same arguments can be easily
extended to a multidimensional setting. Throughout this proof, let K be a given bounded open
set of R¥(@+P) "and C be a generic constant independent of (t,z,6) € [0,T] x R% x K.

As f(t,-,-) € C* t €[0,T], and g € C* have bounded derivatives, by [32, Theorem 3.2], the
function [0, T]xR > (¢, x) — Yf’t’x € Ris of the class C12([0, T] xR), while iterating the arguments
there again leads to the third-order differentiability in x. Hence, it suffices to establish the
boundedness of the derivatives. By It6’s formula and [32, Lenama 2.5], the gradient of x +— Yf’t’x
can be identified as Gxﬁe’t’x for all (t,x) € [0,T] x R, where (9,Y %% 9,2%4%) € S%(R) x H?(R)

satisfies the following linear BSDE:

do, Y/ = (FOL 0, X0 + FOLr0,2807) ds + 0,205 dW,,  t € [0,T),

(5.7)
DY = (V) (X" )0 X317,

with 9, X" = exp(A(s — t)) for all s € [0,T], Fot™ = (0,.f)(t, X2, BZE"") and FEL* =
(8Zf)(t,X§’t’x,BZg’t’x)B for all s € [t,T]. The a-priori estimate [43, Theorem 4.4.4] shows that
for all ¢ > 2, there exists C; > 0 such that

102 Y O52||E, + 1105270713,

T
< (B[ vaogoxiti ([

q
Fg77£7xaxngt7x| dt) :|> é Cq,

due to the boundedness of Vg and V f, which subsequently implies that ]E?xY;@’t’x] < C. Taking the
derivative again and using the fact that 9, X?%® is independent of x, we identify the gradient of
z > 0, YN with 8,, Y, for all (t,2) € [0,T] x R, where (8,2 Y%7, 8,, 2057) € S2(R) x H2(R)
satisfying the following BSDE: for all ¢ € [0,T),

daxx}/sG,t,m — (FG,t,x(axXg,t,m)2 + 2F9,t,maxXg,t,max Zse,t,x + FO,t,m (8xZg,t,m)2

TT,s rz,8 22,8

+ FO 00 Z90) ds + 030 20" AW, (5.8)
Ora Y1 = (V) (X7"7) (02 X772,

with V2¢ being the second-order derivative of g, Fgfmtf = (amf)(t,Xg’t’m,BZg’t’m), ngf’sx =
(8. F)(t, XTH" BZEY™)B and FU'F = (0, f)(t, XT"", BZ2"")B2. Then for all ¢ > 2,

||awa9’t7x ||‘qu + ||8$$Z67t7x ||[71-[q

<c, (E [\<v2g><X%t“><axX%“>2\q

TT,s Tz,8

T q
b ([ 1Eraxst s ortizo Xt o, 20t + 0,20 at)']
<

Co(1 + 110:27|38,) < Co
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which follows from the fact that f, g have bounded derivatives and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality.
This proves that x — Y;‘g’t’x has a bounded second-order derivative. Iterating the above argument

again shows the boundedness of the third-order derivative of x Yf’t’x and finishes the proof. [

Lemma 5.2. Assume the same setting as in Lemma 5.1. Then for all t € [0,T], the function
R(@+0) x RE 5 (0,2) — 9,Y7 "™ € RY is of the class C2(R>(@4P) x RY). Moreover, for all
bounded open set I C R&>+P)  there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all i,j € {1,...,d},
(0,t) € K x [0,T) and z,2" € RY,

(1) 1028, + 10020, Y, | < C(1+ |2]) and |9g,0,Y,""| < C(1 + [2]?),

0 0.tz 6 0.tz 0
(2) 1020, Y, " =000, Yy " |+10000, Yy " = 0ga0, Y, " | < C(1+ ||+ |2’ |)|x—2'|, and |D,0,0,Y; " —
0 /
Oup,0, Y, " | < O+ [ + |2/ )|z — 2.
Proof. To simplify the presentation, we focus on establishing the desired properties for A —

Gxﬁ(A’B)’t’x, since the regularity of B — 8x}/;(A’B)’t’x follows from similar arguments. We also
assume d = p = 1 and write A — OxK(A’B)’t’x as A — &CY;O’t’x, but the same arguments can be
easily extended to a multidimensional setting. Throughout this proof, let K be a given bounded
open set of R, and C be a generic constant independent of (¢,z, A) € [0,T] x RY x K.
By [14, Proposition 2.4], R 3 A (X0tz Yotz z047) ¢ SIR) x SI(R) x HI(R) is differen-
tiable for all ¢ > 2, where the derivative satisfies the following BSDE: for all ¢ € [0,T")
Ao X0 = (X0 4+ A9, X007) ds,
doaY " = (FOLr o, X000 4+ FOET0, 2807 ds + 04 200" AW, (5.9)
aX]PT =0, 9AYLHT = (Vo) (X" )oa X5,

0,t,x

with bounded coefficients F s 0.t

and F;" defined as in (5.7). Then

”8Aye,t7:cugq + ”8AZG,t7:cH;1{q

T 5.10
< cu(Eimpomonxier s ([Mirroxna)]) <caem,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that |04 X%"||se < Cy(1 + |z]). Applying the
Lipschitz estimate in [24, Theorem 2.3] to (5.6) implies that

| X0 — X0 | gq 4 [V 00T — YO g ]| 2007 — 200 |3 < Cylw — 2|, Vg > 22,27 €R.

Then by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, for all ¢ > 2 and z,2’ € R,

‘ )( G,t,x)a X@,t,x_(Vg)(XG,t,xl)aAXe,t,x/||Lq
(Vo) (XF) = (Va) (X" )OAXT [0 + (V) (XF ) (04 X5 = aXT"") | 1o
(VOI0K) — (T3) Y 00 o + 194X — 0,8

C(L+ ||+ [2'])|z — 2],

/‘\

IN

| (5.11)
|

I/\ IN

where the last inequality used [|04 X% — 94 X% ||se < Cylz — 2'|. Similarly, we have

IEZE0AXI0E — FRET 00X 4 (FL0® = FON)04 20 s < C(L+ o] + |2/ — o).
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Consequently, applying [24, Theorem 2.3] to (5.9) shows that for all ¢ > 2, [|04Y P57 =9,V || ga+
1042967 — 942057 |13a < C(1 + |z| + |2/|) |z — 2/|.

Now we study the differentiability of A — &ch)’t’m. Observe that A — 9, X% ¢ L1(0,T) is
differentiable for all ¢ > 2, and the derivatives are bounded uniformly in (A,¢,2) € K x [0,T] x R.
By [23, Theorem 9, p. 97], for all ¢ > 2 and A € R,

R > A (Vo) (Xp ™), Xt F e, X0t 4 FObeg, 7000) € L9(Q) x HI(R)
is differentiable. Hence, applying [, Proposition 2.4] to (5.7) shows that
R > A (0,Y907 9,295%) € SI(R) x HI(R)
is differentiable, and the derivatives (9,4Y %%, 9,4 2%%%) satisfies the BSDE:

0y a Y = (PR 0u XI0T + 0P 00X 0N + FLT0, 2007 + FLT0,420"7) ds

+ Opa 20T AW, te[0,T), (5.12)
OraYp """ = (Vo) (X7 )OaXT " 0 X" 4 (Vo) (X" )0ra X7,

with the coefficients

ng’ztf = (ammf)(tv Xg,t,m’ BZse7t’x)aAXs€7t’x + (890,2]0)(75, Xsei’x’ BZse’mm)BaAZg’t’m’

)

FO5E = (0 (1, X007, BZIU) BOAXIN + (0. f) (1, X002, BZOU") B0, 707,

za,s
For the growth rate of x — &CAY;e’t’x, by the a priori estimate for (5.12), for all ¢ > 2,
HaxAye,t,xHqu + HamAZG,t,ng{q

=G (E [‘(VQQ)<X:9r’t’””>0AX:€r’t’””8xX%t’”” + (V) (XF")Dea X1

T
q
+( / [FL20, X007 4 FLL20,0 X0 4 FEL20, 2007 at) D
0

za,s

T
< Cq<1+\xyq+E[</ (\8,4Xf’t’$]+]8AZ§¢’:”\)(1+\(%CZf’t’x\)dt)q >
0

< Cq(L+ 2|+ (04X 20 + 104 2% )3 2,) (1 + 1022573 ,) < Co(1 + 2]?),

which follows from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, (5.10) and the fact that ||0, Z%"%|ya < C, for
all ¢ > 2. To prove the local Lipschitz continuity of x — 0, AYf’t’x, we introduce for all ¢ > 2 and
z, 2’ € R% the random variables

Gotr .— (V2g) (X%t,w)aAX%t,waxX%t@ +(Vg) (X%t,w)awAX%t,w’
HI o= 0, X004 B 0,0 X0 4 BN 0,200 4 FILT 0,42007, s € t, 7],

Ta,s za,s

By following similar arguments as in (5.11) and using the regularity of f and g, we have for all
¢ >2and z,2' € R?,

”Ge,t,m _ G9,t,m’”Lq 1 HH@,t,ﬂc,x _ HG,t,gc/,m”Hq < Cq(l + ‘x’ + ‘x/mx _ x/‘7
which along with the Lipschitz estimate for (5.12) shows

||8xAY€7t’x _ amAYQ,L:E’HSq + ||8xAZG,t7:E _ amAZG,t,IE’HHq < Cq(l + |3§‘| + |$l|)|$ _ 33‘/|.
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For the differentiability of A — 0, AYtG’t’m, applying [14, Proposition 2.4] to (5.12) implies that
R > A (0,4Y95% 0,42%5%) € S1(R) x HI(R) is differentiable, and its derivative satisfies the
BSDE: for all ¢t € [0,T),

da:(:AAY:g67t’x — (FG 4z 8 X@,t,x + 2F£at8:ca AXg,t,x + Fat?:;,x :(:AAXg’t T F0 t,x 8 ZG t,x

raa,s zaa S
+ 2F0 0, A 20N 4 FOVT0,aaZ00) ds + Opan Z0H AW,

5.13
amAAYe,t,LE (v3 )( Gtm)(a X@,t,w) a X@tm (VQ )( Gtm)aA Gtma X@tm ( )

+2(V2g)(XTET) 04 X870, 4 X007 4 (V) (XT)Dpaa X207,
with the coefficients

Faty = Ouaa /) (1, XV, BZIW)(0aXTT)? 4 2(0an ) (8, XU, BZIW) 00 XM BOAZIH
+ Oz f) (8, XV, BZIY Y OAa X+ (0aa f) (8, XH, BZIN) (BOAZYHT)?
( f)( XG,t,m BZ@,t,gc)Ba ZGtm
Flol = Ouaa )6, X000, BZIU)BOAXI)? + 20s02 f) (8 X, BZOW) B20A X0 04200
( me)(t XGt:c BZQ,t,x) 8AAX6,t,x (azzzf)(t,Xg’t’x,BZg’t’x)Bg(aAZg’t’x)2
( sz (t XGt:c BZG,t,x)B2aAAZ€,t,x

Repeating all the above estimates, one can show ||0,44Y %" || sa + [|0244Z%0% || 1a < Cy(1 + |2?),

and HaxAAYG’t’x — 8IAAY9¢@'HSCI + HaxAAZG’t’m — (%AAZG’t’m,HHq < Cy(1+ \x!z + ]w’\2)]az — 2|
Other partial derivatives of 6 — 850}/;9”5’:” can be estimated by using similar arguments, whose

details are omitted here. O

Based on Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2, we prove the entropy regularised control problem (1.1) admits
an optimal feedback control, which is sufficiently regular in the (6, z)-variables.

Proposition 5.3. Assume the same setting as in Theorem 3.6. Then for all § € R¥>(4+P) the
control problem (1.1) with parameter 6 admits an optimal feedback control 1y € Uc>oVe, and

(1) ¥p € CO2([0,T] x RY) and for all t € [0,T], the function R&>(@HP) x RY 5 (0, ) v p(t, ) €
RP is of the class C2(R¥(4+P) x RY),

(2) for all bounded open set K C REX(4HP) | there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all
(0,t) € K x [0,T] and x,2' € R, |V, (g)(t,x)| + [Hess,(vg)(t, )| < C, |Vo(ve)(t, )| +
Vo (Va(t0)) (t 2)] < C(1+|<L"|) |Hessg(v0)(t, )| < C(1+[z]*), [Vo(so)(t, 2)— Vo (3b)(t,2") |+
Vo (Ve (1)) (t,2) — Vo (Va(tp)) (t,2')] < C(L+ [z| + [2'])]x — 2’|, and |Hessg(vp)(t,2) —
Hessg (1) (t,2')] < C(1 + [a]* + [2'|*)]a — 2.

Proof. Let h%, : R? — R be the convex conjugate of he, such that for all z = (z;)}_; € R?,
hi(z) = supsere((@,2) — hen(a)) = In>"Y | exp(z;). A direct computation shows that hf, €
C*®(RP), |hi,(2)] < C(1+ |z|) for all z € RP, and all derivatives of h%, are bounded. For given
0 = (A, B) € R¥™>(@+P) and (t,z) € [0,T] x ]Rd, consider the following FBSDE: for all s € [t,T],
dX, = AX,ds+ dW,, X, =z, (5.14a)
dY, = b, (=B Z] — fo(s, X,))ds + Z,dW,, Yr = g(X7). (5.14b)

By the Lipschitz continuity of VA%, and fy, (5.14) admits a unique solution (X%t% Y0tz 7z0:tz) ¢
S?(R?) x S%2(R) x H2(R'*?) (see e.g., [43, Theorems 4.3.1]). By Lemma 5.1 and the regularity of
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e, fo and g, for all § € R¥(4+P) the function [0,7] x RY 3 (t,z) — VO(t,z) = Yte’t’x € Ris of
the class C13([0, 7] x R?), and for all (¢,x) € [0,T] x RY, R>*@+P) 5 9+ v, VO(t,2) € R? is of
the class C? (Rdx(dﬂ))). Moreover, for any bounded open subset K ¢ R?*(@+P)  there exists C' > 0
such that for all (0,t,2) € K x [0,T] x R, |V, (V. VO)(t,x)| < C.

By Ito’s formula, for all § € R%*(@+P) the function V? solves the following PDE: for all
(t,r) € [0,T) x RY,

LVt ) + LA,V (t2) + (Az, V,V(t,2)) — hi (—B'V,V(t,z) — folt,x)) =0, (5.15)

and V(T,z) = g(x) for all z € R? (see e.g., [13, Theorem 5.5.8]). By (3.5) and the definition of

h,, (5.15) can be equivalently written as:

SV(w) + 50V (0) + inf (A + Ba, VaV(t,0) + [(t,,)) =0,
which is the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation for (1.1) with parameter . Now let 1 : [0,T] x
R? — A, be the function such that for all (¢,z) € [0,7] x R,

Yo(t,x) = VA (~BTV,VP(t, ) — fo(t,z)) = arg min ((Ba, V. VOt x)) + f(t,z,a)). (5.16)
a€Ay

As V.V has a bounded first-order derivative (and hence Lipschitz continuous) in , the veri-
fication theorem in [12, Theorem 5.1, p. 268] shows that vy is the optimal feedback control of
(1.1) with parameter 6. The regularity of h¥, and fo implies that 1)y shares the same regularity
of V,V?. Hence by Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2, 99 admits the desired properties as stated in Items (1)
and (2). O

Lemma 5.4. Assume the same setting as in Theorem 3.6. Let 8y = (Ao, By) € RP*(4P)  and for
each 0 € R¥*¥(+P) et oy - [0,T] x R? — RP be the feedback control in Proposition 5.3, and let
X%:%0 ¢ S2(RY) be the solution to the following dynamics:

dXy = (Ao Xy + Bove(t, X¢))dt +dWe,  t € [0,T], Xo = zo.
Then for all ¢ > 2, R¥*(@+P) 5 9 X00% ¢ SURY) is twice continuously differentiable.

Proof. As 6 is fixed throughout the proof, we write X% %o as X% for notational simplicity.
Consider the function

R(HP) 5 [0, T] x RY 3 (0, ¢, @) — by(t, z) := Agz + Bothp(t, z) € RY.

By Proposition 5.3 Item (1), for all ¢ € [0,T], by(¢, x) is twice differentiable with respect to (¢, ).
By Proposition 5.3 Item (2), for any bounded open set K C RE*(4+P) | the first- and second-order
derivatives of by(t,z) with respect to (6, z) have at most quadratic growth in z, uniformly in
(0,t) € K x [0,T]. Hence by [23, Theorem 4, p. 105], R*(@P) 5 9 1 X% ¢ SI(RY) is twice
differentiable for all ¢ > 2.

It remains to establish the continuity of the second-order derivative R4(d+P) 5 ¢ — X%o ¢
S9(R%), for which we assume without loss of generality that # € R and X¥* is one-dimensional.
By [23, Theorem 4, p. 105], the second-order derivative Jpg X% of R 3 6 +— X¥¢ satisfies the
following SDE: dppX* = 0, and for all ¢ € (0,77,

ddpe X} = (BO(OOGTpG)(thZM) + 2B (9pe ) (t, X;0)0p X} + Bo(Duxtte) (t, X{7) (g X))

+ (Ao + Bo(0xt0)(t, sze))aeaXZpe)dt-
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The twice differentiability of 6 — X¥¢ implies that R > 6 +— (X¥9,0pX%0) € SI(R) x S4(R) is
continuous for all ¢ > 2. Now let K C R be an arbitrary open subset. By Proposition 5.3 Item
(2), for all 8,n € K and ¢ > 2,

T
E[ | a0, %) — Ouain) e X7t
0

T
< GE / \(5901/177)(&)(2!’")—(0eewn)(t=X§”9)\q+!(3991/177)('57)(2”9)—(%ewe)(tang)\th}

T
< ch[ /0 (14 X272 1 [XERYIXD — XY 4 (Do) (s XE7) — (Onatoe) (1 X101 dt]
2 2
< cq<<1 X2, X2 X — XV,

+ E[ /0 : |(Bootn) (£, X°) — (Dpobo) (£, X )| dt} )

Then, as 7 tends to 6, the first term converges to zero due to the continuity of 6 — X¥%¢ € S*(R),
and the second terms also converges to zero due to the continuity of Jggi)y in 6, the fact that
|(Dpgtbe)(t, )] < C(1 + |2|?) and the dominated convergence theorem. Similar arguments show
that R > 60 5 (9pate) (-, X¥), (8patbg) (-, X¥V0), (02109) (-, X¥?) € H4(R) are continuous for all
q > 2. Thus [23, Theorem 9, p. 97] shows that for all ¢ > 2 and z € R,

R>6 HBo(aeeibe)(-,X%) + 230(6%1/;9)(.7)(}/19)39)(@@ + Bo(am%)('7X%)(8€X%)2
+ (Ao + Bo(0u40) (-, X¥°))a € HI(R)

is continuous, which along with [23, Corollary 2, p. 103] implies the continuity of I > 6 +—
Dpg X000 € SI(R) for all ¢ > 2. O

Proof of Theorem 3.6. For every 6 € R¥(@+P)  the existence of optimal feedback control ¢ has
been established in Proposition 5.3. Hence it remains to establish the quadratic performance gap.
To this end, let 6y = (A, Bp) € O and 8 > 0 be given constants, and C' > 0 be a generic constant
which depends on O, § but is independent of 6y. For each 6 € Bg(6)), consider the dynamics:

dXt = (A()Xt + Bowg(t, Xt))dt + th, t e [0, T], XQ = Xy,

which admits a strong solution X%%¢ ¢ S9(R?) for all ¢ > 2, due to the Lipschitz continuity of
1hy. Lemma 5.4 shows that R¥*(4+P) 5 9 s X%:%s ¢ SI(R?) is twice continuously differentiable.

We start by proving the twice continuous differentiability of the map R&<(4+P) 5 0 — J (1g;6p) €
R, with J(tg;6p) being defined as in (1.7). Applying the Fenchel-Young identity to hj, gives that
hi () 4+ hen(VRE) (2)) = (x, (Vh,)(2)) for all x € RP. Hence, by (3.5) and (5.16),

f(taxawe(tw%')) = <f0(t,$),1/)9(t,x)> + hen((Vth)(_BTvxve(tvx) - fo(t,x)))
= <f0(t,l‘),¢g(t,l‘)> + <_BTvmV6(tv$) - f(](t7x)a¢9(tv$)>
— (= BV V() — folt,z))
= _<BTvmV€(tv$)7¢9(tv$)> - h:n( - BTV:BVG(t7x) - fO(tv$))'
Proposition 5.3 shows for all t € [0,7], V,V9(t,z) and y(t,z) is twice differentiable in (6,x).

Moreover, the derivatives have at most quadratic growth in x and is locally Lipschitz continuous
in x, provided that 6 € Bg(fy). Hence, by [23, Theorem 9, p. 97|, for all ¢ > 2, R*(d4P) 5 9
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(VL VO (-, XP0%0) (-, XP¥9)) € HI(R) x HI(RP) are twice continuously differentiable, which
implies the twice continuous differentiability of the following function:

T
RIX(+D) 5 g s E[/ Flt, X0V (t, XP0V0)) dt| € R.
0

On the other hand, as g € C* has bounded derivatives, [23, Theorem 9, p. 97] shows that for all
q > 2, RIx+p) 5 9 sy g(Xgo’wg) € LI(Q;R) is twice continuously differentiable, which implies
the same regularity of R 3 6 — E[g(X;O’wQ)] € R. This finishes the proof of the statement that
0 — J(y;6p) is C2.

Observe that the function R¥*(@+7) 59— J (19;6p) € R is mininised at § = 0y, which implies
that VgJ(v9;00)|p=p, = 0. Applying Taylor’s theorem up to the second-order terms gives the
desired quadratic performance gap. O

6 Proofs of Theorems 3.7 and 3.8

For the sake of presentation, we introduce the following notation to identify the correspondence
between the number of cycles and episodes used in the PEGE algorithm (see Algorithm 1). Let
C : NU{0} - NU{0} be the total number of episodes after completing a given cycle satisfying
C(K) =K + S5, m(k) for all K € NU{0}, x : N = N be the corresponding cycle of a given
episode satisfying x(m) := min{k € N : C(k) > m} for all m € N, and let £ := {mf, | mj =
C(k —1)+ 1,k € N} be the collection of all exploration episodes. The definition of x implies that
for all m € N, C(k(m) — 1) < m < C(k(m)). In particular, there exist ¢,¢ > 0 such that for all
m €N, em < k(m)'F7 < em if m(k) = [k7] for all k, and em < 250 < ém if m(k) = 2" for all k.

The following lemma shows that the minimum eigenvalue of G&¥™ = (V&¥m)~1  with
VO¥m defined in (3.2), increases with the number of exploration episodes.

Lemma 6.1. ¢ € Uc>oVe satisfies (H.3(1)) if and only if for any bounded subset © C RA*(d+p)
there exists Ao > 0 such that for all € O, Anin(¥¢,0) > o, with the function Amin : Uc>o0Veo X
R (@+P) 5 [0, 00) defined in (3.4).

Proof. Without loss of generality, let us fix a feedback control ¢ € Uc>oVc, a filtered probability
space (2, F,F,P) satisfying the usual condition, and a d-dimensional standard F-Brownian motion
W on (Q,F,F,P). The Lipschitz continuity of ¢¢ in the z-variable and stability of SDEs (see
[43, Theorem 3.2.4]) imply the continuity of R¥(@+P) 5 s || X% |52 € R and R¥*(4H+P) 5 9 s
[pe(-, X% )||s2 € R. This shows that each entry of the matrix in Amin(¥°,6) is continuous in
6, as it involves only the products of X%%° and we(-,X.e’we). Then, by (H.2) and the continuity
of the minimum eigenvalue function, it suffices to show that the statement that (H.3(1)) holds is
equivalent to for any given 6 € R?*(4+P) there exists \g > 0 such that Amin(¥¢,0) > Xg. The
latter statement holds if and only if for any v € R? and v € RP,

£ ) () -

implies that v and v are zero vectors, which can be equivalently formulated as uTXf vy
vTYe(t, Xf’d’e) = 0 for dP ® dt-a.e. implies v and v are zero vectors.

Based on the above observations, the if direction of the desired result holds clearly by substi-
tuting x = Xf’we in (H.3(1)). We now fix an arbitrary § € R%(@+P) and prove the only if direction.

(u U)T EP
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Let u € R? and v € R? such that uTXf’d’e + v Te(t, Xf’we) =0 for dP®dt-a.e., and E = {(t,z) €
[0, 7] x R? | uTx +vT9¢(t,2) # 0}, we aim to show E has Lebesgue measure zero. Suppose that
F has non-zero measure. As 1)° is continuous in the z-variable, E; = {x € R? | (t,z) € E} is open
for all t € [0,T]. By [20, Theorem 28.7], E = Upen(E, X Oy,), where U,enO,, is an open basis for
the standard topology on R and Z,, C [0,T] is Borel for all n € N. Since E has positive measure,
there exists a Borel set Z,, C [0,7] and an open set O,, C R? such that =, and O,, have positive
measures and =, x O,, C E. By Section 7.6.4 of [25] and || X?¥"||s2 < oo, the law PX of X0
is equivalent to the law of (z¢ + Wt)te[O,T]' Hence, the fact that O,, is an open set with positive
measure implies P({w € Q | Xf’we (w) € Op}) > 0 for all t € (0,T], which along with the fact that
=, has positive measure shows that {(w,t) € Q x [0,7] | (t,Xf’d’E (w)) € E} has positive dP @ dt
measure. This contradicts to the statement that uTXf’d}e + vae(t,Xf’W) = 0 for dP ® dt-a.e.
Consequently, u'z + v ¢°(t,x) = 0 for almost every (¢,z) € [0,T] x R?, which along with the
assumption implies that w and v are zero vectors and proves the only if direction. O

Based on Lemma 6.1, we quantify the accuracy of the estimators (8,,)men in (3.6) generated
by the PEGE algorithm (without Step 7).

Lemma 6.2. Suppose (H.1), (H.2) and (H.3) hold. Let 8 > 0, 6y € R¥*(d+p) Ve S‘fp, p be a
truncation function (cf. Definition 3.1), r € (0,1], and m : N — N be such that m(k) = |k"| for
all k € N. There exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all 6 > 0 and m > C(1 + ln(%))Hr,

P(|6LFCE — 91> < min{Cm Y0 (Inm +1n(2)), 82}) > 14,

where OLECE — p(9® " e .m (0. R ECEmy p g (9T m 0. XTECEmy o qofined in (3.2)

Proof. For notational simplicity, we denote by C a generic constant independent of m,d, and
omit the dependence on “PEGE” and WPFCE in the superscripts of all random variables, if no
confusion occurs.

We first analyse the accuracy of the estimator 8% defined in (3.2). For each k € N, the state
process X% for the k-th exploration episode satisfies

dX; = (AX, + Bye(t, Xp))dt + dW;™ t€[0,T], Xo= 0.

€
6,\Il,mk

Let Z7¢ = < X > for all ¢ € [0,T], and let G == Vgt + YF_| [T ZF4(Z}¢)Tat. By

0,T m¢
vEEX, )
following the same targument as that for (4.10), there exists C' > 0 such that for all £ € N and

4 >0,

P(|G* — B[G*¢|0{0}]l|op > ke(k,6)) <6,  with (k,8) == max( n@/o) mg%) (6.1)
where || - |lop denotes the operator norm of a matrix. By Lemma 6.1 and [22, Theorem 13, p 76],
there exists A\g > 0 such that A\pin(E[GF¢|0{0}]) > k)¢ P-almost surely. Moreover, observe from
(6.1) that there exists C > 0 such that for all § > 0 and k > C (1 +1n(3)), £(k,6) < Ao/2. Hence
there exists C' > 0 such that for all § > 0 and k& > C(l + ln(%)), with probability at least 1 — ¢,

Ain(GE€) = inf (uTGRu) = inf (uT (EIGE|o{0}])u+u (G*€ ~ EIG*<|o{0}])u)

Ju|=1 |u|=1
> inf (" (BIG*Io{0)])u) ~ [GH ~ BIG*“Io (6)]on = ko2 (62)
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Using the fact that ecm < ﬁ(m)”’" < ¢ém for all m € N, there exists C' > 0 such that for all § > 0
and m > C(l + ln(%))Hr, with probability at least 1 — ¢,

Aunin (GOF™) > A (G) > 50 > Aol /7D,

Observe that WFECE only executes the feedback control of form ¢ and Ve, for some m €

N. As 6, = p(6™,V®™) takes values in a bounded set K := range(p) (cf. Definition 3.1), by
Proposition 1.1 and the fact that ¢ € Uc>oVc, we have QYPEGE ¢ Uc>oldc. Hence, by Theorem
3.2 and the above estimate for )\min(Ge"pvm), there exists C > 0 such that for all 6 > 0 and
m>C(1+ ln(%))HT,

P(16%™ — 62 < Cm~ Y+ (Inm, + In(L >1-—6. 6.3
)

We then prove with high probability, 8,, = 8%™ and ]é‘l'm — 0| < j for all m sufficiently
large, where 8 > 0 is the constant given in the statement. By Definition 3.1, cl(0©) C int(K),
with K = range(p). Hence, there exists 7 > 0 such that B,(0) C K, with B,(0) = {4 €
RAx(d+p) | 30 € © s.t. |§ — 60| <n}. Observe that there exists Cy > 0 such that for all 6 > 0,
m > Co(1+ ln(%))rﬂ, |ICm~ Y+ (Inm + In(}))| < min(n?, 32), where C' is the same constant
as that in (6.3), and [ is the constant given in the statement. Combining this with (6.3) yields

that there exists C' > 0 such that for all § > 0 and m > C(1 + ln(%))HT,
P<|é‘pm — 0> < min {C’m_l/(lJr’")(lnm +1In(3)), 7%, 52}) >1-4, (6.4)

which along with B, (©) C K and 0,, = p(0™,VP™) = @™ provided that 8™ € K (see Definition
3.1) implies that 0,, = 0%¥™ € K on the above event, and finishes the proof of the desired
estimate. ]

The following theorem proves a sublinear bound for the expected regret of the PEGE algorithm
(without Step 7).

Theorem 6.3. Suppose (H.1), (H.2), (H.3) and (H.4) hold. Let 6y € R¥>(@+r) Vj e Sﬂlfp, p be
a truncation function (cf. Definition 3.1), and m : N — N be such that m(k) = |k"| for all k € N
with r € (0,1] being the same as in (H.J). Then there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all
6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — ¢,

N
> (HWHECE 0) ~ J(1;0)) < C(NTF (nN) + (In(})") + (n($) ), VN € NN[2,00).

m=1

where for eachw € Q, J(WPFCE. @) (w) = J(TPECE(y . .);0(w)) and J(1g; ) (w) = J (Yo(w); O(w))
with J and g given in Proposition 1.1.

Proof. Throughout this proof, we denote by C' a generic constant independent of m, d and w, and
omit the dependence on “PEGE” in the superscripts (e.g., ¥ = \IIPEGE).
By Lemma 6.2 and (H.4), there exists a constant Cp > 0 such that for all 6 > 0 and m >

Co(1+Im(EN™", meN\€,

P(\J(zpém; 0) — J(1e; 0)| < Com™ T (Inm + 1n(§))7‘) >1-4. (6.5)
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Observe that there exists C' > 0 such that for all 6 > 0, m > C(1 + ln(%))lw implies that

m > Co(1 —|—ln(1/5m))1+r with &, == 66/(7%>m?). Hence, applying (6.5) with §,, for all sufficiently
large m, summing the corresponding probabilities over all m and using m > Cr(m)!*" yield that,
for all § > 0, with probability at least 1 — &, we have for all m € N with x(m) > C (1 +1n(3)),

| T (5 10) — J(1g;0)] < Cm™ 4+ (Inm + In(3))". (6.6)
On the event considered above, for all N € N, we consider the following decomposition
N
> (Wi 0) = T (1:0))
m=1

= Y (0wl Jwe0)+ Y (n0) - Twe:8),  (67)

meNN[1,NJNAS meNN[1,N]NAs .

where the set As. is defined by As. == {m € N | k(m) > C(1 +1n(3)),m & £} (with the same
constant C' as in (6.6)).

We first estimate the first term in (6.7). It is shown in Lemma 6.2 that ¥ € Uq for some
constant C' > 0. Standard moment estimates of the state dynamics yield that E[sup, |Xte m2) <
C. By (H.1), Proposition 1.1 Ttem (2) and (H.3(2)), |f(¢, z, Vm(w,t,2))] + |g(z)] < C(1 +
|z|?) for all m € N, (w,t,x) € Q x [0,T] x R% This estimate along with (H.2) implies that
| J (¥ (w,-,-),0(w))] < C for all m € N and w € Q. Moreover, by using the continuity of
V*:0 — R and (H.2), |[V*(0)| = |J(¢g;0)| < C for all § € ©. Hence for all N > 2,

3 (J(\Ifm; 0) — J(te; 0)) < o(|{m EN|k(m) > C(1+m(3)} + /—@(N))
meNN[1,N]NAS
< O((In(d)"" + N,
We then estimate the second term in (6.7) for the PEGE Algorithm (without Step 7). For all
m € N\ &, J(V,,;0) = J(1)g;0) with 8 = Omi(m)’ where mz(m) is the latest exploration episode
before the m-th episode. By (6.6),

S (@0 - JWei0) <C 3 ((mE) T ((mg,) + ()

meNN[L,N]NAs ¢ meNN[L,N]NAs ¢

Kk(N) i

<O Y 1K) ((mf)" T (tn(mf) + In(3))")
k=1
Kk(N) Kk(N) ,

<Y WI(FT A+ mk) +n(}))) <€ Y (14 (k) +In(}))
k=1 k=1

< Cr(N)((In&(N))" + (In(1))") < CNT= ((In N)" + (In(3))") (6.8)

where the interchange between episodes and cycles follows from the fact that cm < k(m)'*" < ém
for all m. Combining these estimates with (6.7) leads to the desired result. O

Proof of Theorem 3.7. Throughout this proof, we denote by C' a generic constant independent of
m, 0 and omit the dependence on “PEGE” in the superscripts (e.g., ¥ = WPECE),

It has been shown in the proof of Theorem 6.3 that ¥ € U and |g(x)|+|f(t, x, ¥ (w, t,x))| <
C(1+ |z|?) for all m € N, (w,t,z) € Q x [0,7] x R% Then by (2.3), Propositions 4.3 and 4.7,
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1€ (®,0)|1.7,_, < C for all m € N, where F,,,_; is defined as in Proposition 4.7. Observe that
E[ly(¥,0) | Frn—1] = J(¥,n;0) for all m € N. Hence, by Proposition 4.4, there exists C' > 0 such
that for all N € N and § > 0,

“

with (N, 0) = max( %, %) < CN~V2(1 + In()). Then for each N € N and § > 0,

applying the above inequality with Sy = 65/(72N?) and summing the corresponding probabilities
for all N > 2, there exists C' > 0 such that for all § > 0,

“

Combining the above estimate with Theorem 6.3 and the fact that » € (0,1] yields that there
exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all § > 0, with probability at least 1 — 6,

N

3y (en(\p, 0) — J(Ty; 9))‘ > Ne(N, 5)) <3,

n=1

N
3 (en(\p,e) — J(W; a))‘ < CNY2(In(N) +In(})), YN e NN [2,oo)> >1-4.

n=1

R(N,®,6) < C(NTF ((nN)" + (n(}))") + (n(})'*"), N e NA[2,00). (6.9)

It now remains to prove the expected regret bound in Theorem 3.7. For each A > 0, applying
1
(6.9) with § = exp(—A7+1) gives that there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all A > 0,

P(CN—lirR(N, @,0) - (InN)" >\, VYNeNn[2 oo)) < exp(—ATH).

For each N € N, let Dy = CN_liTR(N,\II,G) — (InN)". Then for all N € NN[2,00) and A > 0,
1
P(max(Dpy,0) > A) = P(Dy > A) < exp(—A7+1). Hence for all N € NN [2,00),

E[Dy] < E[max(DN,O)] :/ P(max(Dy,0) > \) d\ < / exp(— A7) dA < oo,
0 0

where the last inequality follows from r € (0,1]. This finishes the proof of Theorem 3.7. O

Proof of Theorem 3.8. The proof follows from similar arguments as that of Theorem 3.7, and we
only present the main steps here. For notational simplicity, we omit the dependence on “PEGE”
(e.g., ¥ = WPFGE) and denote by C' > 0 a generic constant independent of m, § and N.

By (3.2) and (4.10), there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all m € N and ¢ € (0, 1), with
probability at least 1 — 4,

}"n_l]

0,.W.m -1 § : 6, n 0. ¥ n n 9 n 9
T —[/ - E T B t .

< mmax<

Observe that for all m € &, ¥,, = ¢ and for all m € N\ &, ¥, = 1)y , where 0,, = émi(m) with

0,, given in (3.6) and mi(m) is the latest exploration episode before the mth episode; without

loss of generality, we also define 8,, = p(éo, Vo) for m € €. Then by the additional assumption
on Apmin(0,¥e), Lemma 6.1, and the fact that W,,, depends on (W™)"=' and @ only through 6,,,
there exists Ao > 0 such that for all m € N and u € R*+?,

T T
uTE[/ 700 m (702 T dt‘fm_l}u :uTE[/ Zte’q"m(ZtO’\I"m)Tdt‘a{@,ém}]u
0 0

>E |:min (Amin(wémy 0)7 Amin(wey 0)) ’u‘2 ‘0{07 om}:| > AO’“F-
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Hence a similar argument as that for (6.2) shows that there exists C' > 0 such that for all § > 0
and m > C(1+In(3)), P(Amin(Ge"pvm) > m/\0/2> > 1 — 0. Proceeding along the lines of the
proof of Lemma 6.2 yields that there exists C' > 0 such that for all § > 0 and m > C(1 +1In(3)),

P(\ém — 6> < min{Cm~ (Inm + ln(%)),ﬁ2}) >1-4, (6.10)

with the constant 3 in (H.4). By considering 6,, = 65/(7?m?) as in Theorem 6.3 and using (H.4),
there exists C' > 0 such that for all § > 0, with probability at 1 — 9,

)

‘J(wém; 0) — J(ve;0)| < Cm " (Inm+1n(3))", Vm € Ns.t. s(m) > C +log, (1 +In(})
(6.11)

where the condition regarding  follows from the inequality 2°(™ < &m for all m € N.
On the event considered above, for all N € N, we consider the decomposition as in (6.7);

N
(J(9.0:6) = T (v0:0))
m=1 (6.12)
= Y (w0 —J@e)+ Y (S0~ J(ve:0)),
meNN[L,N]NAS | me[L,N]NAs e

with the set As, == {m € N | k(m) > C +logy(1 +In(})),m & £}, where C is the same constant
as in (6.11), and & is the collection of explorations episodes. The first term can be estimated as
in the proof of Theorem 6.3: for all N € NN [2,00),

S (J(Wni0) - J(w:0)) < C(In(}) + I N),

meNN[1,N]NAS |

where the inequality follows from e¢m < 250" < @m for all m € N. To estimate the second term
in (6.12), recall that for the kth cycle, the exploration policy 15 _ is executed for 2F episodes.
M

Hence, by (6.11),

C(InN)(InN +1n(})), r=1,

where the last inequality follows from the facts that K(N) < Clogy(IN) and if r € (0,1), then
Z?:l 2(l=rk < ¢o(l=r)m for all m € N. B

Finally, recall the random variables (6,,,)men defined at the beginning of the proof. Since

N N
E[R(N’ v, 0)] = E[E [Em(‘I’7 0) - J(TZ)G? 0)‘0{0_”“ O}H = E[J(\I’mv 0) - J(TZ)G; 0)]7

m=1 m=1

the desired regret bound in expectation follows from the above high probability regret bound and
similar arguments as those in the proof of Theorem 3.7 . O
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A Proof of Proposition 3.1

Proof. 1t is clear that for all m € N and w € Q, ¥,,,(w, ) € V¢,,. We now prove by induction
that for all m € NU {0}, (%", V®¥n) 0 < n < m, are G¥-measurable and ¥, is (G¥ ®
B([0,T]) ® B(R%))/B(RP)-measurable, with the o-algebra G defined in Definition 2.1. Note that
the statement clearly holds for m = 0, as (é‘pvo, Vo ¥.0) — (90, Vo) are deterministic.

Suppose that the induction hypothesis holds for some index m — 1 € N U {0}, namely,
(é‘pvn, Vo¥my 0<n<m—1,are G¥ -measurable and ¥, is (G¥_, ®B([0,T]) @ B(R%))/B(RP)-

6,¥ m
measurable. Then the process Zf rm . <\1j (Xz Xg’\p,m) ), t € [0,T7, is progressively measurable
AR

with respect to the filtration GX¥™ = (Q;X"I”m)te[oj] defined by G;¥™ = G¥ | v J(Xg"P’m |
u < t), which along with the measurability of V&¥™~1 and (3.2) implies that V&¥™ and
(VO-¥m) =L are G¥ -measurable.

To prove the G -measurability of é‘I’,m, we first establish a semi-martingale representation of
the process X%¥™ with respect to the filtration GX¥ ™. Let B®¥m = (Bte’\p’m)te[oﬂ be the
process such that

t
By = XY — g — / E[0|gX ¥ ™) z&¥mds, vt e [0,T). (A.1)
0

Note that B%¥™ is GX¥ ™ progressively measurable. We now verify that B%¥™ is in fact a
GX¥™_Brownian motion. Since Zt@’\l"m is gf"ll’m—measurable, it follows from (2.2), the tower
property of conditional expectation and Fubini’s theorem that for all ¢ > s,

t t
R B R e A
S

s

t t .
:E[/ ozg,w,mdu—/ E[6]G; ™) ng\p,mdqu/ dwm géx,\p,m]
t
:/ E[ozgy‘lﬁm —E[0|g57‘1’,m} Zg,‘p7m‘géx7\p7mi| du

t
- [ E[e[oztm —eloz gy

g”m} ‘g”m} du = 0.

This shows that B®¥™ is a GX>¥™-martingale. By (A.1), Bg’w’m = 0 and B®¥"™ has continuous
sample paths, as X% ¥™ has continuous sample paths. Moreover, by (2.2) and (A.1), BO¥m hag
the same quadratic covariance as W™. Hence, Lévy’s characterisation shows that B®¥™ is a
G~ ¥m_Brownian motion, which along with (A.1) implies that X% ¥™ admits the following semi-
martingale representation with respect to the filtration GX¥™:

dXtO,\I’,m _ E[O‘gg("l”m] Zf,‘l’,mdt + dBf’q”m, te [O’T], ng‘IHm = 2. (A2)

This implies that the stochastic integral of a GX¥'™-progressively measurable process with respect
to X%¥m is GX¥'m_progressively measurable; note that for all m € N U {0}, G¥ has been
augmented with P-null sets (see Definition 2.1). Consequently, 8% in (3.2) is G¥-measurable,
which along with the fact that W,,+1 depends only on (é‘I'”, VH"I"“)QZO, the gr‘g—measurability
of (9%, Vo¥mym_ L and the Borel measurability of 1,41 implies the desired measurability of

U, ,+1. This completes the induction step and finishes the proof. ]
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