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Abstract—We consider the static output feedback control
for Linear Quadratic Regulator problems with structured con-
straints under the assumption that system parameters are un-
known. To solve the problem in the model free setting, we propose
the policy gradient algorithm based on the gradient projection
method and show its global convergence to ε-stationary points. In
addition, we introduce a variance reduction technique and show
both theoretically and numerically that it significantly reduces
the variance in the gradient estimation. We also show in the
numerical experiments that the model free approach efficiently
solves the problem.

Index Terms—Reinforcement learning, data-driven control,
model free control, linear quadratic regulator, gradient descent,
non-convex optimization

I. INTRODUCTION

Linear Quadratic Regulator (LQR), which is a well-studied
framework in the optimal control theory, has been revisited
from the Reinforcement Learning (RL) perspective. For policy
gradient methods, the global linear convergence to the global
optima was obtained in [1], [2]. To obtain structured policy,
Structured Policy Iteration of state feedback gains for LQR
problems with a regularization term was proposed in [3] and
the local linear convergence to a stationary point was provided.
In addition, the projected gradient method for model-free
state feedback LQR problems with convex constraints were
studied in [4]. For the model based setting, the projected
gradient method was studied in [5] and [6] considered linearly
constrained problem for state feedback LQR problems.

However, it is difficult to observe the entire state. That
is, only some outputs are available in practice. The static
output feedback control is a practical approach to deal with
such situations. For model based control design, some iterative
methods are found in [7] and recently, the global convergence
of the gradient descent for output feedback LQR problems
was shown in [8] using smoothness and Lipschitz continuity
on the sublevel sets of the LQR objective function. A model
free algorithm was also proposed in [9] based on integral RL.
However, policy gradient methods for static output feedback
problems in the model free setting have not been well studied.

In this study, we consider a policy gradient method for the
LQR problem with structured constraints for the static output
feedback control under the assumption that system parameters
are unknown, in contrast to many existing works [1], [2], [4],
which studied the policy gradient method for state feedback
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LQR problems and [8], which studied gradient methods in the
model based setting. The structured constraints are naturally
introduced due to the system structure such as linear port-
Hamiltonian systems [10].

Our contribution: The main contributions of this paper are
summarized as follows:

• To solve the LQR problem with structured constraints in
the model free setting, we propose a policy gradient pro-
jection algorithm with a gradient estimation procedure.

• We show the global convergence to ε-stationary points of
our proposed algorithm using the LQR objective function
properties such as bounded sublevel sets, L-smoothness
on sublevel sets, and dependency on horizon time. In
addition, we show that the feedback gain obtained by
the proposed method asymptotically stabilizes the closed-
loop system. We also provide the sample complexity of
the gradient estimation procedure.

• We propose a variance reduction method using the base-
line technique and show its suboptimality.

Paper organization: In Section II, we introduce the LQR
problem for output feedback control with structured con-
straints. In Section III, we show some properties of the objec-
tive function on sublevel sets. In Section IV, we propose the
gradient estimation method and the policy gradient projection
algorithm in the model free setting. We then show that the
algorithm outputs an ε-stationary point with high probability.
In addition, we provide a variance reduction method and show
its asymptotic optimality. In Section V, we conduct some
numerical experiments and show properties of our proposed
method. Section VI is devoted to conclusion.

Notation: For a vector v ∈ Cn, v> and v∗ denote the
transpose and conjugate transpose of v, respectively. The
symbol I and O denote the identity matrix and the zero matrix,
respectively. The symbol Sn denotes the set of n×n symmetric
matrices. For a matrix A ∈ Rn×m, ‖A‖F and ‖A‖2 represent
Frobenius and spectral norm of A, respectively, λi(A) denotes
the i-th eigenvalue of A indexed as Re(λ1(A)) ≤ · · · ≤
Re(λn(A)), and vec(A) ∈ Rnm denotes the vectorized form
of A. For matrices A,B ∈ Rn×m, the inner product 〈A,B〉
is defined as 〈A,B〉 = tr

(
AB>

)
and A ◦ B denotes the

Hadamard product of A and B. Given a symmetric matrix
S ∈ Sn, λmin(S)(λmax(S)) denotes the minimum (maximum)
eigenvalue of S. Given a random variable X which follows the
distribution D, EX∼D[X] or just E[X] denotes the expectation
over X ∼ D and V [X] denotes the variance of X . For z ∈ C,
Re(z) (Im(z)) denotes the real (imaginary) part of z.
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II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider the linear time-invariant (LTI) system

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t), y(t) = Cx(t), x(0) ∼ D, (1)

where x(t) ∈ Rn is state, u(t) ∈ Rm is input, y(t) ∈ Rp
is output, A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×m, and C ∈ Rp×n are
constant matrices, and D is a probability distribution over Rn.
In this paper, we assume that B and C are not zero matrices,
and (A,B,C,D) is unknown unlike the situation in [8]. The
infinite-horizon continuous-time LQR problem is formulated
as

minimize Ex(0)∼D

[∫ ∞
0

(
y>(t)Qy(t) + u>(t)Ru(t)

)
dt

]
(2)

subject to (1)

with constant positive definite matrices Q ∈ Rp×p and R ∈
Rm×m. The expectation is taken with respect to the initial state
x(0) ∼ D. For the static output feedback u(t) = −Ky(t) with
K ∈ Rm×p to system (1), the objective function (2) becomes
f(K) := Ex(0)∼D

[
f̃(K;x(0))

]
, where

f̃(K; v) :=

∫ ∞
0

[
v∗eA

>
KtC>(Q+K>RK)CeAKtv

]
dt

for v ∈ Cn. Then, the closed-loop is given by

ẋ(t) = AKx(t), y(t) = Cx(t), (3)

where

AK := A−BKC. (4)

In this paper, we consider the constraints K ∈ Ω, where
Ω ⊂ Rm×p is a closed convex set that specifies the structural
information of feedback gains. This is because a structured
policy is often used in practical situations. For example,
• Decentralized control: In decentralized control, some

components of K need to be 0 [11]. This implies that
Ω should be a certain linear subspace of Rm×p.

• Linear port-Hamiltonian system: For a linear port-
Hamiltonian system [10], if the feedback gain is positive
semi-definite, the closed loop system is also a port-
Hamiltonian system and passive. To ensure passivity, Ω
should be defined as the set of positive semi-definite
matrices, which is closed and convex.

By using Bellman lemma [12], the problem (2) with struc-
tured constraints can be formulated as

minimize
K

f(K) = tr(XΣ)

subject to K ∈ Ω and AK is Hurwitz,
(5)

where Σ := E[x(0)x>(0)] and X is the solution to

A>KX +XAK + C>
(
K>RK +Q

)
C = 0.

It is difficult to solve (5), since f(K) is non-convex and saddle
points may exist [8]. Moreover, the feasible set may have
exponentilally many disconnected components [13]. Although
an iterative method was proposed in [9] to obtain a suboptimal
static output feedback gain in the model free setting, it cannot
be applied directly to problem (5) due to the constraint K ∈ Ω.

To develop a model free algorithm with theoretical guar-
antees for solving problem (5), we impose the following
throughout this paper:

Assumption 1:
1) Σ � 0.
2) The pair (A,C) is observable.
3) There exists K0 ∈ Ω such that AK0 is Hurwitz and K0

is known.
Since AK0

is Hurwitz, there exist positive definite matrices
G,H and a skew-adjoint matrix J such that AK0

= (J−G)H.
The proof is found in [14]. Let H = L>L be the Cholesky
decomposition. Using the coordinate transformation x′(t) =
Lx(t), the closed-loop system (3) becomes

ẋ′(t) = A′K0
x′(t), y(t) = C ′x′(t),

where A′K0
= LJL> − LGL>, C ′ = CL−1. Since LGL> �

0 and LJL> = −(LJL>)>, we have A′K0
+ A′K0

>
=

−2LGL> ≺ 0. In the following, we assume system (3)
after the above coordinate transformation, because we consider
a static output feedback that is invariant by the coordinate
transformation. That is, without loss of generality, we can
assume AK0 +A>K0

≺ 0.
Under Assumption 1, f(K) of (5) is defined only on the

set S of stabilizing controllers, which is defined as

S = {K ∈ Rm×p | AK is Hurwitz}. (6)

If K /∈ S, there exists an eigenvalue µ of A such that Re(µ) ≥
0 and f(K) goes to infinity.

Remark 1: The objective function of problem (2) is not a
standard LQR cost as in some previous researches [15], [16].
While similar convergence properties to the standard LQR
cost can be obtained for our formulation in the model based
setting if (A,C) is observable [8], more detailed studies of
the objective function properties are necessary for model-free
version of the convergence analysis.

III. PROPERTIES OF THE OBJECTIVE FUNCTION

In this section, we prove some properties of the objective
function f(K) in (5) for the convergence analysis of the
gradient method presented in Section IV.

A. Norm bounds

In this section, we show some matrix norm inequalities.
We define the sublevel set by S(a) = {K ∈ S | f(K) ≤ a},

where S is defined as (6). Thus, all elements in S(a) are
stabilizing feedback gains.

Using the same argument as Lemma C.2 in [8], we have
‖K‖ ≤ κ(a) for K ∈ S(a), where

κ(a) :=
2‖B‖2‖C‖2a

λmin(Σ)λmin(R)λmin(CC>)
+

‖A‖2
‖B‖2‖C‖2

.

Next, for K ∈ S(a), we provide an upper bound on the
solutions to the following Lyapunov equations:

A>KX +XAK + C>(Q+K>RK)C = 0, (7)

AKY + Y A>K + Σ = 0, (8)

AKY
′ + Y ′A>K −

(
BECY + (BECY )>

)
= 0, (9)



where AK is defined in (4) and E ∈ Rm×p is a given matrix.
Note that X , Y , and Y ′ uniquely exist, because K ∈ S(a)
implies that AK is Hurwitz [12]. To simplify the notation,
using σ := − 1

2λmax(AK0
+A>K0

) > 0, we define

ξ :=
1

4‖B‖2κ(a)
, X(a) :=

a

λmin(Σ)
,

Y(a) := max

(
a

ξ2λmin(Q)
,
‖Σ‖
σ

)
, (10)

Y′(a) := 2
‖B‖2‖C‖2Y(a)2

λmin(Σ)
(11)

where K0 satisfies 3 in Assumption 1.
Lemma 1: Let X,Y, Y ′ be the solution to (7), (8), and (9),

respectively. Assume that ‖E‖F = 1. Then, for any K ∈ S(a),
‖X‖2 ≤ X(a), ‖Y ‖2 ≤ Y(a), ‖Y ′‖2 ≤ Y′(a).

Proof : See Appendix A. 2

B. L-smoothness of f(K)

A differentiable function is called L-smooth if its gradient
is L-Lipschitz continuous. For our objective function, we have
the following result.

Theorem 1: For any a ∈ R, f(K) in (5) is L-smooth on
S(a) with the constant

L := 2λmax(R)‖C‖2FY(a) (12)

+ 4
(√
n‖R‖Fκ(a)‖C‖F + n‖B‖FX(a)

)
Y′(a)‖C‖F,

where Y(a) and Y′(a) are defined in (10) and (11).
Proof : Theorem 3.15 in [8] cannot be applied to our setting

directly, because λ1(C>QC) may be 0. However, by replacing
the norm bounds in the proof of Theorem 3.15 with those in
Lemma 1, we obtain the result. 2

IV. MODEL FREE ALGORITHM

In this section, we consider problem (5) in the model
free setting. That is, we assume that (A,B,C,D) in system
(1) is unknown. First, we introduce a gradient estimation
algorithm based on the derivative-free optimization and show
that the estimated gradient is close to the exact gradient with
high probability. Then, we provide Policy Gradient Projection
Algorithm in Algorithm 2. Despite the error in the estimated
gradient, we can prove the global convergence to ε-stationary
points. Finally, we propose a variance reduction method using
the baseline technique and prove its optimality.

A. Gradient estimation

In the model free setting, the exact gradient of the objective
function f(K) in (2) cannot be accessed directly. Then,
based on the zeroth-order or derivative-free optimization ap-
proach [1], we propose Algorithm 1 to calculate the stochastic
estimate ∇̂f(K) of the gradient ∇f(K).

In this section, we assume the following in addition to
Assumption 1.

Assumption 2:
• Ui and xi(0) are independent.
• K ∈ S(a) with a given constant a.

Algorithm 1 Gradient Estimation
Require: K ∈ Ω, N > 0, r > 0, τ > 0

1: for i = 1 to N do
2: Sample Ui from the uniform distribution S over matri-

ces with ‖Ui‖F =
√
mp.

3: Simulate the system

ẋi(t) = Axi(t) +Bui(t), yi(t) = Cxi(t),

where ui(t) = −(K + rUi)yi(t), xi(0) ∼ D un-
til time τ and calculate the empirical cost ci =∫ τ

0

[
y>i (t)Qyi(t) + ui(t)

>Rui(t)
]
dt.

4: end for
5: Define the estimated gradient by

∇̂f(K) =
1

rN

N∑
i=1

ciUi. (13)

6: return ∇̂f(K).

• The distribution D of initial state x(0) ∼ D satisfies
‖x(0)‖ ≤ P a.s. for a constant P > 0.

The second assumption is justified in Section IV-B.
The following lemma ensures K + rU ∈ S(2a) for suffi-

ciently small r.
Lemma 2: There exists r0 > 0 such that for any r ≤ r0,

K ∈ S(a) and U such that ‖U‖ =
√
mp, we have K + rU ∈

S(2a).
Proof : Using the same argument as Lemma 4 in [2], we

obtain the result. 2

The following theorem is an extension of Lemma 27 in
Supplementary material of [1] to output feedback control. To
prove this, we derive some inequalities in Appendix B.

Theorem 2: Let ∇̂f(K) be defined as (13). For any
ε′ > 0 and δ > 0, set r = O(ε′), τ = O(log 1/ε′), N =
O((log 1/δ)/ε′4). Then, we have∥∥∥∇̂f(K)−∇f(K)

∥∥∥
F
≤ ε′, (14)

for any K ∈ S(a), with probability greater than 1− δ.
Proof : See Appendix B. 2

B. Convergence properties

In this section, we prove the global convergence of the
policy gradient method in the model free setting. We show
a model free control algorithm, Policy Gradient Projection, in
Algorithm 2. The positive integer T is the iteration number, α
is the step size, K0 is the initial point of the feedback gain K,
and proj is the projection onto Ω with respect to the Frobenius
norm. The termination condition ‖Ki+1 −Ki‖F ≤ εα is
added for technical reasons.

Lemma 3 describes the property of orthogonal projections,
which is essential to our convergence analysis.

Lemma 3: Let proj : Rm×p → Ω be an orthogonal
projection onto Ω. For any x ∈ Ω and y ∈ Rm×p, we have
〈x− proj(y), y − proj(y)〉 ≤ 0.

Proof : See Theorem 6.41 of [17]. 2

The following definition is required to show our main result.



Algorithm 2 Policy Gradient Projection
Require: T > 0, α > 0, ε > 0,K0 ∈ Ω, N > 0, r > 0, τ > 0

1: for i = 0 to T − 1 do
2: Calculate ∇̂f(Ki) using Algorithm 1.
3: Ki+1 := proj

(
Ki − α∇̂f(Ki)

)
.

4: if ‖Ki+1 −Ki‖F ≤ εα then
5: return Ki

6: end if
7: end for
8: return KT

Definition 1: For positive constants α and ε, K is called an
ε-stationary point if ‖Gα(K)‖F ≤ ε, where K+ := proj(K−
α∇f(K)) and Gα(K) := 1

α (K+ −K).
The following theorem is a main result, which is an exten-

sion of Theorem 4.2 in [8] to the model-free and constrained
problems. The proof is based on the proof for projected gradi-
ent method without gradient error for L-smooth functions [17].
However, in the presence of gradient errors, the termination
condition and some extra arguments to bound the effect of
the difference between the true and estimated gradients are
required.

Theorem 3: Assume that the constants N, r, τ satisfies the
condition in Theorem 2 with ε′ = λε for the given constants
0 < λ < 1, ε > 0, δ > 0. Let {Ki}T

′

i=0 be the sequence
generated by the Algorithm 2, where T ′ is the total number of
iterations, which can be different from T due to the terminate
condition. For a step size α ∈

(
0, 2(1−λ)

L

)
, where L is the

Lipschitz constant of ∇f on S0, we have the following result
with probability greater than 1− Tδ.
• The sequence {Ki}T

′

i=0 remains in S and {f(Ki)}T
′

i=0 is
strictly decreasing. That is, for any 0 ≤ i ≤ T ′ − 1,

f(Ki+1) < f(Ki). (15)

• If T > f(K0)

ε2α2( 1−λ
α −

L
2 )

, KT ′ is a (1+λ)ε-stationary point.

Proof : We define G′α(K) = 1
αv, where v := K̂+ − K

and K̂+ := proj(K − α∇̂f(K)). First, we show that if
‖G′α(K)‖F ≤ ε and (14) holds, K ∈ S0 is a (1 + λ)ε-
stationary point.

‖Gα(K)‖F ≤ ‖G
′
α(K)‖F +

1

α

∥∥∥K+ − K̂+
∥∥∥

F

≤ ε+
∥∥∥∇f(K)− ∇̂f(K)

∥∥∥
F
≤ (1 + λ)ε.

The second inequality holds, because projections onto convex
sets are contractive, and the last inequality follows from (14).

Next, we show ‖G′α(KT ′)‖F ≤ ε with high probability.
The termination condition ensures ‖G′α(Ki)‖F > ε for i =
0, . . . , T ′− 1. Assume that ‖G′α(K)‖F > ε and Eq. (14) with
ε′ = λε holds for K ∈ S0. We define Kt := K + tv and
t∗ := max {t > 0 | f(Kt′) ≤ f(K0) (0 ≤ ∀t′ ≤ t)}. Then,
Lemma 3 yields

〈∇̂f(K), v〉 ≤ − 1

α
‖v‖2F (16)

and L-smoothness of f(K) on S0 implies

f(Kt)− f(K) ≤ 〈∇f(K),Kt −K〉+
L

2
‖Kt −K‖2F

= t〈∇f(K), v〉+
Lt2

2
‖v‖2F. (17)

By adding both sides of the equations (16) multiplied by t
and (17), we obtain

f(Kt)− f(K) <

(
Lt2

2
− t1− λ

α

)
‖v‖2F. (18)

where we used (14) and G′α(K) = ‖v‖F/α > ε. For t = t∗,
we have

0 = f(Kt∗)− f(K) ≤
(
Lt∗2

2
− t∗ 1− λ

α

)
‖v‖2F

Since ‖v‖ > 0, we have t∗ ≥ 2(1−λ)
Lα ≥ 0. Therefore, (18)

holds for t = 1. Eq. (18) with K = Ki and t = 1 leads us to

f(Ki+1)− f(Ki) <

(
L

2
− 1− λ

α

)
‖Ki+1 −Ki‖2F < 0,

because α ∈ (0, 2(1−λ)
L ). Thus, (15) holds for any 0 ≤ i ≤

T ′ − 1.
If T ′ < T , the termination condition ensures
‖G′α(KT ′)‖F ≤ ε. Therefore, it suffices to show T ′ < T .
Since T ′ ≤ T by definition, suppose that T ′ = T . Then, we
obtain

f(K0) ≥ f(K0)− f(KT ) ≥
(

1− λ
α
− L

2

)
Tε2α2.

The assumption T > f(K0)

ε2α2( 1−λ
α −

L
2 )

yields f(K0) >

f(K0), which is a contradiction. Thus, T ′ < T , that is,
‖G′α(KT ′)‖F ≤ ε. From Theorem 2, the probability that
Eq. (14) holds for K = Ki(i = 0, . . . , T ′) is greater than
(1− δ)T ′+1 ≥ 1− Tδ. This completes the proof. 2

The convergence rate T = O(1/ε2) is essentially the same
as the rate of projected gradient method without gradient error
for L-smooth functions [17]. For sample complexity, the total
number of samples TN = O(log(1/δ)/ε6) is worse than
O(log(1/δ)/ε4) of the zeroth-order proximal gradient descent
with two points evaluation in [18] since we cannot evaluate the
two cost function values with two different feedback gains for
the same initial state due to the randomness of the initial state.
Note that the same rate to ours was obtained for discrete-time
state feedback LQR problems in the model free setting [4] but
not known for the model free and output feedback setting.

C. Variance reduction

Policy gradient methods tend to suffer from a large variance,
which leads to slow learning [19]. The use of baseline is
one of the variance reduction techniques for policy gradient
methods [19]. State-depending functions are often used as a
baseline, because it does not add any bias to the estimated
gradient [20], [21]. In this section, we propose to use the finite
horizon cost function as a baseline and show its optimality.



For a baseline function b(x), the estimated gradient ∇̄f is
defined as

∇̄f(K) :=
1

rN

N∑
i=1

(f̃τ (K + rUi;xi(0))− b(xi(0)))Ui,

(19)

where the finite horizon cost function is defined as

f̃τ (K;x(0)) :=

∫ τ

0

y>(t)(Q+K>RK)y(t)dt, (20)

which satisfies limτ→∞ f̃τ (K;x(0)) = f̃(K;x(0)). Because

∇̂f(K) =
1

rN

N∑
i=1

f̃τ (K + rUi;xi(0))Ui,

the estimated gradient ∇̄f(K) satisfies

E
[
∇̄f(K)

]
= Exi(0)∼D,Ui∼S

[
∇̂f(K)

]
− 1

rN

N∑
i=1

Exi(0)∼D,Ui∼S [b(xi(0))Ui]

= Exi(0)∼D,Ui∼S

[
∇̂f(K)

]
.

The second equality holds from the assumption that Ui and
xi(0) are independent, and E[Ui] = 0. Thus, the bias in ∇̄f
is the same as the one in ∇̂f .

In terms of the variance, the baseline b(x(0)) =
f̃τ (K;x(0)) is almost optimal for small r.

Theorem 4: For a > 0, r ≤ r0, τ > 0, and K ∈ S(a),
the optimal baseline b∗(x(0)) which minimizes the variance
of the estimated gradient (19) is given by

b∗(x(0)) = EU∼S

[
f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0))

]
, (21)

where S is defined in Algorithm 1 and

lim
r→0

b∗(x(0)) = f̃τ (K;x(0)). (22)

Proof : Since {xi(0)}Ni=1, {Ui}
N
i=1 are assumed to be in-

dependent, {fτ (K;xi(0))− b(xi(0)))Ui}Ni=1 are independent
and we have

V
[
∇̄f(K)

]
(23)

=
1

r2N

[
Ex(0)∼D,U∼S

[∥∥∥(f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0))− b(x(0)))U
∥∥∥2

F

]
−
∥∥∥Ex(0)∼D,U∼S [(f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0))− b(x(0)))U ]

∥∥∥2

F

]
for any baseline b(x). Because we have assumed that x(0) and
U are independent and EU∼S [U ] = 0,

Ex(0)∼D,U∼S [b(x(0))U ] = Ex(0)∼D[b(x(0))]EU∼S [U ] = 0.

Thus, the expectation E[(f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0)) − b(x(0)))U ] is
independent of the choice of a baseline b(x), that is,

Ex(0)∼D,U∼S

[
(f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0))− b(x(0)))U

]
=Ex(0)∼D,U∼S

[
f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0))U

]
.

Then, the second term in (23) is independent of the choice of
b(x) and we just need to minimize the first term in (23),

Ex(0)∼D,U∼S

[∥∥∥(f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0))− b(x(0))
)
U
∥∥∥2

F

]
=mpEx(0)∼D

[
EU∼S

[(
f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0))− b(x(0))

)2
]]
.

Since the expectation EU∼S

[
f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0))

]
minimizes the mean squared error

EU∼S

[(
f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0))− b(x(0))

)2
]

for any x(0),

the optimal baseline is given by (21). Eq. (22) follows from
the continuity of f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0)). 2

Based on Theorem 4, we propose to use f̃τ (K;x(0)) as
a baseline. In the model free setting, f̃τ (K;x(0)) cannot be
computed directly for a given x(0) in the same manner as ci
because we cannot specify the initial state in the estimation
procedure of ci. Therefore, we provide the estimation pro-
cedure for f̃τ (K;x(0)) in Algorithm 3. In the following, we
define ȳ(t;x(0)) = [y(t)>, y(t+h1)>, . . . , y(t+hD−1)>]> ∈
RpD(0 ≤ h1 < h2 < · · · < hD−1 = T ). The following

Algorithm 3 Estimate f̃τ (K;x(0))

Require: K ∈ S, x(0) ∈ Rn, s > 0.
1: for i = 1 to n(n+ 1)/2 do
2: Simulate system (1) for x(0) = xi(0) ∼ D until time

s.
3: end for
4: Solve the following equations for P̂ (X).

ȳ(0;xi(0))>P̂ (K)ȳ(0;xi(0))

= f̃s(K;xi(0)) + ȳ(s;xi(0))>P̂ (K)ȳ(s;xi(0)), (24)

where f̃s is defined as (20).
5: Define f̂τ (K;x(0)) = ȳ(0;x(0))>P̂ (K)ȳ(0;x(0)) −
ȳ(τ ;x(0))>P̂ (K)ȳ(τ ;x(0)).

6: return f̂τ (K;x(0)).

theorem ensures that the estimated cost f̂τ (K;x(0)) is equal
to f̃τ (K;x(0)).

Theorem 5: For any T > 0, D > 2(n − 1) + T
2πβ,

where β = 2(‖A‖2 + ‖B‖2‖C‖2κ(a)), if xj(0)xj(0)> −
xj(s)xj(s)

>(j = 1, . . . , n(n+1)
2 ) are linearly independent on

Sn for s in Algorithm 3, then f̂τ (K;x(0)) = f̃τ (K;x(0)) for
any K ∈ S and x(0).

Proof : See appendix C.
The following theorem shows that the assumption of The-

orem 5 holds with probability 1.
Theorem 6: If the distribution D has a probability density

function, xj(0)xj(0)> − xj(s)xj(s)>(j = 1, . . . , n(n+1)
2 ) are

linearly independent on Sn with probability 1.
Proof : Let vi = xi(0)xi(0)> − xi(s)xi(s)> and Vm be a

linear subspace generated by {vi}mi=1 (1 ≤ m ≤ n(n+1)
2 ). For

m < n(n+1)
2 , Vm is a proper subspace of Sn and there exists



ṽm 6= O ∈ Sn orthogonal to Vm. Since xi(s) = eAKsxi(0),
we have

〈vm+1, ṽm〉

= 〈xm+1(0)xm+1(0)> − eAKsxm+1(0)xm+1(0)>eA
>
Ks, ṽm〉

= xm+1(0)>ṽ′mxm+1(0),

where ṽ′m := ṽm − eA
>
Ksṽme

AKs. Note ṽ′m 6= O, because
AK is Hurwitz and the solution to the discrete Lyapunov
equation v − eA

>
KsveAKs = 0 is only v = O. Since

ṽ′m ∈ Sn, there exists an orthogonal matrix U such that
U>ṽ′mU = diag(µ1, . . . , µn), where {µi}ni=1 are eigenvalues
of ṽ′m. Without loss of generality, we assume µn 6= 0
since ṽ′m 6= O. For xm+1(0) ∼ D, let z = Uxm+1(0).
Then, xm+1(0)>ṽ′mxm+1(0) =

∑n
i=1 µiz

2
i . Since D has a

probability density function, the distribution of z has also a
probability density function g(z1, . . . , zn). For z1, . . . , zn−1

such that
∫
zn
g(z1, . . . , zn)dzn > 0, the conditional probabil-

ity density function of zn is given by g(z1,...,zn)∫
zn
g(z1,...,zn)dzn

and

the conditional probability that zn satisfies
∑n
i=1 µiz

2
i = 0

is zero, because there are at most two zn in R which satisfy
z2
n =

∑n−1
i=1 µiz

2
i

µn
. Therefore, the probability that 〈vm+1, ṽm〉 =

xm+1(0)>ṽ′mxm+1(0) = 0 is zero. That is, vm+1 /∈ Vm with
probability 1. By induction, we obtain the result. 2

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we numerically demonstrate that the policy
gradient projection algorithm can solve the LQR problem
efficiently in the model free setting. Based on [8], we consider
the problem (5) with A = (J − G)H , B = ones(10, 4) +
1
2 rand(10, 4), C = ones(2, 10) + 1

2 rand(2, 10), Q = I ,
R = I , where J = J̃ − J̃>, J̃ = randn(10, 10), G = G̃
G̃>, G̃ = randn(10, 10), H = H̃H̃>, H̃ = randn(10, 10),
ones(a, b) is a× b matrix of ones, rand(a, b) is a× b matrix
with all entries distributed as the uniform distribution on [0, 1],
and randn(a, b) is a× b matrix with all entries distributed as
the standard normal distribution. We assume the distribution D
is the uniform distribution on [−1, 1]n. Since J is skew-adjoint
and G,H are positive definite, A is Hurwitz, as mentioned in
Section II. Therefore, AK0 is Hurwitz for K0 = O. We set
the parameters r = 0.01, τ = 100 and define Ω by

Ω = {K ∈ R4×2 | K ◦ S = O}, S =

(
1 1 0 0
0 0 1 1

)>
.

Fig. 1 illustrates that the mean and standard deviation of

20 trials of the relative error
‖∇̄f(K)−∇f(K)‖

F

‖∇f(K)‖F
in gradient

estimation. The relative error with variance reduction was
much smaller than that of Algorithm 1.

Fig. 2 illustrates the mean and variance of 20 trials of the
convergence curve of Algorithm 2, where we set α = 2 ·
10−4, 2 · 10−5 and N = 15 for Algorithm 2 with baseline
and N = 70 for Algorithm 2 without baseline. This is because
the estimation procedure of the baseline requires additional
n(n+1)

2 = 55 samples. Because of the large variance of the
estimated gradient, Algorithm 2 without baseline made the
system unstable quickly in the case of α = 2 ·10−4. As shown
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Fig. 1. Relative error in gradient
estimation.
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Fig. 2. Convergence curve of Algo-
rithm 2.

in Fig. 2, the convergence rate of Algorithm 2 is sublinear and
Algorithm 2 with baseline is more stable than Algorithm 2
without baseline even if we take into account additional 55
samples required to estimate the baseline.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we considered the non-convex optimization
problem with convex constraints based on the output feedback
version of LQR problems under the assumption that system
parameters are unknown. To solve the problem, we proposed
the policy gradient algorithm based on the gradient projection
method and the zeroth order optimization. We proved its
global convergence to ε-stationary points with high probability.
We also proposed the variance reduction method using the
baseline technique and proved that it is almost optimal. In the
numerical experiments, we showed that the baseline technique
significantly reduces the variance in the gradient estimation
and the model free method can achieve low LQR cost.

Policy Gradient Projection can be extended to the objective
function with regularization terms using the proximal gradient
method. In this setting, we are able to consider trade-offs
between cost function and structure such as sparsity [3].
However, the convergence analysis would be more difficult,
and it is left for a future work. In addition, the convergence
of the gradient method with fixed step size could be slow
since the smooth constant L can be large depending on the
initial feedback gain K0. To overcome this issue, the gradient
method with adaptive step size in the model based setting was
considered in [5] and optimization methods on Riemannian
manifolds were studied in [6]. Therefore, applying the adaptive
step size to the model free algorithm is one of the important
directions of future works. Other interesting directions of
future works would be analysis for the natural policy gradient
method [22] or other variants of the policy gradient method.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 1

Proof : For X , see Lemma 16 in [2].
Let µ be the largest eigenvalue of Y and v be

a normalized eigenvector corresponding to µ. Note that
‖Y ‖2 = µ since Y � 0. In the following, we con-
sider the case ‖Cv‖ ≥ ξ and the case ‖Cv‖ ≤ ξ



separately. First, we consider the case ‖Cv‖ ≥ ξ. Us-
ing f(K) = tr

(
Y C>(Q+K>RK)C

)
, we have a ≥

tr
(
Y C>(Q+K>RK)C

)
≥ tr

(
Y C>QC

)
. Since µvv> �

Y , tr
(
Y C>QC

)
≥ tr

(
µvv>C>QC

)
= µ(Cv)>QCv. There-

fore, a ≥ µ(Cv)>QCv ≥ µ‖Cv‖2λmin(Q) ≥ µξ2λmin(Q)
and µ ≤ a

ξ2λmin(Q) . Next, we consider the case ‖Cy‖ ≤ ξ.
From (8), we have

v>
(
AKY + Y A>K + Σ

)
v = µv>(AK +A>K)v + v>Σv = 0.

Since AK0
+ A>K0

≤ −2σI and ‖Cv‖ ≤ ξ, we obtain
v>(AK + A>K)v = v>(AK0

+ A>K0
)v − v>(B(K −K0)C +

(B(K − K0)C)>)v ≤ −σ. Therefore, −µσ + v>Σv ≥ 0,
and thus, ‖Y ‖2 = µ ≤ ‖Σ‖2σ . Combining both cases, we have
‖Y ‖2 ≤ Y(a).

For Y ′, we have

−
∥∥BECY + (BECY )>

∥∥
2

λmin(Σ)
Σ � −BECY − (BECY )>

�
∥∥BECY + (BECY )>

∥∥
2

λmin(Σ)
Σ,

and Lemma A.2 in [8] yields Y − � Y ′ � Y +, where

Y + =

∥∥BECY + (BECY )>
∥∥

2

λmin(Σ)
Y, Y − = −Y +.

Therefore,

‖Y ′‖2 ≤
∥∥Y +

∥∥
2
≤

2‖B‖2‖C‖2‖Y ‖
2
2

λmin(Σ)
. (25)

Applying the bound on ‖Y ‖2 to (25), we have the result.

B. Proof of Theorem 2

The total error
∥∥∥∇̂f(K)−∇f(K)

∥∥∥
F

can be divided into

the bias term
∥∥∥E[∇̂f(K)

]
−∇f(K)

∥∥∥
F

and the variance

term
∥∥∥∇̂f(K)− E

[
∇̂f(K)

]∥∥∥
F

.
First, we bound the bias term. The estimated gradient

∇̂f(K) in (13) can be expressed in the form

∇̂f(K) =
1

Nr

N∑
i=1

f̃τ (K + rUi;xi(0))Ui. (26)

For any initial state x(0) and r > 0, we define the smooth
function gr(K) by gr(K) := EU∼B[f(K + rU)], where B is
the uniform distribution over the set {U ∈ Rm×p | ‖U‖ ≤√
mp}. Then, the bias in ∇̂f(K) can be divided into two

parts as follows.∥∥∥∇f(K)− E
[
∇̂f(K)

]∥∥∥
F
≤ ‖∇f(K)−∇gr(K)‖F

+
∥∥∥∇gr(K)− E

[
∇̂f(K)

]∥∥∥
F
, (27)

where the expectation is taken over xi(0) ∼ D and Ui ∼ S.
For the first term in (27), we have the following bound.
Lemma 4: For any K ∈ S(a) and r ≤ r0,
‖∇f(K)−∇gr(K)‖F ≤ Lr

√
mp, where L is the Lipschitz

constant defined as (12) of ∇f on S(2a).
Proof : From L-smoothness of f , we have

‖∇f(K)−∇f(K + rU)‖F ≤ Lr
√
mp. Therefore,

‖∇f(K)−∇gr(K)‖F = E[‖∇f(K)−∇f(K + rU)‖F] ≤
Lr
√
mp. 2

Lemma 26 in Supplementary material of [1] im-
plies ∇gr(K) = E

[
1
r f̃(K + rU ;x0)U

]
, and (26) yields

E
[
∇̂f(K)

]
= E

[
1
r f̃τ (K + rU ;x0)U

]
, where the expecta-

tion is taken over x0 ∼ D and U ∼ S. By using these relations,
we have the following upper bound of the second term in (27).∥∥∥∇gr(K)− E

[
∇̂f(K)

]∥∥∥
F

≤ 1

rN

N∑
i=1

E
[∣∣∣f̃(K + rUi;xi)− f̃τ (K + rUi;xi)

∣∣∣‖Ui‖F].
(28)

To bound the right-hand side, we introduce the following
lemma.

Lemma 5: For K ∈ S(a) with a ∈ R and x(t), which
follows (3), we have

‖x(t)‖ ≤ 2Y(a)A(a)

λmin(Σ)
e−(λmin(Σ)/Y(a))t‖x(0)‖2, (29)

where A(a) = ‖A‖2 + ‖B‖2‖C‖2κ(a).

Proof : From Lemma 12 in [2], we have
∥∥eAt∥∥2

2
≤

(‖Y ‖2/λmin(Y ))e−(λmin(Σ)/‖Y ‖2)t. Therefore,

‖x(t)‖2 ≤ (‖Y ‖2/λmin(Y ))e−(λmin(Σ)/‖Y ‖2)t‖x(0)‖2. (30)

Lemma 1 yields ‖Y ‖2 ≤ Y(a). This and Lemma A.5 in [8]
imply

λmin(Y ) ≥ λmin(Σ)

2‖AK‖2
≥ λmin(Σ)

2(‖A‖2 + ‖B‖2‖C‖2κ(a))
.

Substituting these inequalities into (30), we obtain (29). 2

We are in a position to obtain an upper bound on the left
side of (28).

Lemma 6: For any τ ≥ 0, r ≤ r0 and K ∈ S(a),∥∥∥∇gr(K)− E
[
∇̂f(K)

]∥∥∥
F

= O(e−ητ/r), (31)

where η = λmin(Σ)/Y(2a).
Proof : Lemma 2 implies that K + rUi ∈ S(2a), and we

have∥∥∥∇gr(K)− E
[
∇̂f(K)

]∥∥∥
F
≤ 1

r
E
[
x(τ)>Xx(τ)‖U‖F

]
≤
√
mp

r
‖X‖2E

[
‖x(τ)‖2

]
,

where x(t) follows ẋ(t) = AK+rUx(t), and we used the fact

f̃(K + rU ;x(0))− f̃τ (K + rU ;x(0)) = x(τ)>Xx(τ),

where X is the solution to (7). From Lemma 5, we have

‖x(τ)‖2 ≤ 2Y(2a)A(2a)

λmin(Σ)
e−(λmin(Σ)/Y(2a))τ‖x(0)‖2.

Thus, (31) holds, because E[‖x(0)‖2] = tr(Σ). 2

Next, we obtain an upper bound of the variance term.
Lemma 7: For any ε > 0, δ > 0 and K ∈ S(a), if N =

O((log 1/δ)/ε4), we have

Pr
(∥∥∥∇̂f(K)− E

[
∇̂f(K)

]∥∥∥
F
≥ ε
)
≤ δ



Proof : Using matrix Bernstein inequality [23], we obtain
the result in the same way with Lemma 27 in Supplementary
material of [1]. 2

Combining Lemma 4, 6, and 7 completes the proof of
Theorem 2.

C. Proof of Theorem 5
For any t ≥ 0, the observation ȳ(t;x(0))

is determined by ȳ(t;x(0)) = Fx(t) with
F := [C Ce(A−BKC)h1 · · ·Ce(A−BKC)hD−1 ]>. Conversely,
x(t) is determined by ȳ(t;x(0)) if D is large enough.

Lemma 8: Let β = 2(‖A‖2 + ‖B‖2‖C‖2κ(a)). For any
T > 0, if D > 2(n − 1) + T

2πβ, F is column full rank and
x(t) = F+ȳ(t;x(0)) with F+ = (F>F )−1F>.

Proof : Let β′ = maxi,j(Im(λi(AK)−λj(AK))). Theorem
2 in [15] and the assumption that (A,C) is observable imply
that if D > 2(n−1)+ T

2πβ
′, F is column full rank. Therefore,

F+ is well-defined and

(F>F )−1F>ȳ(t;x(0)) = (F>F )−1F>Fx(t) = x(t).

Thus, it is sufficient to show β ≥ β′. We have

β′ ≤ 2 max
i

(|λi(AK)|) ≤ 2‖AK‖2 ≤ β,

which completes the proof. 2

As a corollary, we can show f̃(K;x(t)) can be expressed
as a quadratic form in terms of ȳ(t;x(0)).

Corollary 1: For any x(0),

f̃(K;x(t)) = ȳ(t;x(0))>P (K)ȳ(t;x(0)), (32)

where P (K) = (F+)>XF+.
According to [15], the matrix P (K) satisfies the Bellman

equations (24) for any s ≥ 0 and {xj(t)}j=1,...,
n(n+1)

2
, which

follow system (1).
Lemma 9: Assume that xj(0)xj(0)> − xj(s)xj(s)

>(j =

1, . . . , n(n+1)
2 ) are linearly independent on Sn. For any so-

lution P̂ (K) of (24), initial condition x(0), and t ≥ 0, we
have

f̃(K;x(t)) = ȳ(t;x(0))>P̂ (K)ȳ(t;x(0)).

Proof : Let vj = xj(0)xj(0)> − xj(s)xj(s)
> and wj =

ȳ(0;xj(0))ȳ(0;xj(0))> − ȳ(s;xj(0))ȳ(s;xj(0))>. We define
V by the linear space generated by {vj}j and W by the
linear space generated by {wj}j . Since V ⊂ Sn and dimV =

dimSn = n(n+1)
2 , we have V = Sn. Thus, the set {vi}i is a

basis of Sn. Let v = x(t)x(t)> ∈ Sn for x(0) ∈ Rn. Then,

there exists the sequence {αi}i such that v =
∑n(n+1)

2
i=1 αivi.

Define the linear map F : V → W by F(v′) = Fv′F>,
where v′ ∈ V . Note that F(vj) = wj . From (24), we have
〈P̂ (K),F(vj)〉 = 〈P (K),F(vj)〉, and thus 〈P̂ (K),F(v)〉 =
〈P (K),F(v)〉. Then, Eq. (32) yields

〈P (K),F(v)〉 = ȳ(t;x(0))>P (K)ȳ(t;x(0)) = f̃(K;x(t)).

Therefore,

ȳ(t;x0)>P̂ (K)ȳ(t;x0) = 〈P̂ (K),F(v)〉 = f̃(K;x(t)),

which completes the proof. 2

Since f̃τ (K;x(0)) = f̃(K;x(0)) − f̃(K;x(τ)), Corollary
1 and Lemma 9 ensure that Theorem 5 holds.
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