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Abstract

Consider a linear quadratic regulator (LQR) problem being solved in a model-free manner
using the policy gradient approach. If the gradient of the quadratic cost is being transmitted
across a rate-limited channel, both the convergence and the rate of convergence of the resulting
controller may be affected by the bit-rate permitted by the channel. We first pose this prob-
lem in a communication-constrained optimization framework and propose a new adaptive
quantization algorithm titled Adaptively Quantized Gradient Descent (AQGD). This algorithm
guarantees exponentially fast convergence to the globally optimal policy, with no deterioration of
the exponent relative to the unquantized setting, above a certain finite threshold bit-rate allowed by
the communication channel. We then propose a variant of AQGD that provides similar perfor-
mance guarantees when applied to solve the model-free LOR problem. Our approach reveals
the benefits of adaptive quantization in preserving fast linear convergence rates, and, as such,
may be of independent interest to the literature on compressed optimization. Our work also
marks a first step towards a more general bridge between the fields of model-free control design
and networked control systems.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) to solve classical control problems such as the linear quadratic regu-
lator (LQR), the H;, or the H control problems, is now well-understood. Both the convergence
properties of various algorithms and characterization of the convergence rates through a non-
asymptotic analysis have been considered. For model-based RL, which requires the construction
of an empirical model of the process, we can point to works such as [2, 3, 4, 5]. For model-free
approaches that do not involve the construction of such a model, example works include [6, 7, 8].
In this paper, we are interested in a popular model-free algorithm - policy gradient — applied to the
linear quadratic regulator (LQR) problem [9]. This algorithm has been studied extensively in the
LOR context. The authors in [10] showed that despite the non-convexity of the optimization land-
scape, model-free policy gradient algorithms can guarantee convergence to the globally optimal
policy. Furthermore, given access to exact policy gradients, this convergence is exponentially fast.
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We consider the performance of policy gradient algorithms being used to solve an LOR problem
when a rate-limited channel is present in the loop. The problem of robustness of policy gradient
algorithms (or reinforcement learning (RL) algorithms more generally) to communication-induced
distortions introduced if the transmission of either the gradient or the policy occurs over realistic
communication channels has received only limited attention; see, for instance, the work on event-
triggered RL in [11, 12], on rate-limited and noisy channels for stochastic bandit problems in [13,
14, 15], on policy evaluation using compressed temporal difference learning in [16, 17]), and more
recently, on the effect of delays in stochastic approximation [18] and policy gradient algorithms for
the LOR problem in [19, 20]. On the other hand, the impact of realistic communication channels
present in a control loop has been studied extensively under the rubric of networked control
systems. The simplest formulation in this area considers a plant being controlled by a remote
controller that either receives measurements from a sensor across a communication channel or
transmits the control input to an actuator over a channel. The setting that we consider, when the
gradient of the cost function is transmitted across a communication channel, corresponds to the
channel between the sensor and the controller. In this setting, the abstraction of the communication
channel as a rate-limited channel or a ‘bit pipe” that can transmit a finite number of bits per channel
use has been studied for at least two decades now. The so-called data-rate theorem states that if the
open loop plant is a linear time-invariant (LTI) system, there is a minimal bit-rate - characterized by
the sum of the logarithms of the magnitudes of the open loop unstable eigenvalues of the plant -
that must be supported by the channel in order for an encoder-decoder and a controller to exist
such that the plant can be stabilized [21, 22]. This result has been extended in various directions,
including consideration of stochastic or linear switched plants, combining the channel model with
other effects such as a packet drop, consideration of event-triggered communication schemes, and
so on. We point the reader to works such as [23, 24, 25, 26] and the references therein.

However, classically, this line of work assumes and exploits the knowledge of the model of the
plant being controlled in the encoder-decoder and the controller design. Some limited work [27]
has been done to relax this assumption; however, there is little to no theoretical understanding of
networked control systems in the absence of such an assumption. As RL-based control becomes
more popular and well-understood, it becomes natural to seek to understand how to remove
this assumption. From the point of view of networked control, this would require the design
of encoders and decoders for the communication channels and that of the controllers when the
plant model is either simultaneously being learned (in model-based RL) or is never explicitly
constructed. From the point of view of RL-control, this would require the understanding of the
impact of communication channel effects on traditional RL algorithms, and the design of measures
to counteract this impact. In this paper, we take the first step in this direction. While the modeling
choices we make (LTI plant, rate-limited channel, and policy gradient based controller design) may
seem specific, they already begin to show some of the intricacies that arise when we seek to bridge
these two areas. The ultimate goal of this work is to connect control, communication, and learning
by initiating a study of model-free control under communication constraints.

Specifically, in this paper, we consider the setting! shown in Figure 1. Consider a remote agent
that observes a plant and transmits information to a controller server across a noiseless channel.
The channel is abstracted as a bit-pipe, meaning that B bits can be transmitted in a noiseless fashion
across it per channel use. The agent has two functions. First, it executes the control policy relayed

1A more careful problem formulation is provided in Section 2, where the notation in the figure is also formally
defined.
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Figure 1: Communication-constrained policy optimization for model-free LOR. At each iteration
t, the decision-maker sends the current policy K; to an agent over a noiseless channel of infinite

—

capacity. The agent evaluates and encodes the noisy policy gradient V](K;) using B bits, and
transmits the encoded symbol 0; to the decision-maker over a noiseless rate-limited channel. The
decision-maker updates the policy based on the decoded policy gradient g;.

to it by the server. Notice that the control policy is not communicated across a bit-constrained
communication channel to the agent. Such presence of a communication channel only in one of the
sensor-controller or controller-actuator paths is standard in networked control systems literature
and can model the case where, e.g., the controller has ample transmission power while the sensor is
limited by battery constraints. Second, the agent observes the performance of the plant when this
control policy is implemented, calculates the observed noisy gradient of the cost function being
optimized based on the system trajectory data, and transmits an encoded version of the gradient
using B bits across the bit-constrained communication channel. The server receives this encoded
gradient, decodes it, updates the control policy through a policy gradient type algorithm, and
communicates this updated policy to the agent. We assume that the plant being controlled is an
unknown LTI system and the cost that is sought to be minimized is a quadratic cost. Thus, the
collective objective of the agent and the server is to solve an LOR problem based on a model-free
RL algorithm.

We comment here that the classical results in networked control systems literature in such a
setup seek merely to stabilize the closed-loop system (e.g., [21]), and the optimal control design in
the sense of LOR design is an open problem [23]. Further, we emphasize that while the version con-
sidered here is only a first step towards realizing a full theory of model-free control/reinforcement
learning in multi-agent networked systems, where communication plays a key role [28, 29, 30],
it is interesting in its own right parallel to the early developments of networked control systems
literature. With such a setup, we seek to design the encoder, decoder, and RL algorithm that can
guarantee asymptotic convergence to the globally optimal policy and to understand the loss in per-
formance if that is not possible. In addition, we seek to understand the finite-sample performance
of the design in terms of convergence rate, with a particular eye on characterizing any loss in the
rate of convergence with a finite value of B relative to when the channel has infinite capacity (i.e.,
when B = o0). We summarize our contributions as follows.

¢ Novel Quantized Gradient-Descent Scheme with Linear Convergence Rate. In Section 3, we
show that the problem considered is related to the literature on the general problem of quantization
in optimization [31, 32, 33] using a single-worker single-server framework (see Fig. 2). Using this
connection, we design a new quantized gradient descent algorithm that carefully exploits the
smoothness properties of the objective function and utilizes the allowed bits better by encoding
the change in the gradient, as opposed to the gradient itself. We first present the Adaptively
Quantized Gradient Descent (AQGD) algorithm for optimization of general smooth and strongly-



convex loss functions. For pedagogical ease, we begin with the simpler case when the gradients can
be calculated by the agent exactly and show in Theorem 3.3 that for globally smooth and strongly
convex objective functions, AQGD guarantees exponentially fast convergence to the optimal solution.
Interestingly, and perhaps counter-intuitively, the convergence rate is not hurt above a minimal
value for B, in the sense that the exponent of convergence is exactly the same as that of unquantized
gradient descent. Moreover, the minimal value of B that we identify matches (up to a universal
constant) with that identified in a converse result [32] as being necessary to achieve the same rate as
that of unquantized gradient descent. To extend this result for the LQR problem, which is neither
strongly-convex nor globally smooth, in Theorem 3.4, we prove that Theorem 3.3 is also valid
under the weaker assumption of gradient-domination. This part of the paper was presented in a
preliminary form at the L4DC 2024 conference [1].

¢ Local Assumptions with Noisy Gradients. We next consider the case when the gradient is
noisy (i.e., the gradient calculation at the agent is based on the observed system trajectories), and
the objective function only possesses a local smoothness property. An additional challenge for the
LOR problem is that the control policy that is generated must remain within the set of stabilizing
policies. Towards this end, in Section 4, we introduce a variant of AQGD (termed as NAQGD) for
optimization of general functions that are locally smooth and gradient dominant and the algorithm
only uses noisy gradients. We prove in Theorem 4.2 that NAQGD converges exponentially fast to a
neighborhood of the optimal policy whose range is characterized by the noise level of the noisy
gradient while generating a sequence of stabilizing policies. The NAQGD algorithm achieves the same
convergence performance as unquantized gradient descent with noisy gradients (under the locally
smooth and gradient-dominant assumptions), as studied in [34]. Our proofs in Sections 3-4 rely on
the construction of novel Lyapunov functions that simultaneously account for the optimization
error, the error introduced by quantization and the possibly noisy gradients in our algorithm.

e Application to Model-Free LQR and Sample Complexity Results. In Section 5, we provide a
method to compute a noisy gradient of the LQR objective function for a given policy based solely
on trajectories collected from the target system. Based on this method, we show in Theorem 5.3 that
NAQGD can be applied to the model-free LOR setting with the same convergence performance as
Theorem 4.2. Further, we provide in Corollary 5.4 a finite-sample analysis of NAQGD that characterizes
the number of data samples (on the collected trajectories) from the target system required to achieve
a certain convergence performance of the algorithm.

Given that we relate our problem to one of optimization over rate limited channels, we would
also like to comment on the literature in that area. Despite the rich literature that has emerged
on the topic of communication-constrained optimization [35, 36, 37, 31, 33, 38, 39], the only paper
we are aware of that manages to preserve fast linear rates (despite quantization) is the recent
work by [32]. Our work differs from that of [32] both algorithmically, and also in terms of results:
unlike the algorithm proposed in [32], our proposed AQGD algorithm does not require maintaining
any auxiliary sequence. Instead, it relies on carefully exploiting smoothness of the loss function
to encode innovation signals. In addition to being conceptually simpler, AQGD preserves rates
under weaker assumptions of local smoothness and gradient-domination. Moreover, while we also
consider scenarios with noisy gradients, it is unclear whether the algorithm in [32] is applicable
beyond the setting where exact noiseless gradients are available. As such, our proposed technique
might be of independent interest to the literature on compressed optimization. For a summary of
the state-of-the-art in this area, we refer the interested reader to [40].

Notation. Let [n] = {1,...,n} for n € Z>;. Let S',_, denote the set of all positive definite n x n



matrices. For a vector x € R", let || x|| be its Euclidean norm. For a matrix P € R"*™, let || P|| and
|| P||r be its spectral norm and Frobenius norm, respectively. Let I, be the n by n identity matrix.
Let B;(0, R) denote the d-dimensional Euclidean ball of radius R centered at the origin.

2 Problem Formulation and Preliminaries
Consider a linear time-invariant (LTI) system given by
Xgp1 = Axg + Buyg + wy, (2.1)

where A € R"*" and B € R"*™ are system matrices, x; € IR" is the state, u; € R™ is the control
input and wo, wy, ... areii.d. Gaussian disturbances with zero mean and covariance £, € 5| |, i.e.,
Wi N (0,Z). We assume without loss of generality that xo = 0. The goal of the LQR problem
is to compute the control inputs ug, uy, ..., that solve

R | - T
min im 5y B [ X x1 vt R, @2)

where Q € §" | and R € S}, are cost matrices, and the expectation is taken with respect to the
disturbance process {wy }r>o. A classic result in optimal control yields that the optimal solution
to the LQR problem in (2.2) is given by the static state-feedback control policy u; = Kx; for some
controller K € R™*" (see, e.g., [41]). Hence, solving (2.2) is equivalent to solving the following:

1 N-1
: 2 qim L T T
Jin J(K) = I\l}lir;o N E [ kg(:) x, (Q+K RK)xk]. (2.3)

Additionally, another well-known result is that the cost function J(K) is finite if and only if K
is stabilizing, i.e., the matrix (A + BK) is Schur-stable [41]. It follows that one can solve (2.3) by
minimizing J(K) over the set of stabilizing K. For any stabilizing K, we also know from [41] the
cost J(K) yields the following closed-form expressions :

J(K) = trace(Px%y) = trace((Q + K" RK)Zk), (2.4)
where Py € S’} | is the solution to the following Riccati equations:
Px = Q+K'RK+ (A+BK)"Px(A+ BK), Zx = Zp + (A + BK)Zx(A+BK)".  (25)

Based on the above arguments, one can use the so-called policy gradient method to obtain
K* = argmin, J(K) (see, e.g., [42, 43, 6, 44, 45]). The basic scheme is to initialize with an arbitrary
stabilizing Ky and iteratively perform updates of the form: K;;; = Ky —aV]J(K;) fort =0,1,...,
where a € R+ is a suitably chosen step size. When the system matrices A, B (and the cost matrices
Q, R) are known, the exact gradient VJ(K;) of J(K;) can be computed and the algorithm described
above converges exponentially fast to the optimal policy K*, even though the cost J(K) is not strictly
convex [10, 43]. Further, even when the system model A, B is unknown, for a given stabilizing

—

K, one can compute a noisy version of VJ(K), denoted as V](K), based on observed system
trajectories of (2.1) obtained by applying the control policy u; = Kx;; hence the name model-free
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Figure 2: Communication-constrained optimization setup with exact gradients at the worker, where
gt represents the decoded gradient at the server.

—

learning for LQR [10]. The policy gradient update now takes the form K;; = K; —aV](K;), whose

—

convergence performance is characterized by the distance || V](K;) — VJ(K¢)||r [10, 34].
Objective. We aim to study model-free learning for the LOR problem under communication
constraints on the policy gradient updates (see the setup in Fig. 1). At each policy gradient update

step t, the worker agent computes a potentially noisy policy gradient V](K;) by interacting with
the environment and collecting system trajectories under the policy K;. It then sends an encoded

(i.e., quantized) version of V]J(K;) to the decision maker (or server) through a channel that supports
noise-free transmission of a finite number of bits B per use of the channel. The server updates
the policy to K;11 based on the decoded gradient g;. Our goal is to propose a quantized policy
gradient algorithm that specifies the encoding scheme at the worker and the policy update rule
at the decision-maker, and characterize the convergence performance of the proposed algorithm
to the optimal solution K*. Moreover, we seek to analyze the convergence rate of the proposed
algorithm and relate it to the capacity B of the channel. The major challenge here lies in the fact

—

that the channel distorts the policy gradients VJ(K;), which makes it difficult to directly adapt the
analysis in the literature on policy gradients for model-free LQR (e.g., [10, 43, 34]) to our setting.
Thus, it is a priori unclear whether the sequence of policies generated using such distorted policy gradients
converge to K* or even remain stabilizing.

Outline for the Rest of the Paper. To solve the problem described above, we take several steps.
In Section 3, we first connect our problem to a general communication-constrained optimization
problem setup (depicted by Fig. 2) that has been studied in [31, 33, 32]. For this setting, we propose
the AQGD algorithm and show that it manages to preserve convergence rates despite quantization,
provided the channel capacity exceeds a certain finite threshold and one has access to exact noiseless
gradients. Building on these developments, in Section 4, we introduce a variant of AQGD (termed
NAQGD) that can handle perturbation errors on the gradients - as needed to capture the effect of
noisy policy gradients. Finally, in Section 5, we show how NAQGD addresses the model-free LQR
problem under bit constraints, and provide a finite-sample analysis that relates the number of data
samples used for obtaining the noisy gradients to the convergence performance of NAQGD.

3 Adaptively Quantized Gradient Descent (AQGD) for Communication-
Constrained Optimization

As we mentioned before, our problem is related to the general communication-constrained op-
timization framework in Fig. 2 that has been studied in various recent works [31, 33, 32, 38]. By
assuming that the worker receives an exact gradient V f(x;) of the objective function in each it-



eration ¢, we will first develop a method to tackle the gradient distortion (or error) introduced
solely by the communication channel. The method developed in this section paves the way for our

analysis later in Section 4 that works for the case when the worker receives a noisy gradient V f(x;),
where we need to further consider the gradient error incurred due to noisy gradient evaluations.
To proceed, we introduce the following standard definitions.

Definition 3.1. (Smoothness) A continuously differentiable function f : RY — R is L-smooth if the
gradient map V f : R — R? is L-Lipschitz, i.e.,

IVf(x) = Vi)l < Lllx - yll, Yx,y € R™.

Definition 3.2. (Strong-Convexity) A differentiable function f : R — R is u-strongly convex if, given
any x,y € RY, the following inequality holds:

f) = F(x) = {y = 2, V() + Slly = x|

Consider the setup in Fig. 2 with the objective min, g+ f(x), where f : R? — R. Under the
assumptions that f(-) is globally L-smooth and p-strongly convex, it is well-known [46, 47] that
when the channel from the worker to the server has infinite capacity, i.e., when B = oo, the vanilla
gradient-descent algorithm x;11 = x; — aV f(x;) with the constant step-size « = 1/L yields a
so-called linear convergence guarantee for all > 0 given by

t
f) = 16 < (1= 1) (o) = 7). 6
where x* = arg min, . f(x) is the unique global minimizer and x = L/ is the condition number
of f(-). In other words, f(x;) converges exponentially fast to the optimal solution at the rate
O(exp(—t/x)). B

When the channel only supports a finite number of bits B, employing the update rule x;,1 =
x¢ — agr (Where gy is a quantized version of the gradient V f(x;)) may still guarantee convergence
to x*. However, the convergence rate in Eq. (3.1) may no longer be preserved. Indeed, the
typical convergence rate achieved by almost all existing compressed /quantized gradient descent

algorithms (see, e.g., [36, 37]) is
O [ ex b
P kb))’

where 6 > 1 captures the level of compression. A higher § introduces more distortion, which causes
the exponent of convergence to be a factor of § slower than that of vanilla unquantized gradient
descent. An exception is the recent work [32] that employs a differentially quantized approach
and preserves the convergence rate of the vanilla unquantized gradient descent. However, the
algorithm proposed in [32] requires maintaining an auxiliary sequence (besides {x;}>0) and the
convergence result relies on the (global) smoothness and strong convexity of the objective function.

3.1 The AQGD Algorithm

In this section, we will introduce the Adaptively Quantized Gradient Descent (AQGD) algorithm;
the detailed steps are included in Algorithm 1. In contrast to the algorithm proposed in [32], the
AQGD algorithm is conceptually simpler and does not require maintaining any auxiliary sequence.
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Algorithm 1 Adaptively Quantized Gradient Descent (AQGD)

1: Initialization: xo = 0, g_1 = 0, pick contraction factor v and pick R such that ||V f(xo)|| < Ro.
2: For t =0,1,..., do

3: At Worker:

Receive iterate x;, gradient estimate g;_1, and range R; from server.

Compute innovation iy = Vf(x¢) — g—1.

Encode the innovation i; = Qy g, (i)-

At Decision-Maker/Server:

Decode i;, and estimate current gradient: g = g1 + iy.

Update the model as follows:

R AL

Xt41 = Xt — &Gt (3.2)

10:  Update the range of the quantizer map as follows:
Res1 = yRe +aL|gi]- 3.3)

11: End For

More importantly, we will show that AQGD preserves the convergence of unquantized gradient
descent under weaker assumptions on the objective function (i.e., local smoothness and gradient
domination). Additionally, we will show later in Section 4 that AQGD can be further extended to
handle noisy gradient calculations at the worker agent.

Let us start by providing some high-level intuition behind the design of AQGD. The core idea is to
quantize an innovation sequence corresponding to the gradient sequence {V f(x¢) }+>o, rather than
directly quantizing {V f(x;) }+>0. To see why this makes sense, let g;_; in Algorithm 1 represent the
estimate of the gradient V f(x;_1) at the decision maker (or server) in iteration t — 1. Supposing
the function f(-) is smooth, the new gradient V f(x;) at the worker cannot change abruptly from
its previous value V f(x;_1) (as per Definition 3.1). Based on this observation, if the decision-maker
has a reasonably good estimate g;_1 of the true gradient V f(x;_1) at iteration t — 1 (i.e., g;_1 is
close to Vf(x¢_1)), then g;—1 should also be close to V f(x;). Therefore, we define an innovation
sequence iy = V f(x;) — g¢—1, which captures the new information contained in the gradient V f (x;)
obtained by the worker at iteration ¢, relative to the most recent gradient estimate g;_; held by the
decision-maker from iteration t — 1. The worker encodes (i.e., quantizes) the innovation sequence
{it}+>0 based on the intuition that the terms in this sequence will eventually shrink in magnitude.
We now discuss in detail the key components of the AQGD algorithm.

¢ Quantization Scheme. Line 6 of Algorithm 1 can be applied in tandem with any reasonably
designed quantizer. A particularly simple instance of such a scheme is the scalar quantizer that
we describe next. Suppose we want to quantize a vector X € RY with ||X|| < R. To achieve this,
we can encode each component of X separately using scalar quantizers. Since || X|| < R, we have
X; € [-R,R],Vi € [d], where X; is the i-th component of X. To encode each X;, the scalar quantizer
with b bits partitions the interval [—R, R] into 2’ bins of equal width, and sets the center point
X; of the bin containing X; to be the quantized version of X;. This gives X = Xi,..., Xd]T as the
quantized version of X. From the above arguments, we know that the scalar quantizer depends on
both the range of each component R and the number of bits b. Thus, we will use a quantizer map
Qg : R — R? parameterized by R and b to succinctly describe this scalar quantizer. Specifically,



given || X|| < R, we have X = Q,r(X). In the sequel, unless otherwise specified, we use the
scalar quantizer described above in Algorithm 1. Later in Section 3.3, we will argue that more
complicated quantizers can be used to reduce the channel capacity required to achieve a certain
level of convergence performance of the AQGD algorithm.

e Adaptive Ranges of the Quantizer. Following our arguments above, Algorithm 1 recursively
updates (i.e., decreases) the range R; of the quantizer map Qpg,(:). The intuition behind this
step is as follows. Supposing our algorithm operates correctly, i.e., x; — x*, we must have that
Vf(x¢) — 0. This, in turn, would imply that the gap between consecutive gradients in the sequence
{Vf(x¢) }+>0 should gradually shrink to 0. Recalling that Algorithm 1 encodes the innovations in
the sequence {V f(x;) }+>0, this means that the innovation sequence {i; };>¢ should be contained
in balls of progressively smaller radii. The key idea here is to maintain estimates of the radii of
such balls, which in turn refine the quantizer range used to encode the innovation (as per line 10
of Algorithm 1). Note that although the quantizer Qy g, () uses the same number of bits b to
encode each component of i; across the iterations in Algorithm 1, a progressively finer quantization
accuracy is afforded by the fact that the range R; shrinks with time. We will leverage this property
of the quantizer Qy g, (-) in our analysis later. Note also that since we initialize g_; = 0, we have
io = Vf(x0) and thus an initial upper bound Ry on ||V f(x¢)|| needs to be known.

e Correct Decoding at the Server. To successfully run Algorithm 1, we assume that the server
knows the exact encoding strategy at the worker (i.e., knows the parameters b and R;). Then, given
the B-bit symbolic encoding of i;, where B = bd, the server can decode i; exactly.

3.2 Convergence Analysis and Results for AQGD

Our first main convergence result pertains to the performance of AQGD under global assumptions of
strong convexity and smoothness on the underlying function f.

Theorem 3.3. (Convergence of AQGD) Suppose f : R? — R is L-smooth and u-strongly convex. Suppose
496D (Algorithm 1) is run with step-size & = 1/(6L) and contraction factor y = \/d /2b. There exists a
universal constant C > 1 such that if the bit-precision b per component satisfies

b > Clog <Kd_K1>, (3.4)

then the following is true ¥t > 0O:

Flxr) — f(x*) < (1 - 1;{) (f(x0) — f(x*) +aR}), where x =L/p. (3.5)

Discussion. Comparing Eq. (3.5) to Eq. (3.1) reveals that AQGD preserves the exact same linear
rate of convergence (up to universal constants) as vanilla unquantized gradient descent, provided the
channel capacity B = bd satisfies the requirement on b in Eq. (3.4). As mentioned earlier, commonly
used compression schemes (including sophisticated ones like error-feedback [37]) scale down the
exponent of the convergence rate by a factor § > 1 that captures the level of compression. The
main takeaway then from Theorem 3.3 is that our simple scheme based on adaptive quantization
can avoid such a scale-down, without the need for maintaining an auxiliary sequence as in the algorithm
proposed in [32].



The authors in [32] prove a converse result showing that to match the rate of unquantized
gradient descent, a necessary condition on the bit-rate is

b > log <"+1> . (3.6)

x—1

We see from Eq. (3.4) that there is an extra log(d) factor compared to the minimal rate in Eq. (3.6).
This extra factor is due to the choice of a scalar quantizer in Algorithm 1 as we discussed above.
By using a more complicated vector quantizer in AQGD, we will show in Section 3.3 that the extra
log(d) factor in Eq. (3.4) can be shaved off.

As mentioned before, another merit of the AQGD algorithm is that its convergence analysis can be
extended gracefully to functions that are locally smooth and gradient-dominant, and its algorithm
design can be extended to handle noisy gradients. These developments are then applicable to the
model-free LQR setting under communication constraints (see Section 4). As an initial step to build
towards the LQR problem of eventual interest to us, we formally show in the next theorem that the
convergence result in Theorem 3.3 can be generalized to (potentially non-convex) functions with
the gradient-domination property.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose f : R — R is L-smooth and satisfies the following gradient-domination property:

IVF()I? > 2u(f (x) = f(x*)), Vx € R, (3.7)

where x* € argmin, _a f(x). Let a, 7y, and the bit-precision b be chosen as in Theorem 3.3. Then, AQGD
provides exactly the same guarantee as in Eq. (3.5).

Since any strongly convex function is also gradient dominant, it suffices to prove the stronger
result in Theorem 3.4, which naturally applies to the result in Theorem 3.3. While the detailed proof
of Theorem 3.4 can be found in Appendix A, we provide a sketch of the main ideas below.

Proof Sketch for Theorem 3.4. The key technical novelty of this proof is a carefully designed
Lyapunov (potential) function candidate, which we show to contract over time. The choice of the
Lyapunov function candidate is given by

Vi 2 z; +aR?, where z; = f(x;) — f(x*). (3.8)

Note that when analyzing the convergence of vanilla unquantized gradient descent, it suffices to
use z; (defined in Eq. (3.8)) as the Lyapunov function [47]. However, such a choice is not enough to
prove our convergence result due to the following reasons: (i) the dynamics of the iterate x; are
intimately coupled with the errors induced by quantization; and (ii) we also need to ensure that the
errors due to quantization decay at a certain rate so that the algorithm achieves the desired overall
convergence rate. In our proof, we show that the errors due to quantization are upper bounded
by the dynamic range R; of the quantizer. These motivate the choice of the Lyapunov function
candidate in Eq. (3.8), which depends on the joint evolution of x; and R;.

Next, we argue that V; decays to 0 exponentially fast at the same rate as that of unquantized
gradient descent, i.e., at the rate in Eq. (3.5). To achieve this, we will rely on the following two
intermediate lemmas.

Lemma 3.5. (No Overflow and Quantization Error) Suppose f is L-smooth. The following are then true
forall t > 0: (i) ||it]| < Ry; and (ii) ||e;|| < YRy, where ey = V f(x¢) — gt

10



Part (i) of Lemma 3.5 shows that the innovation i; belongs to the ball B,;(0, R;) for all t > 0.
Part (ii) of Lemma 3.5 tells us that the quantization error ¢; can be upper bounded by the dynamic
range R; of the quantizer. It follows that if Ry — 0, then e; — 0.

Lemma 3.6. (Recursion for Dynamic Range) Suppose f is L-smooth. If a is such that «L < 1, then for
all t > 0, we have:
Ry < 8YRE +20°L2(|V f(xe) % (3.9)

Lemma 3.6 also reveals that the dynamic range R; depends on the magnitude of the gradient
V f(x¢). Thus, to understand how the behavior of R; relates to that of x;, we need the choice of the
potential function V; in Eq. (3.8). Now, using the two lemmas above and under the assumptions of
smoothness and gradient domination, we show that

Vi1 < (1 — %) Z +9oc'yzR%.
T T2
In the above display, T; represents the optimization error that corresponds to the convergence of
f(x¢) to f(x*), and T, represents the quantization error. Hence, to achieve the final rate in Eq. (3.5),
we need the quantization error to decay faster than the optimization error. This can be achieved by
choosing the bit-rate b as in Eq. (3.4) so that the contraction factor y = v/d /2" is small enough.

3.3 Achieving Minimal Bit-Rates using e-net Coverings

As mentioned earlier, we see from Eq. (3.6) and Eq. (3.4) that the channel capacity above which
AQGD preserves the same bounds as unquantized gradient descent contains an extra factor log(d)
compared to the minimal required capacity shown in [32]. In this section, we will show that this
extra log(d) factor can be shaved off by a more complicated quantization scheme (compared to the
uniform scalar quantizer discussed in Section 3.1). Specifically, we will show that circular across-
the-dimensions quantizers are more efficient than rectangular dimension-by-dimension vector
quantizers as the number of dimensions of the target vector increases. Formally, we introduce the
following notion of an e-net [48].

Definition 3.7. Consider a subset KK C R? and let € > 0. A subset N' C K is called an e-net of K if every
point in K is within a distance of € of some point of N, i.e., Vx € K,3xg € N : ||x — x| < e.

Based on the e-net defined above, we modify line 6 of Algorithm 1 to construct a yR;-net of the
ball B;(0, R¢), where v € (0,1) is again an input parameter to the algorithm that will be specified
shortly. To be more specific, at each iteration ¢ of Algorithm 1, the encoding region B;(0, R;) is
covered by a union of balls each of radius yR;. The center 7; of the ball containing the innovation i
is determined, and a symbol corresponding to this center is transmitted to the decision-maker. We
then have the following result for the AQGD algorithm when the encoding scheme described above
is used.

Theorem 3.8. Suppose f : R? — R is L-smooth and satisfies the gradient-domination property in Eq. (3.7).
Consider the version of AQGD described above with

1 1
7:3Q‘K>' (3.10)
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Let the channel bit-rate B satisfy:

B>dlog <7 Gfi)) (3.11)

Then, with « < 1/(6L), the rate of convergence of this variant of AQGD is the same as that in Eq. (3.5).

Proof. The convergence proof is exactly the same as that for Theorem 3.4 in Appendix A. Specifically,
we first note thatif i; € B,(0, R;), then by definition of a yRs-net of 5;(0, R;), it holds that ||i; — i|| <
YR;. In addition, we need the following condition to hold:

972§<1—“2”):<1—1;<).

One can check that the choice of v in Theorem 3.8 satisfies the above condition.
Next, we need to argue that the bit-rate in Eq. (3.11) suffices to construct a yRs-net of 5,;(0, R;)
at each iteration. To that end, we will require the concept of covering numbers.

Definition 3.9. (Covering Numbers) Let K be a subset of R?. The smallest cardinality of an e-net of K is
called the covering number of IC and is denoted by N (I, €). Equivalently, N'(K, €) is the smallest number
of closed balls with centers in K and radii € whose union covers K.

We will rely on the following key result that relates the covering number of a set K to its volume.

Lemma 3.10. (Covering Numbers and Volume) [48, Proposition 4.2.12] Let K be a subset of R?, and
€ > 0. Then,
K& (e/2)B4(0,1)) |
N(K,e) < i
e = /28,0, 1)

Here, we used || to represent the volume of a set IC, and K1 & ICy to denote the Minkowski sum of two sets
Ky, K C RY.

Recall that our encoding strategy involves constructing a yR; - net of the ball B,;(0, R;). Invoking
Lemma 3.10 with IC = B;(0, R¢), we obtain:

| (Ba(0,Ry) & (YR:/2)B4(0,1)) |
|(YR:/2)B4(0,1)]
| (1+/2) ReBy(0,1)|
|(YR:/2)B4(0,1)|
[(1+7/2) Ry)?
[(v/2) Ry)*

- (2e)"

Plugging in the choice of y from Eq. (3.10) into the above display and simplifying, we obtain:

N (B4(0,Rt), yR) < (7 <K+ 1>>d.

N(Bd(ol Rt)/ ,th> S

(3.12)

x—1

It follows that the maximum number of balls needed to cover the encoding region B;(0, R;) in any
iteration t is upper bounded by the right-hand side of the above display; the same bound also
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applies to the size of the binary alphabet %; required for encoding the innovation 7; at any ¢. To
realize such an alphabet %, the maximum number of bits we need is given by

log(|%4|) < dlog (7 (ii»

where || denotes the cardinality of the alphabet ;. This completes the proof. O

Some remarks about Theorem 3.8 are now in order. First, we note that the channel capacity in
Eq. (3.11) matches the minimal rate identified in [32]. Second, given R > 0, consider a quantization
map H,,r : RY — R? that satisfies the following bound for some 7 € (0,1):

| Hyr(x) — x| < ¥R, ¥x € R? such that ||x| < R.

Inspecting the convergence proof in Appendix A, one can show that any quantization map #, r(-)
that satisfies the above contraction property can be used in tandem with AQGD. However, there is
a natural trade-off between the complexity of implementing a particular quantization map and
the best contraction factor one can hope to achieve with it. For instance, while the scalar quantizer
is easier to implement compared to the e-net-based covering scheme described in this section,
the latter leads to tighter contraction factors, which then translate to minimal bit-rates.” Such a
trade-off reveals that the AQGD algorithm proposed in this work allows considerable flexibility in
terms of the choice of the quantization map.

4 AQGD under Local Assumptions and with Noisy Gradients

When the system matrices A and B are unknown, directly computing V] (K) for a given K € R"*"
is not possible and one may instead estimate VJ(K) using the resulting trajectories of system (2.1)
when the control policy K is applied. Such an estimate of V](-) can be viewed as a noisy version of
V](-) (as we will argue in detail in Section 5). Thus, in this section, we first adapt our general design
and analysis of Algorithm 1 to the setting when evaluating the gradient Vf(-) of the function
f R? — R incurs noise, and then specialize to the model-free LQOR setting in Section 5.

L — L —

To proceed, let V f(x) denote a noisy gradient of f(-) and we assume the error of V f(x) satisfies

—_—

IVF(xe) = V)l < enVE=0,1,..., (4.1)

where x; is chosen in Algorithm 1 and &; € R>(. As we argued above, Eq. (4.1) is a general noisy
gradient model. We will show next in Section 5 that when applying Algorithm 1 to the model-free

LQR problem, one can find a noisy gradient V](-) of the objective function J(-) that fits into the

model of Eq. (4.1). In particular, the noisy gradient V](-) given in Section 5 will be shown to satisfy
the condition in Eq. (4.1) only with high probability. Nevertheless, our analysis developed in this
section can be adapted to account for the high probability upper bound on the error of the noisy

—

gradient VJ(-) in the LQR setting. Note also that Eq. (4.1) allows a time-varying bound ¢; on the
gradient noise, which readily captures the case of a uniform bound (i.e., & = e for all t > 0 and
some ¢ € R>).

ZFor a discussion on constructing such coverings, see [49, 50] and the references therein.

13



To adapt Algorithm 1 to the noisy gradient setting described above, we make the following
modifications to the algorithm:
e The computation of the innovation 7; in line 5 of Algorithm 1 is changed into

—

it = Vf(xt) — 8t-1- (42)
e The update rule of the range of the quantizer map in line 10 of Algorithm 1 is changed into

Rit1 = YRy +aL||ge|| + €6 + €r41, (4.3)

—

where the initial Ry is picked such that V f(xg) < Ro.

Even though setting R;; as Eq. (4.3) requires the knowledge of ¢; 1 and &;, we will show in
the next section that when applying Algorithm 1 to the model-free LQR setting, one can compute
¢ based on some prior knowledge of system (2.1) (despite that the actual system matrices A, B
are unknown). In the sequel, we will refer to the modified Algorithm 1 based on Egs. (4.2)-(4.3)
as Noisy AQGD (NAQGD). The intuitions behind the above modifications are as follows. First, since
the true gradient f(x;) is not available, the innovation 7; is computed based on the noisy gradient

V f(x¢) (rather than V f(x;)), where g;_; is the gradient estimate at the beginning of iteration t in

o —

Algorithm 1. Next, since g; contains an extra error term introduced by the noisy gradient V f(x;),
the range R; of the quantizer needs to be increased to accommodate this extra error term.

We move on to characterize the convergence of NAQGD described above. Compared to our
analysis in Sections 3.2, we need to resolve several extra challenges here. First, the noisy gradient

V/f(;) introduces an extra term in the error of the gradient estimate g; in NAQGD, while the error of
the gradient estimate g; only depends on the quantization step in AQGD. Second, the LQOR objective
function J(-) defined in (2.3) does not possess the global smoothness and gradient-domination
properties as required by Theorem 3.4 (see, e.g., [10]). Thus, we also need to extend our analysis in
Section 3.2 to objective functions with "nice" local properties which are then applicable to the LQR
problem. Finally, as we argued in Section 2, when finding K* € arg min, J(K) using an iterative
algorithm (e.g., Algorithm 1), we need to ensure that all the iterates Ko, Ky, . .. stay in the set of
stabilizing controllers. Since K is stabilizing if and only if J(K) is finite [41], we impose a sublevel
set of f(-) as a feasible set in the general problem. We introduce the following definition.

Definition 4.1. (Locally Smooth) A function f : R? — R is said to be locally (L, D)-smooth over
X CRYif|VF(x) = VF(y)| < Llx —vy| forall x € X and all y € R with ||y — x|| < D.

We now present our main result of this section; the detailed proof is included in Appendix B.

Theorem 4.2. (Convergence of NAGGD under Local Properties) Consider f : R — Rsgand X = {x €
R? : f(x) < v}, where v € Rq. Suppose f(-) is locally (L, D)-smooth over X, ||V f(x)|| < G for all
x € X, and f(-) satisfies the following local gradient-domination property:

IVF)I? > 2p(f (x) = f(x7)), Vx € X, (44)
where x* € argmin, _  f(x). Suppose NAGGD is initialized with xo € RY such that f(xo) < v/4, and run
with step-size « < min{D/(7G),1/(6L)}. Moreover, suppose the gradient noise €; in Eq. (4.1) satisfies
that forany t > 0, &y < G and E% < ovu /60, where

— apNt—s
Gl maxt} { (1 - %) (862, + 68%)} , (4.5)
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with e £ 0if s < 0. Let the contraction factor <y be the same as in Theorem 3.4. Then, for all t > 0,
f(x¢) < v/2and the following is true:

t 22
_ﬂ%)—fU*)SHMX{(l—if)(f@w—aﬂxﬂhlijl}- 6)

Discussion. While the results in [32] and Section 3.2 hold for objective functions that enjoy global
smoothness and strong convexity (or gradient domination) properties, the result in Theorem 4.2
holds more generally for functions that exhibit such properties only locally on the feasible set
X = {x € R": f(x) < v}.> More importantly, Theorem 4.2 holds for scenarios with noisy
gradients that satisfy the bound in Eq. (4.1). The standard gradient-descent method (without
any quantization) has also been studied under the noisy gradient scenario in, e.g., [34], where

o —

f(xe41) = f(xr) —aV f(x;). Interestingly, despite the quantization step, our algorithm (i.e., NAQGD)
achieves the same convergence performance - as given by Eq. (4.6) (up to universal constants) -
as that in [34]. Elaborating more on Eq. (4.6), the overall convergence result is characterized by a
term with linear convergence and a term that depends on the gradient noise ¢;. Thus, an overall
linear convergence result is achievable provided that the gradient noise ¢; decays exponentially
with t. Alternatively, Eq. (4.6) shows that f(x;) converges exponentially fast to a neighborhood of
f(x*) whose range is characterized by &;. Finally, it is worth pointing out the following immediate
corollary of Theorem 4.2 when the algorithm takes exact gradients.

Corollary 4.3. Suppose €; in Eq. (4.1) satisfies ¢, = 0 for all t > 0 and consider the same settings as those
in Theorem 4.2. Then, for all t > 0, f(x;) < v/2 and the following is true:

Flw) = £y < (1= "2) (Flxo) = ).

Corollary 4.3 can be viewed as a generalization of Theorem 3.3 when AQGD is applied to objective
functions with only local smoothness and gradient-domination properties, and our proposed
approach still achieves linear convergence rates.

Proof Sketch of Theorem 4.2. Similarly to Theorem 3.4, the proof relies on a carefully designed

potential function V;. In particular, since noisy gradients f(x;) are used in NAQGD, the choice of V;
also depends on the noise level ¢ of f(x;). In addition, to tackle the extra challenges introduced by
the local properties of the objective function f(-), when upper bounding the innovation i; and the

gradient error ¢; = gy — V f(x¢), we need a more careful induction argument to prove the desired
convergence result.

5 Application to the Model-Free LOR

We are now in place to apply the modified Algorithm 1 described above (i.e., NAQGD) to the model-
free LOR case, i.e., when the agent (depicted in Fig. 1) does not have access to the system model
A, B and thus cannot evaluate the true gradient VJ(K) at any controller K € R™*". For notational
simplicity in the sequel, let us introduce the following;:

Bol <R < il fol 3 Q < ful, T = 31, B <, J(K') < 1, CRY

3Note that assuming &; = 0 for all t > 0, the NAQGD algorithm reduces to AQGD introduced in Section 3.
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where Bo, B1,0w, ] € Roo, ¥ € R>q, and J(K*) is the optimal cost to problem (2.3). Moreover, we
assume without loss of generality that §; < 1 (since one may always scale the cost matrices Q, R by
a positive real number). In addition, we construct the following sublevel set of the LOR objective
function J(-):

K ={KeR"™:J(K) <]}, (5.2)

and impose K as the feasible set of J(-). We will use the following lemma in our analysis.

Lemma 5.1. The objective ] (-) in problem (2.3) and K defined in Eq. (5.2) satisfy:

(a) [10, Lemma 1]&[51, Lemma 40] For any K € K, the gradient of J(K) satisfies V](K) = 2((R +
B'PxB)K + B' PxA) Sk, where Px, L are given in (2.5) and || Px|| < 2B1*/(1 — ).

(b) [51, Lemma 41] For any K € K, it holds that ||(A + BK)*|| <y for all k € Z>q and ||K|| < , where
72 \/]/(Boo2) satisfies T > 1and n =1 —1/(22?).

(c) [10, Lemma 25] For any K € IC, it holds that ||V](K)||r < G = % (02 +2])].

(d) [34, Lemma 5] Let D = 1/(Z3). Then, ] (-) is (D, L)-locally smooth with L = 112/nJ$?Z8/ o, i.e.,
IVI(K") = VJ(K)|[r < L|IK" = K||g, forall K € K and all K' € R™*" with |[K' — K||p < D; J(-) is
(D, G)-locally Lipschitz with G = 4y]¢” /B, i.e., |J(K') — J(K)| < G||[K' — K||p for all K € K and all
K" € R™" with |K' — K||r < D.

(e) [10, Lemma 11] ](-) satisfies the gradient-domination property with u = 2J/¢* ie., |[V](K)|% >
2u(J(K) — J(K*)) for all K € IC, where K* = arg min, - J(K).

Note that Lemma 5.1(c)-(e) show that the LQR objective function J(-) satisfies the local properties
required by Theorem 4.2 over the set K. Note also that the additional local Lipschitz property of
J(-) will play a role when analyzing the noisy gradient of J(-) as we elaborate next.

Lemma 5.1(a) provides a closed-form expression of VJ(K) which however depends on the
system matrices A and B. For unknown A and B, we introduce in Algorithm 2 a noisy gradient
oracle of J(K;) based solely on the observed system trajectories of system (2.1) when the control
policy K; is applied; similar noisy gradient oracles for model-free LQR have been considered in,
e.g., [34, 10, 52]. Specifically, for any iteration t = 0,1,..., of NAQGD, the worker agent obtains

V/]EE) from Algorithm 2 by playing u} , = (K; + Uj)x;  and observing x} , fork =0,1,...,N; — 1
from /; trajectories of system (2.1) with length N;, where xi,k = Ax’t'/k + Bult',k + wi/k and LIZ is a
random purturbation.4 The following remark discusses some important aspects regarding the

implementation and analysis of NAQGD when applied to solve model-free LQR.

Remark 5.2. As we will show in our proof, Algorithm 2 relies on the random perturbation by U!

to ensure the bound on the noisy gradient V](K;) required by Eq. (4.1) and Theorem 4.2. Such
random perturbations are typical in gradient-based methods without access to the true gradients
[53, 54]. Note that both K and VJ(K) are matrices in R"*", while Algorithm 1 is designed for
vectors x, Vf(x) € R?. Nonetheless, one can first vectorize K and VJ(K) to obtain vectors in R"*",
and then apply Algorithm 1 to achieve the desired convergence performance. Finally, using the
results in [48, Section 3.3.3], one can show that the random matrices Ui € R"*" obtained as line 3 of
Algorithm 2 (or the vectorized U} in R™"*1) are equal in distribution to a random vector sampled
uniformly from the nm-dimensional unit sphere (i.e., {u : ||u|| = 1}).

“Note that we use t, i and k to index an iteration of NAQGD, a trajectory of system (2.1) and a time step in the trajectory
used in Algorithm 2, respectively. We assume that wff k 4 N(0,Zy) Vi€ [4],Vk€{0,...,Ny— 1} and V¢t € {0, 1,... }.
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Algorithm 2 Compute V]J(K;) for iteration ¢

Input: controller K;, number of trajectories /;, trajectory length N;, parameter r.
1: fori=1,...,¢;do
2 Initialization: x; , = 0.
3 Sample Ul with iid. entries from N (0,1) and normalize ui = ui/|\Uui|e.
4: Play u;’k = (K; + rlli)x;,k and observe x;,k forallk=0,...,N; — 1.
5 Compute J; = 757 lﬁal(x;;Qx;,k + u’t,TkRu;k)ll;.
6: end for R
Output: VJ(K;) = + ¥ T.

t

We now state our result for NAQGD when applied to solve model-free LQR; the detailed proof of
Theorem 5.3 is included in Appendix B.

Theorem 5.3. Consider the same setting as Theorem 4.2 with the parameters D, G, L, u of the LQR objective
J(-) given by Lemma 5.1 and KC given by Eq. (5.2). Suppose NAQGD is applied to solve mingex J(K) with

o —

V] (K;) given by Algorithm 2 for t =0, ..., T — 1, and initialized with J(Ky) < J/4. Let the step-size «
and the contraction factor -y be the same as Theorem 4.2. For any 0 < 6 < 1, let

B mnj 45T  10mnpi*tr(Xy,) . 27TN;
et—Lr+r\/E 8log 5 + 3TNr(1— 1) log 5
10mnpg2 tr(Zy) . 3NT (142 45T 74
H(1— 1) log 5 <\/E 2log 5 +Nt(1_77)>, 5.3)

where r is chosen to satisfy r < min{J/(2G), D}. Moreover, suppose Ny and £y are chosen such that ¢y < G
and 15&7 /u < J/4 forall t € {0,..., T — 1}, where & is defined as Eq. (4.5) using e; given above. Then,
with probability at least 1 — 6, J(Ky) < J/2 and

; —2
1<1<t>—1<K*>Smax{( - ) <1<1<o>—f<1<*>>,15‘_‘;“},we{o,...,T—l}, 54

where K* € argmingcx J(K).

Discussion. Compared to the generic result provided in Theorem 4.2, the extra step here is to

— o —

specify the choice of ¢; such that | V] (K;) — VJ(K;)||r < & for the noisy gradient VJ(K;) returned
by Algorithm 2. Since V/IKE) is stochastic due to the stochastic disturbance wy in system (2.1),
we show that the upper bound ||V](K;) — V]J(K;)||r < & holds with high probability under the
choice of ¢; in Eq. (5.3) and consequently, the overall convergence result provided in Theorem 5.3
holds with high probability. Additionally, we see from the results in Lemma 5.1 that ¢; in Eq. (5.3)
can be determined using the parameters of the LQR problem, including Bo, B1, 0w, ¢, ] in Eq. (5.1).
Meanwhile, note that Eq. (5.3) can be equivalently written as ¢y = O(r + 1/ (v/T;r) + 1/ (Nyr)),
where O(-) hides polynomial factors in problem parameters of LOR and logarithmic factors in
T, N, ¢;. Thus, to satisfy the requirement on &; in Theorem 5.3, the lengths N; and ¢; need to be
greater than some polynomials in the problem parameters of LQR. Furthermore, setting the input
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parameter t for Algorithm 2 to satisfy r = O(1/(¢;)'/*) and setting the trajectory length to be
sufficiently long such that N; > 1/7;, one can show thate; = O(1/(£;)/4).

Similar to our arguments before, the overall convergence of NAQGD (when applied to model-free
LQR) is given by a term with linear convergence and a term that depends quadratically on the
gradient noise ¢;. Alternatively, the convergence given by Eq. (5.4) in Theorem 5.3 can be interpreted
as follows. Suppose we want to achieve a T-convergence result, i.e., J(K;) — J(K*) < 7 for some
T € R-o. Letting N; and ¢; to be the same for all f € {0,..., T — 1}, we have ¢; = ¢ for some ¢ and
for all t, and & = 14¢; for all t by Eq. (4.5), which implies via Eq. (5.4) that

210¢? }

1) = 1K) < max { (1= ) (ko) = 1K), 2

3

Moreover, we know from our arguments above that e = O(1/(£;)/4), i.e., €2 = O(1//%;). One
can now deduce that to achieve the desired T-convergence result, the number of iterations for NAQGD
should satisfy T = O(log(1/7)) and the number of trajectories used in Algorithm 2 should satisfy
¢ = O((1/7)*(log(1/7))?) for all t € {0,...,T — 1}. The above arguments yield the following
sample complexity result which is a typical performance measure of learning algorithms for LOR
(with unknown system model) [2, 6].

Corollary 5.4. It requires O((1/7)*(log(1/7))3) number of trajectories of system (2.1) for the NAGGD
algorithm to achieve a T-convergence result when applied to the communication-constrained model-free LQR.

The above sample complexity result also matches with the result in [43] (up to logarithmic
factors in 1/7), where a version of LQR with discounted cost was studied in [43] for the model-free
setting without any quantization, and the convergence result in [43] only holds with a constant
probability of 3/4.

Proof Sketch of Theorem 5.3. The main step in the proof of Theorem 5.3 is to upper bound

—

|VI(K:) — V](K¢)||r, where V/](E) is a random matrix due to the random disturbance in sys-

— —

tem (2.1). Since the noisy gradient V]J(K;) is not an unbiased estimate of V](K;), ||VJ(K;) —
VJ(K¢)||r may not be upper bounded by directly applying standard concentration inequalities.
Thus, we prove the result by introducing an unbiased estimate of VJ(K;), denoted as V]'(K;),

—

and decomposing | V](K¢) — VJ(Ki)|[r < [|VI(Ke) = VI (K) ||g + | V] (K¢) — V](K¢)|| - We then
provide upper bounds on the two resulting terms using concentration inequalities for martingales.

6 Numerical Results

To validate our theoretical results, we apply AQGD and NAQGD to solve instances of the LQR problem
in (2.3) constructed below. Specifically, we generate a Schur-stable A € IR>*® matrix in a random
manner and a B € R>*3 matrix is also generated randomly. The cost matrices are set to be Q = 555
and R = 5I343. The noise covariance is set to be ¥, = Is. We first apply AQGD (Algorithm 1) to
solve the above LQR instances when the exact gradient V](K) is available for a given stabilizing
K3*5. Note that Ky = 0 is an initial stabilizing controller since A is stable. The parameters in
AQGD are set according to Corollary 4.3, where the parameters of the LOR problem are given by
Lemma 5.1. In particular, we set the step size « = 1073 and set Ry = G (since ||J(Ko)||r < G by
Lemma 5.1(c)). The performance of AQGD is presented in Fig. 3(a), which shows the exponential
convergence of J(K;) to the optimal solution J(K*), aligning with the result in Corollary 4.3 and
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also our findings in Sections 3-4. The fluctuation of the curve in Fig. 3 is due to the fact that when
proving the convergence of AQGD, we only show that V; = J(K;) — J(K*) + aR; decays exponentially,
i.e., J(K¢) — J(K*) can potentially increase in some iterations of AQGD.

Next, we apply NAQGD (described in Section 4) to the LQR instances constructed above us-

ing the noisy gradient VJ(K;) returned by Algorithm 2, where the parameters in NAQGD and
Algorithm 2 are set according to Theorem 5.3. In particular, we set « = 0.2 x 1073, r = 0.1,
¢y =1 >30(1/7)*(log(1/7))? (with T = 0.1) and N; > ¢; for all t € {0,...,40}, which implies that

—

gp =¢eforallt € {0,...,40} as per Eq. (5.3). We further set Ry = € + G such that ||J(Ko)||[r < Ro
(see our arguments in the proof of Theorem 5.3). While Fig. 3(a) shows that AQGD converges to
J(K*), Fig. 3(b) shows that NAQGD converges (exponentially) to only a neighborhood around J(K*),
which aligns with the result in Theorem 5.3. In addition, since the noisy gradients are used in
NAQGD, we choose a more conservative step size « compared to that chosen in AQGD, which leads to
a slower convergence rate in Fig. 3(b).

20 20
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3 ¥ 10
= =
5
5
0
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t t
(a) Performance of AQGD (b) Performance of NAQGD

Figure 3: The suboptimality gap J(K;) — J(K*) versus the iteration ¢ in the AQGD and NAQGD algo-
rithms. In Fig. 3(b), the results are averaged over 10 experiments and the shaded regions represent
quantiles.

7 Conclusions and Future Directions

We studied policy gradient algorithms for the model-free LQR problem subject to communication
constraints. Specifically, we considered a rate-limited channel and introduced a novel adaptively
quantized gradient-descent algorithm titled AQGD. We showed that under assumptions of smooth-
ness and gradient-domination, AQGD guarantees exponentially fast convergence to the globally
optimal solution. More importantly, above a finite bit-rate, the exponent of convergence of AQGD
remains unaffected by quantization. We further introduced a variant of AQGD that works under noisy
gradients and local assumptions, and applied it to solve the model-free LQR problem, providing
convergence and finite-sample guarantees along the way. Overall, our work can be seen as an
initial attempt towards merging model-free control with the area of networked control systems.
There are several open questions left open by our work. We discuss some of them below.

¢ Adaptive Quantization for other optimization and RL problems. One key message conveyed

19



by our work is the power of adaptive quantization. Using very simple guiding principles,
we could craft algorithms that build on this powerful idea and incur no loss in performance
above certain minimal requirements on the channel. This naturally begs the question: Can the
ideas developed in this paper be applied more broadly to other classes of optimization and
RL problems subject to bit-constraints? Our conjecture is that for stochastic approximation
problems where the underlying operator exhibits some version of Lipschitzness (e.g., like the
gradients in smooth optimization), similar ideas should likely go through.

¢ Alternate Channel Models. The bit-constrained channel model we studied in this work
is arguably one of the simplest channel models. One natural direction is to explore other
well-known models in the networked controls literature: packet-dropping models, noisy
models, and channels that introduce latencies. In general, the interplay between different
types of communication channels and the finite-time performance of RL algorithms is not
well understood.

¢ Communication-Efficient Multi-Agent RL. The rationale for looking at communication
constraints in this paper was broadly motivated by the areas of federated /multi-agent RL
and RL-based control over networks. In particular, while some recent works have considered
multi-agent versions of the LQR problem [30, 29], the aspect of how communication affects
performance is not adequately explored in such works.
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A Proof of Theorem 3.4

In this section, we will provide a proof for Theorem 3.4, which relies on a few intermediate lemmas.
The first one below provides a bound on the performance of the scalar quantizer introduced in
Section 3.1.

Lemma A.1. (Scalar Quantizer Bound) Given a vector X € RY such that || X|| < R, let X = Qy r(X).
The following is then true:
IX = X|[ <R,

where v = g.

Proof. The proof is straightforward, and we only provide it here for completeness. Let X; and X; be
the i-th components of X and X, respectively. Since || X|| < R, clearly |X;| < R, Vi € [d]. From the
description of the scalar quantizer in Section 3, if b bits are used to encode X;, then it is easy to see
that |X; — X;| < 27PR. We thus have:

. - Vid
X =X = ZHXz‘_Xz‘HzﬁyR:’YR/
\/ icd

which is the desired claim. O

Next, we prove Lemma 3.5 from Section 3.2 in the main body, which we restate below.

Lemma A.2. (No Overflow and Quantization Error) Suppose f is L-smooth. The following are then
true for all t > 0: (i) ||i¢|| < Ry; and (ii) ||e;|| < YR, where e; = V f(x¢) — g

Proof. Proof of part (i): We will prove this result via induction. For the base case of induction, we
observe thatatt = 0, ip = Vf(x0) —g-1 = Vf(xp), since g_1 = 0. Now since Ry is chosen such
that ||V f(x0)|| < Ro, we conclude that ||ip|| < Ro.

Now suppose ||i¢|| < Ry holds for t = 0,1, ...,k where k is some positive integer. Our goal is to
show that ||ix1|| < Ryy1. To that end, we have

licsall 2 1V £ (xes1) — gl
= [[Vf(xkq1) — VFf(xx) + Vf(xr) — gl

(b) (A1)
< Li|xggr — x| + [[Vf(xx) — gkl

(0)
< aLlgill + [V £ (xx) — gell-

In the above steps, (a) follows from the definition of the innovation i, (line 5 of AQGD); (b) follows
from L-smoothness; and (c) is a consequence of the update rule of AQGD in Eq. (3.2). Now from line
8 of AQGD, we have

Sk =gk1+1k = Vf(xg) +ix — i,

where in the last step, we used iy = V f(xx) — gx_1. We thus conclude that

llell = 11V f (i) — &xll = llik — ]l (A.2)

25



From the induction hypothesis, we have [|ix| < Ry. Since iy = Qp g, (ix), Lemma A.1 then tells us
that

ik = Bill < YR
Combining the above display with Eq. (A.1) and Eq. (A.2) yields:

lig41ll < YRk + aL|gkll = Ry,

where in the last step, we used the update rule for the range in Eq. (3.3). This concludes the
induction step.
Proof of part (ii): In the above analysis, we have already shown that

leell = [IV£(xt) — gell = lir — it

Since from part (i), ||it]| < Ry, Vt > 0, we have ||i; — it|| < vR; based on Lemma A.1. We conclude
that |le¢|| < YRy, Vt > 0. This completes the proof. O

Finally, we prove Lemma 3.6 from Section 3.2 in the main body.

Lemma A.3. (Recursion for Dynamic Range) Suppose f is L-smooth. If a is such that aL < 1, then for
all t > 0, we have:
Riyp < 897RY + 20217 |V (x0) I (A3)

Proof. From the update rule for the range in Eq. (3.3), we have

Rep1 = YRi +aL|ge|
< ORe+aL (lIge = V(o) [ + IV f(xo)l)

= yR; +aLl|let|| +«L||Vf(x
TR+ L] + oL | V£ ()| "

—

a

< (1+aL)yRi 4+ «L||Vf(x:)]|

b
< 29Ri + L[V f (x|,

=

—~
=

where for (a), we used Lemma A.2, and for (b), we used the fact that aL. < 1. Squaring both sides of
the final inequality above, and using the elementary fact that (a + b)? < 242 + 2b2,Va,b € R, leads
to the claim of the lemma. O

With the above lemmas, We are in place to prove Theorem 3.4.

Proof. (Proof of Theorem 3.4): Consider the following potential function:
Vi £ z; + aR?, (A.5)

where z; = f(x¢) — f(x*). Our goal is to establish that the above potential function decays to 0
exponentially fast at a desired rate. To that end, we first recall that L-smoothness implies the
following:

F) < £+ (TFG),y =)+ 5y — 2l vy € R
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Using the above display, observe
L
flrern) < flx) + (V) xee1 = %) + S [lxee0 — 2
(a) 2L
< flxe) —a(Vf(x),8) + - llgl®

® L )
< flxt) —a(Vf(xe), VI(xe) —er) + THVf(xt) — et

< fx) —a(l—al)[Vf(x) >+ a(Vf(xi), &) + a’Ler|?

< ) (5 —aL ) 195G +a (3oL ) ol

(2 fx) —a (; — aL) IV F(x)||? + ary? (; + zxL) R

In the above steps, for (a), we used Eq. (3.2); for (b), we used e; = V f(x;) — gt; and for (c), we
used the elementary fact that for any a,b € R, it holds that

1 1
(a,8) < 3l + 5 1bI-

Finally, (d) follows from part (ii) of Lemma A.2. Using the final display in Eq. (A.6) in tandem with
Lemma A.3, we then obtain
Vit1 = zep1 + aRZ
1 1
<zi—ua (2 - aL) |V f(xe) ||> 4 ay? (2 + «xL) R? +aR7
" ) 1 - (A7)
<z—; (1—2aL —462L?) ||V f(xt)||* + <8 +5 +ucL> 2R
o

<z 5 (1=3aL) [Vf(x) |2+ 9x*RY,

where in the last step, we used aL < 1/2. Now suppose aL < 1/6. Then the above display in
tandem with the gradient domination property (see Eq. (3.7)) yields:

Vipr < (1 - %) zt +9a’ R} . (A.8)
2 \—v—/
T T

Let us now make a couple of simple observations. Suppose we set & = (%L. Then, in the absence of
the term T above, it is easy to see that one can achieve a rate of the form O(exp(—t/x)), where
x = L/u. To continue to preserve this rate in the presence of the term T, - which arises due to
quantization errors - we need T to decay faster than T;. As such, we would like to have

972 < (1 — %) = <1 — 1;{) . (Rate Preservation Condition)

Recalling that v = v/d /2, a bit of simple algebra shows that
dx
>Cl —
b > Clog (K — 1> ,
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suffices to ensure the rate preservation condition above. Thus, suppose the bit-precision b satisfies
the condition in the above display. We then immediately obtain from Eq. (A.8) that

1 1
<(1--— 2y = (1- -
Vi1 < (1 12;<) (21 + aRy) ( 12K> Vi

where in the last step, we used the definition of the potential function V; from Eq. (3.8). Iterating
the above inequality yields:

vis (1- 537 ) (o) = ) +akd).

The result follows by noting that f(x;) — f(x*) = z; < V4. O

B Proofs Omitted in Section 4

B.1 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.4, we prove Theorem 4.2 via an induction on t > 0. However,
since the innovation i; and the range R; of the quantizer map have been modified according to
Egs. (4.2) and (4.3), our analysis in this proof will be different from that for Theorem 3.4 . We
first prove via the induction that ||it|| < Ry, |let|| < YRt + & and f(x;) < v/2, ¥Vt > 0, where
er = Vf(x) — g

To prove the base case, we first recall that f(xo) < v/4 as assumed. Moreover, since R is picked

— 1

to satisfy ||V f(x0)|| < Ro, we have ||ip]| = ||V f(x0)|| < Ro. In fact, note that

—

IV f(x0)[l = [V f(x0) = Vf(x0) + V f(x0) ||
< V£ (x0) — V£(x0)|| + | Vf(x0)]] (B.1)
<eg+G,

where the last inequality follows from the assumptions in Eq. (4.1) and ||V f(xo)|| < G (since
xg € X). Thus, we can choose Ry = ¢y + G. By the definition of Algorithm 1, we get

leoll = [V f(x0) — gol
= |V f(x0) —g-1— ol

o —

= IVf(x0) — Vf(x0) +io—io|| (B.2)
< |V £(x0) = VF(x0)l| + lio — ol

< gy + YRo,

where the last inequality follows from the assumption in Eq. (4.1) and Lemma A.1 via the fact that
[[iol] < Ro.

To prove the induction step, suppose the following induction hypotheses hold for k = 0,1, ..., t:
@) lixll < Ry and (ii) f(xx) < v/2. Using the same arguments as Eq. (B.2) and the induction
hypothesis ||i|| < Ry, one can show that ||e;|| < &; + ¥R;. We now aim to show that ||x;11 — x¢|| < D
so that the local properties of f(-) can be applied. We begin by relating x;,1 to x; as

lxer = xel| = [lce — age — x| = af|ge ]| < aller]| + af V£ (22 (B.3)
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From Eq. (4.3), we also have

Rip1 = YRy +aL||gt]| + & + 41
< YRi +aLlled]| +aLl[Vf(xe)[| + et + €r4a
(a) (B.4)
< y(1+aL)Ri 4+ aL||Vf(xt)|| + (1 4+ aL)er + €141

(b)

< 2’)’Rt +alG+ 28t + Et11,

where (a) follows from the fact ||e;|| < €; + YRy as we argued above, and (b) is due to the choice of
« that satisfies aL < 1 and the gradient upper bound ||V f(x;)|| < G by the induction hypothesis
f(xe) <v/2,ie, x; € X. Setting 7y (i.e., b) in the same way as Theorem 3.4 (see our arguments in
the proof of Theorem 3.4) yields

97 < (1-5F) <1,

where the second inequality follows from the choice of a; we conclude that 0 < 92 < 1/9 (i.e.,
0 < v <1/3). Unrolling the recursion in Eq. (B.4), we obtain

t

Rt < (27)'Ro+ Y (27) M (aLG +2¢; g +€141¢)
k=1

LG + 3¢

<
< G+eo+ 2, (B.5)

(a) B
< 4G+ 10g
(b)

< 14G

where (a) follows from 0 < 7 < 1/3 as we argued above and & = max;>o ¢, and (b) follows
from the assumption that &, < G for all + > 0. Substituting th last relation in Eq. (B.5) into
llet|| < &r+ YRy yields ||et|| < G+ 149G < 6G, where we again invoke the assumption ¢; < G and
the fact 0 < v < 1/3. Returning to Eq. (B.3), we get

1 = xel] < aller]] + al[V £ (xe) |
(@
< 6aG + aG (B.6)
(b)
<D,

where (a) follows from the induction hypothesis f(x;) < v/2 which implies that x; € X and
IVf(xt)|| < G, and (b) follows from the choice of « that satisfies « < D/(7G). It follows from
Eq. (B.6) that the local (L, D)-smoothness property can be applied to x;41 and x;. We can now
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upper bound ||i;11|| as

—

lierall = V£ (xe41) — il

—

<|IVF(xe1) = V@) | + IV f (1) = V()| + IV f(x) — gl

(a)

< et el + IV f(xe1) = V() |

(b)

< epp1+ &+ YRy + L xpr — x| B.7)
< épp1 e+ YRe+ Lijxp —agr — x|

< g1+ &+ YR + oL g

< YRy +aLl|gt]| 4 er1 + e

= Rt+1/

where (a) follows from the assumption in Eq. (4.1), and (b) follows from the fact ||e;|| < &; + YR as
we argued above, and the (L, D)-smoothness of f(-). Thus, we have shown ||it;1|| < Ry4q for the
induction step.

To finish the induction step, it remains to show that f(x;11) < v/2. To this end, following the
arguments to those for Eq. (A.6) and leveraging the (L, D)-smoothness of f(-) via Lemma C.1, one
can relate f(x;41) to f(x;) as

flrni) < flx) = (3= aL ) IVF G +a (5 +aL ) Jed?

i (B.8)
< ) = SIVFC) 2+ a1 +261) (PR +€),

where the second inequality follows from ||e;|| < ¥R; + ¢; and the choice of « that satisfies xL < 1/6.
Let us denote z; = f(x;) — f(x*) and consider the following potential function:

Vi =z +zi_1 + aR? (B.9)
To relate V; 1 to Vi, we first show that

2
Vi1 = z441 + 2t +aRg

<z = VAP + (1 +20L) (7R} + &)
+2zp1 — %va(xt—l)Hz + (14 2aL) (V*Ri_y +€f_q) + &R} (B.10)
<z = IVf ()P +a(r? +29%L + 1)R?
+ 21— S VA () [+ a(9? +2020L)REy + (1 +2aL) (6 +€1.y),

where the first inequality follows from Eq. (B.8). Note that by squaring both sides of the second last
inequality in Eq. (B.4) and using the fact (Y, a?) < n Y/, a?,Vn € Z>1 and Va; € R, we get

R? < 49*(1 4 «L)?R? | +4a°L2||V f(x;_1)||* + 4(1 +aL)?e? | + 4¢3 (B.11)
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Substituting Eq. (B.11) into the last inequality of Eq. (B.10), using the local gradient-domination
property for x; € X, one can show via some algebra that

20 1
Vigr < ( 3#) zr + <1 -2 <3 —4(y* 4+ 29%aL + 1)a2L2> zx;u) Zi 1
+ ay? (4(72 +292aL +1)(1+al)? +1+ 2¢xL> R2,
o (4(72 292l +1)(1+al)? +1+ Z(xL) e,

2 2 2
,,((4(7 +2y°aL+1)+1+ ZocL)€t (B.12)

A
IN=

2
<1 D;V) Zy + (1—’;“) zt 1 + 8ay?R? | + 8we? | + 6bue?

A
INS

2
<1 — u5c‘u> (z¢ + 21 +aR? ;) + 8ae?_| + buae?

—

c

2
= ( g#) Vi + 8ae? | + 6ae?,

~

where (a) uses the choice of a such that «aL. < 1/6 and the fact v < 1/9, (b) follows from
872 < (1 —2au/5) again due to the facts «aL. < 1/6and 7% < 1/9, and (c) follows from the definition
of V;. To proceed, we split our analysis into two cases. First, supposing 8¢ | + 6¢2 < V;u/15, we

have 5 v
oy Vil ap
Vip < < . >v P U (1 (B.13)

Second, supposing 8¢2 . + 6¢2 > V;u /15, we have
pp 808 1 t M

2
Vigr < << —[;y> ” + >(88%_1+6s%)

(B.14)
15
< (82, +6¢7).
H
It follows from the above two cases that
15
Vis1 < max {( 3” ) Vo (862, + 65%)} . (B.15)
Unrolling the above relation, one can show that
ap\ 1 1587 }
Vii1 §max{ 1-—=— Vo, — ¢, (B.16)
+ ( 3 ) U

where g is given by Eq. (4.5). Also recalling the definition of V; and noting that Vy = zg+z_1 +aR?,
with z_; £ 0and R_; £ 0, we further obtain

Flae) = o) < max{ (1) (16 - s, 222 (8.17)

Invoking the assumptions that f(xp) < v/4 (and thus f(x*) < v/4) and 1587/ < v/4, we
get f(xt41) < v/2, completing the induction step. Note that we have also proved the desired
convergence result. O
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 5.3

We begin by introducing some notations and definitions that will be used in this proof. Define an
auxiliary function
J'(K) =E[J(K+rU)],VK € K, (B.18)

where U is uniformly distributed over the set {U : ||U||r = 1}. In addition, introduce the following
probabilistic event for all t € {0,..., T —1} and all i € [¢,]:

3N T

£ = { ol < [5tr(E0) 1og

Lemma B.1. The event £} defined in Eq. (B.19) holds with probability P(E]) > 1 —5/(34;T).

Yk € {0,...,Nt—1}}. (B.19)

Proof. By Lemma C.4, for any t € {0,...,T — 1} and any k € {0,...,N; — 1}, it holds with

probability at least 1 — 6/ (3N ¢ T) that Hw;kH < \/ 5tr(Xy) log %. Taking a union bound over
allk € {0,..., N; — 1} completes the proof of the lemma. O

Claim B.2. Consider any t € {0,...,T}. Then, (i) J(Ky) < J/2 forall ' < t hold with probability at least

1—t6/T;and (ii) | V](Ky) — V](Ky)||p < &y forall ' < t hold with probability at least 1 — (t +1)6/T,
where ey is given in Eq. (5.3).

Proof. The base step in the induction holds since we assumed that J(Kg) < J/4. Next, consider
agivent € {0,...,T —1} and suppose J(K;) < J/2 for all < t hold with probability at
least 1 — t5/T. We will show that J(K;;+1) < J/2 holds with probability at least 1 — (t +1)d/T.
Leveraging J'(-) defined in Eq. (B.18), we first decompose the error of VJ(K;) as

IVI(Ke) = VI(K)|[F < [IV](Ke) = V(K[ + V] (Ke) = V(K |[F, (B.20)

and we will upper bound the two terms on the right-hand side of the above relation separately in
the sequel. To upper bound ||V ]"(K;) — V](K}) ||, we show that

V] (Ki) = VI(K)|[r = [VEul[J(Ke +rU)] = VJ(Ke)|[
< [[EBu[V](Ke +rU) = V(K] r

(a) (B.21)
< Ey [[IVJ(K; + rU) = V] (K)[]
(b)
< Lr,
where (a) follows from Jensen'’s inequality and the convexity of || - ||. To obtain (b), we first used

the fact K; € K from the induction hypothesis, and then invoked the local (L, D)-smoothness of
J(-) given by Lemma 5.1(d) based on the choice of r that satisfies r||U||r < D, where recall that

|U||r = 1. We next upperﬁlild IVJ(K¢) — V] (K;) |- Denoting c;k = xgchi,k + ui;%we
see from Algorithm 2 that VJ(K;) = ;7% Zf’:l le(\ial ci’k U:. We may further decompose || V] (K;) —
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VI (Ke)|[F as

o — ft N;— 171’11’1 ' ‘ '
IVI(K) = V(K < HgN ). T(C;,k_I(Kt—FVU;))U; .
i=1 k=0
gt N n o
T H (;N; Z (TJ(Kt +rup)U; — VJ'(Ky)) HF
i=1 k=
0 Nt 1. o
= gtHZ Ntr Ctk J(Ke +rly) ) U .
i=1 k=
Ef
1 & o
+E”ZC?HK+MWW—VHK»L. (B.22)
i—1

E?

To upper bound E? in (B.22), we first note that K; € K (since J(K;) < ]/2 by the induction
hypothesis) and obtain that for any i € [¢],

—

. a) __ (b)
I+ L) — J(K) € Gt < L,

where (a) follows from the (D, G)-local Lipschitz of J(-) in Lemma 5.1(d) via the choice of r that
satisfies r||U!||r = r < D, and (b) follows from the choice of r that satisfies r < J/(2G). Hence,
we have J(K; +rU}) < Jand (K; + rU!) € K. Now, recalling from Remark 5.2 that U is equal in
distribution to a random matrix selected uniformly from the set {U : ||U||r = 1}, one can obtain
from [53, Lemma 2.1] that

VF&Q:EF?K&+ﬂmmW+WGMJ

Denoting X} = "™ J(K; + rU})U: — V]"(K;), we obtain from our arguments above that

2mn]
r 4

1Xi| < Hff Ki + rUp) Ul . + V] (K:) [F <

and E[X}|K;] = 0 foralli € [¢;]. Thus, we can apply Lemma C.5 and obtain that with probability at
least1—6/(3T),

2mn] 45T

201 log —— 5 (B.23)

Ef =7 HZXtH S

To upper bound E; in (B.22), we first consider
ét Nt

E; g lel L l{gt} ](Kt+rU§))UZHF~

Note that E} = E} holds with probability IP(&;), where & £ Niele }5 Using Lemma B.1, we have
via a union bound that P(&;) > 1 — 6/ (3T). Thus, an upper bound on E} will give an upper bound
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on E} that holds with probability at least 1 — &/ (3T). To this end, we upper bound E} and again
decompose

gt Nt ' ' .
<z HE 2 (UE bl — E[L{E el K, U U
V=1 k= F
4
1 lr  Ni—1 mn '
T Z Nr( [M{&E e, K, Uf] — (K +1U})) |, (B.24)
i=1

Zi
where we used the fact that ||U}|r = 1. Note that E[Y/|K;, U] = 0 for all i € [¢;]. Moreover, we
have that under the event &,
chp = xp (Q+ (Ke +7U}) "R(K; + rU;) ) x}
< Q+ (K +rUyp) " R(Ks + rUp) ||| x; /12

(14 2%)B1|x} )12
b (1+72)p1g?

< i |2
>~ (1 _7’]>2 O<§(rla1\;[(fl ||wt,k||

>5(1+g2)/31§2 3NT .
—— 2 (X)) 1
a-n) tr(Xy) log 5 Vi€ [4]
where (a) follows from the fact (K; + rU!) € K and Lemma 5.1(b), and (b) follows from Lemma C.2,
and (c) follows from Eq. (B.19). Thus, we get from the definition of Y} that

= INE

—~
o

IN

; Zmn
1Y llr < Z L{E et I £
( . (B.25)
10mn(1 +§ B1C 3N/ T
< -
i tr(Xy) log 5

We can now apply Lemma C.5 and obtain with probability at least 1 — 6/ (3T),

2 2
Ml < U EEAE o 10g ML f1og B 020

To upper bound Zi, we first observe that ﬂ{gt}cilk is equal (with probability one) to the cost
corresponding to the system x}_,, = (A + B(K; +rUj}))x;, + @ fors = 0,1,..., where @}, =
]l{Et}wf;,S. We then write

Ni—1
, mn . . ~ . ~ . .
12l = 7 2 | BIL{E el Ke, U] — T(K L) + TR, + L) — J(Ks + 7L}

mn (B.27)

< Nf \J (Ke +rUj) = J(K; + )|,

\ E[1{& el Ki, U] = T(K: + )| +

Nt

i i
Zt,1 Zt,2
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where f() is the cost defined as (2.3) when the disturbance wi/k is replaced by @i/k described above.
Similarly to Eq. (2.4), we have TN(K) — tr(PxXy) for any K € K, where Py is the solution to the
Ricatti equation in Eq. (2.5) and ¥, = E[@,w, ] is the covariance of the disturbance @y = 1{& }wy
[41]. Using Lemma C.3, we get
6
Zh < S e [
10mnp,Z°
~ Ner(1—9)?

3N T

tr(Xy,) log 5

where we recalled the definition of £ in Eq. (B.19). Moreover, denoting Py ++u;i as the solution to
the Ricatti equation in Eq. (2.5) associated with K; + rU}, we have

. mn ~ . .
Zip= T‘J(Kt +rU;) — J(Ki + rUy)

mn ~
7‘ tr (PK,+ru;'(Zw ) ’

—

a) mn i i
= Ttr (PKt+ru;'(IE [ﬂ{(gt)c}wt,kwt,TkD)

=

A
IN=

mn iNCV i o
THPI@MU{H tr (E [1{(&) }wt,kwt;])

2mnpy gt iye i
gy E MED i)

(i) 10mn B, g*
~ 3TNr(1—1)

—
INS

27T N;

tr(Xy) log 5

where (a) follows from the fact that X, — &, = E[1{ (&) }w;kw;Tk] = 0, (b) follows from standard
trace inequality [55], (c) follows from Lemma C.2 via the fact that (K; + rU!) € K as we argued

above, and (d) follows from Lemma C.4 via the fact P((&})¢) < §/(3N;T) by Lemma B.1. Hence,
we have shown an upper bound on |Z}| as per (B.27).

Now, recalling that (B.26) holds with probability at least 1 — 6/(3T), we can use (B.26) and
(B.27) in (B.24) to obtain an upper bound on E} that holds with probability at least 1 — 6/ (3T). Since
E} = E} holds with probability P(&;) > 1—6/(3T) as we argued above, a union bound implies
an upper bound on E} as per (B.24) that holds with probability at least 1 — 26/ (3T). Additionally,
recalling that we have shown that the upper bound on E? in (B.23) holds with probability at least

1—6/(3T), we can further apply a union bound to combine the upper bound on E! in (B.24)

and the upper bound on E? in (B.23), which gives the upper bound HV/]EE) — VI (K)||r < &
as per (B.22) that holds with probability as least 1 — /T, where ¢; is given by Eq. (5.3). Finally,
since all the arguments above for the induction step rely on the induction hypothesis J(K;) < J/2
that holds with probability at least 1 — t6/T, another union bound shows that the upper bound

o —

IVJ(K¢) — V]"(Kt)||r < € holds with probability at least 1 — (¢ + 1)/ T. By our choices of Ny and
¢; given in Theorem 5.3, we have that 155‘?~ /u < J/4, where p is given in Lemma 5.1(e) and & is
defined as Eq. (4.5) using &; in Eq. (5.3). Hence, one can now use similar arguments to those in the
proof of Theorem 4.2 leading up to (B.17) to show that J(K;+1) < J/2 holds with probability at
least 1 — (t + 1)/ T, completing the induction step of the proof of part (i) in Claim B.2. Note that
part (ii) of Claim B.2 was readily proved by our above arguments. ]
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Proof. (Proof of Theorem 4.2) We see from Claim B.2 that the following hold with probability at least

1—96:J(Ky) <wv/2forallt € {0,...,T}, and ||VT(E) —VJ(Ki)||p < e forallt € {0,..., T —1}.
Based on the choices of N, ¢; such that 155% /u < J/4asweargued above, the results in Theorem 5.3
follow directly from the arguments in the proof of Theorem 4.2 O

C Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma C.1. Let f : R? — R be locally (L, D)-smooth over X C R?. Then, for any x € X and any
y € R with ||y — x|| < D,
L
F) < () +{Vf(x)y —x)+ 5 lly — x| (C1)

Proof. The proof follows from adapting the standard result in e.g. [47, Lemma 3.4]. Fixany x € X
and y € R¥ such that ||y — x|| < D. We may write f(y) — f(x) as an integral and obtain

fy) = f(x) = (Vf(x),y —x)
1
:/0 (VI(x+tly—x)),y—x)dt —(Vf(x),y —x)

(a) r1

S/O [Vf(x+ty—x)) = VI(x)llly — x[[at

(b) r1 )

g/ Lt||y — x||“dt
0

L2

=2y I,

where (a) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and (b) follows from Definition 4.1 via the
fact that ||[x + t(y — x) — x|| < Dforall t € [0,1]. O

Lemma C.2. Let K € K with K defined in Eq. (5.2). Then, for any k > 1, the state of system (2.1) given by
Xs41 = Axs + Bus +ws fors =0, ...,k — 1 with us = Kx; and xo = 0 satisfies that

X <7g max ||lw C2
H kH 170<3k1|| SH ( )

where { and 1 are given in Lemma 5.1. Moreover, the solution to the Ricatti equation (2.5), i.e., Px € 5" |,
satisfies that

2 1C
B < 2216
Proof. First, one can obtain from (2.1) that
k=1
xp = (A+BKy)*xo + Y (A + BK;)F (C.3)
5=0

Recalling from Lemma 5.1(b) that ||(A + BK;)*|| < ¢ 17", we further obtain

< . .
e 5217 ol < 15 max ] o
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The upper bound on || Px|| is proved in the proof of [51, Lemma 40]. O

Lemma C.3. Let K € K with K defined in Eq. (5.2). Consider the state of system (2.1) given by xs11 =
(A4 BK)xs 4+ ws fors =0,...,k — 1 with xo = 0. Then, for any k > 1,

k 2 6
‘;E [x] (Q+ K RK)x,] — k](K)‘ < (15_1§7)3 E [Orgfgxk ||wsH2},

where ] (-) is the cost of K given in (2.3), B1 is given in (5.1) and y,  are given in Lemma 5.1.
Proof. Following the arguments in the proof of [51, Lemma 40], we have

k
| 2[5 (Q+ KTRK)x] = kJ(K)| = E 3/, Pexia] < 1Pl Bl e,
s=1

where Px € 5 | is the positive definite to the Ricatti equation given by Eq. (2.5). Now, using the
result of Lemma C.2, we finish the proof of Lemma C.3. ]

Lemma C.4. Let w ~ N(0,%,) with X, € S. (a) For any 0 < § < 1/e, the following holds with

probability at least 1 — §:
/ 1
|lw|| < 4/5tr(Xy)log 5

(b) Let 0 < &' < 1 and let & be a probabilistic event that holds with probability P(E) < &§'. Then,
9
E [1{€}Hw]?] < 5tr(Z0)d'log .

Proof. Part (a) is [34, Lemma 14]. Using similar arguments to those in the proof of [51, Lemma 35],
one can prove part (b). O

Lemma C.5. (Vector Azuma Inequality) Given a real Euclidean space E, let || Xy||x>1 be a martingale
difference sequence adapted to a filtration { Fy } >0, i.e., Xy € E is Fy-measurable and E[X|Fi_1] = 0 for
all k > 1. Suppose || Xx|| < bforall k > 0. Then, for any s > 1and any 0 < § < e 2,

s / 15
H ZXkH < by/2slog 5
k=1

Proof. This lemma is a direct consequence of [56, Theorem 1.8]. O
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