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Meta-Learning Linear Quadratic Regulators:
A Policy Gradient MAML Approach for Model-free LQR
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Abstract

We investigate the problem of learning linear quadratic regulators (LQR) in a multi-task, heterogeneous,
and model-free setting. We characterize the stability and personalization guarantees of a policy gradient-based
(PG) model-agnostic meta-learning (MAML) (Finn et al., 2017) approach for the LQR problem under different
task-heterogeneity settings. We show that our MAML-LQR algorithm produces a stabilizing controller close
to each task-specific optimal controller up to a task-heterogeneity bias in both model-based and model-free
learning scenarios. Moreover, in the model-based setting, we show that such a controller is achieved with a
linear convergence rate, which improves upon sub-linear rates from existing work. Our theoretical guarantees
demonstrate that the learned controller can efficiently adapt to unseen LQR tasks.

1 Introduction

One of the main successes of reinforcement learning (RL) (for example, in the context of robotics) is its ability
to learn control policies that rapidly adapt to different agents and environments (Wang et al., 2016; Duan et al.,
2016; Rothfuss et al., 2018). This idea of learning a control policy that efficiently adapts to unseen RL tasks is
referred to as meta-learning, or learning to learn. The most popular approach is the model-agnostic meta-learning
(MAML) (Finn et al., 2017, 2019). In the context of RL, the role of MAML is to exploit task diversity of RL
tasks drawn from a common task distribution to learn a control policy in a multi-task and heterogeneous setting
that is only a few policy gradient (PG) steps away from an unseen task’s optimal policy.

Despite its success in image classification and RL, more needs to be understood about the theoretical
convergence guarantees of MAML for both model-based and model-free learning. This is due to the fact that,
in general, the MAML objective is non-convex and requires a careful analysis depending on the considered
task-setting (e.g., classification and regression (Fallah et al., 2020; Johnson and Mitra, 2011; Abbas et al., 2022;
Jietal., 2022; Zhan and Anderson, 2024), RL (Fallah et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2022; Beck et al., 2023)). There is a
recent body of work on multi-task/agent learning for estimation (Zhang et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023a; Zhang
et al., 2024; Toso et al., 2023a; Chen et al., 2023) and control (Wang et al., 2023b; Tang et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2023c; Toso et al., 2024), where theoretical guarantees are provided for different learning techniques in a
variety of control settings. Therefore, to characterize the personalization guarantees of MAML for a baseline and
well-established control setting, we consider the model-free MAML-LQR problem.

In the optimal control domain, a highly desired feature is the fast adaptation of a designed controller to
unseen situations during deployment, for example, in the setting where a manufacturer (of e.g., robots or drones)
is responsible for designing optimal controllers for individual systems’ objectives. Designing such controllers
from scratch is sample-inefficient since it requires a large amount of trajectory data and several PG steps. Since
manufacturers utilize production lines with the purpose of producing nearly identical systems, a controller
should not need to be designed from scratch for every system. As such, the MAML-LQR approach exploits this
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similarity amongst systems within the same fabrication slot to design an LQR controller that adapts to fresh new
slots of systems. This significantly reduces the amount of trajectory data required since it relies now on a simple
fine-tuning step of the learned MAML-LQR controller to suit each system’s objective.

Even for a simple discrete-time control setting, provably guaranteeing that a MAML-LQR approach produces
a controller that adapts to unseen LQR tasks is not an easy endeavor and requires careful handling of the task
heterogeneity and the stability of the sampled tasks under the learned controller. As well-established in the
literature of PG methods for the LQR problem (Fazel et al., 2018; Malik et al., 2019; Gravell et al., 2020;
Mohammadi et al., 2019; Hu et al., 2023), some properties of the LQR objective (e.g., gradient dominance and
local smoothness) are crucial to derive global convergence guarantees. Although tempting, we cannot simply
extend these guarantees to the MAML-LQR approach since those properties of the LQR cost are no longer valid
for the meta learning objective (Molybog and Lavaei, 2021; Musavi and Dullerud, 2023).

In contrast to Molybog and Lavaei (2021); Musavi and Dullerud (2023), this work establishes personalization
guarantees for the MAML-LQR problem in both model-based and model-free settings. In particular, Molybog
and Lavaei (2021) only characterizes the convergence of the model-based learning for the single-task setting.
Here, we consider the multi-task and heterogeneous setting. Musavi and Dullerud (2023) establish convergence
to a stationary point (i.e., local convergence analysis). It is not clear in their results how the heterogeneity across
the tasks may impact the convergence of the MAML approach and how efficiently the learned controller adapts to
unseen tasks. Therefore, in this work, we address these points and provide meaningful personalization guarantees
that support the ability of the learned controller to adapt to unseen LQR tasks under different task-heterogeneity
settings. It is also worth emphasizing that our MAML-LQR setting is different from the one considered in
Richards et al. (2023), where a control-oriented meta-learning approach is proposed to design adaptive control
laws for the nonlinear feedback control problem.

Contributions: Toward this end, our main contributions are summarized as follows:

* This is the first work to provide personalization guarantees for both model-based and model-free learning
settings (Theorems 3 and 4). Our convergence bounds characterize the distance between the learned and
MAML-LQR optimal controller to each task-specific optimal controller and reveal the ultimate goal of the
MAML-LQR approach, i.e., the quick adaptation to unseen tasks. In the model-based setting, we show
that the learned controller is achieved with a linear convergence rate that improves upon sub-linear rates in
the existing work.

 This is the first work to establish stability (Theorem 2) and convergence guarantees (Theorem 4) for
the MAML-LQR approach in the model-free setting. Our convergence guarantees demonstrate that the
learned controller stabilizes and is close to each task-specific optimal controller up to a task-heterogeneity
bias. Furthermore, our analysis underscores the impact of different heterogeneity settings (i.e., system
heterogeneity, cost heterogeneity, system, and cost heterogeneity) on the convergence of the MAML-LQR.

2 Model Agnostic Meta-Learning (MAML) for the LQR problem
Consider M discrete-time and linear time-invariant (LTT) dynamical systems

xt(fgl — A(i)$§i) +B(i)u§i)’ t=0.1,2,. ... 0

where A € Rexne B(i) ¢ RneXu \ith n, > n,. The initial state of (1) is drawn from an arbitrary
distribution X} that satisfies! E[xg)} = 0 and E[a:g)q:((fﬁ] = ul,, , for some p > 0, for all i € [M].> The

'The expectation is with respect to :Béi) ~ Xp.
2This assumption is standard in PG methods for the LQR problem (Fazel et al., 2018; Malik et al., 2019). It guarantees that all

stationary solutions are global optima.



objective of the LQR problem is to design an optimal control sequence ugi) = —K fxgl) that minimizes a

quadratic cost in both states xii) and input ugi). The optimal controllers K solve

K! :=argmin{ JO(K) := E
Kek®

> T (W + KTRVK) xéi’] } ;s (D), @)
t=0

where Q) € S, R® € S and K := {K | p(A®) — BOK) < 1} denotes the set of stabilizing controllers

of the i*? system, and p(-) denotes the spectral radius.

Definition 1. The LOR task is a tuple T := (A(i), B@W Q) R(i)) equipped with the objective of designing
K that minimizes the LQR cost JO(K).

Consider a distribution of LQR tasks denoted by p(7) from which a collection of M LQR tasks 7 :=
{T(i) f\il are sampled. The objective of the MAML approach for the LQR problem is to design a controller
K}y based only on the tasks in 7 that can efficiently adapt to any unseen LQR task originating from p(7), i.e.,
we aim to find a controller that is only a few PG iterations away from any unseen task-specific optimal controller.
Precisely, K3y solve

M
1 . ‘

* : — (i) _ (@) j
Ky - argén’én JvL(K) : i 1221 J (K mVJ (K)) , s.t (1) Vi e [M], 3)

single-step PG

where K := Nig| M]IC(Z') is the MAML stabilizing set and 7; denotes some positive step-size. To solve (3), we
exploit a PG-based approach where the update rule is described as follows:

M
K + K —nVJyL(K), where V. (K) := % > HIOE)WID (K - v IO(K)), )
=1

with HO(K) := I,,, — q;V2JW(K), and 1) being some positive (possibly time-varying) step-size. Next, we
define the task-specific and MAML stabilizing sub-level sets.

Definition 2. (Stabilizing sub-level set) The task-specific and MAML stabilizing sub-level sets are defined as
follows:

s Given a task T, the task-specific sub-level set S C K1) js
SO = {K | JO(K) — JO(K*) < %-A((f)} , with AP = JO(Kg) — JO (7).

where K denotes an initial controller and ~y; being any positive constant.

» The MAML-LQR stabilizing sub-level set Sy; C K is defined as the intersection between each task-specific
stabilizing sub-level set, i.e., Sy = ﬂie[M]S(Z).

Rema_lrk 1. Observe that, if K € Sy, i.e., K stabilizes all LOR tasks l_n T, one may select a step-size 1, such
that K = K —pVJ® (K) also stabilizes all the LOR tasks in T, i.e., K € Spyyp. We prove this fact and provide
the condition on n; to satisfy it in the stability analysis in Theorem 1.

Assumption 1. We have access to an initial stabilizing controller Ky € Sy .



Remark 2. The above assumption is standard in PG methods for the LOR problem (Fazel et al., 2018; Gravell
et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2023b; Toso et al., 2023D). If the initial controller Ky fails to stabilize (1), Vi € [M],
the MAML-LQR update in (4) cannot produce a stabilizing controller, since V.J9 (Ky), V2J 9 (Ky) are both
undefined for the corresponding unstabilized tasks. Perdomo et al. (2021) and Ozaslan et al. (2022) detail how to
find an initial stabilizing controller for the single LOR instance. Moreover, it is worth emphasizing that although
Ky stabilizes (1), Vi € [M), it may provide a sub-optimal performance, i.e., J(Kq) > JO(K¥).

As well-established in the literature of PG-LQR, J((K) is, in general, non-convex with respect to K.
However, by leveraging some properties of the LQR cost (e.g., gradient domination and local smoothness), Fazel
et al. (2018) provide global convergence guarantees of PG methods for both model-based and model-free LQR
settings. Although tempting, these properties of the LQR cost cannot simply be extended to the MAML-LQR
objective when dealing with task heterogeneity as discussed in Molybog and Lavaei (2021).

In the sequel, we proceed as follows: We first provide conditions on the problem parameters to ensure that
given any stabilizing controller K € Sy, K — nVJyvL(K) is also MAML stabilizing, i.e., K — nVJuL(K) €
SmL. In contrast to Musavi and Dullerud (2023), which guarantees that a model-based MAML-LQR approach
finds a stationary solution, we derive global convergence bounds for model-based and model-free learning. In
particular, our convergence guarantees underscore the impact of different task-heterogeneity settings on the
closeness of the learned controller and each task-specific optimal controller and demonstrate its adaptation to
unseen tasks.

2.1 Model-based LQR

In the model-based LQR setting, we assume to have access to the tuple 7 () = (A(i), B Q) R(i)). With the
ground-truth model in hand, we have closed-form expressions to compute both gradient V.J(*) (K) and Hessian
V2] (K) of the LQR cost:

« Gradient of the LQR cost V.J()(K) (Fazel et al., 2018): Given 7 %) and a stabilizing controller K € Sy,
the gradient is given by V.J® (K) := 2E§?Z§?, where

EY .= ROK — BOTPD(AD - BOK) and $P =EY a{’z{'",
t=0

with xgi) subject to the system dynamics in (1), and Pl((i) € S denoting the solution of the Lyapunov

equation P\ := Q) + KTROK + (A® — BOK)T P (A0 — BOK),
* Hessian of the LQR cost V2.J() (K) (Bu et al., 2019): Given 7(¥) and a stabilizing controller K € Sy,
the Hessian operator at K acting on some X € R™*"=_is given by

V2O (K)[X] =2 (R(” + B<i>TP}§)B<i>> x4 —4BOT PO [x)(AD — BO KR,
with PY[X] := (A® — BOK) TPV x)(AD — BOK) + X TEY + EVT X

Hence, we can exploit these closed-form expressions in order to update the controller (see step 4 in
MAM1-LQR, Algorithm 1) for the model-based MAML-LQR. In step 4, our algorithm computes a one-step inner
gradient descent iteration on K, and H) (K,,) = I,,, — nV2J®(K,,), for each task i € [M] and iteration n.
These quantities are then used to update the controller K, 1 in step 6. By repeating these steps for V iterations,
Algorithm 1 returns K. We further prove that K is close to each task-specific optimal controller K, which
in turn is proved to be close to the MAML-LQR optimal controller K3y, . To demonstrate this, we revisit some
properties of the LQR cost function.



Lemma 1. (Uniform bounds) Given T") and a stabilizing controller K € Sy, the gradient V J (K), Hessian
V2JO(K), and controller K are bounded as follows:

IVIOE)|r < ha(K),  IV2INE)||F < ha(K), and ||K||r < he(K),
where hg(K), hiy (K), and h.(K) are functions of the problem parameters.

Lemma 2. (Local smoothness) Given TW) and two stabilizing controllers K, K' € Sy such that |A| =
| K" — K| < ha(K) < oc. The LOR cost, gradient and Hessian satisfy:

7O (K') = JOE)| < e (B)TO() A,

|vs0 (1) = w00 x)|

P < hgrad(K)HAHF7
| 7200 (K) = 25O (&) | < s (B A 1

where ha(K), heost(K), hhess (K) and hgraa(K) are functions of the problem parameters.

Lemma 3. (Gradient Domination) Given T and a stabilizing controller K € Sy Let K. * be the optimal
controller of task T, Then, it holds that

. . 1 .
JOK) = JD(K}) < XHVJ“)(K)H%

where \; == 4p%0min(RM)/ HZK; .

The uniform bounds of | V.J® (K)||r and || K ||, and the gradient domination property are proved in (Fazel
et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2023a). Moreover, the uniform bound of ||V2.J® (K)| r can be found in (Bu et al.,
2019, Lemma 7.9). In addition, the proofs for the local smoothness of the cost and gradient are detailed in (Wang
et al., 2023b, Appendix F), whereas the local smoothness of the Hessian is proved in (Musavi and Dullerud,
2023, Appendix B). The explicit expressions of hq(K), he(K), hi(K), ha(K), heost(K), and hgra(K) are
revisited in Appendix 6.1. Throughout the paper, we use h := supgcs,, h(K) and h := infges,, h(K) to
denote the supremum and infimum of some positive polynomial i (K') over the set of stabilizing controllers Sy .

Algorithm 1 MAML-LOR: Model-Agnostic Meta-Learning for LQR tasks (Model-based)

1: Input: initial stabilizing controller Ky, inner and outer step-sizes 7;, n
2: forn=0,...,N—1 do
3:  foreachtask ¢ € [M]in 7 compute

& KV =K, - nVIO(K,),and H(K,) = I,, - nV2JO(K,)
5:  end for '

6 Knp= Ky — 3 S0 HO(K)VIO(KY)

7: end for

8: Output: Ky

2.2 Task Heterogeneity

In contrast to Musavi and Dullerud (2023), we consider the MAML-LQR problem in a variety of heterogeneity
settings. Our goal is to determine precisely how task heterogeneity impacts convergence of MAML—-LQR — in
model-based setting (Algorithm 1) and the model-free setting (described later). We consider a task-heterogeneity
setting characterized by the combination of system and cost heterogeneity. That is, we assume that there exist
positive scalars €1, €2, €3 and €4, such that

max|| A% — AV)|| < e, max|| BY) — BY|| < €3, max|| Q") — Q|| < €3, max||RY — RV < ¢,
i#j i#j i#j i#j

5



Observe that this setting spans three different types of task heterogeneity: 1) system heterogeneity, with
e3 = ¢ = 0,ie, QW = Q, RY = R, Vi € [M]. 2) cost heterogeneity, with e; = €5 = 0, i.e., A = A,
BW =B , Vi € [M]. 3) system and cost heterogeneity, where €1, €2, €3 and ¢, are non-zero. Next, we bound the
norm of the gradient difference between two distinct tasks.
Lemma 4. (Gradient heterogeneity) For any two distinct LOR tasks T and T, and stabilizing controller
K € Syy. It holds that,

||VJ(Z)(K) - V‘](Z) (K)H < fZ(E) = Elhllzel(K) + EQh%et(K) + 63h2et(K) + 64h%€t(K)a )

forany i # j € [M], where z € {1,2,3},> and € = {e1, €2, €3, €4}, where h},(K),h?, (K),h}, (K), and
h;‘wt(K ) are positive polynomials that depend on the problem parameters.

The proof and explicit expressions of hi (K), h2, (K), b, (K), and hi, (K), are detailed in Appendix 6.2.
We observe that as long as the heterogeneity level €1, €2, €3, €4 is small, the gradient descent direction of task T()
(4) is close to the one of task 7). Moreover, by combining (5) along with the uniform bound of the Hessian
(Lemma 1), we observe that V.Jy (K) is also close to V.J (K). This is a crucial step we use in our stability
and convergence analysis for both model-based and model-free settings.

2.3 Model-free LQR

We now consider the setting where the tuple 7 = (A(Z D,QW R ) is unknown. Therefore, computing
the gradient and Hessian through closed-form expressions is no longer possible. This forces us to resort to
methods that approximate such quantities. Following numerous work in the literature of model-free PG-LQR
(Fazel et al., 2018; Malik et al., 2019; Gravell et al., 2020; Mohammadi et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2023b), we
focus on zeroth-order methods to estimate the gradient and Hessian of the LQR cost. In particular, we consider
a two-point estimation scheme since it has a lower estimation variance compared to its one-point counterpart
(Malik et al., 2019).

Zeroth-order methods with two-point estimation solely rely on querying cost values at symmetric perturbed
controllers to construct a biased estimation of both the gradient and Hessian. In particular, zeroth-order estimation
is a Gaussian smoothing approach (Nesterov and Spokoiny, 2017) based on Stein’s identity (Stein, 1972) that
relates gradient and Hessian to cost queries.

Algorithm 2 Z02P: Zeroth-order with two-point estimation

1: Input: controller K, number of samples m and smoothing radius r,

2. fori=1,...,m do

3:  Sample controllers K} = K + U; and K 12 = K — Uj, where Uj is drawn uniformly at random over
matrices with Frobenius norm r. A cost oracle provides J(K*'), J(K?) and J(K)

4: emi for

5. VI(K) =t S (J(KE) — J(K))U)

€2J<{c>=ruzl IED = JE) U]~ T,)
7: Return V.J(K), V2J(K)

a

Algorithm 2 describes the zeroth-order estimation of the gradient and Hessian of the LQR cost. First, a
pair of symmetric perturbations to the controller K are sampled accordingto K! = K + U, K> = K — U
where U ~ S,. Here S, denotes a distribution of n, x n, real matrices with ||U||p = r, where r is the
smoothing radius. The gradient is estimated via the first-order Gaussian Stein’s identity, E [VJ (@) (K )] =

E [28(J O(KY) — JO(K2)U | (Mohammadi et al., 2020) and the Hessian with its second-order counterpart,

E[V2JO(K)] = E {%(J(i)(Kl) — JOK)(UUT - 1,,)|, (Balasubramanian and Ghadimi, 2022), both

with m samples.
3

z = 1 refers to the system heterogeneity, z = 2 to cost heterogeneity and z = 3 to system and cost heterogeneity.



Remark 3. (Cost oracle) For simplicity, we assume that the true cost is provided by an oracle, as in Malik et al.
(2019); Toso et al. (2023b). We emphasize that our work can be readily extended to the setting where only a
finite-horizon approximation of the cost is available. That is the case since any finite-horizon approximation of
the true cost is upper-bounded by its true value, with the approximation error controlled by the horizon length
(Gravell et al., 2020, Appendix B).

With the gradient and Hessian zeroth-order estimators, Algorithm 3 follows the same structure as Algorithm 1.
The key differences are steps 4 and 7 where the gradient and Hessian computations are replaced by a zeroth-order
estimation. Despite the estimation error in the zeroth-order method, we show that this error can be controlled so
it does not impact the convergence of our MAML—-LQR approach for both model-based and model-free settings.

Algorithm 3 MAML-LOR: Model-Agnostic Meta-Learning for LQR tasks (Model-free)

1: Input: initial stabilizing controller K, inner and outer step-sizes 7);, 1, smoothing radius r, number of
samples m.

2: forn=0,...,N—1 do

3:  for eachtask i € [M]in 7 compute

4 [%J@)(Kn)ﬁ?J(i)(K )] = 202B(K,, m, )

s R = Ky —pVJO(K,), and HO(K,) = I, —n V20 (K,)

6: end for - - B
7 VIR = 202p(K, m,r), Kpp1 = K, — & SM HO(K,) VIO (KL
8: end for

9: Output: Ky

3 Theoretical Guarantees

We now provide the theoretical guarantees for the stability and convergence of the MAML-LQR for both
model-based and model-free settings, i.e., Algorithms 1 and 3.

3.1 Stability Analysis

The objective of the stability analysis is to provide the conditions on the step-sizes 7;, 7, heterogeneity f,(€), and
zeroth-order estimation parameters m and r, such that for every iteration of Algorithms 1 and 3, the currently
obtained controller is MAML stabilizing, i.e., K,, € Smr, Vn.

Theorem 1. (Model-based) Given an initial stabilizing controller Ky € Sy, suppose that the step-sizes and

_ (%)
1 1 - XAy
heterogeneity satisfy n; < min { NP fhgmd \/12 (o ) }, n < Trgd and f,(€) < {/min; 88N

gra

respectively. Then, I_(y(f), K, € Sy, for every iteration of Algorithm 1.
Theorem 2. (Model-free) Given an initial stabilizing controller Ky € Sy, and scalar § € (0, 1), suppose that

the step-sizes satisfy n; < min { L w1 ! 1} n < 8h — In addition, the heterogeneity,
gra

ha’ hu’ hga’ \/20(12h n2+ﬁil)’ 2

(@) G mo
smoothing radius and number of samples satisfy f.(€) < y/min; zsﬁ 5, 7 < min {hl < 15 >> ,h% <z§()> }

_ /(i _ i . A (1)
and m > max{h}n ( ;M ),5> ,h?n (g“,é) }4, with 1/;(1) = A{QAQ% . Then, with probability, 1 — 0,

*The expressions of the positive polynomials hl(-), h2(-), bz, (+) and hZ,(-) are deferred to Appendix 6.1.



I_(T(«f), K, € Sui, for every iteration of Algorithm 3.

The proof of Theorems 1 and 2 are deferred to Sections 6.3 and 6.5 of the appendix. The proof strategy
follows from an induction argument where the base case is the first iteration. We combine the local smoothness
of each task-specific LQR cost (Lemma 2) along with the gradient heterogeneity bound (Lemma 4) and the
definition of the MAML-LQR stabilizing sub-level set to show that J*) (K;) < J®(Kj) for any i € [M]. These
results provide the conditions for which the learned controller Ky is MAML stabilizing. This is essential to
guarantee that the learned controller Ky in Algorithms 1 and 3 can be promptly utilized to stabilize an unseen
LQR task drawn from p(7T).

3.2 Convergence Analysis

We now provide the conditions on the step-sizes 1;, 7 and zeroth-order estimation parameters m, and r, such that
we can ensure that the learned MAML-LQR controller K is sufficiently close to each task-specific optimal
controller K and to the optimal MAML controller Ky, . For this purpose, we study the closeness of K x and
K by bounding J® (K ) — J@(K¥) and the closeness of K3y with JO (K3 ) — JO(K7).

Theorem 3. (Model-based) Given an initial stabilizing controller Ky € Sy, suppose that the step-sizes and num-

(2)
ber of iterations satisfy m; < min { ohn? Vohan \/12(12E§,_adn3+h§1) ,andn < 4hgm,1 N > log < )
respectively, for some small tolerance €' € (0,1). Then, it holds that,

, , 144n3 f2(e

JO(KN) = TKF) < ¢ + w ©6)
i 96jmax 3f2(e

JO(K,) — JO(KF) < n, f7 (€) A

:U’ mlnl Omin (R(Z)) mini Gmin(Q(i)) ’
with Jimax := max; J @ (Kp).

Theorem 4. (Model-free) Given an initial stabilizing controller Ky € Sy, and scalar § € (0, 1), suppose that

) . . 1 n, 1 1
the step-sizes satis Sming 7=, 7
p-SiZ sfy i < hG’ hE? hgaa’ \/20(12}?'

gra

1 1 . .
= < —
2 2 ), 2} and n Shgrad’ and the SmOOl/’lll’lg radius

296) } Moreover, suppose that the number of samples is selected according

> for

, and (7). 8)

satisfies r < min { (1296)

tom > max{h1 (

(162%26 , 5) } and the number of iterations satisfies N > 8 log <

) 72
1296’ m
1). Then, with probability 1 — 9, it holds that,

some small tolerance €' € (0,

240n;, f2(€)

JOUN) = JO(R]) < & + =

The proofs of Theorems 3 and 4 are detailed in Sections 6.4 and 6.6 of the appendix. The proof strategy
follows from the local smoothness of the LQR cost (Lemma 2), gradient domination (Lemma 3), and the gradient
heterogeneity bound (Lemma 4). The model-free setting also involves controlling the estimation error through a
matrix Bernstein-type of inequality (Tropp, 2012; Gravell et al., 2020).

These results characterize the convergence of the MAML-LQR for both model-based and model-free settings.
We emphasize that both Algorithms 1 and 3 produce a controller K that is provably close to each task-specific
optimal controller K* up to a heterogeneity bias. This indicates that under a low heterogeneity regime, K
will serve as a good initialization for any unseen task that is also drawn from p(7") (i.e., an unseen task that
satisfies the same task-heterogeneity level as the ones used in the MAML-LQR learning process). Moreover, in
contrast to Musavi and Dullerud (2023), our convergence bounds (6), (7) and (8) emphasize the impact of task
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Figure 1: Cost gap between the learned the task-specific optimal controller with respect to iteration. (left) Conver-
gence of the MAML-LQR. (middle) MAML-LOR, & = (1.2,1.1,1.4,1.2) x 1073, & = (1.3,1.1,1.4,1.2) x 1072,
€3 = (1.7,1.8,1.9,1.7) x 1072, (right) PG-LQR (Fazel et al., 2018).

heterogeneity on the convergence of Algorithms 1 and 3. In a low heterogeneity regime, where K n and K}, and
K3y and K* are close, one may conclude that K and K3y are also sufficiently close. We also emphasize that,
in the model-based setting, the learned controller K is achieved with a linear convergence rate on the iteration
count, which improves upon the sub-linear rate in Musavi and Dullerud (2023).

4 Experimental Results

Numerical results® are now provided to illustrate and assess the convergence and personalization of the model-
free MAML-LQR approach. In particular, we show that initializing from the learned MAML-LQR controller
(i.e., Kopg = K ) enables a model-free PG-LQR approach (Fazel et al., 2018, Section 4.2) to be close to the
task-specific optimal controller within just a few PG iterations, for an unseen task. To illustrate this, we consider
an unstable modification of the Boeing system from Hong et al. (2021) as the nominal LQR task. The nominal
task is then used to generate multiple tasks. The technical details on the experimental setup are deferred to
Appendix 7.

Figure 1 (left and middle) depicts the cost gap between the current learned controller and the nominal task
(i.e., T(M) optimal controller with respect to iterations of Algorithm 3. In alignment with Theorem 4, Figure
1-(left) shows that the learned controller closely converges to the nominal task’s optimal controller up to a
slight bias characterized by € = (1.2,1.1,1.4,1.2) x 10~3. Moreover, Figure 1-(middle) shows that the learned
MAML-LQR controller drastically deviates from the nominal task’s optimal controller when it faces a significant
heterogeneity level. This aligns with Theorem 4, which demonstrates that the learned MAML-LQR controller is
close to each task-specific optimal controller up to a heterogeneity bias, where the bias increases with é.

Figure 1-(right) illustrates the adaptation of the learned MAML-LQR controller to an unseen task drawn
from p(7T) (i.e., the same task distribution used in the MAML-LQR learning process). With unseen tasks 1, 2
and 3, this figure shows that, by initializing the PG-LQR approach (Fazel et al., 2018) from the MAML-LQR
learned controller, it takes only a few PG iterations to achieve a controller that is sufficiently close to the unseen
tasks’ optimal, which is significantly fewer than initializing from a randomly sampled initial stabilizing controller
Ko pg. This aligns with Theorem 4, showing that the learned controller is close to each task-specific optimal
controller.

5 Conclusions and Future Work

We investigated the problem of meta-learning linear quadratic regulators in a heterogeneous and model-free
setting, characterizing the stability and convergence of a MAML-LQR approach. We provided theoretical

3Code can be downloaded from: https://github.com/jd-anderson/MAML-LOR.


https://github.com/jd-anderson/MAML-LQR

guarantees to ensure task-specific stability under the learned controller for both model-based and model-free
settings. We established gradient heterogeneity bounds for three different task heterogeneity cases and offered
convergence guarantees showing that the learned controller is close to each task-specific optimal controller up to
a task-heterogeneity bias, emphasizing its ability to adapt to unseen tasks. Numerical experiments demonstrated
the effect of task heterogeneity on the MAML-LQR approach’s convergence and assessed the learned controller’s
adaptation to unseen tasks. Future work may explore variance-reduced approaches to reduce the variance of the
zeroth-order gradient and Hessian estimation to improve the model-free sample complexity further.
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6 Appendix

We now provide the technical details/proofs of our main results. For this purpose, we first revisit some auxiliary
lemmas and norm inequalities that are instrumental in our stability and convergence analysis of the MAML-LQR
approach. Besides the lemmas, we also provide the explicit expressions of the positive polynomials hg(K),
he(K), hi(K), ha(K), heost(K), and hgrad(K') that appear in our theoretical guarantees. Lemmas 8 and 9
are used to control the gradient and Hessian estimation errors through a matrix Bernstein-type of inequality

(Lemma 7). These lemmas are crucial to provide the stability and convergence guarantees for the model-free
setting. Moreover, we provide the experimental setup details utilized to generate the results illustrated in Figure 1.

Notation: Consider a set of M matrices {AM}M,, we denote ||Almax := max; [|AD]], and || A||min :=
min; ||A®||. The spectral radius of a square matrix is p(-).

6.1 Auxiliary Lemmas and Norm Inequalities

We first introduce auxiliary lemmas and norm inequalities that are essential in proving our main results.

Young’s inequality: Given any two matrices A, B € R"=*™u_for any 8 > 0, we have

1 1
4+ BIE < (1 AAI+ (1+ 5 ) IBIE < 1+ DA + (1+ 5 ) 1813, ©)
Moreover, given any two matrices A, B of the same dimensions, for any 8 > 0, we have
B 1 B 1
(4,B) < Z[|AlI3 + %HBH% < SlIAIE + %IIBH%- (10)

Jensen’s inequality: Given M/ matrices A, ..., A(M) of identical dimensions, we have that
2

M M M
3 A0 S A0 <My H A®@)
i=1 =1 F i=1

Lemma 5. (Uniform bounds) Given a LOR task i € [M| and an stabilizing controller K € Sy, the Frobenius
norm of gradient V.J ) (K), Hessian V2>.J ) (K) and control gain K can be bounded as follows:

2§M§3HA® Z (11)
9 i=1

2
.

IVIOE)|r < ha(K), |V2INE)||F < hir(K), and | K|[F < he(K),

with
max; R(l>+B(l>TP(Z)B(Z) Jmax K _Jmin K
B 2 ot
2 B maXJmaX K 4 2~max B maxjmax K Jmax K u
() — (24 2V s o () 43D Bl s () | (B
1% ||QHrnin
max; | RO +BOT P BO||(Jmax (K) — Jmin (K))
/ Pa BT
i) = Fain () ’
- 14| B)2, s ) Jmax (K
with G = g ((EH A R e — 1)
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Proof. The proof for the uniform bounds of ||V.J® (K) ||, || K| r and the gradient domination are provided in
(Fazel et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2023b). In addition, the proof for the uniform bound of ||[V2.J® ||~ can be found
in (Bu et al., 2019, Lemma 7.9). ]

Lemma 6. (Local smoothness) Given two controller K, K' € Sy, such that ||Al| := || K'—K|| < ha(K) < oc.
The LOR cost, gradient and Hessian satisfy:

IO (K') = )| < heow ()T ()] A,
ij(i) (K') _ VJ(i)(K)‘ . < hgraa(K)|| Al py

V209 (K) = F2TO(K)|| < s (KA,

forany i € [M], where

max; Omin (Q(l )

ha(K) = ,

B = Bl ) (|4 — BR e + 1)

heo(K) = LT 0 Jonax B Rllwwae (1 ey A e 4 - B+ 1) (K )
A MG Omin (Q(l)) 2 e

Phess (K) = | Sllllp 2(h1(K) + 2hao(K))|| X |7,
X p=1

Pardl0) = 4 (20 (1 1 e (14D + B (L + 15 (5))
hcost (K)Jmax(K) max(K)
(P et 4 )]

+8(miﬁ?ﬂf§)@>> (nBumaX(uA S >)hO(K)'

max; | RO +BOT pY B
with v(K) = LK)) ho(K) = \/ . L

min; Umin(Q(Z) 124

(Jmax(K)_Jmin(K))

, and

Jmax K ~ Jmax K 7
_cmaxit) (%) : +,uh4(K)||B\|maX7( )+h4(K) max Tr(R™),
min; omin (QW) 0 i

he(K)hy(K) max; Tr (AW — BOK
hz(K)—HBHmameax(K)< sU)ha(K) f ( )

I (K) = hs(K)|| Bl s

+ || Bl maxhe (K) i (K)
fih7(K) >
min; Gpmin (Q(l)) ’

6( I 1K |1 Rl max]| Bllmax (| A = BK [[max + 1)
min; Umm )

ax
max
ax

6 ( ) Ll e

min; omin (Q )

2

N 1Bl (1A — BE [ + 1)

min; omin(Q ) 1 ’

1+ B max

- (HRHmaer 1Bl 5 X<K>)—1,

mlnz mln ) %

4(V(K)h8( )+8V( )HBHmax(HA BKHmax )hQ(K))7
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Jmax (K)

hs(K) = || Rl|max + || Bl + (1B lmax| Allmax + | Bl fsase | K llimax) A3 (K,

JmaX(K)
ha(K) = 2 (HRHmax!KH 1Bl A BKumaXM) |

andﬁzl—i—ﬁ.

Proof. The proof of the local smoothness for the cost and gradient are provided in (Wang et al., 2023b, Appendix
F), whereas the local smoothness of the Hessian is provided in (Musavi and Dullerud, 2023, Lemma 7). ]

Lemma 7. (Matrix Bernstein Inequality) (Gravell et al., 2020, Lemma B.5) Let { Z; }."" | be a set of m independent
random matrices of dimension d; X dg with E [Z;] = and maximum variance

nme@(&Zj)—ZZT

ra) ) <o

and sample average 7= % Z:ll Zi. Let a small tolerance € > 0 and small probability 0 < § < 1 be given. If

2 mi B,
m > min (2dl, ds) 03 N € log [d1 + d2:|
€ 3+/min (dy, d2) 4

thenP ||Z — Z||p < €| >1—06.

Lemma 8. (Gradient Estimation) Given a small tolerance € and probability 0 < § < 1 and suppose the
smoothing radius and number of samples is selected according to

1 €
rgff(€>::rmn{h S }, (12)
A2 A hcost 2hgrad
- 8 min{ng, n,} Bye Ng +n
m>M(i®:>——JLL o2 + r m[z 11, (13)
=\ & " ymin{na gy ) L0
where
_ _ € _ 9 _ _ 2 € _ 2
B, = 2nznuhcost max T 5 + hG, 0, = (2n:1:nuhcost max) + (5 + hG) s

where Jmax = SUpgcs,, max; JO(K). Then, for any task T, NK) - VJO(K)|r < e with proba-

bility 1 — 6.

Proof. To control |VJ® (K) — V.J@(K)]|, for any task 79, we use triangle inequality to write

IVIO(K) = VINE)|[p < |VINE) = VIO (K| + IVIO(K) = VID(E) | e

where VI (K) = Egs, [VIO (K + U)), VIO(K) = 2apa S~ (JO(K 4 Up) — JO(K — Uy))Up, which
implies | K + U; — K||r = ||Ull|lr = rand | K — U; — K||r = ||Uj||r = r. Therefore, by selecting r <
ha(K) we have that both |J (K') — JO(K)| < heost(K)JW(K)||Allp and ||VJO (K') = VIO(K)||, <

herad () ||A||  are verified (Lemma 2). Then, by enforcing r < we have

1
Pcost (K )
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(K +U) - JNK)| < JNK) - J)K+U) <279(K),
JNK —U) - JNK)| < JNEK) = JIK -U) <2J9(K),

which ensures the stability of the LQR task under the perturbed controllers. This implies that .J(*) (K + U) and

J@O(K — U) are well-defined. To control ||V.J®) (K) — v (K)||F we can select 7 < 5—*

Wi (K) to obtain

IVINK +U) = VIO (K)||p < hgna(K)r <

I

DO |

thus, we use the fact that V.J\" (K) = Ey~s, [VJ (K 4 U)] and Jensen’s inequality to write
VIO ) = VIO ()| p = [Buws, (VIO (K +U) = VIO (E))|1r
< Eyes, |[VIO(K +U) = VIO(K)|p < %

On the other hand, to control ||VJ@ (K) — v (K)|| 7 we use the Lemma 7. For this purpose, we denote
7 =vJ (K) = Eys, [VJ®(K)] and each individual sample is denoted by

Z; = S (TO(K +U) = JO(K ~U)U,

then we can write
Mgy
2r2

Ty
2r

1Zillr = | [TOK +U) = IO (K - U)],

(J(K +U) — J(K — U))UHF <
and use Lemma 2 to write

|JJ(K +U) = JNEK = U)| < heost(K)J (K — U)||2U]| = 2heost(K)J (K — U)r,
and obtain
1Zi]| < nanuheoa ()T (K).

Now we can also control || Z|| r by using triangle inequality

121l = IV IO E) | = VIO (K) = VIO (K) + VIO E) || < [ VIO(K) = VIO K) |
€
+IVIE) | < 5+ ha(K),
and we can use triangle inequality to write
12— Zllp < | Zill + 1 Z]l5 < By = nonuheos(K)T(K) + 5 + ha(K),

and for the variance term we have

IE(Z:Z) = 2Z || < |E(Z:ZD)|F + 1227 |
< max(|Zi||r)* + || 2|7

< 07 1= (memuheon (K)T(K))* + (5 + he(K)).
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which completes the proof.

Lemma 9. (Hessian Estimation) Given a small tolerance € and probability 0 < § < 1 and suppose the smoothing
radius r and number of samples m is selected according to

1 €
<h2(f):: T I 14
he 2 e b hcost 2hhess ( )
- &n Bye 2n
> B2 (f 5) = (52 log | £ 15
m =R, (5. G , (15)
where
2 2
Br = wﬁcost 7max + < + BHa
r 2
2 2y B 2 N
6’3 = (nu(nu+r )hcostjmax> + (% +hH) s
r

then, for any task T, |V2J O (K) — V2JO(K)||p < € with probability 1 — 4.

Proof. To control H@zJ O(K) — V2J®(K)|| we can use triangle inequality to write

IV27D(K) = V2IO(K)||p < |[V2IO(K) = V2ID(K) | p + |V2TD(K) - V2T (K)||p,

where JNK) = Eyes, [JO(K + U)), VQJ(i)( K) = Ey.s, [V2J® (K + U)], and estimation V2.J O (K) =
TQ“ S TOK +Up) — JO(K)) (U, — I,,,,). Then, similar to the proof of Lemma 8, by selecting the
smoothing radius according to < min { ( ok Jha(K )} we have that J(K + U) is well-defined and the

local smoothness of the cost and Hessian are satisfied. Then, to control || V2J 9 (K) — V2.J,(K)||r we select

r < %7() to obtain

IV2T(E +U) = V2ID(K) || p < hpess(K)r <

Y

N

and by Jensen’s inequality we can write

V2T (K) = V2I(K)||p = [Eyns, (V2T (K + U) = V2IO(K))||p
< Eyes, |[V2IO(K +U) = V2IO(K)||p < %

Therefore, by using Lemma 7 to control IV2J0D(K) — vz (K)||r, we have that Z = vz )( K) =
Eps, [V2JD(K)] where Z; = e (JO(K + U) — JO(K))(UUT — I,,,), then we have

1Zile = 55TV +U) = JOENUUT = Ln,llr < 551D +U) = JOEK) (1 + 1),
and use Lemma 2 to write

[JOK +U) = JO(K)| < heos(B) TV E)|U | = heos ()T D (K)r,

17



and obtain

n
1ZillF <

2 2
thost(K)J(i) (K).

and

1Z||F = V2 (K) || p = V2T (K) - V2IO(K) + V2ID(K)||p < |[V2IO(K) — V2T ()|
FIV2 IO | < 5+ (K,

which implies

12: = Zllr <||Zille + |1 ZIlp < By = thwoﬂ”(m + 5+ ha(K),
and
IE(Z:Z") ~ 2Z"||r < |E(Z:Z)|F + 11227 |
< I"HZ%:X(IIZZ-IIF)2 +1Z|I%
<5li= (’thmm)ﬂ)(ff))z +(5+ hH(K))2 .
for the variance term, which completes the proof. O

6.2 Proof of Lemma 4

For the simplicity of exposure, we derive the gradient heterogeneity bound for the more general task heterogeneity
setting, i.e., system and cost heterogeneity which spans the other cases by setting e; = ez = 0 (cost heterogeneity)
and e3 = €4 = 0 (system heterogeneity).

To derive the expression of the gradient heterogeneity bound, we start by first recalling the expression of the
gradient of the LQR cost for V.J((K) and V.JU)(K),

VIO(K) =2EYsY and VIV (K) = 2895,
where B\ = RO K — ! i) - BU , D) = 0) - xex, , which can be used to write
= ROK - BTPY(AD — BOK), S =E o, Y2/
Ty~

[979(8) = VIOE)| = 2 ESR) — B
<2(1E2 - QIS0+ 1E21=2 - =21 -

From (Fazel et al., 2018, Lemma 13) and the definition of Eg? , We can write

7 JmaX<K) i JmaX(K)(||BHr2naX”KH + HBHmaXHAHmaX)
120 < —m20 ) Y ED | < | R e | K| + .

1m; O—min(Q(i)) ’ %

where Jiax (K) := max; J@ (K). Then, let us first control HZ&? — E(I](') ||. For this purpose, similar to (Wang
et al., 2023b), which considers only the system heterogeneity setting, we have

1= — =) = |79 (0) = T2 (o) || < 2172 12IFD — FO||150]
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nax(K) _?
<4 ( " )i)),u> (€1 + e K|D[[A = BE|[max|Zo

min; Jmin(62(
= 4e1”(K)||[A = BK|max|Zo|l + 4eav®(K) | K[| A = BK|max|Zoll,

and

F(X) = (AD — BOR)X(AD — BOK)T,
‘ o ) . . ) t
TO(X) =3 (40 - BOK) x [(A(’) - BYR)T|,
t=0

being linear operators on some symmetric matrix X. We now proceed to control HE}? — Eg) ||. To do so, we
can first write

12— BRI < cll K|+ | BOTA(AY - BYK) - BOTPP (Y - BUK),
——

T Ty

where 77 comes from the cost heterogeneity, and 75 is similar to the system heterogeneity term in (Wang et al.,
2023b). We proceed to control 75, by following some similar manipulations as detailed in (Wang et al., 2023b,
Appendix E.1). Therefore, we have

Ty < || Bllmas| Prc lmax (€1 + €2 K[]) + || Bllmax | P — P[] A = BK ||imax
+ GQHA - BKHmaXHPKHmax7

with || Px || max < . To control HP[(;) - Pl(g)|| we can first write,

Jmax (K)
1%

15— PRI = I1T0@0 + KTROK) — TV + KTRVE))
< IT@Y + KTROK) - 1)@ + KTROK)|
+ 7@V + KTRVK) - QY + KTRVK)|

T:,
<2 T IPIFR - FLNQY + KTROK| + Ty
Jimax (K 2
< () @+ @lRIDIA = BR 1@l + 1K TP Rl +
min; Umln(Q ),u

To control T3, we can write
T = |T9(QV + KTRVK) - QY + KTROK)|
< |IT9QY + KTRVK — QW — KTROK)|
Jmax(K)(e?) + 64HK”2)
mini Umin(Q(i)>M

VAN

9

then we finally have the following expression for the upper bound of HP}? — P1(<j ) I

Tunax (K ?
TN KA = BE e (1 Qs + 1K1
Il’lanO'mm(Q ):U’

Jmax(-K)(eS + 64H‘[{H2)
mini O'mln(Q(Z)),U’ .

179 - Pl <4
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Therefore, by using the above expression in 75 we can derive the upper bound of ||E§? - Eg) || as follows

IES — ED|| < e1]|Bllmax (|| Prellmax + 41 A = BE |2 (1Qlmax + 1K [%] Rllmax) v*(K))
+ €2 (HA - BKHmaXHPKHmaX + HBHmaXHPKHmaXHK”

4| K14 = BE || fax (1QImax + 1 K[| Rllmax) v*(K))
+ €3]| Bllmax[| A = BE [lmaxv(K) + ex ([|E || + | K[| Bllmax[|A = BE [[maxv(K)) .
, Eg? ||, and HE}?) || to obtain
IVIO(K) = VID(EK)|| < fo(€) = ethie(K) + eahiper(K) + e3hie (K) + eahipe (K),

which can then be combined with the upper bound of HE&? - E%)

with,
1 _ JmaX(K) 2 2 2
Mot () = ——=2 | Bl mase (1P lmase + 414 = BE [y (I1Q1lmax + 1K [1*[[ Rl max) v* (K))
min; Umm(Q )
Jmax (K) (| Bl znax | K || + 1| Bllmas | Allmax)
+4<HRHmaxHKH + : . v (K)||A = BK |[max/|Zoll,
Jmax(K)
hiet(K) = ——25 s (| A = BE lmax 1P [ macx + 1| Bllmas | Pi¢ a5 |
min; Umm(Q )
+4|| K[| A = BK 705 (1Qlmasx + K [1*[| Rl max) v*(K))
Jmax (K) (| Bl 3 | K || + 1| Bllmas | Allmax)
+4<”R||maX”KH + : . v (K)| K|||A = BK [[max[| Zoll,
Jmax(K)
hﬁet(K) = ﬁ”ﬂ\max”fl — BEK||max(K),
min; Umm(Q )
Jmax(K)
hﬁet(K) =

— 2 (| K|l + | K[| Bllmaxl| A = B ||maxv(K)) -
min; o (Q0) (BN + KB el maxv(K))

6.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Objective: Given an init{al stabilizing controller Ky € Sy, our aim is to provide the conditions on the step-sizes
1, 1 and heterogeneity f,(€), such that K, ;1 € Sy foralln € {0,1,..., N —1}.
We first observe that, if ' € Sy, one may select 7; such that K = K — 7;V.J(K) is also in the MAML

stabilizing sub-level set Syy.. To verify it, we can use the local smoothness property of the LQR cost (Lemma 2)
to obtain

N ) ) _ horad(K) | =
JOUR) ~ 10(1) < (79 (5), K — K+ ey ey
i i herad (K)nj i
< —n(VIO(), 710 (1)) + "2 U 1 50 gy 2
horaa (K)n? 4

< (P ) 19O

(4)

<

m i
O (5

where (7) follows from 7; < #(K) We now use the gradient domination property of the LQR cost (Lemma 3)
gra
to write

JOR) = 100 < (1= ) (50() = 102))
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which implies that JO(K) — JO(K7?) < JO(K) — JO(KF). Then, since K € Sy we conclude that
JO(K) — JO(KF) < JO(Kp) — J<i>(K*) which leads to K € Syy. Therefore, given K € Sy and by
selecting the step-size according to 7, < 7 ( Ky We have K = K —n,VJC )( ) € SmL. We now proceed to

show that Ky € Syy. For this purpose, we cons1der the first iteration of the MAML-LQR algorithm (Algorithm
1) as the base case. Then, at the first iteration, we have

KO——ZH (Ko)VJD (Ko — VIV (Kp)),

and by using the local smoothness of the LQR cost, we can write

. h
JOEL) = IO (Ko) < (VIO(Ko), Ky — Ko) + =5 1Ky — Kol

. . ; h ra
= (VIO (Ko), =V I (o) = 1V I (Ko) +7VJ W (Ky)) + = ‘”7 IV I (K0) 7
. h
< IV IO Ko  + IV (o) — T IO [+ P (1)
and by using Young’s inequality (9) along with the selection of the step-size n < ;~— ~ we can write

, . , 3
JO () = D (Ko) < =FIVID Ko7+ ZL IV A (Ko) = VID (Ko) -

As we show in details in the proof of Theorem 3, we control the term || VJy(Ko) — VJO (Ko)||% as
follows

IV I (Ko) = VIO (Ko) |3 < 2405, £2(€) + 207 (12hgaqni; + W)V W (Ko) |17

< .
where we impose 7; < min { fh , fhomd } Then, we obtain

TO (K1) = IO (Ko) < —LIVID (Ko) 3 + 18 12(@),

by selecting 7; < . Then, we use the gradient domination property of the LQR cost to write

V12 12h2 an2+h%)

gra

NA;

J(i)(Kl) _ J(i)(KZ,*) < ( <

) (O (Ko) — TO(KD) + 189, f2(6),

and by assuming that

we obtain

JO () — JO(KF) < (1 - ”AZ‘) (0 (Ko) — JO(K)),
which implies
JO(Ky) — JO(K}) < J9(Ko) — JO(KY).

Therefore, we know that under the above selection of step-sizes and heterogeneity we have that K7, K1 —
VA (K1) € Smw, for all i € [M]. The stability analysis is completed by applying an induction step on the
base case for all iterations n € {0,1,..., N — 1}.
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6.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Objective: Given a set of LQR tasks 7, where each task-specific optimal controller is K. We aim to derive
the gap between K (i.e., the controller obtained Algorithm 1) and K. We do so, by deriving the bound for
JO(Ky) — JO(KF), for all i € [M]. Moreover, we also characterize the gap between K}y, and K} through
JO(Ky ) — JW(KF). With both bounds in hands, we are able to conclude about the local convergence of
Algorithm 1.

Remark 4. Observe that, in general, we cannot provide any guarantee about the global convergence for the
MAML-LQOR approach. This is due to the summation in (3) over heterogeneous LOR tasks, and it prevent us
of having a nice MAML-LQR optimization landscape, i.e., a landscape where gradient domination type of
properties are satisfied.

Controlling J©) (K y) — JO(K? *) We recall that the MAML-LQR update (4) is given by K,,,1 = K,, —
NV I (K,) with Vo (Kp) = 37 Z VHO(K,)VIU(K, —nVJY(K,)). Therefore, to proceed we
can use the fact that K, K, 11 € SmL along with the local smoothness property of each LQR task’s objective to
write

, . : h
g (Kn41) — J(Z)(Kn) < <VJ(1) (Kn), Knp1 — Ky) + g;d [Kn+1 — Kn ||%7

h grad 77

= (VJO(Ky), =0V AL (Kn) — nVID(K,) + VIO (K,)) + IV I (Ko ||

HVJML(Kn)H%,

Ui i n i heraa®
< S IVIVED I+ SIV I (Kn) = VIO (K [F + =5

where we use Young’s inequality (9) in the last inequality. We re-write |V Jyp (K5, )||% as follows:

HVJML(Kn)HQF:HVJML(Kn)—VJ(i)( )+ VIO (K )H%
< 2|V (Ky) — VIO (KL)% + 2| VIO (K,)||%,

by using Young’s inequality (9). We use the expression of ||V Jyur(K,,)||% to obtain
T K1) = TV ) < (=5 + hgraar? ) [V ()
n.3 i
+ (5 + hgrad772) HVJML(Kn) - VJ( )(Kn)H%‘

n i 3n i
< —*IIVJ( N(E)|IF + 2 IV I (K) — VIO (KL)%,

where the last inequality follows from the selection 1 < . We now proceed to control the gradient term

4h rdd
|V I (K) — VIO (K,)||%. We do it for a general stabilizing policy K € Sy, below.

M
; 1 . N .
Jj=1 »
2

o R

with K := K — ;VJU)(K). Then, since ; < %d we also have K € Sy. We emphasize that the last
gra

inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality. We then proceed to bound the term inside the sum.

[HDE)VIV(K) = VIOE)|E = [HO(K)VID(K) - HO (K)v I (K)
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+HIY(K)VID(K) - VIO (K)|%

<2 HY(K)|[3|VIV(K) = VIO (K)|3

+2||(HY(K) - )V (K)|[F

= 2| HY(K) |7V ID (&) = VIO (K)|[F

+ 27 [V2T D (K| V9 () I

(1) - - .

< A(n} +nihi) |VIV(E) = VIO (K)| 3

+ 207 1y | VIO ()17,
where (i) is due to the fact | HV)(K)||2 = ||I,, — mV2JO(K)||% < 2(n2 + n?||V2JV(K)|2) along with
the uniform bound for the Hessian in Lemma 1. Then, we now proceed to control || V.JU)(K) — VJ® (K)||2.

IVIOE) = VIO = [VIOK) = VID(E) + VIO(K) = VIO K[
<2|VJV(K) - VID(E)||E+2 | VIV (K) — VIO K)|IE

grad. Lipschitz grad. heterogeneity

< 285, | VI D (K[ + 204 £2(8),

where in the last term we use the relationship between Frobenius and spectral norm, since the gradient het-
erogeneity bound was previously derived in the spectral norm. We can also use the fact that | V.JU)(K)||2 <
2|VJUN(K) — VIO (K)|Z + 2||VJD (K)||% to obtain

IVIOK) = VI (K)[F < 2n0f2(€) (2hgaani + 1) + 4hieani? | VIO (K| 7,
which implies

|HO(K)VIJ9(K) - VID(K)|% < 8(n2 + nih%) (2hgeaani + 1) nuf2(€)
+ [16(n + nf b3 ) h2aani + 20203 VIO (K3,

() - ,
< 24, £2(€) + 207 (12hGqni; + B3IV T (K) |3,

Ny 1 :
where (i) follows from the selection 7; < min {\TTFLH’ e } Then, we obtain

IV () = VIO (K) |3 < 2403 2(€) + 207 (12hgeaqn, + hip) |V T9 (K17

which yields to

i i 37777 i _
JO (K1) = J9(Kn) < ( L+ ST (12R2 g + b3 >> 17T (En) [ + 1803 £2(€)

(@) <
< —2IVIOE I+ 183 £2(2),

1

where (i) follows from the selection 7, < . Therefore, we use the gradient domination property

\/12(12}12 n2+h%)

gra

of the LQR task cost (Lemma 3) to write

SO ) = IO < (1= ) (0(0,) = SO + 15200,
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and by telescoping the above expression over n = {0,1,..., N — 1} we finally obtain

AR ) (K* 312(e
_ 8) (JO(Ko) — JO(K})) + 18nnd £2(e)

_ (1 _ ”AZ) AW 4+ 144ng 2(8),

JN(Kn) = JO(KF) < (1

8 Ai

Al
6l

and by selecting the number of iterations N > % log < > for a small tolerance €’, we have

. ) 144
JOURN) = JOE) < €+ ——ni f2(0).

Controlling J) (K3 ) — J@ (KF): We first exploit the the gradient domination property as in (Fazel et al.,
2018, Lemma 11) to write

i i W) ()T ( p i i AN
J¢ )(KK/IL) — g (K}F) < Tr (E%}Eéﬂ)h (R( ) + B( )TPI(Q%,LB( )) E}%ﬂ)

<[22 (£ (rO+ 507 RE, 59) " B, )

= min; Umin(R(;)];n;;ni Omin(Q) o (E%IE%?GL)

= o @) ™ () I i) VI ) 53,7
< e — T (VIO (55 ) VI () )

min; opmin (R®) ming omin (Q®)omin (E(IZ()* >

J; .
= = VIO (K |3
o ,lLQ min; Omin (R(Z)) min; Umin(Q(Z)) ” ( ML) HF7

now we proceed to control || V.J (K3 )[|%. To do so, we first write

' 2 4 2
1970050113 < 2|V (55| +2][ 979 (63) — 9 (50|

=0
< 480, f2(€) + 4} (12hgeaqny, + W) IV T (K550) |17,

where the last inequality follows from the upper bound of ||V Jyr(K) — V.J (K)||%. Therefore, we can select
to write

< 1
"= \/802R2 yn3+h%)
IV IO (Kl < 96n5, £ (€),
which implies

| , 96 Jmaxns f2(€)
TO (I — J9 (K7) < RO '
(KfL) (K7) < #12 min; oin (R®) ming omin (Q)

and completes the proof.
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6.5 Proof of Theorem 2

We now move our attention to the model-free setting, where both gradient and Hessian are estimated through a
zeroth-order estimation with two-point estimation. Similar to the model-based setting, we begin the stability
analysis by setting the base case as the first iteration Algorithm 3. Before proceeding to show that K7 € Sy,
we can first prove that given an initial stabilizing controller Ky € Smr, one may select 7,  and m to ensure that
K, 0:=Ky— mVJ (i )(K 0) € SmL. To do so, we use the local smoothness of the LQR cost (Lemma 2) to write

JD(Ko) — JO(Ko) < (VID(Ky), Ko — Ko) + g;dHffo — Kol%

hrn ] Z
(VIO (o), = VT () + =T VIO (Ko

Roweal® .
=L |9 O (ko) |

~RNVIOE )+ TNV (Ko) — VIO (Ko) +

7 Ul 771 S 1
< (Rgwan? = 2 IV TO (Ko + (Ramarit + 2 ) 1970 (50) = 970 (5 3
(4) A 3 o~ . _
< —2IVIO (Kol + %nvﬂ“(m = VIO (Ko7
where (i) follows from the selection 7 < o= Therefore, by using the gradient domination property of the

LQR cost (Lemma 3), we obtain

J<i><f?o>—J<i><K;>s(1—T) (700 — T (D)) + 2290 (1) — 1O (1)

Ai i), 3
:<1_m4 )A( + 290 (o) - 90 (ko) 3

and since Ky € Smr, we can select the smoothing radius r and the number of samples m according to Lemma 8

~ . (@)
such that | VJ @ (Ky) — VJO(K)||% < 1 = i Then, we obtain

rgmin{h; <‘/j>} mzmax{B}n (‘?5)}

with probability 1 — 4. This implies that

J@ (Ko) — J® (KF)

| N

( ”“) 9 (10) - JO(K7))
— JO(KF),

which yields to Ky — nlﬁJ (@) (Ko) € Smr. We then proceed to show that K; € Syr. By following similar
derivations as in the convergence analysis, we can write

. . ‘ 9n ~
JOE) = TO(K) < = LIVTO Ko [F -+ 80mn372(0) + IV (o) = Vol (Ko)

1
20(12h2 yn3+h3;)
LQR cost (Lemma 3) we can write

by selecting n; < and n < g=—. Therefore, by using the gradient domination property of the

h grad

NA;
8

5O - 0(87) < (1= 120) (900) = SO + 3002
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On ~
+ SV I (Ko) = Vo (Ko) 3

PN

T80 3 to obtain

where we suppose that the heterogeneity satisfy f2(€) <

J“‘)(Kl)—ﬂ“(K;)s( )A“ 19 . (Ko) — Vo (Ko) 3

which implies

5O - 00 < (1-52) A

by selecting the smoothing radius 7 and number of samples m according to

confo () ()} o (£) (1)

which follows from Lemmas 8 and 9, with ¢ := /\12A% This implies that K; € Sy The stability analysis is

completed by applying a induction step for all iterations n € {0,1,..., N — 1}.

6.6 Proof of Theorem 4

Controlling JO(Ky) — JO(K¥): We recall that model-free MAML-LQR update is given by K, .1 =
— )V IML(Ky) with VI (Ky) = 45 S0 HO(K) VIO (K, — VIO (K)).

, A , R
JO (K1) = JO(E) < (VIO K, K1 = Ka) + =55 Kngr — Kl

h grad 77

= (VIO (K), =0V I (K) = nV T () + VT (K,)) + IV I (Kn) [

hgradn

n i U=
<—§l|VJ()(Kn)|l%+§||VJML(K) VIO(K) |1 + IV I () | %

n i o1
< —ZHVJ()(Kn)ll%‘thVJML(K) vJO(K )||F+*”VJML( ) — Vv (K)|%,

where the last inequality follows from the selection of the step-size n) < o=— along with Young’s inequality

(9). Therefore, in contrast to the model-free setting, we need to control both IVIL(Ky) — VIO (K%

and ||V (Ky,) — VJu (Kn) |%.. From our previous derivations for the model-based setting we know that
|V I (K) — VJ@(K,)||2 can be controlled as follows:

IV () = VIO () |3 < 2403 f2(€) + 207 (12h5an, + i) |V (K17,

which can be used to obtain

T (Kppr) — JO(K,) < —gHVJ( (K)||F + 30mn f2(€) + 7HVJML( ) — Vv (K%,

by selecting n; < . Now, to control ||V.JuL(Kp) — Vi (Ky) |%. we can first write

V/20( 12h2 n2+h)

gra
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IV I (Kn) — Vo (Kn) || F =

ZH@ VJ l)(Kn - nlﬁj(l)(Kn))

—HO(1,) 910 (K = 9O (5,)|
M

1) 1
ZHH” K)VJO(K,) - HO(K.

VIO (K) |

where we control (I) := ||[H®(K,)VJO(K,) — HO(K,)VJD(K,)|| as follows:
(D) = [HO K VIO (K,) = HO (1) VIO (K + HO(K,)VIO(Ky) — HO(K) VIO (K,

= | (A = BO(K)) VIO () + HO(K) (VIO (R) = VIO (K) ) Il

< | HO(K,) — HOE) | p VIO E) 7+ [HO KRV I (Ky) = VID(K,)|
< 9201 — VIO E G IO (R | + (s + i) [9.70(R) — VIO (Fo) |15
a9 (1) — VIO (K, |

| (nu mibr) + ml| V2 IO (1) = V2O () ] 1979 (F) = 9TO (o)

where (i) follows from the definitions of H(i)(K ) =1, —nV2J(')(K ) and HG )(K )

along w1th |H® (K, )HF < ny + mhg. (ii) is due to ||[VJO (K
IV IO (K || and [V @ (K.

this purpose, we can write

) =1In —W?{(i)(f{n),
n)lp < ||VJ(’)A(Kn) VIO +
2)||F < ha. Therefore, we proceed to bound ||V.J O (K,,) — VJO(K,)| . For

n) + VIO(K,) = VIO(R,)||F

IVTON(K,) — VIO (K, ||p = VIO <f?n>—w<><
K e+ IVIO(K,) = VIO(K,)||

K
< |VJ9( K

n) = VIO

<IIVJ( n) = VIO K |7 + hgraam | VIO (K) = VIO (K|,

where (i) follow from the local smoothness property of the LQR cost (Lemma 2). Hence, since K, K € SmL,
we have with 1 — 6,

VIO (E) = VIO (EKn)llr < (1 + hgraam).

with 7 and m satisfying the conditions in Lemma 8.
(1) < mha || V2T (1) = V2T ()| e

e[ (m - mbag) + | V2O () = V2TO (K | (1+ hyaam)

and by setting r and m according to the conditions in Lemma 9, we obtain

(I) < mhge+ € [(nu +mh) + me] (1 + hgraam)
which implies that

~ _ - _ (@)
[V ImL(KR) — VIML(ER)| F < mihae + € [(ny + mba) + me] (1 + hgaam) < 6ny
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7

where (7) follows from the selection 7; < min {

aﬂ‘:
3

,% , %} and from the fact that 0 < € < 1. Therefore,

>

. grad
we obtain

4 , . 324n,,
TO (K1) = TOK) < =ZIVTOE) |+ 80mmlf2(e) + =2
where we can use the gradient domination property of the LQR cost to write

nA;

| | z 2,
T ) = 107 < (1= B0 ) (S0G,) = SO + 30 2) + 2202

8 )
and we can unroll the above expression over n = {0, 1,..., N — 1} to obtain

N
) (0 - s0n) + S0 e +

TN = IO <

(%)
where by selecting N > % log <2A6,0 ) and € : 628)‘ we obtain

240n;, 2 ()

JOUEN) = JO(R]) < €+ —

Controlling J ) (K, ) — J®(KZ): By following similar derivation as in the model-based setting, we obtain

96 Jmaxns f2(€)

JO(K3y) — JD(KF / '
( ML) ( ) ,U min; Umln(R(l))mini Jmin(Q(l))

which completes the proof.

7 Experimental Results - Setup Details

We now provide some details on the experimental setup considered in this work.

Task Generative Process: Given a nominal LQR task (A, B, @), R) we generate M similar but not identical
LQR tasks as follows

1. We first generate random scalar factors a(Y) ~ U(0, 1), b ~ U(0,¢e2), ¢ ~ U(0,€3), and ) ~
U(0,¢€4), Vi € [M], with €1, €2, €3 and €4 being the heterogeneity levels.

2. These random vectors are combined with modiﬁcation masks Za, Zy € Rrexne 7, € R *™ and
Z, € R™*™u to generate multiple LQR tasks (A 9,QW, RM) for all i € [M].

3. The LQR tasks (A®, B® Q" R(®) are then constructed according to: A® = A + a¥z,, B =
B+bWD7Z, Q0 = Q + ¢ anndRU R+r®Z,.

Modified Boeing system (Hong et al., 2021): We consider a modification of the Boeing system described in
(Hong et al., 2021) to obtain an unstable nominal LQR task described by
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1.22  0.03 -0.02 -0.32 0.01 0.99

0.0l 047 470  0.00 —3.44 1.66
A= 0.02 —006 040 000 |'P=| 083 oua |@=E=1
0.0l —0.04 0.72 1.55 —0.47 0.25

We implement Algorithm 3 with A} 4 N(0, %Inx), m=n=8x1075r=1x 1072, m = 20, and initial
stabilizing controller given by

Ko — 0.613 —1.535 0.303  0.396
07 10.888 0.604 —0.147 —0.582]

Personalization: We assess the personalization of Algorithm 3 in Figure 1-(right) by generating M tasks for the

modified Boeing system and use 80% of them to learn K and with the remaining 20% we construct a held-out

set of tasks where we randomly sample unseen tasks to assess the generalization of the learned controller.

29



	Introduction
	Model Agnostic Meta-Learning (MAML) for the LQR problem
	Model-based LQR
	Task Heterogeneity
	Model-free LQR

	Theoretical Guarantees
	Stability Analysis
	Convergence Analysis

	Experimental Results
	Conclusions and Future Work
	Appendix
	Auxiliary Lemmas and Norm Inequalities
	Proof of Lemma 4
	Proof of Theorem 1
	Proof of Theorem 3
	Proof of Theorem 2
	Proof of Theorem 4

	Experimental Results - Setup Details

