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Abstract

In this article, we study a continuous-time stochastic H∞ control problem based on reinforcement learning (RL) tech-
niques that can be viewed as solving a stochastic linear-quadratic two-person zero-sum differential game (LQZSG).
First, we propose an RL algorithm that can iteratively solve stochastic game algebraic Riccati equation based on col-
lected state and control data when all dynamic system information is unknown. In addition, the algorithm only needs
to collect data once during the iteration process. Then, we discuss the robustness and convergence of the inner and
outer loops of the policy iteration algorithm, respectively, and show that when the error of each iteration is within
a certain range, the algorithm can converge to a small neighborhood of the saddle point of the stochastic LQZSG
problem. Finally, we applied the proposed RL algorithm to two simulation examples to verify the effectiveness of the
algorithm.
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1. Introduction

In the past few decades, the H∞ control theory has received a lot of attention and development. This theory studies
the controller design problems under worst-case scenarios [1]. The method of solving the saddle point of the infinite-
horizon zero-sum game problem (ZSG problem) can be directly applied to the H∞ control problem, where the control
term tries to minimize the cost function, while the disturbance term tries to maximize it [2]. The characterization of
saddle points for control problems requires solving the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman-Isaacs (HJI) equations for nonlinear
systems [3] and the game theoretic algebraic Riccati equations (GAREs) for linear systems [4, 5]. When the game
dynamics and cost functions are known, the analytical solutions of the HJI equations are, in general, not available, and
one needs to resort to numerical methods such as grid-based approaches [6] to solve these partial differential equations
(PDEs) approximately. For linear systems, Lanzon et al. [7] proposed a recursive method to solve GAREs in 2008. In
2010, Feng and Anderson [8] developed a new algorithm to solve a stochastic GARE arising in a linear-quadratic (LQ)
stochastic differential game with state-dependent noises. Then Dragan and Ivanov [9] extended to the case where the
stochastic system is affected by state- and control-dependent white noise.

The development of approximate/adaptive dynamic programming (ADP) [10, 11] and reinforcement learning
(RL) [12] theories have significant meanings for solving problems of H∞ control or differential games with uncertain
systems. Compared with model-based approaches, RL and ADP approaches focus on how to learn the saddle point
from past data to reinforce rewards without knowing the structure of the dynamic system. In 2011, Vrabie and
Lewis [13] presented an ADP algorithm to find the saddle point solution of an LQZSG problem without requiring
information on internal system dynamics. Wu and Luo [4] proposed a synchronous policy iterative scheme containing
only one iterative loop for solving a linear continuous-time H∞ control in 2013. Afterward, Li et al. [14] developed
an RL method for an LQZSG problem with completely unknown dynamics. Moreover, Chen et al. [15] presented
two model-free algorithms that do not need to initialize the stabilizing control policy to find the Nash equilibrium
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solution. However, the ADP algorithms mentioned above for solving the LQZSG problem are all for deterministic
systems, and limited work has been done for the stochastic LQZSG problem. Recently, RL and ADP methods for
stochastic systems have been of interest to many researchers. (see, for instance, [16–21]). In 2022, Guo et al. [22]
and Firoozi and Jaimungal [23] studied a class of entropy-regularized mean-field games in which the exploration-
exploitation tradeoff for RL is considered.

Moreover, the robustness of the algorithm is the core and hardest problem in RL design. It is possible that the
estimation errors caused by sampling will cause the policy iteration (PI) process to diverge. In 2021, Pang et al. [24]
studied the robustness of the PI algorithm for the continuous-time LQ control problem. Pang and Jiang [20] also
analyzed the PI algorithm for optimal stationary control problem of stochastic linear systems is robust with respect
to generating estimation errors during the learning process. Then, Cui and Jiang [25] utilized Lypuanov’s direct
method to analyze the convergence of the PI algorithm under disturbances. Moreover, Cui and Molu [26] discussed
the robustness of an iterative scheme for solving a mixed H2/H∞ control problem.

In this article, we focus on a stochastic continuous-time H∞ control problem where the diffusion term in the linear
stochastic system contains state and control variables. The problem can be viewed as an infinite-horizon stochastic
LQZSG problem. The contributions of this paper are stated below.

• Based on the model-based PI algorithm for solving the stochastic GARE, we propose a novel RL algorithm. In
contrast to numerical methods that require information about all system matrices [9], this algorithm uses the
ADP technique to iteratively solve the stochastic LQZSG problem only by collecting state and input data. In
addition, compared with [27], this RL algorithm removes the assumption that partial system information need
to be known, so it is a completely model-free algorithm, and the iterative process of the algorithm only needs to
collect data once.

• We give a robustness analysis of the PI algorithm and prove that when the error generated in each iteration
of the RL algorithm is bounded and small, the solution of the algorithm iteration will converge to the small
neighborhood of the optimal solution of the stochastic LQZSG problem. Compared with [20], two levels of
loops are required in the process of solving stochastic GARE, so the robustness and convergence analysis of the
inner loop and the outer loop need to be done, respectively.

• We conduct numerical experiments on a 2-dimensional linear system and a 4-dimensional linear two-mass
spring system based on the proposed algorithm. The simulation results show that the algorithm can converge to
the optimal solution well.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe the stochastic H∞ control problem
and model-based PI algorithm. Section 3 proposes a completely model-free PI for the stochastic LQZSG problem.
Section 4 presents a robust PI algorithm and discusses its robustness. Finally, Section 5 shows two numerical simula-
tion results that demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed RL algorithm.

Notations: Let Rn×m be the set of all n×m real matrices. Let Rn be the n-dimensional Euclidean space. ∥ · ∥F is the
Frobenius norm. ∥ · ∥2 is the 2-norm for vectors and the induced 2-norm for matrices. Let ∥ · ∥∞ denote the supremum
norm of a matrix-valued signals, i.e ∥∆∥∞ = sups∥∆s∥F . For a matrix X ∈ Rn×m, vec(X) =

[
x⊤1 , x

⊤
2 , · · · x

⊤
m

]⊤
, where

x⊤i ∈ Rn is the i-th column of X. ⊗ indicates the Kronecker product. In denotes the n-dimensional identity matrix.
Sn is the set of all symmetric matrices in Rn×n. Define Br(X) = {Y ∈ Rm×n|∥Y − X∥F < r} and B̄r(X) as the closure
of Br(X). A continuous function κ : [0, a] → [0,∞) is said to be a class K function if it is strictly increasing and
κ(0) = 0, and a continuous function β : [0, a] × [0,∞) → [0,∞) is said to be a class KL function if, for each fixed t,
the mapping β(·, t) is a class K function and, for every fixed p, β(p, t) decreases to 0 as t → ∞.

2. Problem formulation and some preliminaries

Let (Ω,F ,F,P) be a complete filtered probability space on which a one-dimensional standard Brownian motion
W(·) is defined with F = {Ft}t⩾0 being its natural filtration augmented by all the P−null sets in F . Consider a class of
continuous-time time-invariant stochastic linear dynamical control systems described by

dX(s) = [AX(s) + B1u(s) + B2v(s)] ds + [CX(s) + Du(s)] dW(s), (1)
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where X(·) ∈ Rn is the system state with initial state X (0) = x0, u(·) ∈ Rm1 is the control input, and v(·) ∈ Rm2 is
the external disturbance input. The coefficients A, C ∈ Rn×n, B1, D ∈ Rn×m1 and B2 ∈ Rn×m2 are unknown constant
matrices. Let H be a Euclidean space, and we define the following space: L2

F(H) := {φ : [0,∞) ×Ω→ H | φ(·) is
F-progressively measurable process, and E

∫ t
0 |φ(s)|2ds < ∞ for each t ≥ 0 }.

Clearly, the state equation (1) admits a unique solution X for any control pair (u, v) ∈ L2
F(Rm1 ) × L2

F(Rm2 ).
Define the infinite horizon performance index

J (x0; u(·), v(·)) := E
[∫ ∞

0

(
X⊤(s)QX(s) + u⊤(s)Ru(s) − γ2v⊤(s)v(s)

)
ds

]
(2)

with Q = Q⊤ ≥ 0, R = R⊤ > 0. Now, we give the definition of mean-square stabilizability.

Definition 2.1. System (1) is called mean-square stabilizable for any initial state x0, if there exists a matrix pair
(Lu, Lv) such that the following closed-loop system{

dX(s) = [AX(s) + B1LuX(s) + B2LvX(s)] ds + [CX(s) + DLuX(s)] dW(s), s ≥ 0
X0 = x

satisfies lims→∞ E
[
X(s)⊤X(s)

]
= 0. In this case, the feedback control pair (u(·), v(·)) = (LuX(·), LvX(·)) is called

stabilizing, and the matrix pair (Lu, Lv) is called a stabilizer of system (1).

Assumption 2.1. System (1) is mean-square stabilizable.

Under Assumption (2.1), we define the sets of admissible control pairs as

Uad :=
{
(u(·), v(·)) ∈ L2

F (Rm1 ) × L2
F (Rm2 ) | (u(·), v(·)) is stabilizing

}
.

In the two-player zero-sum differential game, the control policy player u seeks to minimize (2), while the distur-
bance policy player v desires to maximize (2). The goal is to find the saddle point (u∗(·), v∗(·)) ∈ Uad such that:

sup
v(·)

inf
u(·)

J (x0; u(·), v(·)) = inf
u(·)

sup
v(·)

J (x0; u(·), v(·)) = J (x0; u∗(·), v∗(·)) ,

or equivalently, J (x0; u∗(·), v(·)) ≤ J (x0; u∗(·), v∗(·)) ≤ J (x0; u(·), v∗(·)) for any (u(·), v(·)) ∈ Uad.
By [5, Theorem 5.7], when A, B1, B2, C and D are accurately known, the solution to this problem can be found by

solving the following GARE:

A⊤P + PA +C⊤PC + γ−2PB2B⊤2 P −
[
PB1 +C⊤PD

]
×

[
R + D⊤PD

]−1 [
B⊤1 P + D⊤PC

]
+ Q = 0. (3)

The saddle point of the zero-sum game is

u∗(·) = L∗uX(·) = −
(
R + D⊤PD

)−1 (
B⊤1 P + D⊤PC

)
X(·),

v∗(·) = L∗vX(·) = γ−2B⊤2 PX(·).

and the game value function is V(x0) := J (x0; u∗(·), v∗(·)) = x⊤0 Px0.

Definition 2.2. A P ∈ Sn is called a stabilizing solution of (3) if P is a solution and the saddle point (u∗(·), v∗(·)) ∈ Uad.

The model-based Algorithm 1 aimed at solving (3) iteratively is presented below, which is an equivalent reformu-
lation of the original results in [9, 27].

Algorithm 1 Model-based Policy Iteration (PI)

Initialization: Choose a matrix Pu such that there exists a stabilizer (Lu, 0) of the system (1) satisfying

(A + B1Lu)⊤ Pu + Pu (A + B1Lu) + (C + DLu)⊤ Pu (C + DLu) + Q + γ−2PuB2B⊤2 Pu + L⊤u RLu ≤ 0.
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1: Set L(0)
v = 0, and let k ← 0.

2: repeat
3: Let j← 0, and set L(k+1,0)

u = Lu.
4: repeat
5: (Policy evaluation) Solve the following matrix equation for P(k+1, j+1)

u :(
A + B1L(k+1, j)

u + B2L(k)
v

)⊤
P(k+1, j+1)

u + P(k+1, j+1)
u

(
A + B1L(k+1, j)

u + B2L(k)
v

)
+

(
C + DL(k+1, j)

u

)⊤
P(k+1, j+1)

u

(
C + DL(k+1, j)

u

)
+ L(k+1, j)⊤

u RL(k+1, j)
u + Q − γ2L(k)⊤

v L(k)
v = 0, (4)

6: (Policy improvement) Get the improved policy by

L(k+1, j+1)
u ← −

(
R + D⊤P(k+1, j+1)D

)−1 (
B⊤1 P(k+1, j+1) + D⊤P(k+1, j+1)C

)
(5)

7: j← j + 1
8: until ∥P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1, j−1)
u ∥ ≤ ϵ1

9: P(k+1)
v ← P(k+1, j)

u
10: L(k+1)

v ← γ−2B⊤2 P(k+1)
v

11: k ← k + 1
12: until ∥P(k)

v − P(k−1)
v ∥ ≤ ϵ

13: Output P(k)
v as the stabilizing solution P(∗) of GARE (3).

Then, the following two theorems guarantee the convergence of Algorithm 1, and the proofs can be found in
[9, 27].

Theorem 2.3. In the inner loop of Algorithm 1, the following properties hold:

(i) The matrix pair
(
L(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)
is called a stabilizer of system (1) for all j = 0, 1, 2, · · · ;

(ii) P(k+1,0)
u ≥ P(k+1,1)

u ≥ P(k+1,2)
u ≥ · · · ≥ P(k+1,∗)

u ;
(iii) lim j→∞ P(k+1, j)

u = P(k+1,∗)
u , lim j→∞ L(k+1, j)

u = L(k+1,∗)
u .

Theorem 2.4. In the outer loop of Algorithm 1, the following properties hold:

(i) The matrix pair
(
L(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)
is called a stabilizer of system (1) for all k = 0, 1, 2, · · · ;

(ii) P(1)
v ≤ P(2)

v ≤ P(3)
v ≤ · · · ≤ P(∗)

v ;
(iii) limk→∞ P(k+1)

v = P(∗)
v , limk→∞ L(k+1)

v = L(∗)
v .

Note that the above method needs all knowledge of the system matrices, which are difficult to obtain in the real
world. In the next section, we first develop an online model-free RL algorithm for the stochastic LQZSG problem
without using the information of the coefficient matrices A, B1, B2, C, D in system (1). We then provide the conver-
gence analysis and finally present the online implementation using the least squares method.

3. PI-based ADP algorithm for the unknown dynamics case

In this section, we will propose a PI-based ADP algorithm to solve the stochastic LQZSG problem under com-
pletely unknown system dynamics. Then, we discuss the convergence of the algorithm and demonstrate its implemen-
tation through the least squares method.

For P ∈ Sn, we define an operator as follows:

svec(P) :=
[
p11, 2p12, . . . , 2p1n, p22, 2p23, . . . , 2pn−1,n, pnn

]⊤
∈ R

1
2 n(n+1).

By [19, 28], there exists a matrix T ∈ Rn2× 1
2 n(n+1) with rank(T ) = 1

2 n(n+1) such that vec(P) = T × svec(P) for any
P ∈ Sn. Then, we define L̄ :=

(
L⊤ ⊗ L⊤

)
T ∈ Rm2× 1

2 n(n+1), which satisfies L⊤ ⊗ L⊤vec(P) = L̄ × svec(P) for L ∈ Rn×m.
For example, for vector x ∈ Rn, we have

x̄ :=
[
x2

1, x1x2, . . . , x1xn, x2
2, x2x3, . . . , xn−1xn, x2

n

]⊤
∈ R

1
2 n(n+1).
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For brevity, we define the following notation:

ϕ
(k+1, j)
i :=

[
δixx, 2Ii

xx

(
In ⊗ L(k+1, j)⊤

u

)
− 2Ii

xu, 2Ii
xx

(
In ⊗ L(k)⊤

v

)
− 2Ii

xv, Ii
xxL̄(k+1, j)

u − δiuu

]
,

θ
(k+1, j)
i := −Ii

xxvec
(
L(k+1, j)

u
⊤

RL(k+1, j)
u + Q − γ−2L(k)

v
⊤

L(k)
v

)
,

where

δixx := EFti

[
X̄⊤(ti+1) − X̄⊤(ti)

]
, δiuu := EFti

[∫ ti+1

ti
ū⊤(s)ds

]
, Ii

xx := EFti

[∫ ti+1

ti
X⊤(s) ⊗ X⊤(s)ds

]
,

Ii
xu := EFti

[∫ ti+1

ti
X⊤(s) ⊗ u⊤(s)ds

]
, Ii

xv := EFti

[∫ ti+1

ti
X⊤(s) ⊗ v⊤(s)ds

]
.

Proposition 3.1. Find P(k+1, j+1)
u from the matrix equation (4) and obtain L(k+1, j+1)

u using (5) in Algorithm 1 are equiv-
alent to solving the following equation:

ϕ
(k+1, j)
i


svec

(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
vec

(
B̃(k+1, j+1)

1

)
vec

(
B̃(k+1, j+1)

2

)
svec

(
D̃(k+1, j+1)

)
 = θ

(k+1, j)
i , (6)

where

B̃(k+1, j+1)
1 := B⊤1 P(k+1, j+1)

u + D⊤P(k+1, j+1)
u C, B̃(k+1, j+1)

2 := B⊤2 P(k+1, j+1)
u , D̃(k+1, j+1) := D⊤P(k+1, j+1)

u D.

Proof. Firstly, we rewrite the original system (1) as

dX(s) =
[(

A + B1L(k+1, j)
u + B2L(k)

v

)
X(s) + B1

(
u(s) − L(k+1, j)

u X(s)
)
+ B2

(
v(s) − L(k)

v X(s)
)]

ds

+
[(

C + DL(k+1, j)
u

)
X(s) + D

(
u(s) − L(k+1, j)

u X(s)
)]

dW(s).
(7)

By (4), (5) and (7), applying Itô’s formula to X⊤(s)P(k+1, j+1)
u X(s) yields

d
(
X⊤(s)P(k+1, j+1)

u X(s)
)

=

{[(
A + B1L(k+1, j)

u + B2L(k)
v

)
X(s) + B1

(
u(s) − L(k+1, j)

u X(s)
)
+ B2

(
v(s) − L(k)

v X(s)
)]⊤

P(k+1, j+1)
u X(s)

+ X⊤(s)P(k+1, j+1)
u

[(
A + B1L(k+1, j)

u + B2L(k)
v

)
X(s) + B1

(
u(s) − L(k+1, j)

u X(s)
)
+ B2

(
v(s) − L(k)

v X(s)
)]

+
[(

C + DL(k+1, j)
u

)
X(s) + D

(
u(s) − L(k+1, j)

u X(s)
)]⊤

P(k+1, j+1)
u

[(
C + DL(k+1, j)

u

)
X(s) + D

(
u(s) − L(k+1, j)

u X(s)
)]}

ds

+ (· · · )dW(s)

=

{
2
(
u(s) − L(k+1, j)

u X(s)
)⊤ (

B⊤1 P(k+1, j+1)
u + D⊤P(k+1, j+1)

u C
)

X(s) + 2
(
v(s) − L(k)

v X(s)
)⊤

B⊤2 P(k+1, j+1)
u X(s)

− X⊤(s)L(k+1, j)
u

⊤
D⊤P(k+1, j+1)

u DL(k+1, j)
u X(s) + u⊤(s)D⊤P(k+1, j+1)

u Du(s)

− X⊤(s)
(
L(k+1, j)

u
⊤

RL(k+1, j)
u + Q − γ−2L(k)

v
⊤

L(k)
v

)
X(s)

}
ds + (· · · )dW(s).

(8)
Integrating both sides of (8) from ti to ti+1 and taking conditional expectation EFti , we can get

EFti

[
X⊤(t + ∆t)P(k+1, j+1)

u X(t + ∆t) − X⊤(t)P(k+1, j+1)
u X(t)

]
=EFti

[ ∫ ti+1

ti

{
2
(
u(s) − L(k+1, j)

u X(s)
)⊤ (

B⊤1 P(k+1, j+1)
u + D⊤P(k+1, j+1)

u C
)

X(s) + 2
(
v(s) − L(k)

v X(s)
)⊤

B⊤2 P(k+1, j+1)
u X(s)

− X⊤(s)L(k+1, j)
u

⊤
D⊤P(k+1, j+1)

u DL(k+1, j)
u X(s) + u⊤(s)D⊤P(k+1, j+1)

u Du(s)

−X⊤(s)
(
L(k+1, j)

u
⊤

RL(k+1, j)
u + Q − γ−2L(k)

v
⊤

L(k)
v

)
X(s)

}
ds

]
.

(9)
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By the vectorization and Kronecker product ⊗, we can rewrite (9) as

− EFti

[∫ ti+1

ti
X⊤(s)

(
L(k+1, j)

u
⊤

RL(k+1, j)
u + Q − γ−2L(k)

v
⊤

L(k)
v

)
X(s)ds

]
=EFti

[
X̄⊤(ti+1)svec

(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
− X̄⊤(ti)svec

(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
−

∫ ti+1

ti

(
2X⊤(s) ⊗

(
u(s) − L(k+1, j)

u X(s)
)⊤)

vec
(
B⊤1 P(k+1, j+1)

u + D⊤P(k+1, j+1)
u C

)
ds

−

∫ ti+1

ti

(
2X⊤(s) ⊗

(
v(s) − L(k)

v X(s)
)⊤)

vec
(
B⊤2 P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
ds

+

∫ ti+1

ti

(
X⊤(s) ⊗ X⊤(s)

)
L̄(k+1, j)⊤

u svec
(
D⊤P(k+1, j+1)

u D
)

ds

−

∫ ti+1

ti
ū⊤(s)svec

(
D⊤P(k+1, j+1)

u D
)

ds
]

=ϕ
(k+1, j)
i


svec

(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
vec

(
B̃(k+1, j+1)

1

)
vec

(
B̃(k+1, j+1)

2

)
svec

(
D̃(k+1, j+1)

)
 = θ

(k+1, j)
i .

(10)

It can be seen that the desired parameters satisfy (6). However, (6) is only a one-dimensional equation, and we
cannot guarantee the uniqueness of the solution. We will use the least squares method to solve this problem.

For any positive integer N, denote

Φ(k+1, j) :=
[
ϕ

(k+1, j)⊤

1 , . . . , ϕ
(k+1, j)⊤

N

]⊤
=

[
δxx, 2Ixx

(
In ⊗ L(k+1, j)⊤

u

)
− 2Ixu, 2Ixx

(
In ⊗ L(k)⊤

v

)
− 2Ixv, IxxL̄(k+1, j)

u − δuu

]
,

Θ(k+1, j) :=
[
θ

(k+1, j)
1 , . . . , θ

(k+1, j)
N

]⊤
= −Ixxvec

(
L(k+1, j)

u
⊤

RL(k+1, j)
u + Q − γ−2L(k)

v
⊤

L(k)
v

)
,

δxx :=
[
δ0
⊤

xx , . . . , δ
N−1⊤
xx

]⊤
, δuu :=

[
δ0
⊤

uu , . . . , δ
N−1⊤
uu

]⊤
, Ixx :=

[
I0⊤

xx , . . . , I
N−1⊤
xx

]⊤
,

Ixu :=
[
I0⊤

xu , . . . , I
N−1⊤
xu

]⊤
, Ixv :=

[
I0⊤

xv , . . . , I
N−1⊤
xv

]⊤
.

Then, we have the following N-dimensional equation:

Φ(k+1, j)


svec

(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
vec

(
B̃(k+1, j+1)

1

)
vec

(
B̃(k+1, j+1)

2

)
svec

(
D̃(k+1, j+1)

)
 = Θ

(k+1, j). (11)

When the matrix Φ(k+1, j)⊤ in (11) is full column rank, the solution can be obtained using the least squares method
as follows: 

svec
(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
vec

(
B̃(k+1, j+1)

1

)
vec

(
B̃(k+1, j+1)

2

)
svec

(
D̃(k+1, j+1)

)
 =

(
Φ(k+1, j)⊤Φ(k+1, j)

)−1
Φ(k+1, j)⊤Θ(k+1, j). (12)

In practice, at each time point tg
(
ti ≥ tg ≥ ti+1, g = 1, 2, · · · ,G

)
, we take a control pair

(
u(tg), v(tg)

)
as an input to

the system (1) and obtain X(tg+1) by the Euler-Maruyama (EM) method. When we have obtained H sample paths in
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a time interval [ti, ti+1], we calculate EFti

[
X̄(ti+1)⊤

]
as EFti

[
X̄(ti+1)⊤

]
≈ 1
H

∑H
h=1 X̄(h)(ti+1)⊤ and calculate Ii

xx in (6) as

Ii
xx ≈

1
H

H∑
h=1

 G∑
g=1

X(h)(tg)⊤ ⊗ X(h)(tg)⊤δt

 .
Similarly, we can approximate δxx, δuu, Ixx, Ixu and Ixv.

Now, we are ready to give the following ADP algorithm for practical online implementation.

Algorithm 2 Model-free PI for LQZSG problem

Initialization: Choose a matrix Pu such that there exists a stabilizer (Lu, 0) of the system (1) satisfying

x⊤Pux − E
[
X(t)⊤PuX(t)

]
≥ E

[∫ t

0

(
X(s)⊤QX(s) + X(s)⊤L⊤u RLuX(s) + γ−2X(s)⊤PuΛPuX(s)

)
ds

]
.

1: Collect data through (u, v) = (LuX + eu, ev), where eu and ev are exploration signals.
2: Set L(0)

v = 0, and let k ← 0.
3: repeat
4: Let j← 0, and set L(k+1,0)

u = Lu.
5: repeat
6: Solve for P(k+1, j+1)

u , B̃(k+1, j+1)
1 , B̃(k+1, j+1)

2 and D̃(k+1, j+1) using least squares method (12).
7:

L(k+1, j+1)
u ← −

(
R + D̃(k+1, j+1)

)−1 (
B̃(k+1, j+1)

1

)
8: j← j + 1
9: until ∥P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1, j−1)
u ∥ ≤ ϵ1

10: L(k+1)
v ← γ−2B̃(k+1, j)

2
11: k ← k + 1
12: until ∥L(k)

v − L(k−1)
v ∥ ≤ ϵ

13: Output P(k, j)
u as the stabilizing solution P(∗) of GARE (3).

Remark 3.2. Since the initialization in Algorithm 2 does not know information about matrix B2, we assume that there
exists a matrix Λ ∈ Sn satisfying B2B⊤2 ≤ Λ.

Next, we show that the convergence of Algorithm 2 can be guaranteed under some rank condition. The proof of
Lemma 3.3 is similar to the proof of [29, Lemma 6], and thus is omitted.

Lemma 3.3. If there exists an integer l0 > 0, such that, for all l ≥ l0,

rank ([Ixx, Ixu, Ixv, δuu]) =
n(n + 1)

2
+ m1n + m2n +

m1(m1 + 1)
2

, (13)

then Φ(k+1, j) has full column rank for all j ∈ Z+.

Next, we prove the convergence of Algorithm 2.

Theorem 3.4. Under rank condition (13),
{
P(k, j)

u

}∞
j=0

and
{
L(k, j)

u

}∞
j=0

converge to P(k,∗)
u and L(k,∗)

u (k ≥ 1) in the inner

loop, and
{
P(k,∗)

u

}∞
k=0

converges to the stabilizing solution P(∗) of the GARE (3) in the outer loop .

Proof. Under condition (13), (12) has unique solutions P(k+1, j+1)
u , B̃(k+1, j+1)

1 , B̃(k+1, j+1)
2 and D̃(k+1, j+1). Therefore, ac-

cording to Proposition 3.1, Algorithm 2 is equivalent to Algorithm 1.
Then, without considering the estimation error, the proof of convergence of Algorithm 2 is similar to that of [27,

Theorem 4.7].
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It is noted that errors are introduced in the computation of expectations and integrals in Φ(k+1, j) and Θ(k+1, j).
Therefore, the least squares solution of (12) is actually

svec
(
P̂(k+1, j+1)

u

)
vec

( ˆ̃B(k+1, j+1)
1

)
vec

( ˆ̃B(k+1, j+1)
2

)
svec

( ˆ̃D(k+1, j+1)
)
 =

(
Φ(k+1, j)⊤Φ(k+1, j)

)−1
Φ(k+1, j)⊤Θ(k+1, j). (14)

where P̂(k+1, j+1)
u , ˆ̃B(k+1, j+1)

1 , ˆ̃B(k+1, j+1)
2 and ˆ̃D(k+1, j+1) are estimates of P(k+1, j+1)

u , B̃(k+1, j+1)
1 , B̃(k+1, j+1)

2 and D̃(k+1, j+1).
In the next section, we will show that the convergence of the inner and outer loops can be given by Theorem 4.6

and Theorem 4.11 when the estimation error satisfies certain conditions.

4. Robustness analysis of PI

In reality, model-free policy iteration (PI) can hardly be implemented precisely and exactly because of the ex-
istence of various errors (possibly) induced by expectation estimation, state estimation, and so on. So it is of great
interest to study whether the PI algorithm is robust to errors in the iterative process. To consider the estimation error
in Algorithm 2, we present Algorithm 3.

Denote

M (P) :=

Q + A⊤P + PA +C⊤PC PB1 +C⊤PD PB2
B⊤1 P + D⊤PC R + D⊤PD O

B⊤2 P O −γ2


=


[M(P)]xx [M(P)]⊤ux [M(P)]⊤vx
[M(P)]ux [M(P)]uu O
[M(P)]vx O [M(P)]vv

 .
Then, (4) is equivalent to

H
(
M

(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
, L(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)
= 0,

where

H
(
M

(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
, L(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)
=

[
In L(k+1, j)⊤

u L(k)⊤
v

]
M

(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

) 
In

L(k+1, j)
u

L(k)
v

 .
Algorithm 3 Robust PI

Initialization: Choose a matrix Pu such that there exists a stabilizer (Lu, 0) of the system (1) satisfying

(A + B1Lu)⊤ Pu + Pu (A + B1Lu) + (C + DLu)⊤ Pu (C + DLu) + Q + γ−2PuB2B⊤2 Pu + L⊤u RLu ≤ 0.

1: Set L̂(0)
v = 0, and let k ← 0.

2: repeat
3: Let j← 0, and set L̂(k+1,0)

u = Lu.
4: repeat
5: (Policy evaluation) Obtain M̂(k+1, j+1) = ∆M(k+1, j+1) + M

(
P̂(k+1, j+1)

u

)
, where ∆M(k+1, j+1) ∈ Sn+m1+m2 is a

disturbance, P̂(k+1, j+1)
u ∈ Sn satisfies

H
(
M

(
P̂(k+1, j+1)

u

)
, L̂(k+1, j)

u , L̂(k)
v

)
= 0 (15)

6: (Policy improvement) Get the improved policy by

L̂(k+1, j+1)
u ← −

[
M̂(k+1, j+1)

]−1

uu

[
M̂(k+1, j+1)

]
ux

8



7: j← j + 1
8: until ∥P̂(k+1, j)

u − P̂(k+1, j−1)
u ∥ ≤ ϵ1

9: L̂(k+1)
v ← −

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]−1

vv

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
vx

10: k ← k + 1
11: until ∥L̂(k)

v − L̂(k−1)
v ∥ ≤ ϵ

Remark 4.1. The error ∆M(k+1, j+1) = M̂(k+1, j+1) − M
(
P̂(k+1, j+1)

u

)
can arise from a variety of factors. In Algorithm 2,

the error factors mainly come from using the average estimated value of the data sample instead of the expected value
and using the EM scheme in collecting the data. The formation of error ∆M(k+1, j+1) in Algorithm 3 also includes but is
not limited to the following situations: disturbance of input data in dynamic systems and estimation errors of matrices
Q, R, and γ in the cost function in inverse reinforcement learning.

Next, we will discuss the robustness of the inner and outer loops in Algorithm 3 respectively.

4.1. Robustness analysis of inner loop
For X,Y,Z ∈ Rn×n, define

LX,Z(Y) := X⊤Y + YX + Z⊤YZ, P(X) := In ⊗ X⊤ + X⊤ ⊗ In, Q(Z) := Z⊤ ⊗ Z⊤,

A (Y) := A(k) − B
(
R + D⊤YD

)−1 (
B⊤Y + D⊤YC

)
, C (Y) := C − D

(
R + D⊤YD

)−1 (
B⊤Y + D⊤YC

)
,

where A(k) = A + B2L(k)
v .

Then it is easy to check
vec

(
LX,Z(Y)

)
= (P(X) + Q(Z)) vec(Y). (16)

For example, Y ∈ Sn is a stabilizing solution of (3) , then by [30, Theorem 1] we know that P (A (Y)) + Q (C (Y))
is Hurwitz, and (16) implies the existence of the inverse operator of LA(Y),C(Y)(·) on Sn.

In the inner loop of Algorithm 1, we make P(k+1,0)
u = Pu and L(k+1,0)

u = −
[
M

(
P(k+1,0)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1,0)

u

)]
ux

, and then(
L(k+1,0)

u , 0
)

remains a stabilizer of the system (1). Inserting (5) into (4), the sequence
{
P(k+1, j)

u

}∞
j=0

generated by the
inner loop satisfies

P(k+1, j+1)
u = L−1

A
(
P(k+1, j)

u

)
,C

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)( − Q(k) −
[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu
R

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux

)
, (17)

where Q(k) = Q − γ2L(k)⊤
v L(k)

v .
By (16), the above equation is equivalent to

vec
(
P(k+1, j+1)

u

)
=

(
P

(
A

(
P(k+1, j)

u

))
+ Q

(
C

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)))−1
vec

(
− Q(k) −

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu
R

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux

)
,

Thus, by (17), it is clear that the inner loop of Algorithm 1 is a discrete-time nonlinear system, and P(k+1,∗)
u is

an equilibrium by Theorem (2.3). The following lemma states that P(k+1,∗)
u is actually a locally exponentially stable

equilibrium.

Lemma 4.2. For any σ ∈ (0, 1), there exist δ0(σ) > 0 and c0 (δ0) > 0 such that for any P(k+1, j)
u ∈ Bδ0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
,(

L(k+1, j)
u , L(k)

v

)
is a stabilizer of system (1), and∥∥∥∥P(k+1, j+1)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

∥∥∥∥
F
≤ c0

∥∥∥∥P(k+1, j)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥2

F
. (18)

Especially, (17) is locally exponentially stable at P(k+1,∗)
u , i.e.,∥∥∥∥P(k+1, j+1)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

∥∥∥∥
F
≤ σ

∥∥∥∥P(k+1, j)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥
F
. (19)
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Proof. Since
(
L(k+1,∗)

u , L(k)
v

)
is a stabilizer of system (1), by continuity, there always exists a δ̄0 > 0 such that

(
L(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)
is a stabilizer of system (1) for P(k+1, j)

u ∈ B̄δ̄0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
. Suppose P(k+1, j)

u ∈ B̄δ̄0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
. By Theorem 2.3, when{

P(k+1, j)
u

}∞
j=0

converges, P(k+1,∗)
u is a solution of GARE as follows

A(k)⊤P(k+1,∗)
u + P(k+1,∗)

u A(k) +C⊤P(k+1,∗)
u C + Q(k) −

[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]
ux
= 0. (20)

Adding

−
[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]
ux
−

[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux

+
[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu
D⊤P(k+1,∗)

u D
[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux

to both sides of (20) yields

L
A

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)
,C

(
P(k+1, j)

u

) (P(k+1,∗)
u

)
= − Q(k) −

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu
R

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux
+Y

(
P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

)
,

(21)

where

Y
(
P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

)
=

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

)]
ux

+
[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]−1

uu
D⊤

(
P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

)
D

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]
ux

−
[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]−1

uu
D⊤

(
P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

)
D

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux

+
[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)]−1

uu
D⊤

(
P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

)
D

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

× D⊤
(
P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

)
D

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux
.

Subtracting (21) from (17), we have

P(k+1, j+1)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u = L−1
A

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)
,C

(
P(k+1, j)

u

) (Y (
P(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

))
.

Taking norm on both sides of above euqation and using (16), we can find a c0 such that∥∥∥∥P(k+1, j+1)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥
F
≤ c0

∥∥∥∥P(k+1, j)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥2

F
.

Next, consider the disturbance term ∆M(k+1,i). We represent Algorithm 3 also as a discrete-time nonlinear system
and can indicate that the system is locally input-to-state stable by Lemma 4.2 (see [31, Definition 2.1.]).

In the inner loop of Algorithm 3, we make P̂(k+1,0)
u = Pu, L̂(k+1,0)

u = −
[
M

(
P̂(k+1,0)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P̂(k+1,0)

u

)]
ux

and∆M(k+1,0) =

0, and then
(
L̂(k+1,0)

u , 0
)

remains a stabilizer of the system (1). The sequence
{
P̂(k+1, j)

u

}∞
j=0

generated by the inner loop
of Algorithm 3 satisfies

P̂(k+1, j+1)
u = L−1

A
(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)
,C

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)( − Q(k) −
[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu
R

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux

)
+ E

(
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)
,∆M(k+1, j)

)
,

(22)
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where

E
(
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)
,∆M(k+1, j)

)
=L−1(

A(k)+B1 L̂(k+1, j)
u

)
,
(
C+DL̂(k+1, j)

u

)( − Q(k) − L̂(k+1, j)⊤
u RL̂(k+1, j)

u

)
− L−1

A
(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)
,C

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)( − Q(k) −
[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu
R

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux

)
.

The following lemma can be proved in a similar way as in [24, Lemma 4].

Lemma 4.3. There exists a d(δ0) > 0 such that for all P̂(k+1, j)
u ∈ Bδ0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
,
(
L̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)
is a stabilizer of system

(1) and
[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
uu

is invertible, if
∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)

∥∥∥
F ≤ d.

By Lemma 4.3, if ∥∆M∥∞ ≤ d, then the sequence
{
P̂(k+1, j)

u

}∞
j=0

satisfies (22). The following lemma gives an upper

bound of
∥∥∥∥E (

M
(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)
,∆M(k+1, j)

)∥∥∥∥
F

in terms of
∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)

∥∥∥
F .

Lemma 4.4. For any P̂(k+1, j)
u ∈ Bδ0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
and any c2 > 0, there exists a 0 < δ11(δ0, c2) ≤ d, independent of P̂(k+1, j)

u ,
where d is defined in Lemma 4.3 such that∥∥∥∥E (

M
(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)
,∆M(k+1, j)

)∥∥∥∥
F
≤ c3

∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)
∥∥∥

F < c2

if
∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)

∥∥∥
F < δ

1
1, where c3(δ0) > 0.

Proof. For X ∈ Rn×n,Y ∈ Rn×m,∆X ∈ Rn×n, and ∆Y ∈ Rn×m, supposing X and X + ∆X are invertible, then∥∥∥X−1Y − (X + ∆X)−1(Y + ∆Y)
∥∥∥

F =
∥∥∥−X−1∆Y + X−1∆X(X + ∆X)−1(Y + ∆Y)

∥∥∥
F

≤
∥∥∥X−1

∥∥∥
F

(
∥∆Y∥F +

∥∥∥(X + ∆X)−1
∥∥∥

F ∥Y + ∆Y∥F∥∆X∥F
)
.

(23)

For any P̂(k+1, j)
u ∈ Bδ0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
and

∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)
∥∥∥

F ≤ d , by continuity and Lemma 4.3, we have from (23)∥∥∥∥[M (
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux
−

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]−1

uu

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
ux

∥∥∥∥
F

≤

∥∥∥∥[M (
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

∥∥∥∥
F

( ∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)
∥∥∥

F +
∥∥∥∥[M̂(k+1, j)

]−1

uu

∥∥∥∥
F

∥∥∥∥[M̂(k+1, j)
]−1

ux

∥∥∥∥
F

∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)
∥∥∥

F

)
≤c4

∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)
∥∥∥

F

(24)

for some c4(δ0, d) > 0. Using (24), it is easy to check∥∥∥∥∥P (
A(k) − B

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]−1

uu

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
ux

)
− P

(
A

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

))∥∥∥∥∥
F
≤ c5

∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)
∥∥∥

F

∥∥∥∥∥Q (
C − D

[
M̂(k+1, j+1)

]−1

uu

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
ux

)
− Q

(
C

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

))∥∥∥∥∥
F
≤ c6

∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)
∥∥∥

F∥∥∥∥∥∥vec
( [

M
(
P̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)]−1

uu
R

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)]
ux

−
[
M̂(k+1, j)

]⊤
ux

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]−1

uu
R

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]−1

uu

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
ux

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤ c7
∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)

∥∥∥
F

11



for some c5(δ0, d) > 0, c6(δ0, d) > 0 and c7(δ0, d) > 0. Then by continuity, (16) and (23)∥∥∥∥E (
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)
,∆M(k+1, j)

)∥∥∥∥
F

≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥(P (
A(k) − B

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]−1

uu

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
ux

)
+ Q

(
C − D

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]−1

uu

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
ux

))−1
∥∥∥∥∥∥

F(
c7 + (c5 + c6)

∥∥∥∥ (
P

(
A

(
P(k+1, j)

u

))
+ Q

(
C

(
P(k+1, j)

u

)))−1 ∥∥∥∥
F

∥∥∥∥−Q(k) −
[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)]⊤
ux

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)]−1

uu

R
[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u , L(k)
v

)]
ux

∥∥∥∥
F

) ∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)
∥∥∥

F ≤ c3(δ0)
∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)

∥∥∥
F

Choosing 0 ≤ δ11 ≤ d such that c3δ
1
1 < c2 completes the proof.

Lemma 4.5. For σ and its associated δ0 in Lemma 4.2, there exists δ1(δ0) > 0 such that if ∥∆M∥∞ < δ1, P̂
(k+1,0)
u ∈

Bδ0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
(i)

[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
uu

is invertible and
(
L̂(k+1, j−1)

u , L̂(k)
v

)
is a stabilizer of system (1), ∀ j ∈ Z+, j > 0;

(ii) the following local input-to-state stability (ISS) holds:∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥
F
≤ β

(∥∥∥P̂(k+1,0)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥
F , j

)
+ κ (∥∆M∥∞) ,

where class KL function β(y, j) = σ jy, class K function κ(y) = c3y/(1 − σ), y ∈ R and c3(δ0) > 0;

(iii) lim j→∞

∥∥∥∆M j

∥∥∥
∞
= 0 implies lim j→∞

∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥
F
= 0.

Proof. Let c2 = (1 − σ)δ0 in Lemma (4.4) and δ1 be equal to the δ11 associated with c2.
For any j ∈ Z+ if P̂(k+1, j)

u ∈ Bδ0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
, then

∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j+1)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥
F
≤

∥∥∥∥E (
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)
,∆M(k+1, j)

)∥∥∥∥
F
+

∥∥∥∥∥L−1
A

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)
,C

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)( − Q(k) −
[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]⊤
ux[

M
(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu
R

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P̂(k+1, j)

u

)]
ux

)
− P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤σ
∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

∥∥∥∥
F
+ c3

∥∥∥∆M(k+1, j)
∥∥∥

F (25)

≤σ
∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

∥∥∥∥
F
+ c3 ∥∆M∥∞ (26)

<σδ0 + c3δ1 < σδ0 + c2 = δ0, (27)

where (25) and (27) are due to Lemmas 4.2 and 4.4. By induction, (i) in Lemma 4.5 is proved.
The proof of (ii) in Lemma 4.5 comes directly from repeating (26) as∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

∥∥∥∥
F
≤ σ2

∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j−2)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥
F
+ c3(σ + 1) ∥∆M∥∞ ≤ . . .

< σ j
∥∥∥P̂(k+1,0)

u − P(k+1,∗)
u

∥∥∥
F +

c3

1 − σ
∥∆M∥∞ .

Then, (iii) can be proved in a similar way to that of (iii) in [24, Lemma 2].

In Lemma 4.5, it is required that P̂(k+1,0)
u ∈ Bδ0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
; thus, by definition, L̂(k+1,0)

u must be in a neighborhood of

L̂(k+1,∗)
u . The following theorem removes this restriction, where L̂(k+1,0)

u can be any stabilizing control gain.

Theorem 4.6. For any given stabilizer
(
L̂(k+1,0)

u , L̂(k)
v

)
of system (1) and any ϵ > 0, there exists δ2

(
ϵ, L̂(k+1,0)

u

)
> 0 such

that if Q(k) > 0 and ∥∆M∥∞ < δ2:

12



(i)
[
M̂(k+1, j)

]
uu

is invertible and
(
L̂(k+1, j)

u , L̂(k)
v

)
is a stabilizer of system (1),

∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j)
u

∥∥∥∥
F
< M0,∀ j ∈ Z+, j > 0, where

M0(δ2) > 0;
(ii) lim sup j→∞

∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥
F
< ϵ;

(iii) lim j→∞

∥∥∥∆M j

∥∥∥
∞
= 0 implies lim j→∞

∥∥∥∥P̂(k+1, j)
u − P(k+1,∗)

u

∥∥∥∥
F
= 0.

Proof. Note that all the conclusions of Theorem 4.6 can be implied by Lemma 4.5 if δ2 < min(κ−1(ϵ), δ1), and
P̂(k+1,1)

u ∈ Bδ0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
for Algorithm 3. Thus, the proof of Theorem 4.6 reduces to the proof of the following Lemma

4.7.

Lemma 4.7. Given a stabilizer
(
L̂(k+1,0)

u , L̂(k)
v

)
, there exists a 0 < δ2 < min(κ−1(ϵ), δ1) and a j̄ ∈ Z+ such that

P̂(k+1, j̄)
u ∈ Bδ0

(
P(k+1,∗)

u

)
, as long as ∥∆M∥∞ < δ2.

The proof is very close to that of [24, Theorem 2] and [20, Corollary 1], so it is omitted.

4.2. Robustness analysis of outer loop
According to [9, 27] and Algorithm 1, the iteration process of P(k)

v in the outer loop satisfies

(
A + γ−2B2B⊤2 P(k)

v

)⊤
P(k+1)

v + P(k+1)
v

(
A + γ−2B2B⊤2 P(k)

)
+C⊤P(k+1)

v C

−
(
P(k+1)

v B1 +C⊤P(k+1)
v D

) (
R + D⊤P(k+1)

v D
)−1 (

B⊤1 P(k+1)
v + D⊤P(k+1)

v C
)
+ Q − γ−2P(k)B2B⊤2 P(k)

v = 0.

The above equation can be written as(
A + B1L(k+1)

u + B2L(k)
v

)⊤
P(k+1)

v + P(k+1)
v

(
A + B1L(k+1)

u + B2L(k)
v

)
+

(
C + DL(k+1)

u

)⊤
P(k+1)

v

(
C + DL(k+1)

u

)
+ L(k+1)⊤

u RL(k+1)
u + Q − γ2L(k)⊤

v L(k)
v = 0. (28)

where L(k+1)
u := −

[
M

(
P(k+1)

v

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P(k+1)

v

)]
ux

, and L(k)
v := −

[
M

(
P(k)

v

)]−1

vv

[
M

(
P(k)

v

)]
vx

.

Lemma 4.8. For any δ3 > 0, define Dδ3
(
P(∗)

v

)
=

{
L(k)

v ∈ Rm×n|(Lu, L
(k)
v ) is a stabilizer of system (1), and Tr(P(∗)

v −

P(k+1)
v ) ≤ δ3

}
. For any L(k)

v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
, there exists a b(δ3) > 0, such that

∥∥∥P(∗)
v − P(k+1)

v

∥∥∥
F ≤ b(δ3)

∥∥∥Ξ(k+1)
∥∥∥

F , where

Ξ(k+1) = γ2
(
L(k+1)

v − L(k)
v

)⊤ (
L(k+1)

v − L(k)
v

)
.

Proof. Define A(∗) = A + B1L(∗)
u + B2L(∗)

v and C(∗) = C + DL(∗)
u . Then (28) becomes

A⊤(∗)P
(k+1)
v + P(k+1)

v A(∗) +C⊤(∗)P
(k+1)
v C(∗) − γ

2
(
L(∗)

v − L(k)
v

)⊤
L(k+1)

v − γ2L(k+1)⊤
v

(
L(∗)

v − L(k)
v

)
− γ2L(k)⊤

v L(k)
v

+
(
L(∗)

u − L(k+1)
u

)⊤ (
R + D⊤P(k+1)

v D
)

L(k+1)
u + L(k+1)⊤

u

(
R + D⊤P(k+1)

v D
)

L(∗)
u − L(∗)⊤

u DP(k+1)
v DL(∗)

u + Q = 0. (29)

In addition, (3) can be rewritten as

A⊤(∗)P
(∗)
v + P(∗)

v A(∗) +C⊤(∗)P
(∗)
v C(∗) + L(∗)⊤

u RL(∗)
u + Q − γ2L(∗)⊤

v L(∗)
v = 0. (30)

Subtracting (30) from (29), we have

A⊤(∗)
(
P(∗)

v − P(k+1)
v

)
+

(
P(∗)

v − P(k+1)
v

)
A(∗) +C⊤(∗)

(
P(∗)

v − P(k+1)
v

)
C(∗) − γ

2
(
L(∗)

v − L(k+1)
v

)⊤ (
L(∗)

v − L(k+1)
v

)
+ γ2

(
L(k+1)

v − L(k)
v

)⊤ (
L(k+1)

v − L(k)
v

)
+

(
L(∗)

u − L(k+1)
u

)⊤ (
R + D⊤P(k+1)

v D
) (

L(∗)
u − L(k+1)

u

)
= 0.

Let P̃(k+1)
v = P(∗)

v − P(k+1)
v . Then by (23), the above equation can be rewritten as

A⊤(∗)P̃
(k+1)
v + P̃(k+1)

v

(
A + B1L(k+1)

u + B2L(k+1)
v

)
+C⊤(∗)P̃

(k+1)
v

(
C + DL(k+1)

u

)
= −γ2

(
L(k+1)

v − L(k)
v

)⊤ (
L(k+1)

v − L(k)
v

)
. (31)
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Vectorizing both sides of (31) yields K
(
P(k+1)

v

)
vec

(
P̃(k+1)

v

)
= −vec

(
Ξ(k+1)

)
, where

K
(
P(k+1)

v

)
= In ⊗ A⊤(∗) +

(
A + B1L(k+1)

u + B2L(k+1)
v

)⊤
⊗ In +C⊤(∗) ⊗

(
C + DL(k+1)

u

)⊤
.

Since In ⊗ A⊤(∗) + A⊤(∗) ⊗ In + C⊤(∗) ⊗ C⊤(∗) is Hurwitz, there exists a δ4 > 0 such that K
(
P(k+1)

v

)
is invertible for all

L(k)
v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
∩ Bδ4

(
L(∗)

v

)
. Therefore, for any L(k)

v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
∩ Bδ4

(
L(∗)

v

)
, it follows that∥∥∥P̃(k+1)

v

∥∥∥
F ≤ σ

−1
(
K

(
P(k+1)

v

)) ∥∥∥Ξ(k+1)
∥∥∥

F ,

where σ(·) is the minimum singular value of a matrix.
On the other hand, for any L(k)

v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
∩ Bc

δ4

(
L(∗)

v

)
, where Bc

δ4
is a complement of Bδ4 , Ξ(k+1) , 0 and there

exists a constant b1 > 0 such that
∥∥∥Ξ(k+1)

∥∥∥
F ≥ b1. Thus, we have

∥∥∥P̃(k+1)
v

∥∥∥
F ≤ Tr

(
P(∗)

v

)
≤
δ3 + Tr

(
P(k+1)

v

)
b1

∥∥∥Ξ(k+1)
∥∥∥

F ≤
δ3 + Tr

(
P(∗)

v

)
b1

∥∥∥Ξ(k+1)
∥∥∥

F .

Suppose that b2 = maxL(k)
v ∈Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
∩Bδ4

(
L(∗)

v

)σ−1
(
K

(
P(k+1)

v

))
and b (δ3) = max

{
b2,

δ3+Tr
(
P(∗)

v

)
b1

}
, then the proof is

complete.

Lemma 4.9. Let Ψ = {Ψ(s); s ≥ 0} be the solution to the matrix SDE{
dΨ(s) = AΨ(s)ds +CΨ(s)dW(s), s ≥ 0
Ψ(0) = In,

and system (1) with (u(·), v(·)) = (0, 0) satisfies lims→∞ E
[
X(s)⊤X(s)

]
= 0. Define H(Ψ(·),Λ) = E

∫ ∞
0 Ψ(s)⊤ΛΨ(s)ds,

and a(A) = log(5/4)/∥A∥2, where Λ ∈ Sn is a positive semi-definite matrix. Then,

∥H(Ψ(·),Λ)∥2 ≥
1
2

a(A)∥Λ∥2.

Proof. The Taylor expansion of eAs is

eAs = In +

∞∑
k=1

(As)k

k!
= In + F(s).

Hence,

∥F(s)∥ ≤
∞∑

k=1

(∥A∥s)k

k!
= e∥A∥s − 1. (32)

Choose a x ∈ Rn which satisfies x⊤Λx = ∥Λ∥|x|2. Then, by Jensen’s inequality and (32) we get

x⊤Hx ≥
∫ ∞

0
x⊤(EΨ(s))⊤Λ(EΨ(s))xds

=

∫ ∞

0
x⊤eA⊤ sΛeAsxds

≥

∫ a(A)

0
x⊤eA⊤ sΛeAsxds ≥

1
2

a(A)∥Λ∥|x|2,

(33)

which the last inequality can be derived from [25, Lemma 7].

Lemma 4.10. For δ3 > 0 and L̂(k)
v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
, if ∥∆Lv∥∞ < f (δ3), where ∆L(k)

v = L̂(k)
v − L(k)

v , and f (δ3) is defined in

(39), then L̂(k+1)
v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
.
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Proof. From Lemma 4.10, L̂(k)
v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
for any k = 0, 1, 2, · · · . By Algorithm 3, P̂(k+1)

v is the solution of

A(k+1)⊤

(∗) P̂(k+1)
v + P̂(k+1)

v A(k+1)
(∗) +C(k+1)⊤

(∗) P̂(k+1)
v C(k+1)

(∗) + L(k+1)⊤
u RL(k+1)

u + Q − γ2L̂(k)⊤
v L̂(k)

v = 0, (34)

where A(k+1)
(∗) = A + B1L(k+1)

u + B2L̂(k)
v , C(k+1)

(∗) = C + DL(k+1)
u and L(k+1)

u = −
[
M

(
P̂(k+1)

v

)]−1

uu

[
M

(
P̂(k+1)

v

)]
ux

.
For the former iteration, it can be written as

A(k)⊤

(∗) P̂(k)
v + P̂(k)

v A(k)
(∗) +C(k)⊤

(∗) P̂(k)
v C(k)

(∗) + L(k)⊤
u RL(k)

u + Q − γ2L̂(k−1)⊤
v L̂(k−1)

v = 0, (35)

Subtracting (35) from (34) yields

A(k+1)⊤

(∗)

(
P̂(k+1)

v − P̂(k)
v

)
+

(
P̂(k+1)

v − P̂(k)
v

)
A(k+1)

(∗) +C(k+1)⊤

(∗)

(
P̂(k+1)

v − P̂(k)
v

)
C(k+1)

(∗) +
(
L(k+1)

u − L(k)
u

)⊤ (
R + D⊤P̂(k)

v D
)

×
(
L(k+1)

u − L(k)
u

)
+ γ2

(
L(k)

v − L̂(k−1)
v

)⊤ (
L(k)

v − L̂(k−1)
v

)
− γ2

(
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)⊤ (
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)
= 0,

where L(k)
v = −

[
M

(
P̂(k)

v

)]−1

vv

[
M

(
P̂(k)

v

)]
vx

.

Let Ψk+1 =
{
Ψk+1(s); s ≥ 0

}
be the solution to the matrix SDE{

dΨk+1(s) = A(k+1)
(∗) Ψ

k+1(s)ds +C(k+1)
(∗) Ψ

k+1(s)dW(s), s ≥ 0
Ψk+1(0) = In.

Since In ⊗ A(k+1)⊤

(∗) + A(k+1)⊤

(∗) ⊗ In +C(k+1)⊤

(∗) ⊗C(k+1)⊤

(∗) is Hurwitz, it follows from [32, Theorem 3.2.3] that P̂(k+1)
v − P̂(k)

v
satisfies the inequality

P̂(k+1)
v − P̂(k)

v ≥E
∫ ∞

0
Ψk+1(s)⊤

(
γ2

(
L(k)

v − L̂(k−1)
v

)⊤ (
L(k)

v − L̂(k−1)
v

))
Ψk+1(s)ds

− E
∫ ∞

0
Ψk+1(s)⊤

(
γ2

(
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)⊤ (
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

))
Ψk+1(s)ds

(36)

By Lemma 4.9 we have ∥∥∥∥∥E∫ ∞

0
Ψk+1(s)⊤

(
γ2

(
L(k)

v − L̂(k−1)
v

)⊤ (
L(k)

v − L̂(k−1)
v

))
Ψk+1(s)ds

∥∥∥∥∥
≥

log(5/4)

2
∥∥∥∥A(k+1)

(∗)

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥γ2

(
L(k)

v − L̂(k−1)
v

)⊤ (
L(k)

v − L̂(k−1)
v

)∥∥∥∥ . (37)

Taking the trace on both sides of the inequality (36), by (37), Lemma 4.8 and [33, Theorem 1] we obtain

Tr
(
P̂(k+1)

v − P̂(k)
v

)
≥

log(5/4)

2n
√

nb(δ3)
∥∥∥∥A(k+1)

(∗)

∥∥∥∥Tr
(
P(∗)

v − P̂(k)
v

)
− Tr

(
E

∫ ∞

0
Ψk+1(s)⊤Ψk+1(s)ds

) ∥∥∥∥γ2
(
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)⊤ (
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)∥∥∥∥
2
.

Then, we have

Tr
(
P(∗)

v − P̂(k+1)
v

)
=Tr

(
P(∗)

v − P̂(k)
v

)
− Tr

(
P̂(k+1)

v − P̂(k)
v

)
≤

1 − log(5/4)

2n
√

nb(δ3)
∥∥∥∥A(k+1)

(∗)

∥∥∥∥
 Tr

(
P(∗)

v − P̂(k)
v

)
+ Tr

(
E

∫ ∞

0
Ψk+1(s)⊤Ψk+1(s)ds

) ∥∥∥∥γ2
(
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)⊤ (
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)∥∥∥∥
2

(38)
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Let

f1(L̂(k)
v ) =

log(5/4)

2n
√

nb(δ3)
∥∥∥∥A(k+1)

(∗)

∥∥∥∥ , f2
(
L̂(k)

v

)
= Tr

(
E

∫ ∞

0
Ψk+1(s)⊤Ψk+1(s)ds

)
.

Since f1
(
L̂(k)

v

)
and f2

(
L̂(k)

v

)
are continuous with respect to L̂(k)

v ,

f
1
(δ3) = inf

L̂(k)
v ∈Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

) f1
(
L̂(k)

v

)
> 0, f̄2(δ3) = sup

L̂(k)
v ∈Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

) f2
(
L̂(k)

v

)
< ∞.

It follows from (38) that if
∥∥∥∥(L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)∥∥∥∥
2
<

√
f

1
(δ3)δ3
γ2 f̄2(δ3) , we have Tr

(
P(∗)

v − P̂(k+1)
v

)
< δ3.

There exists f3(δ3) > 0 such that when
∥∥∥∥(L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)∥∥∥∥
2
≤ f3(δ3), (Lu, L̂

(k+1)
v ) is a stabilizer of system (1). Therefore,

if ∥∥∥∥(L̂v − Lv

)∥∥∥∥
∞
< min

 f3(δ3),

√
f

1
(δ3)δ3

γ2 f̄2(δ3)

 =: f (δ3), (39)

we have L̂(k+1)
v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
.

Theorem 4.11. For δ3 > 0 and L̂(0)
v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
, if ∥∆Lv∥∞ < f (δ3) , then the following small-disturbance ISS holds:∥∥∥P(∗)

v − P̂(k)
v

∥∥∥
F ≤ β1

(∥∥∥P(∗)
v − P̂(0)

v

∥∥∥
F , k

)
+ κ1 (∥∆Lv∥∞) , (40)

where β1(·, ·) is a class KL function, and κ1(·) is a class K f unction .

Proof. It follows from Lemma 4.10 that L̂(k)
v ∈ Dδ3

(
P(∗)

v

)
for any k = 0, 1, 2, · · · . From (38), we have

Tr
(
P(∗)

v − P̂(k+1)
v

)
≤

(
1 − f

1
(δ3)

)
Tr

(
P(∗)

v − P̂(k)
v

)
+ f̄2(δ3)

∥∥∥∥γ2
(
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)⊤ (
L̂(k)

v − L(k)
v

)∥∥∥∥
2
. (41)

Finally, similar to (ii) in Lemma 4.5, the proof of the theorem can be completed by repeating the above inequality.

Remark 4.12. In practical implementation, the computations in Algorithm 2 need to be approximated by collecting
state data at discrete time points and using methods such as the EM algorithm. Additionally, the conditional expecta-
tion must be approximated using Monte Carlo methods, which introduces error in the iterative process. According to
[34] and [35], it is known that the approximation error can be reduced by decreasing the discretization interval and
increasing the number of samples. Therefore, ∥∆M∥∞ < δ2 in Theorem 4.6 and ∥∆Lv∥∞ < f (δ3) in Theorem 4.11 can
be satisfied.

5. Numerical Experiments

In this section, we will verify the effectiveness of Algorithm 2.
Example 1. (2-dimensional case) Let the dimension n = 2, m1 = m2 = 1 and set

A =
[
−1.2115 0.7141
0.8597 −1.0757

]
, B1 =

[
0.6052
0.6433

]
, B2 =

[
0.3281
0.8746

]
,

C =
[
0.0743 0.0545
0.0935 0.0397

]
, D =

[
0.0774
0.0118

]
.

The coefficients in the quadratic performance index are

Q =
[
0.2 0
0 0.2

]
, R = 0.24, γ = 0.5.
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Now, we will solve this problem using the presented model-free algorithm. The initial state is selected as x =
[2, 3]⊤. Since the dimension of the parameter to be estimated in (14) is N = n(n+1)

2 + m1n + m2n + m(m+1)
2 = 8,

we divided the time interval [0, 2] into N = 8 equal parts. Then, to ensure that the full column rank condition in
Lemma (3.3) is satisfied, we make the exploration noises eu = 0.1sin(10t) +

√
λ1R−1ξ, ev = 0.1cos(10t) +

√
λ2γ−2ξ

in Algorithm 2, where λ1 = λ2 = 0.05, and ξ is a standard normal random vector, to ensure sufficient exploration
[15, 16, 18]. The values of stop criteria ϵ1 and ϵ in Algorithm 2 are set to 10−5 and 10−5.

By implementing Algorithm 2, Figure 1 shows the parameter iterations of the value function in the learning
process. It is evident that the inner loop (steps 5-9) of the Algorithm 2 is convergent after a finite number of steps.
The convergence results for P̂(k+1, j)

v , k = 0, 1, . . . are given by matrices

P̂(1,∗)
u =

[
0.1034 0.0585
0.0585 0.1058

]
, P̂(2,∗)

u =

[
0.1363 0.0977
0.0977 0.1465

]
,

P̂(3,∗)
u =

[
0.1454 0.1077
0.1077 0.1559

]
, P̂(4,∗)

v =

[
0.1460 0.1084
0.1084 0.1565

]
.

Then, since the convergence error ∥L̂(6)
v − L̂(5)

v ∥ ≤ ϵ, we obtain

L̂(∗)
u = L̂(6,∗)

u =
[
−0.7082 −0.6618

]
, L̂(∗)

v = L̂(6)
v =

[
0.6021 0.6673

]
,

and

P̂(∗) = P̂(6,∗)
u =

[
0.1460 0.1084
0.1084 0.1565

]
.

For comparison, we take the result

P =
[
0.1473 0.1041
0.1041 0.1661

]
obtained from the model-based PI Algorithm 1 as the true value. The error between the converged value P̂(∗) from
Algorithm 2 and the true value P is ∥P̂(∗) − P∥ = 0.0114, showing a good convergence effect.

Finally, to demonstrate that the feedback control pair (u, v) =
(
L̂(∗)

u X, L̂(∗)
v X

)
is stabilizing, we present the state

trajectory of the system under this input control in Figure 2.
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Figure 1: Convergence of the P̂u parameters of the inner loop (k = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4).
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Figure 2: The state trajectory of system (1) under the input control pair (u, v) =
(
L̂(∗)

u X, L̂(∗)
v X

)
.

Example 2. (4-dimensional case) We consider a linear two-mass spring system that has uncertain stiffness [8] and
suppose that a multiplicative noise perturbs it. The model of the stochastic spring system can be described by system
(1) with matrices

A =


0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1
−1.25 1.25 0 0
1.25 −1.25 0 0

 , B1 =


0
0
0
1

 , B2 =


0
0
1
0

 ,

C =


0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
−0.25 0.25 0 0
0.25 −0.25 0 0

 , D =


0
0
0

0.2

 .
Then the presented RL method is applied to solve the stochastic LQZSG problem with weighting matrices

Q =


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

 , R = 1, γ = 2.

By implementing Algorithm 2, it is shown that the inner loop in Algorithm 2 satisfies the stopping criterion
∥P̂(k+1, j)

u − P̂(k+1, j−1)
u ∥ ≤ 10−5, k = 0, 1, . . . , 8, and convergence is obtained:

P̂(1,∗)
u =


2.0795 −0.6274 0.5586 0.1212
−0.6274 2.9162 1.5361 1.3055
0.5586 1.5361 2.5822 0.9784
0.1212 1.3055 0.9784 1.6321

 , P̂(2,∗)
u =


2.5583 −1.4013 0.0200 −0.3751
−1.4013 5.4209 4.0395 2.7529
0.0200 4.0395 5.5042 2.4334
−0.3751 2.7529 2.4334 2.6540

 ,

P̂(3,∗)
u =


2.9851 −2.2777 −0.7285 −0.9177
−2.2777 7.7588 6.2857 4.1544
−0.7285 6.2857 7.8694 3.7968
−0.9177 4.1544 3.7968 3.6121

 , P̂(4,∗)
u =


3.2803 −2.8847 −1.2576 −1.2985
−2.8847 9.2831 7.7383 5.0961
−1.2576 7.7383 9.3697 4.7093
−1.2985 5.0961 4.7093 4.2636

 ,
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P̂(5,∗)
u =


3.4157 −3.1633 −1.5068 −1.4760
−3.1633 9.9803 8.4148 5.5367
−1.5068 8.4148 10.0770 5.1456
−1.4760 5.5367 5.1456 4.5725

 , · · · , P̂(9,∗)
u =


3.4522 −3.2384 −1.5757 −1.5246
−3.2384 10.1695 8.6024 5.6584
−1.5757 8.6024 10.2767 5.2692
−1.5246 5.6584 5.2692 4.6589

 ,
From Figure 3, it is shown that the outer loop of Algorithm 2 is terminated after k = 9 iterations.
For comparison, we take the result

P =


3.4025 −3.1333 −1.4814 −1.4601
−3.1333 9.9070 8.3560 5.5014
−1.4814 8.3560 10.0285 5.1207
−1.4601 5.5014 5.1207 4.5561


obtained from the model-based PI Algorithm 1 as the true value. The error between the converged value P̂(9,∗)

u from
Algorithm 2 and the true value P is ∥P̂(9,∗)

u − P∥ = 0.6374. It can be seen that, in the presence of estimation errors, the
algorithm can converge to a small neighborhood around the true value.

Similarly, to demonstrate that the feedback control pair (u, v) =
(
L̂(∗)

u X, L̂(∗)
v X

)
is stabilizing, we present the state

trajectory of the system under this input control in Figure 4.
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Figure 3: Convergence of the L̂(k)
v parameters of the outer loop.
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