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Abstract

The stochastic H∞ control is studied for a linear stochastic Itô system with an unknown system model. The linear stochastic
H∞ control issue is known to be transformable into the problem of solving a so-called generalized algebraic Riccati equation
(GARE), which is a nonlinear equation that is typically difficult to solve analytically. Worse, model-based techniques cannot be
utilized to approximately solve a GARE when an accurate system model is unavailable or prohibitively expensive to construct
in reality. To address these issues, an off-policy reinforcement learning (RL) approach is presented to learn the solution of a
GARE from real system data rather than a system model; its convergence is demonstrated, and the robustness of RL to errors
in the learning process is investigated. In the off-policy RL approach, the system data may be created with behavior policies
rather than the target policies, which is highly significant and promising for use in actual systems. Finally, the proposed off-
policy RL approach is validated on a stochastic linear F-16 aircraft system.

Key words: Stochastic H∞ control; Reinforcement learning; Generalized algebraic Riccati equation; Model-free design;
Off-policy learning.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL), which has its roots in
animal learning psychology, is a method that learns
via trial-and-error and initially gained much interest in
the field of artificial intelligence. The link between RL
approaches and control domains was established by Sut-
ton (Sutton & Barto, 1999). In the field of control, RL
method refers to a controller’s interaction with dynami-
cal system, with the goal of learning optimal control poli-
cies by monitoring certain performance index, without
the full knowledge of system dynamics (Sutton & Barto,
1999; Bertsekas, 2019). Many RL approaches have been
presented during the last decades for various optimal
control problems associated with various dynamical
systems, as discussed in a recent survey (Kiumarsi,
Vamvoudakis, Modares, & Lewis, 2017). The majority
of existing RL approaches, however, are presented for
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stochastic discrete-time systems represented by Markov
decision processes or deterministic continuous-time sys-
tems governed by ordinary differential equations. There
are few results for stochastic continuous-time systems
governed by stochastic differential equations, which are
important in the modeling of stochastic uncertainties
in actual systems. For stochastic optimal control prob-
lems, RL approaches have been successfully applied. In
(Bian, Jiang, & Jiang, 2016), the optimal control issue
was addressed for a class of continuous-time stochastic
systems perturbed by multiplicative noise, and robust
optimality analysis was conducted. (Li, Li, Peng, & Xu,
2022) presented an online RL algorithm to solve infi-
nite horizon continuous-time stochastic linear quadratic
problems with partial system information. (Pang &
Jiang, 2023) proposed a novel off-policy RL algorithm
that can determine near-optimal policies for an optimal
stationary control problem directly from data. (Wei et
al., 2023) developed a new RL-based method to solve
optimal control problem for nonlinear systems with
stochastic nonlinear disturbances.

H∞ control is one of the most significant robust con-
trol approaches and has received much attention in

http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.04412v1


the last forty years, see (Zames, 1981; Doyal, Glover,
Khargoneker, & Francis, 1989; van der Schaft, 1992;
Başar & Bernhard, 1995; Damm, 2002). H∞ control is
used to attenuate the effects of external disturbances
on the outputs, which is mathematically represented
by the H∞ norm, below a given disturbance attenua-
tion level. In practice, systems are subject to various
random noises both internally and externally. The un-
certainty of system parameters is usually modeled as
multiplicative noise, while some external perturbation is
modeled as additive noise. In the framework of stochas-
tic systems, the H∞ norm is exactly the L2-induced
norm of the input-output perturbation operator with
initial state zero (Hinrichsen & Pritchard, 1998). For
continuous-time linear systems, finding the solutions to
the deterministic and stochastic H∞ control problems
leads to solving the algebraic Riccati equation (ARE)
and the generalized algebraic Riccati equation (GARE),
respectively. The first challenge in numerically solving
H∞ control problem is that the quadratic terms in ARE
and GARE are indefinite, which results in Kleinman’s
algorithm commonly used in solving optimal control
problems no longer being applicable. (Lanzon, Feng,
Anderson, & Rotkowitz, 2008) suggested an iterative
technique for solving ARE, in which the ARE with an
indefinite sign of the quadratic term is transformed into
a sequence of AREs that can be solved by Kleinman’s
algorithm. (Feng & Anderson, 2010) and (Dragan &
Ivanov, 2011) further expanded the approach in (Lanzon
et al., 2008) to solve stochastic H∞ control issue. (Wu
& Luo, 2013) provided a highly computationally effi-
cient simultaneous policy update (SPU) algorithm, in
which the control and disturbance policies are updated
simultaneously, and they developed offline and online
versions, which are model-based and partially model-
free approaches, respectively, to improve efficiency.
However, the approaches described above mostly are
intended for continuous-time deterministic H∞ control,
and the majority of them are model-based or partially
model-free; little study has been done on model-free
algorithms for continuous-time stochastic H∞ control.

Compared to deterministic systems or systems with ad-
ditive noise, systems with multiplicative noise are more
enriching, and they are closely related to many complex
systems that are difficult to model. The goal of this study
is to give a novel approach to solve the GARE arising in
stochastic H∞ control with state-dependent multiplica-
tive noise. Unlike AREs arising from deterministic H∞
control, the GAREs coming from stochastic H∞ control
have an extra linear disturbance term connected to the
state-dependent multiplicative noise coefficient matrix.
Because of the extra disturbance term, a GARE is often
more challenging to address than an ARE. Based on the
SPU algorithm proposed in (Wu & Luo, 2013), we de-
sign a model-based SPU algorithm to solve this GARE,
which is shown to be a Newton’s algorithm, and then
propose an off-policy RL algorithm for solving a GARE
without knowing all of the system’s information in ad-

vance. The following are the primary contributions of
this study.

1) The convergence of model-based SPU algorithm is
proven using Kantorovich’s Theorem by proving that it
is equivalent to Newton’s algorithm, and model-based
algorithm is shown to have local stepwise stabiliz-
ability and a local quadratic convergence rate using
the mean square stable spectral criterion and the H -
representation technique.

2) RL algorithm is an off-policy method that does not
need specified updates of the disturbance policy, which
is sensible in actual situations. It is also a model-free
method that does not require complete system knowl-
edge. Furthermore, we provide a formal mathematical
demonstration of RL algorithm’s convergence under the
rank condition without considering errors due to random
noise. In addition, we investigate the robustness of the
off-policy method to errors in the learning process in the
context of bias owing to random noise. This contrasts
with the robustness of controllers learned by RL to dy-
namic perturbations in the system (Bian et al., 2016). It
can be shown that if the procedure begins with a solu-
tion that is near the optimal one and the errors are small
enough, the differences between the solutions obtained
by the algorithm and the true solution will be small and
bounded as well.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Sec-
tion 2 describes the problem and the fundamental con-
clusions for the stochasticH∞ control problem. Sections
3 and 4 present the model-based SPU algorithm and the
off-policy RL approach for addressing the H∞ control
for a linear stochastic Itô system, respectively. Rigorous
mathematical proof of convergence is also provided. Sec-
tion 5 analyses the robustness of the off-policy method
to errors. Section 6 includes a simulation example to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the suggested method,
and Section 7 concludes this paper with reviewing con-
clusions.

Notations: R+ (Z+) is the set of nonnegative real
numbers (integers); C− is the open left-hand side of
the complex plane. In denotes the identity matrix
in Rn×n while 0 denotes the zero vector or matrix
with the appropriate dimension; ‖·‖2 denotes the Eu-
clidean norm for vectors and the spectral norm for
matrices. Sn and Sn+ are the sets of all n × n sym-
metric and symmetric positive semidefinite matri-
ces respectively. For X ∈ Sn, Y ∈ Sn, X � Y de-
notes X − Y ∈ Sn+. For H ∈ Sn, define vecs(H) =
[

h11,
√
2h12, . . . ,

√
2h1n, h22,

√
2h23, . . . ,

√
2hn−1,n, hnn

]⊤
,

where hik is the (i, k)th element of matrix H . For vector

x ∈ Rn, define an operator x̃ = vecs
(

xx⊤) ∈ Rn(n+1)
2 .

For stochastic processes {x (t)}t∈R+
which is de-

fined on the complete probability space (Ω,F ,P),
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the L2-norm of {x (t)}t∈R+
is defined as ‖x(·)‖L2 =

(

E
∫∞
0

(

x(t)⊤x(t)
)

dt
)1/2

. L2F (R+;Rn) denotes the
space of nonanticipative Rn-valued stochastic processes
{x (t)}t∈R+

defined on the probability space (Ω,F ,P)
with respect to an increasing σ- algebra {Ft}t≥0 satis-

fying E
∫∞
0

(

x(t)⊤x(t)
)

dt <∞.

2 Problem formulation and preliminaries

In this section, we describe the problem and highlight
some preliminary results.

2.1 Problem formulation

Consider the following linear stochastic Itô system with
state-dependent noise:

dx (t) = (Ax (t) +Bu (t) + Ev (t)) dt+A1x (t) dW (t) ,

(1)

z (t) =

[

Cx (t)

Du (t)

]

, (2)

where W (t) is assumed to be a one-dimensional stan-
dard Brownian motion defined on the filtered probabil-

ity space
(

Ω,F , {Ft}t≥0 ,P
)

with Ft = σ(W (s) : 0 ≤
s ≤ t), x (t) ∈ Rn, u (t) ∈ Rm, v (t) ∈ Rp and z (t) ∈ Rq

are {Ft}- adapted stochastic processes representing the
system state, the control input, the external disturbance
and the controlled output, respectively. Assume that the
initial state x(0) = x0 is deterministic and that all co-
efficients A, A1, B, E, C and D are constant real ma-
trices with appropriate dimensions. Denote Q = C⊤C
and R = D⊤D in the sequel for brevity and assume
throughout that D has full column rank to ensure that
R is positive definite.

For arbitrary T , 0 < T < ∞, when (u, v, x0) ∈
L2F ([0, T ];Rm) × L2F ([0, T ];Rp) × Rn, there ex-
ists a unique strong solution x(t) or, for clarity,
x(t, u, v, x0) ∈ L2F ([0, T ];Rn) to (1) with x(0) = x0

(Krylov, 1995). We next give the formulation of stochas-
tic H∞ control problem.

Problem 1 (Chen & Zhang, 2004)

Find a state feedback control u∗ = −L∗x(t) ∈
L2F (R+;Rm), such that

(i) u∗ stabilizes system (1) internally, i.e,

lim
t→∞

E‖x(t, u∗, 0, x0)‖2 = 0.

(ii) ‖T ‖∞ < γ for a given disturbance attenuation γ > 0,
where

‖T ‖∞ := sup
v∈L2

F
(R+;Rq),v 6=0

‖T (v) ‖L2

‖v‖L2

with (T (v)) (t) :=

[

Cx (t, u∗, v, 0)

Du∗

]

.

If a control u = −Lx(t) ∈ L2F (R+;Rm) only satis-
fies (i), then this admissible control u(·) is referred to
as a (mean square) internally stabilizing feedback con-
trol, L is referred to as a internally stabilization gain of
system (1).

2.2 Preliminaries on stochastic H∞ control

The following lemmas and proposition will be utilized
frequently in this paper, which are listed below.We begin
by providing the following lemma, which establishes the
criterion for the asymptotic mean square stability of a
stochastic system.

Lemma 1 (Zhang & Chen, 2004) The system

dx (t) = Ax (t) dt+A1x (t) dW (t) (3)

is asymptotically mean square stable if and only if
σ (LA,A1) ⊂ C−, where the generalized Lyapunov oper-
ator LA,A1 is defined by

LA,A1(X) = XA+A⊤X +A⊤
1 XA1

and the spectral set of LA,A1 is given by

σ (LA,A1) :=
{

λ
∣

∣

∣
LA,A1 (X) = λX,X 6= 0, X ∈ Sn

}

.

In what follows, we give the expression for the unique
solution to generalized Lyapunov equation (GLE):

LA,A1 (X) = XA+A⊤X +A⊤
1 XA1 = Y, (4)

in Lemma 2 below. To this end, define an H -
representation matrix Hn as

Hn = [vec(E11), · · · , vec(E1n), vec(E22), · · · , vec(E2n),

· · · , vec(Enn)] ,

where Eij = (elk)n×n with eij = eji = 1 and all other
entries being zero. Then define

H (A,A1, Hn) :=
(

H⊤
n Hn

)−1
H⊤

n (A⊗ In + In ⊗A

+A1 ⊗ A1)
⊤
Hn.

3



Based on Lemma 1 above and Theorem 3.1 in (Zhang &
Chen, 2012), which gives the criterion for the existence of
a unique solution to GLE (4), we can obtain the following

Lemma 2 If system (3) is asymptotically mean square
stable, then H (A,A1, Hn) is invertible and for Y ∈ Sn,
the unique solution to GLE (4) is

X = (LA,A1)
−1

(Y ) = vecs−1
(

H (A,A1, Hn)
−1

vecs (Y )
)

.

As can be directly verified, we have the following propo-
sition, which is useful when taking the norm of a matrix
in the sequel.

Proposition 1 (Pang, Bian, & Jiang, 2021) For M ∈
Rn×n, N ∈ Rn×m, ∆M ∈ Rn×n and ∆N ∈ Rn×m, if
M and M +∆M are invertible, then

∥

∥

∥
M−1N − (M +∆M)−1 (N +∆N)

∥

∥

∥

F
≤

∥

∥M−1
∥

∥

F
(

‖∆N‖F +
∥

∥

∥
(M +∆M)

−1
∥

∥

∥

F
‖N +∆N‖F ‖∆M‖F

)

.

For stochasticH∞ control problem of system (1), there is
the following important theoretical result, which serves
as the theoretical basis for the following work.

Lemma 3 (Zhang, Xie, & Chen, 2017) Assume that
(A,A1|C) and (A + γ−2EE⊤P ∗, A1|C) are exactly de-
tectable and that system (1) is internally stabilizable.
Then u∗(t) = −L∗x(t) = −R−1B⊤P ∗x(t) is an H∞
control and v∗(t) = −F ∗x(t) = γ−2E⊤P ∗x(t) is the
corresponding worst-case disturbance, where P ∗ � 0 is
the unique stabilizing solution to generalized algebraic
Riccati equation (GARE)

PA+A⊤P +A⊤
1 PA1 − PBR−1B⊤P

+ γ−2PEE⊤P +Q = 0.
(5)

A stabilizing solution in Lemma 3 is defined as follows.

Definition 1 The solution P � 0 to GARE (5) is called
a stabilizing solution, if the system

dx (t) = A (P )x (t) dt+A1x (t) dW (t)

is asymptotically mean square stable, where A (P ) :=
A− BR−1B⊤P + γ−2EE⊤P .

Remark 1 It is shown in (Dragan, Morozan, & Sto-
ica, 2006) that there exists a γ∗ such that for γ < γ∗,
the stochastic H∞ control problem has no solution and
that when the conditions of Lemma 3 are satisfied, if

γ ≥ γ∗ ≥ 0, the GARE (5) has a unique positive semi-
definite solution. Furthermore, as stated in Remark 9.2.1
of (Dragan et al., 2006), γ∗ can be obtained by solving
a semidefinite programming problem.

It is vital to highlight that comprehensive knowledge of
the system model is required to solve GARE (5). As a
result, presenting algorithms that would converge to the
solution of the stochastic H∞ control without the re-
quirement of specific models of system dynamics is of
special importance from the standpoint of control sys-
tems.

3 Model-based SPU algorithm

The model-based simultaneous policy update (SPU)
technique for solving GARE (5) is provided in this
section. We first provide Algorithm 1, and then demon-
strate that the series formed by Algorithm 1 is, in fact,
a Newton sequence, using Kantorovich’s Theorem to
demonstrate its convergence.

3.1 Model-based SPU algorithm

The SPU algorithm is a subtype of the policy iteration
(PI) algorithm. PI is divided into two stages: policy eval-
uation and policy improvement. The specified control
policy and disturbance policy are assessed using a scalar
performance index in the policy evaluation stage. The
performance index is then used to produce new policies.
The control policy and the disturbance policy are both
improved at the same time during the policy improve-
ment stage. The procedure of model-based SPU algo-
rithm is given in Algorithm 1.

3.2 Convergence analysis

The convergence of Algorithm 1 will be shown subse-
quently. To begin, we demonstrate that the sequence
{

P i
}∞
i=0

produced by Algorithm 1 is inherently a New-
ton sequence. To that goal, consider a Banach space
P ⊂ Sn+ supplied with Frobenius norm ‖·‖F and the
mapping F : P −→ P that is characterized as follows:

F (P ) =PA+A⊤P + A⊤
1 PA1 − PBR−1B⊤P

+ γ−2PEE⊤P +Q.
(11)

The Fréchet differential (Berger, 1977) of F at P can
thus be calculated as

dF (P ; ∆P ) =F
′(P )∆P

=∆PA (P ) + A (P )⊤∆P +A⊤
1 ∆PA1,

(12)

where F ′(P ) is the Fréchet derivative of F at P , ∆P ∈
P , A (P ) := A − BR−1B⊤P + γ−2EE⊤P . Take into
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Algorithm 1 Model-Based SPU Algorithm

1: Choose an initial matrix P 0 ∈ P0 (P0 is determined
by Theorem 1) and a large enough number of itera-
tions N . Set Li = R−1B⊤P i,F i = −γ−2E⊤P i. Let
the iteration index i = 0.

2: (Policy Evaluation) Evaluate the performance of
control policy ui (t) := −Lix (t) and disturbance
policy vi (t) := −F ix (t) by solving the following
GLE

P i+1A
i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

P i+1 +A⊤
1 P

i+1A1 +Q
i
= 0 (6)

for P i+1, where

A
i
:=A−BLi − EF i

=A−BR−1B⊤P i + γ−2EE⊤P i,
(7)

and

Q
i
:=Q+

(

Li
)⊤

RLi − γ2
(

F i
)⊤

F i

=Q+ P iBR−1B⊤P i − γ−2P iEE⊤P i.
(8)

3: (Policy Improvement) Update the control policy and
disturbance policy simultaneously with the feedback
gain matrices as follows:

Li+1 = R−1B⊤P i+1, (9)

F i+1 = −γ−2E⊤P i+1. (10)

4: Set i← i+1 and go back to Step 2 until i = N − 1.

account mapping N (P ) := P − (F ′(P ))−1
F (P ). Con-

struct a Newton iterative sequence
{

P i
}∞
i=0

as

N (P i) = P i+1, i ∈ Z+. (13)

For the sequence generated by Algorithm 1, we have the
following

Lemma 4 The sequence
{

P i
}∞
i=0

generated by Algo-

rithm 1 and the Newton sequence (13) are equivalent.

Proof. From (13), it is evident that

N (P i) = P i+1 = P i −
(

F
′(P i)

)−1
F (P i).

Pre-multiply F ′(P i) yields

F
′(P i)P i+1 = F

′(P i)P i −F (P i). (14)

From (12), we have

F
′(P i)P i+1 = P i+1A

i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

P i+1 +A⊤
1 P

i+1A1,

(15)

F
′(P i)P i = P iA

i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

P i +A⊤
1 P

iA1. (16)

Substituting (15) – (16) into (14) and noting (11), we
can obtain

P i+1A
i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

P i+1 +A⊤
1 P

i+1A1 = −Qi
.

This completes the proof. ✷

As stated in Lemma 4, the iterative mechanism repre-
sented by (6) is essentially a Newton’s iteration. Un-
fortunately, the Newton’s approach cannot guarantee
monotonic convergence on its own. The following Kan-
torovich’s Theorem ensures the convergence of Algo-
rithm 1 in Theorem 1.

Lemma 5 (Kantorovich’s Theorem) (Tapia, 1971)

Suppose that
∥

∥F ′ (P 1
)

−F ′ (P 2
)∥

∥

F
≤ c0

∥

∥P 1 − P 2
∥

∥

F

for all P 1, P 2 ∈ P . If the following hypotheses are satis-
fied:

(i) P 0 ∈ P1 :=
{

P
∣

∣

∣
P ∈ P such that F ′ (P )

−1
exists

}

;

(ii) for constants a, b such that
∥

∥

∥

(

F ′ (P 0
))−1

∥

∥

∥

F
≤ a,

∥

∥

∥

(

F ′ (P 0
))−1 F

(

P 0
)

∥

∥

∥

F
≤ b, one has c = c0ab ≤ 1

2 ;

(iii) P2 :=
{

P
∣

∣

∣

∥

∥P − P 0
∥

∥

F
≤

(

1−
√
1−2c
c

)

b
}

⊂ P1.

Then the Newton iterative sequence
{

P i
}∞
i=0

exists and
converges to P ∗ ∈ P2, resulting in F (P ∗) = 0.

With the preparation above, the convergence of Algo-
rithm 1 is stated as follows.

Theorem 1 When the conditions of Lemma 3 are sat-
isfied, the sequence generated by Algorithm 1

{

P i
}∞
i=0

starting from P 0 ∈ P0 converges to P ∗, where P ∗ � 0 is
the stabilizing solution of GARE (5).

Proof. Lemma 4 demonstrates that the sequence
{

P i
}∞
i=0

generated by Algorithm 1 is equivalent to

the Newton sequence obtained by (13). When the
conditions of Lemma 3 are satisfied, GARE (5) has
a stabilizing solution P ∗ � 0 (Zhang et al., 2017).
Moreover, it is easy to show that the Fréchet deriva-
tive F ′(P ) is Lipschitz continuous with constant c0

5



in P and that there exists a constant a0 such that
∥

∥

∥
(F ′ (P ∗))

−1
∥

∥

∥

F
≤ a0, then the theorem in (Rall, 1974)

implies that P 0 ∈ P0 :=
{

P
∣

∣

∣
‖P − P ∗‖F ≤ 2−

√
2

2c0a0

}

can

guarantee the boundedness hypotheses of Kantorovich’s
Theorem. As a result of Kantorovich’s Theorem, we
can conclude that the sequence

{

P i
}∞
i=0

is convergent,

which means that limi→∞ P i = P ∗. ✷

In Algorithm 1, an appropriate P 0 ∈ P0 can be chosen
such that L0 = R−1B⊤P 0 is an internally stabilizing
gain. The following Theorem 2 guarantees that such a
P 0 always exists and demonstrates that, under certain
conditions, all policies

{

ui
}∞
i=0

with feedback gain ma-

trices updated by (9) are internally stabilizing. Then by
Lemma 2 and Eq. (6), we can conclude that the sequence
{

P i
}∞
i=0

generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies

P i+1 =
(

L
A

i
,A1

)−1 (

−Qi
)

=vecs−1

(

H
(

A
i
, A1, Hn

)−1

vecs
(

−Qi
)

)

.

(17)

If P i is viewed as the state and the iteration index i is
viewed as the time, then (17) is a discrete-time nonlin-
ear dynamical system and P ∗ is an equilibrium by The-
orem 1. The following Theorem 2 states that P ∗ is actu-
ally a locally exponentially stable equilibrium. Further-
more, Theorem 2 demonstrates that Algorithm 1 has a
local quadratic convergence rate. Its proof can be found
in Appendix A.

Theorem 2 For any ε0 ∈ (0, 1), there exist δ0(ε0) > 0
and k0(δ0) > 0 such that for any P i ∈ Bδ0 (P ∗) :=
{

P ∈ Sn+
∣

∣

∣
‖P − P ∗‖F 6 δ0

}

, i ∈ Z+,

(i) σ
(

L
A

i
,A1

)

⊂ C−.
(ii) Algorithm 1 has a local quadratic convergence rate,

i.e.,
‖P i+1 − P ∗‖F ≤ k0‖P i − P ∗‖2F . (18)

Especially,

‖P i+1 − P ∗‖F ≤ ε0‖P i − P ∗‖F . (19)

Remark 2 It is worth noting that the presented Algo-
rithm 1 is inherently Newton’s method, which is not a
global method. This indicates that Algorithm 1 could
not work when the initial matrix selected is distant from
the solution of GARE (5). Selecting appropriate initial-
izations or establishing global methods is still a challeng-
ing problem up to now.

Remark 3 To derive the stochastic H∞ control, Algo-
rithm 1 requires the complete information of the system

dynamics. All input data for Problem 1 must be known
at the start of the algorithm, and the results must out-
put immediately after solving Problem 1. As a result,
Algorithm 1 is a model-based off-line method.

Remark 4 In Algorithm 1, the disturbance input must
be adjusted in the prescribed manner (10). In practice,
however, the disturbance and the state are independent,
moreover, the disturbance cannot be specified. This issue
will be addressed in the next section.

4 Model-free off-policy RL algorithm

In this section, we utilize the idea of RL approaches to
present an SPU-based off-policy RL algorithm to learn
the solution of GARE (5) without the need for system
dynamics information.

Assume that u (t) and v (t) are the behavior policies that
are implemented in system (1) to generate data. On the
contrary, ui (t) = −Lix (t), vi (t) = −F ix (t), i ≥ 1 are
the target policies that are being trained and improved
in the ith iteration.

Rewrite the original system (1) in the following form:

dx (t) =
{(

A−BLi − EF i
)

x (t) +B
[

Lix (t) + u (t)
]

+E
[

F ix (t) + v (t)
]}

dt+A1x (t) dW (t) .

Let P i+1 be the solution of the GLE (6), and then by

application of Itô’s formula to x (τ)
⊤
P i+1x (τ), it yields

that

d
[

x (τ)
⊤
P i+1x (τ)

]

=

{

x⊤ (τ)

[

P i+1A
i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

P i+1 +A⊤
1 P

i+1A1

]

x (τ)

+2
(

Lix (τ) + u (τ)
)⊤

B⊤P i+1x (τ)

+2
(

F ix (τ) + v (τ)
)⊤

E⊤P i+1x (τ)
}

dτ

+
[

x (τ)⊤
(

P i+1A1 +AT
1 P

i+1
)

x (τ)
]

dW (τ) .

(20)
Integrating both sides of the equation (20) throughout
the trajectory of (1) and noting (6) and (8), we can ob-
tain

(

x (τ)
⊤
P i+1x (τ)

)
∣

∣

∣

t+∆t

t

=

∫ t+∆t

t

[

x (τ)
⊤
(

γ2
(

F i
)⊤

F i −Q−
(

Li
)⊤

RLi
)

x (τ)

+ 2
(

Lix (τ) + u (τ)
)⊤

B⊤P i+1x (τ)

+ 2
(

F ix (τ) + v (τ)
)⊤

E⊤P i+1x (τ)
]

dτ

+

∫ t+∆t

t

[

x (τ)
⊤ (

P i+1A1 +AT
1 P

i+1
)

x (τ)
]

dW (τ) .

(21)
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Taking the conditional expectation on both sides of the
equation (21), one gets

E
[

x(t+∆t)⊤P i+1x(t +∆t)
∣

∣Ft

]

− x(t)⊤P i+1x(t)

= E

{

∫ t+∆t

t

[

x (τ)
⊤
(

γ2
(

F i
)⊤

F i −Q−
(

Li
)⊤

RLi
)

x (τ)

+ 2
(

Lix (τ) + u (τ)
)⊤

B⊤P i+1x (τ)

+ 2
(

F ix (τ) + v (τ)
)⊤

E⊤P i+1x (τ)
]

dτ
∣

∣

∣
Ft

}

.

(22)
We now employ the crucial Eq. (22) to solve the unknown
vector P i+1 in the least-squares sense. Construct the
regression vector as

Ξi+1 :=
[

vecs
(

Θi+1
1

)⊤
, vec

(

Θi+1
2

)⊤
, vec

(

Θi+1
3

)⊤]⊤
,

where

Θi+1
1 = P i+1,Θi+1

2 = B⊤P i+1,Θi+1
3 = E⊤P i+1. (23)

Since there are n(n+1)
2 +nm+np unknown components

in the regression vector, we need to record the state along

trajectories at s intervals
(

s ≥ n(n+1)
2 + nm+ np

)

:

[tj , tj +∆t], j = 1, 2, . . . , s, where 0 ≤ t1 < t1 + ∆t ≤
t2 < · · · < ts +∆t <∞. In other words, for initial state
x (tj) with j = 1, 2, . . . , s at each iteration, one needs to
solve a set of equations as

E
[

x(tj +∆t)⊤P i+1x(tj +∆t)
∣

∣Ftj

]

− x(tj)
⊤P i+1x(tj)

= E

{

∫ tj+∆t

tj

[

x (τ)
⊤
(

γ2
(

F i
)⊤

F i −Q−
(

Li
)⊤

RLi
)

x (τ)

+ 2
(

Lix (τ) + u (τ)
)⊤

B⊤P i+1x (τ)

+ 2
(

F ix (τ) + v (τ)
)⊤

E⊤P i+1x (τ)
]

dτ
∣

∣

∣
Ftj

}

.

(24)
Utilizing the collected data to define the data matrices
Φi and Υi as

Φi =
[

∆x̃,−2Ixx
(

In ⊗
(

Li
)⊤

)

− 2Ixu,
−2Ixx

(

In ⊗
(

F i
)⊤

)

− 2Ixv
]

,
(25)

and

Υi = Ix̃ vecs
(

γ2
(

F i
)⊤

F i −Q−
(

Li
)⊤

RLi
)

,

where
∆x̃ = [δ1, δ2, . . . , δs]

⊤ ,

Ix̃ =
[

X̃1, X̃2, . . . , X̃s

]⊤
,

Ixx = [X1,X2, . . . ,Xs]
⊤
,

Ixu = [U1,U2, . . . ,Us]⊤ ,

Ixv = [V1,V2, . . . ,Vs]⊤

with

δj := E

[

x̃ (tj +∆t)
∣

∣

∣
Ftj

]

− x̃ (tj) ,

X̃j := E

[

∫ tj+∆t

tj

x̃ (τ) dτ
∣

∣

∣
Ftj

]

,

Xj := E

[

∫ tj+∆t

tj

x (τ) ⊗ x (τ) dτ
∣

∣

∣
Ftj

]

,

Uj := E

[

∫ tj+∆t

tj

x (τ) ⊗ u (τ) dτ
∣

∣

∣
Ftj

]

,

Vj := E

[

∫ tj+∆t

tj

x (τ) ⊗ v (τ) dτ
∣

∣

∣
Ftj

]

.

According to Kronecker product representation and
based on Kronecker product property, the set of equa-
tions (24) can be rewritten as

ΦiΞi+1 = Υi. (26)

Then, under the assumption that Φi has full column
rank, which may be assured by some rank condition in
the following Lemma 6, the least-square solution of equa-
tion (26) is given by

Ξi+1 =
(

(

Φi
)⊤

Φi
)−1

(

Φi
)⊤

Υi. (27)

Lemma 6 Assume that there exists a positive integer
S, such that for all s > S,

rank ([Ix̃, Ixu, Ixv]) =
n(n+ 1)

2
+ nm+ np, (28)

then Φi has full column rank for all i ∈ Z+.

Proof. To prove this lemma, we only need to show that
for each given i ∈ Z+, Φ

iΛ = 0 has unique solution Λ =

0. Define Λ =
[

(vecs (X))
⊤
, (vec (Y ))

⊤
, (vec (Z))

⊤
]⊤

,

where X ∈ Sn, Y ∈ Rm×n and Z ∈ Rp×n.

By equation (20) and the definition of Φi in (25), we have

ΦiΛ = [Ix̃, 2Ixu, 2Ixv]









vecs (Λ1)

vec (Λ2)

vec (Λ3)









= 0, (29)
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where

Λ1 =XA
i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

X +A⊤
1 XA1

+
(

Li
)⊤ (

B⊤X − Y
)

+
(

B⊤X − Y
)⊤

Li

+
(

F i
)⊤ (

E⊤X − Z
)

+
(

E⊤X − Z
)⊤

F i, (30)

Λ2 =B⊤X − Y, (31)

Λ3 =E⊤X − Z. (32)

Under the rank condition in (28), we get that the only
solution to (29) is Λ1 = 0, Λ2 = 0 and Λ3 = 0.

In accordance with (31) and (32), we have that Y =
B⊤X , Z = E⊤X and that (30) is reduced to the follow-
ing GLE:

XA
i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

X +A⊤
1 XA1 = 0. (33)

Because σ
(

L
A

i
,A1

)

does not contain zero eigenvalues,

as demonstrated in the proof of Theorem 2, the only
solution to (33) is X = 0. At last, (31) and (32) provide
Y = 0 and Z = 0. To summarize, we have Λ = 0. As
a result, Φi must have full column rank for all i ∈ Z+.
The proof is complete.

Remark 5 The rank condition in Lemma 6 is analogous
to the persistent excitation (PE) requirement (Willems,
Rapisarda, Markovsky, & De Moor, 2005) in some sense.
In other words, both the rank condition in Lemma 6 and
the PE condition are intended to have a unique solution
to (26). In practice, we frequently inject the exploration
noise into the input to do this.

We can now present the model-free off-policy RL algo-
rithm.

Remark 6 Algorithm 2 may be separated into two
phases. Lines 1–2 of Algorithm 2 constitute the data col-
lecting phase, Lines 3–7 constitute the learning phase.
In the process of learning, Algorithm 2 requires no prior
knowledge of system dynamics. In addition, the target
policies are unrelated to the behavior policies in Algo-
rithm 2, hence Algorithm 2 is a model-free off-policy
algorithm. Furthermore, the disturbance policy which
is specified and updated in (35) does not need to be
applied to the system.

In Theorem 3, we then show how the suggested Algo-
rithm 2 converges.

Theorem 3 If the conditions of Lemma 3 and the rank
condition in Lemma 6 are satisfied, then the sequence
generated by Algorithm 2

{

P i
}∞
i=0

starting from P 0 ∈
P0 converges to P ∗, where P ∗ � 0 is the stabilizing
solution of GARE (5).

Algorithm 2 Model-Free Off-Policy RL Algorithm

1: Choose an initial matrix P 0 ∈ P0. Set L0 =
R−1B⊤P 0,F 0 = −γ−2E⊤P 0. Apply admissible
control policies u (t) = −Lx (t), v (t) = −Fx (t)
with exploration noises to system (1) and collect the
input and state data.

2: Calculate Ix̃, Ixu, Ixv until the rank condition in
(28) is satisfied.

3: Select a large enough number of iterations N . Set
ui (t) = u (t), vi (t) = v (t). Let the iteration index
i = 0.

4: for i = 0, 1, · · · , N − 1 do
5: Construct the data matrices Φi and Υi. Solve

equation (26) for Ξi+1.
6: Update policies ui (t) = −Li (t) and vi (t) =
−F i (t) simultaneously with the iterative feedback
gain matrices as

Li+1 = R−1Θi+1
2 , (34)

F i+1 = −γ−2Θi+1
3 . (35)

7: end for
8: return PN , LN and FN .

Proof. Suppose that

Γ :=

[

(

vecs
(

X̂
))⊤

,
(

vec
(

Ŷ
))⊤

,
(

vec
(

Ẑ
))⊤

]⊤

satisfies

ΦiΛ−Υi = 0, (36)

where X̂ ∈ Sn, Ŷ ∈ Rm×n and Ẑ ∈ Rp×n.

By definitions of Φi and Υi, equation (36) is equivalent
to

[Ix̃, 2Ixu, 2Ixv]









vecs (Γ1)

vec (Γ2)

vec (Γ3)









= 0, (37)

where

Γ1 =X̂A
i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

X̂ +A⊤
1 X̂A1

+
(

Li
)⊤ (

B⊤X̂ − Ŷ
)

+
(

B⊤X̂ − Ŷ
)⊤

Li

+
(

F i
)⊤ (

E⊤X̂ − Ẑ
)

+
(

E⊤X̂ − Ẑ
)⊤

F i

− γ2
(

F i
)⊤

F i +Q+
(

Li
)⊤

RLi, (38)

Γ2 =B⊤X̂ − Ŷ , (39)

Γ3 =E⊤X̂ − Ẑ. (40)

Under the rank condition in (28), we know that the only
solution to (37) is Γ1 = 0, Γ2 = 0 and Γ3 = 0. Substi-
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tuting Ŷ = B⊤X̂, Ẑ = E⊤X̂ into (38), we obtain

X̂A
i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

X̂ +A⊤
1 X̂A1 +Q

+
(

Li
)⊤

RLi − γ2
(

F i
)⊤

F i = 0.
(41)

On the other hand, according to Lemma 6, Φi has full
column rank for all i ∈ Z+, hence the solution to (36) is

unique. So Γ = Ξi+1, that is, X̂ = P i+1, Ŷ = B⊤P i+1

and Ẑ = E⊤P i+1. Plugging these three equations into
(41) and noting (8), we have

P i+1A
i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

P i+1 +A⊤
1 P

i+1A1 +Q

+P iBR−1B⊤P i − γ−2P iEE⊤P i = 0,

which is exactly GLE (6). Noting (23), PI by (26), (34)
and (35) is equivalent to (6), (9) and (10), respectively.
According to Theorem 1, the convergence is proved. ✷

It is necessary to note that the solution obtained using
Eq. (26) is not a true solution in general, but rather a
least-squares estimation using the collected state and in-
put data. Because of the presence of stochastic noises,
the unknown stochastic noises will distort the state tra-
jectories in an unpredictable way. Furthermore, the con-
ditional expectations in data matrices Φi and Υi can-
not be obtained exactly. In practice, we adopt numeri-
cal averages to approximate the conditional expectations
and use summations to approximate the integrals, the
corresponding approximations obtained are then distin-
guished from the original notation by adding the super-
scriptˆto each of them. More specifically, if we have L̄
sample paths x(l), l = 1, 2, · · · , L̄ with the data collected
at time tjk , k = 1, 2, · · · , K̄, where tj = tj0 < tj1 < · · · <
tjK̄ = tj +∆t, we approximate E

[

x̃ (tj +∆t)
⊤
∣

∣

∣
Ftj

]

in

∆x̃ andE
[

∫ tj+∆t

tj
x (τ)

⊤ ⊗ x (τ)
⊤
dτ

∣

∣

∣
Ftj

]

in Ixx respec-
tively as follows

E

[

x̃ (tj +∆t)
⊤
∣

∣

∣
Ftj

]

≈ 1

L̄

L̄
∑

l=1

x̃(l) (tj +∆t)
⊤
,

E

[

∫ tj+∆t

tj

x (τ)⊤ ⊗ x (τ)⊤ dτ
∣

∣

∣
Ftj

]

≈ 1

L̄

L̄
∑

l=1





K̄
∑

k=1

(

x(l)(tjk)
⊤ ⊗ x(l)(tjk)

⊤
)

×
(

tjk − tjk−1

)



 .

The integrals in Ixu and Ixv can be obtained in the same
way as the approximate.

Remark 7 In addition to the above mentioned error
arising from the calculation of the least-squares solu-
tions from the input and state data, the sample esti-
mation error and approximation error arising from the
computation of conditional expectations and integrals,
the sources of error also include, for example, the resid-
ual induced by an earlier termination of the iteration to
numerically solve GLE and so on.

If the the effects of errors are not taken into account, we
can obtain the convergence of Algorithm 2 by proving
that Algorithm 2 is equivalent to Algorithm 1, see Theo-
rem 3 for details. However, error is unavoidable. Taking
into account the presence of errors, we can now present
the data-driven model-free off-policy RL algorithm. By

executing Algorithm 3, we can obtain an estimate P̂N

of P ∗.

Algorithm 3 Data-Driven Model-Free Off-Policy RL
Algorithm

1: Choose an initial matrix P̂ 0 ∈ P0. Set L̂0 =
R−1B⊤P̂ 0, F̂ 0 = −γ−2E⊤P̂ 0. Apply control poli-
cies u (t) = −L̂0x (t), v (t) = −F̂ 0x (t) with explo-
ration noises to system (1) and collect the input and
state data.

2: Calculate Îx̃, Îxu, Îxv until the rank condition in
Lemma 6 is satisfied.

3: Select a large enough number of iterations N . Set
ui (t) = −L̂ix (t), vi (t) = −F̂ ix (t). Let the itera-
tion index i = 0.

4: for i = 0, 1, · · · , N − 1 do

5: Construct the data matrices Φ̂i and Υ̂i. Solve the
equation Φ̂iΞ̂i+1 = Υ̂i for Ξ̂i+1.

6: Update policies ui (t) and vi (t) simultaneously
with the iterative feedback gain matrices as

L̂i+1 = R−1Θ̂i+1
2 ,

F̂ i+1 = −γ−2Θ̂i+1
3 .

7: end for
8: return estimates P̂N , L̂N and F̂N .

5 Robustness analysis

In this section, considering the effects of errors, the ro-
bustness of RL to errors in the learning process is stud-
ied. We may deduce that Algorithm 3 is robust to noisy
data induced by modest unknown perturbations in the
system dynamics when the initial condition is in the
neighborhood of the true solution by viewing the learn-
ing processes as dynamical systems.

Define

R (Z,L, F ) :=
[

In,−L⊤,−F⊤]Z
[

In,−L⊤,−F⊤]⊤
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for Z ∈ Sn+m+p, L ∈ Rm×n, F ∈ Rp×n and

M(P ) :=









Q+A⊤P + PA+A⊤
1 PA1 PB PE

B⊤P R 0

E⊤P 0 −γ2Ip









for P ∈ Sn. Taking into account the errors due to a
number of factors mentioned in Remark 7, we propose
the following procedure in the context of unmeasurable
stochastic noise.

Algorithm 4 Robust SPU

1: Choose an initial matrix P̂ 0 ∈ P0. Set L̂0 =
R−1B⊤P̂ 0, F̂ 0 = −γ−2E⊤P̂ 0. Let the iteration in-
dex i = 0.

2: (Inexact Policy evaluation) Obtain M̂ i+1 = M
i+1

+
∆M i+1 ∈ Sn+m+p (e.g., by approximately evalu-

ating the performance of L̂i and F̂ i directly from
the input and state data, see Algorithm 3) as an

approximation of M
i+1

, where ∆M i+1 is an error,

M
i+1

:= M
(

P̂ i+1
)

, P̂ i+1 is the solution of

R

(

M
i+1

, L̂i, F̂ i
)

= 0. (42)

3: (Policy improvement) Construct new control and
disturbance gains simultaneously by

L̂i+1 =
[

M̂ i+1
]−1

22

[

M̂ i+1
]

21
, (43)

F̂ i+1 =
[

M̂ i+1
]−1

33

[

M̂ i+1
]

31
, (44)

where
[

M̂ i+1
]

ij
is the (i, j)th block of the block ma-

trix M̂ i+1.
4: Set i← i+ 1 and go back to Step 2.

In Algorithm 4, suppose L̂0 = R−1B⊤P̂ 0, F̂ 0 =
−γ−2E⊤P̂ 0 and ∆M0 = 0, where P̂ 0 is chosen such
that L̂0 is internally stabilizing. If L̂i is internally stabi-

lizing,
[

M̂ i
]

22
and

[

M̂ i
]

33
are invertible for all i ∈ Z+

(the above assumptions may hold under certain condi-
tions, as shown in item (i) in Theorem 4), then from

(42), we know that the sequence
{

P̂ i
}∞

i=0
generated by

Algorithm 4 satisfies

P̂ i+1 =
(

Lˆ
A

i

,A1

)−1 (

−Q̂i
1

)

+D
(

M
i+1

,∆M i+1
)

,

(45)

where

D
(

M
i+1

,∆M i+1
)

=
(

LA−BL̂i−EF̂ i,A1

)−1 (

−Q̂i
2

)

−
(

Lˆ
A

i

,A1

)−1 (

−Q̂i
1

)

with
ˆ
A

i
:= A (P̂ i) and

Q̂i
1 :=Q+ P̂ iBR−1B⊤P̂ i − γ−2P̂ iEE⊤P̂ i,

Q̂i
2 :=Q+

(

L̂i
)⊤

RL̂i − γ2
(

F̂ i
)⊤

F̂ i.

Here, the dependence of D on M
i+1

and ∆M i+1 comes
from (43) and (44). If P̂ i is viewed as the state, ∆M i is
viewed as the disturbance input, then the next theorem
is derived based on Theorem 2 and shows that discrete-
time nonlinear dynamical system (45) is locally input-
to-state stable. The proof is given in Appendix B.

Theorem 4 For ε0 and δ0(ε0) in Theorem 2, there ex-
ists a δ1(δ0) > 0 such that if ‖∆M‖l∞ := supi∈Z+

‖∆M i‖F
< δ1, P̂

0 ∈ Bδ0 (P ∗), we have the following conclusions:

(i) σ
(

LA−BL̂i−EF̂ i,A1

)

⊂ C−,
[

M̂ i
]

22
and

[

M̂ i
]

33
are

invertible, for all i ∈ Z+.
(ii) The following local input-to-state stability holds:

‖P i − P ∗‖F ≤ α
(∥

∥

∥
P̂ 0 − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F
, i
)

+ β (‖∆M‖l∞) ,

where α (s, i) = εi0s ∈ KL, β (s) = k3

1−ε0
s ∈ K, s ∈ R

and k3(δ0) > 0.

(iii) limi→∞ ‖∆M i‖F = 0⇒ limi→∞ ‖P̂ i − P ∗‖F = 0.

Evidently, Theorem 4 states that in Algorithm 4, if P̂ 0 is
close to P ∗ and the error ∆M has a small l∞- norm, the
cost of the produced policies is not greater than a con-
stant proportionally to the error’s l∞-norm. The smaller
the error, the better the final policies developed. In other
words, Algorithm 4 is not sensitive to small disturbances
when the initial condition is in a neighbourhood of the
true solution. In terms of Algorithm 3, it is a specific
method to construct estimation M̂ i in Algorithm 4 di-
rectly from input and state data. We may deduce from
Theorem 4 that Algorithm 3, a data-driven version of
Algorithm 4, is robust to multiplicative noise in the sys-
tem dynamics.

Remark 8 The proposed algorithms are shown to con-
verge only for initial solution satisfying P 0 ∈ P0 or
P̂ 0 ∈ P0, which may be unavailable in some cases. It
should be noted that, in theory, the restriction P 0 ∈ P0

and P̂ 0 ∈ P0 can be removed and the proposed algo-
rithms converge for all stabilizing initial solutions, as in
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the convergence results obtained in (Pang& Jiang, 2023)
for model-free algorithm posed to the stochastic optimal
control problem, and a similar process of deriving con-
vergence conclusions for the stochasticH∞ control prob-
lem is part of our subsequent research. In practice, we
directly utilized this theoretical result by choosing the
appropriate initial solution to make it a stabilizing so-
lution. Since the system model is completely known for
Algorithm 1, a practical method is also to select the ma-

trix P 0 such that σ
(

L
A

0
,A1

)

⊂ C−. Thus, if the open-

loop system (i.e., u = 0 and v = 0) is stable, we can
simply select P 0 = 0. For Algorithm 3, since the sys-
tem information is unknown, we can observe the trend
of state trajectories to select the appropriate P̂ 0. Set
L̂0 = R−1B⊤P̂ 0, F̂ 0 = −γ−2E⊤P̂ 0. It is worth noting
that this setup only presents the theoretical relationship
between L̂0,F̂ 0 and P̂ 0, respectively; both B and E are
unknown at the time of implementing Algorithm 3. We
pick L̂0 and F̂ 0 at random to apply to system (1) and

observe the trend of state trajectories. If there exist L̂0

and F̂ 0 such that the associated state trajectories go to a
neighborhood of zero as time t becomes sufficiently large,
then L̂0 and F̂ 0 can be chosen as the initial admissible
feedback gain matrices, which also implies a proper se-
lection of P̂ 0. We can also simply select P̂ 0 = cIn, where
c ≥ 0 is some given scalar. Initially, we can run Algo-
rithm 3 with c = 0. If Algorithm 3 does not converge
to a positive-definite matrix solution, then, increase c
gradually until the Algorithm 3 converges to a positive-
definite matrix solution. It should be pointed out that
the methods presented here for the choice of P̂ 0 in Al-
gorithm 3 are on the basis of experience, and this issue
will also be pursued in future work.

6 Numerical simulation

In this section, the performance of the proposed model-
free Algorithm 3 is investigated and compared with
the model-based Algorithm 1. Consider a determinis-
tic continuous-time system model of the F-16 aircraft
plant studied in (Stevens, Lewis, & Johnson, 2015), and
assume that it is perturbed by state-dependent multi-
plicative noise. Then the perturbed F-16 aircraft plant
can be described by system (1) with matrices A,B,E
given in (Stevens et al., 2015) and

A1 =









0 0 0

−0.25 0.25 0

0 0 0









.

The performance index coefficients are selected as Q =
I3, R = I1 and γ = 5.

It is worthy pointing out that Algorithm 3 is applied
without knowing all the information about system (1).

We pick L̂0 and F̂ 0 at random to apply to the system
and observe the trend of state trajectories when time t
becomes sufficiently large to find the initial admissible
feedback gains. We find L̂0 = [0.3976,−1.1913, 0.6625]
and F̂ 0 = [0.4749, 1.3719, 0.3130]canmake the state tra-
jectories tend to a neighborhood of zero, therefore, we
choose them as the initial feedback gains. Set the initial
system state to x0 = [0.1, 0.1, 0.1]⊤ and then apply the

chosen L̂0 and F̂ 0 with exploration noises to system (1)
to generate L̄ = 50 sample paths for data collection. Set
the length of integral interval to ∆t = 0.5 and divide
each integration interval K̄ = 100 equal parts. Using the
data collected, data matrices Φ̂i and Υ̂i are calculated
and then Algorithm 3 is implemented. The algorithm is
terminated after N = 20 iterations and then we use the
results in the last iteration of Algorithm 3 as the estima-
tion of P ∗, L∗, F ∗, the corresponding state trajectories
are shown in Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1. State trajectories of the closed-loop F-16 aircraft
system.

Now, we compare the model-free Algorithm 3 with the
model-based Algorithm 1. According to Theorem 1, we
perform the model-based Algorithm 1 for a sufficiently
large number of iterations and utilize the results in the
last iteration

PN+1 =









1.6908 1.3700 −0.1647
1.3700 1.6833 −0.1816
−0.1647 −0.1816 0.4372









as an approximate value of P ∗. To check whether PN+1

is the solution of GARE (5), F (P i+1) which is defined
in (11) is used to determine the distance from PN+1 to
the true solutionP ∗ of GARE (5).When we insert PN+1

into (11), we get

F (PN+1) = 10−16 ×









−4.4409 6.8001 0.0173

2.6368 1.1102 −1.3010
−1.0929 0.8153 1.1102









.

Since
∥

∥F (PN+1)
∥

∥

F
= 10−16 × 8.8844 is small enough,

we can utilize the results in the last iteration as the opti-
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mal values P ∗,L∗ and F ∗. That is, they can be viewed as
the benchmark for the simulation results of Algorithm 3.
Fig. 2 depicts the trajectories of the norms of the differ-
ences between P̂ i, L̂i, F̂ i produced by Algorithm 3 and
the optimal values P ∗, L∗, F ∗.
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Fig. 2. The norms obtained by Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 3.

The above comparison shows that, although the error
M̂ i induced by the unmeasurable stochastic noise in the
system dynamics distorts the trajectories generated by
Algorithm 3 from the precise trajectories generated by
model-based Algorithm 1, Algorithm 3 still successfully
finds a near-optimal control policy. This corresponds to
the convergence conclusions achieved in Theorem 4.

7 Conclusions

A data-driven off-policy RL method has been developed
to solve stochastic H∞ control problem of continuous-
time Itô system with unknown system models. Based
on the model-based SPU algorithm, an off-policy RL
method is derived, which can learn the solution of GARE
from the system data generated by arbitrary control and
disturbance signals. The effectiveness of the proposed
model-free off-policy RL method is verified by a stochas-
tic linear F-16 aircraft system.

Appendix

A Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. (i) Since P ∗ � 0 is the stabilizing solution to

GARE (5), one has σ
(

LA
∗
,A1

)

⊂ C− according to

Lemma 1, whereA
∗
:= A (P ∗). It was shown in (Horn &

Johnson, 2012) that the eigenvalues of a square matrix
depend on the matrix elements continuously, thus there

always exists a δ̄0 > 0 such that σ
(

L
A

i
,A1

)

⊂ C− for all

P i ∈ Bδ̄0 (P ∗), where Bδ̄0 (P ∗) is the closure of Bδ̄0 (P ∗).

(ii) Suppose P i ∈ Bδ̄0 (P ∗) for all i ∈ Z+. According

to (6), the sequence
{

P i
}∞
i=0

generated by Algorithm 1

satisfies
L

A
i
,A1

(

P i+1
)

= −Qi
. (A.1)

Based on item (i) of Theorem 2, we have that

σ
(

L
A

i
,A1

)

does not contain zero eigenvalues. Accord-

ing to Lemma 2, H
(

A
i
, A1, Hn

)

is invertible, and then

GLE (6) has a unique real symmetric solution (17).

Subtracting P ∗BR−1B⊤P i−γ−2P ∗EE⊤P i+P iBR−1

B⊤P ∗−γ−2P iEE⊤P ∗ from the both sides of GARE (5)
with P = P ∗, one has

L
A

i
,A1

(P ∗) = P ∗A
i
+
(

A
i
)⊤

P ∗ +A⊤
1 P

∗A1 = −Q∗
,

where

Q
∗
=Q+ P iBR−1B⊤P i − γ−2P iEE⊤P i

−
(

P i − P ∗)BR−1B⊤ (

P i − P ∗)

+ γ−2
(

P i − P ∗)EE⊤ (

P i − P ∗) .

Similar to the process above, we have

P ∗ =
(

L
A

i
,A1

)−1 (

−Q∗)
. (A.2)

Subtracting (A.2) from (17), we have

vecs
(

P i+1 − P ∗)

= H
(

A
i
, A1, Hn

)−1

vecs
(

γ−2
(

P i − P ∗)EE⊤ (

P i − P ∗)

−
(

P i − P ∗)BR−1B⊤ (

P i − P ∗)) .

Taking the Euclidean norm for vectors on both sides of
the above equation, we have

∥

∥P i+1 − P ∗∥
∥

F
≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

H
(

A
i
, A1, Hn

)−1
∥

∥

∥

∥

F
∥

∥P i − P ∗∥
∥

2

F

[

γ−2
∥

∥EE⊤∥
∥

F
+
∥

∥BR−1B⊤∥
∥

F

]

.

By the invertibility of H
(

A
i
, A1, Hn

)

, there exists

a k1 > 0 such that

∥

∥

∥

∥

H
(

A
i
, A1, Hn

)−1
∥

∥

∥

∥

F

≤ k1

for all P i ∈ Bδ̄0 (P ∗). Then (18) is proved with

k0 = k1
(

γ−2
∥

∥EE⊤∥
∥

F
+
∥

∥BR−1B⊤∥
∥

F

)

. For any

ε0 ∈ (0, 1), there exists a δ0 ∈
(

0, δ̄0
]

such that
k0δ0 ≤ ε0, which proves (19). ✷

B Proof of Theorem 4

We show several supplementary lemmas before showing
Theorem 4.
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Lemma 7 For all P̂ i ∈ Bδ0 (P ∗) , i ∈ Z+, there exists

a d(δ0) > 0 that is not dependent on P̂ i, such that if

‖∆M i‖F ≤ d, we have that σ
(

LA−BL̂i−EF̂ i,A1

)

⊂ C−
and that

[

M̂ i
]

22
and

[

M̂ i
]

33
are invertible.

Proof. By the same route as item (i) in Theorem 2,

it can be shown that σ
(

L
A (P̂ i),A1

)

⊂ C− for all

P̂ i ∈ Bδ̄0 (P ∗). Because A (P ) is a continuous func-

tion of P and Bδ̄0 (P ∗) is a compact set, the set

A :=
{

A (P̂ i)|P̂ i ∈ Bδ̄0 (P ∗)
}

is also compact. Accord-

ing to the continuity, for each P̂ i ∈ Bδ̄0 (P ∗), there

exists a constant r > 0 that depends on A (P̂ i), such

that σ (LY,A1) ⊂ C− for any Y ∈ Br
(

A (P̂ i)
)

. Accord-

ing to the compactness of A, for all P̂ i ∈ Bδ̄0 (P ∗), there

exists a r̄ > 0 that independs on A (P̂ i), such that each

Y ∈ Br̄
(

A

(

P̂ i
))

satisfies σ (LY,A1) ⊂ C−. It is worth
noting that in (43) and (44), the improved policies L̂i

and F̂ i are continuous functions of M̂ i. Hence there
exists a d1 > 0 such that if

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
≤ d1 hods, one

has
(

A−BL̂i − EF̂ i
)

∈ BR̄
(

A

(

P̂ i
))

, and further-

more, σ
(

LA−BL̂i−EF̂ i,A1

)

⊂ C− for all P̂ i ∈ Bδ̄0 (P ∗).

According to the continuity of the matrix inversion,

there exists a d2 > 0 such that
[

M̂ i
]

22
and

[

M̂ i
]

33
are

invertible if ‖∆M i‖F ≤ d1. Letting d = min (d1, d2)
accomplishes the proof. ✷

According to Lemma 7, if ‖∆M‖l∞ ≤ d, then the se-

quence
{

P̂ i
}∞

i=0
satisfies (45). The next lemma provides

the upper bound of
∥

∥

∥
D
(

M
i
,∆M i

)∥

∥

∥

F
.

Lemma 8 For any k2 > 0, there exist δ11 (δ0, k2) ∈ (0, d]

that is independent of P̂ i and k3 (δ0) > 0, such that if
∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
< δ11 , one has

∥

∥

∥
D
(

M
i
,∆M i

)∥

∥

∥

F
≤ k3

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
< k2

for all P̂ i ∈ Bδ0 (P ∗), where d is defined in Lemma 7.

Proof. For all P̂ i ∈ Bδ0 (P ∗) and
∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
≤ d, i ∈ Z+,

according to the continuity of the matrix norm, Propo-

sition 1 and Lemma 7, we have

∥

∥

∥
R−1B⊤P̂ i − L̂i

∥

∥

∥

F
≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

M
i
]−1

22

∥

∥

∥

∥

F(

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
+

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

M̂ i
]−1

22

∥

∥

∥

∥

F

∥

∥

∥

[

M̂ i
]

21

∥

∥

∥

F

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F

)

≤ k14
∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F

(B.1)
and

∥

∥

∥
−γ−2E⊤P̂ i − F̂ i

∥

∥

∥

F
≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

M
i
]−1

33

∥

∥

∥

∥

F
(

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
+

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

M̂ i
]−1

33

∥

∥

∥

∥

F

∥

∥

∥

[

M̂ i
]

31

∥

∥

∥

F

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F

)

≤ k24
∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F

(B.2)
for some k14 (δ0, d) > 0, k24 (δ0, d) > 0. Define

∆Xi =H
(

Â
i

, A1, Hn

)

−H
(

A−BL̂i − EF̂ i, A1, Hn

)

,

∆Yi =vecs
(

Q̂i
2 − Q̂i

1

)

.

Noting (B.1) and (B.2), it is easy to check that
‖∆Xi‖F ≤ k5

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
, ‖∆Yi‖2 ≤ k6

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
for

some k5 (δ0, d) > 0 and k6 (δ0, d) > 0. Then according
to the continuity of the matrix norm, Lemma 2 and
Proposition 1, one has

∥

∥

∥
D
(

M
i+1

,∆M i+1
)∥

∥

∥

F

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

H
(

A−BL̂i − EF̂ i, A1, Hn

)−1
∥

∥

∥

∥

F

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
{

k6 + k5

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

H
(

Â
i

, A1, Hn

)−1
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

F
[
∥

∥

∥
−P̂ iBR−1B⊤P̂ i

∥

∥

∥

F
+
∥

∥

∥
γ−2P̂ iEE⊤P̂ i

∥

∥

∥

F

]}

≤ k3 (δ0)
∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
.

Taking 0 < δ11 ≤ d with k3δ
1
1 < k2 completes the

proof. ✷

Now we are in a position to prove Theorem 4.

Proof. Let k2 = (1 − ε0)δ0 in Lemma 8 and δ1 =
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δ11 (δ0, k2). For any i ∈ Z+, if P̂
i ∈ Bδ0 (P ∗), then

∥

∥

∥
P̂ i+1 − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

(

Lˆ
A

i

,A1

)−1 (

−Q̂i
1

)

− P ∗
∥

∥

∥

∥

F

+
∥

∥

∥
D
(

M
i
,∆M i

)
∥

∥

∥

F

≤ε0
∥

∥

∥
P̂ i − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F
+ k3

∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F
(B.3)

≤ε0
∥

∥

∥
P̂ i − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F
+ k3‖∆M‖l∞ (B.4)

<ε0δ0 + k3δ1 < ε0δ0 + k2 = δ0, (B.5)

where (B.3) and (B.5) hold because of Theorem 2 and
Lemma 8. By induction, (B.3) – (B.5) hold for all i ∈
Z+, therefore (i) in Theorem 4 is proved. As a result,
according to (B.3), one has

∥

∥

∥
P̂ i − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F

≤ε20
∥

∥

∥
P̂ i−2 − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F
+ (ε0 + 1)k3‖∆M‖l∞

≤ · · ·
≤εi0

∥

∥

∥
P̂ 0 − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F
+
(

1 + · · ·+ εi−1
0

)

k3‖∆M‖l∞

<εi0

∥

∥

∥
P̂ 0 − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F
+

k3
1− ε0

‖∆M‖l∞ ,

which proves (ii) in Theorem 4. As to (iii) in Theo-
rem 4, for any ε > 0, there exists a i1 ∈ Z+ such that
sup

{∥

∥∆M i
∥

∥

F

}∞
i=i1

< β−1(ε/2). Let i2 ≥ i1, for k ≥ i2,

because P̂ i is bounded, in accordance with (ii) in Theo-
rem 4, we have

∥

∥

∥
P̂ i − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F
≤ α

(
∥

∥

∥
P̂ i2 − P ∗

∥

∥

∥

F
, i− i2

)

+ ε/2

≤ α (k7, i− i2) + ε/2,

for some k7 (δ0, d) > 0. Because limi→∞ α (k7, i− i2) =
0, there is a i3 ≥ i2 such that α (k7, i− i2) < ε/2 for all
i ≥ i3, which completes the proof. ✷
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