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Stabilizing Feedback Policies

Riemannian Policy Optimization

The article surveys geometric aspects of stabilizing feedback control in the context of policy opti-
mization for iconic synthesis problems, including LQR, LQG, and H∞.
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Highlights

Policy Optimization in Control: Geometry and Algorithmic Implications

Shahriar Talebi, Yang Zheng, Spencer Kraisler, Na Li, Mehran Mesbahi

• Policy optimization (PO) provides a unified perspective on feedback design subject to stabi-
lization constraint,

• PO also provides a bridge between control theory and data-driven design techniques such as
model-free reinforcement learning,

• Geometric properties of the set of stabilizing feedback gains and how their interact with
various performance measures become of out most importance while designing PO-based
algorithms,

• PO highlights design and algorithmic challenges in control engineering beyond classic paradigms
involving quadratic costs and linear dynamics.
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Abstract

This survey explores the geometric perspective on policy optimization within the realm of feedback
control systems, emphasizing the intrinsic relationship between control design and optimization.
By adopting a geometric viewpoint, we aim to provide a nuanced understanding of how various
“complete parameterization”—referring to the policy parameters together with its Riemannian
geometry—of control design problems, influence stability and performance of local search algo-
rithms. The paper is structured to address key themes such as policy parameterization, the
topology and geometry of stabilizing policies, and their implications for various (non-convex) dy-
namic performance measures. We focus on a few iconic control design problems, including the
Linear Quadratic Regulator (LQR), Linear Quadratic Gaussian (LQG) control, and H∞ control.
In particular, we first discuss the topology and Riemannian geometry of stabilizing policies, distin-
guishing between their static and dynamic realizations. Expanding on this geometric perspective,
we then explore structural properties of the aforementioned performance measures and their in-
terplay with the geometry of stabilizing policies in presence of policy constraints; along the way,
we address issues such as spurious stationary points, symmetries of dynamic feedback policies,
and (non-)smoothness of the corresponding performance measures. We conclude the survey with
algorithmic implications of policy optimization in feedback design.

Keywords: Benign nonconvexity, Global Optimality, Geometry of Stabilizing Policies, H∞
Robust Control, Linear Quadratic Gaussian (LQG), Linear Quadratic Regulator (LQR), Output
and Structured LQR, Optimal Control, Policy Optimization Algorithms, Riemannian Geometry
and Optimization
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1. Introduction

Optimization and control have had a rich symbiotic relationship since their inception. This is
not surprising as the current dominate perspective on control design highlights: the design process
for a dynamic system involves formalizing the notion of “best” with respect to selectable system
parameters1–followed by devising algorithms that optimize the design objective with respect to
these parameters. The interactions between these two disciplines has highlighted a crucial aspect
of control design: identifying design objectives that, with respect to a given parameterization of
control system (or more generally, parameters in the overall design architecture), facilitate algo-
rithmic developments while maintaining sound engineering judgment. For example, it is common
to see a family of solution strategies for a given control design problem, including open vs. closed-
loop, approaches based on variational (Liberzon, 2011) or dynamic programming (Bertsekas, 2012),
and constructs such as co-state, value, and, of course, policy (Bertsekas, 2011, 2017). Each of these
formalisms offer insights into control design, that although in principle can be formalized as an
optimization problem, but reflect distinct intricacies in designing systems that evolve over time,
interact with their environments, and have memory. For example, system theoretic properties
such as stability, minimality, and robustness, significantly “spice up” not only the control design
problem formulation but also the adopted strategies for their solution (Zabczyk, 2020; Sontag,
2013).

A powerful abstraction in this plethora of design techniques is that of policy, mapping what
the system has observably done to what can influence its subsequent behavior. Not only does the
existence of an “optimal” policy reduce the complexity of control implementation (as the control
input is a trajectory) at the expense of realizing feedback, but as it turns out, it also addresses one
of the key features of control design, namely robustness (Skogestad and Postlethwaite, 2005; Doyle
et al., 2013). This survey aims to capture the geometry of policy optimization for a few iconic
design techniques in control (including stabilization, linear quadratic control, and H∞ robust
control), capturing distinct facets of adopting such a perspective for feedback design. However, as
we undertake such an endeavor, it is important to comment on the timeliness of this approach, as
well as how it connects–and is distinct–from previous works, particularly in relation to its reference
to “geometry”.

Historically, the “geometric” qualifier has been used in systems and control to shed light on
more subtle aspects of system design. In linear geometric control, subspace geometry is used to
delineate the coordinate-independence of system theoretic constructs such as controllability and
observability (Wonham, 1985; Trentelman et al., 2001). Geometric nonlinear control, on the other
hand, characterizes notions such as controllability for nonlinear systems, by viewing their evolution
in terms of vector fields, and then brings forth a differential geometric formalism for their analysis,
e.g., differentiable manifold, distributions, and Lie algebras (Isidori, 2013; Nijmeijer and Schaft,
1990); the aim is to free control theory (analysis and synthesis) from the confinements of linearity
and linear algebra via a coordinate-free analysis of dynamical systems. Using this geometric
vista, linear maps are uplifted to diffeomorphisms, while notions such as controllability matrix
are revealed as Lie brackets (Brockett, 2014). As these two examples demonstrate, “geometry” is
often used to hint at coordinate-independence of concepts, similar to how finite dimensional vector
spaces are related to linear algebra. Other notable works in adopting a geometric perspective in
systems and control theory, particularly in relation to realization theory and system identification
include (Hazewinkel and Kalman, 1976; Hazewinkel, 1980; Tannenbaum, 1981).

1Whatever the “best” qualifier implies.
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By including “geometry” in the title of this survey, we deliberately mean to promote adopting
a similar geometric perspective as the aforementioned works, but for the space of feedback control
policies rather than system models or their trajectories, which highlights the importance of how
one characterizes notions such as distance and direction for these policies. Such a perspective
not only complements other features of this space (in addition to its topological, analytic, or
algebraic structures) but more importantly, has direct consequences for devising algorithms for the
corresponding optimization problems. This geometric perspective and its algorithmic implications
have also been adopted in neighboring decision sciences, e.g., statistical learning and Markov
Decision Processes (MDPs). Notable in the landscape of such geometric techniques, we mention
the notion of natural gradients, where the geometry of the underlying model, singled out in the
design objective, is systematically used to synthesize algorithms that behave invariant under certain
re-parameterizations. By invariance, we mean embedding the underlying model with a notion of
distance that is preserved under certain mappings, e.g., Fisher metric in statistical learning (Amari,
1998, 2016). Closely related to the present survey is adopting the theory of natural gradients for
MDPs as first proposed in (Kakade, 2002), where the Hessian geometry induced by the entropy
plays a central role in the design and convergence analysis of the corresponding algorithms; also
see (Agarwal et al., 2021).

These geometric insights have a number of algorithmic and system-theoretic consequences. For
example, as we will see, improving the policy by taking steps in the direction of its (negative)
gradient proves to be an effective means of obtaining optimal policies, i.e., first-order policy up-
dates. The “zeroth” order version of the above scheme, on the other hand, leads to using function
evaluations to approximate the corresponding gradients from data–say, when such evaluations can
be obtained from an oracle that can return approximate values of the cost, closely relates to re-
inforcement learning setup. Key questions in this data-driven realization of geometric first-order
methods are with how many function evaluations (and with what accuracy) and over how many
iterations, an accurate estimate of the optimal policy can be obtained (Fazel et al., 2018b; Malik
et al., 2019; Mohammadi et al., 2021a, 2020). Furthermore, these concepts resonate with optimal
estimation problems due to the profound duality relation between control and estimation (Talebi
et al., 2023).

The survey is structured as follows. In §2 we make the parameterization theme on control design
alluded to above more explicit. While this perspective provides a direct approach to formalize
policy optimization for control, it also underscores how the constraints imposed by system theoretic
notions such as stabilizability make the feasible set of the optimization non-trivial. This is first
more pursued for static feedback, followed by that of dynamic feedback policies in §3. We then
turn our attention to how distinct design performance measures interact with the feasible set of
feedback policies in §4. Algorithmic implications and data-driven realizations of the geometric
perspective on policy optimization are then examined under §5. In §6, we provide a summary of
the key points put forth by this survey as well as our outlook on the future work; §7 provides
commentary on references with contributions reflected in this survey.

2. Policy Optimization in Control: the Role of Parameterization

Let us consider a discrete-time dynamical system:

xt+1 = f(xt, ut, wt), yt = h(xt, wt), (1)

where xt ∈ Rn is the system state, ut ∈ Rm is the control input, and yt ∈ Rp is the system
measurement. We refer to wt as the exogenous signal, representing unmodeled dynamics, stochastic
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noise, or disturbances. At each time step t, we use l(xt, ut) to denote the stage cost as a function
of the current state and input. The goal of infinite-horizon optimal control is to choose u =
(u0, u1, . . .) to minimize an accumulated cost over the infinite time horizon. More formally, we
define the T -stage accumulated cost as

JT (u,w, x0) :=
T∑
t=0

l(xt, ut), (2)

where w = (w0, w1, . . .). The cost (2) highlights that the implicit state trajectory x depends on
the control input u, the exogenous input w, and initial state x0. Often w and x0 are modeled
either stochastically or deterministically, and the performance of the closed-loop system is measured
based on the corresponding average or worst case performance. An example of such infinite-horizon
control performance is

J(u) := lim
T→∞

Ew,x0

1

T
JT (u,w, x0), (3)

which presumes stochastic exogenous input w and initial state x0 (by expectation with respect to
statistical properties of w and x0); as in the formulation of LQR and LQG costs. On the other
hand, when the exogenous inputs are adversarial, one may replace the expectation with respect to
w with the worst-case performance assuming bounded energy for w; as in the formulation of H∞
cost.

2.1. Policy Parameterization for Closed-loop Optimal Control

Instead of optimizing over the input sequence u in (3), which we refer to as the optimal open-
loop control design, we consider instead optimizing over a class of feedback policies that act on the
system history Ht := (u0:t−1, y0:t), where u0:t−1 := (u0, u1, . . . , ut−1) and similar for y0:t. As such
a feedback or closed-loop policy at time t, denoted by πt : Ht 7→ ut, is a measurable function that
maps the system history Ht at time t to a control input ut. We can alternatively define πt(Ht)
to be a distribution and set ut ∼ πt(Ht).

2 We will call π = (π0, π1, . . .) the feedback policy; for
brevity, we will often write π(Ht) := πt(Ht). Let Π be the infinite-dimensional vector space of all
such feedback policies π(·). Then, the optimal closed-loop policy problem reads as

min
π∈Π

J(u) (4a)

subject to (1), ut = π(Ht). (4b)

Since it is non-trivial to optimize directly over this space Π, the so-called “policy parameter-
ization” approach is to parameterize (a subset of) Π with some d-dimensional set of parameters
θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd. That way, our parameterized family of policies {πθ(·)}θ∈Θ ⊂ Π is finite-dimensional.
Note that policy parameterization is rather flexible, as it can represent linear dynamical systems,
polynomials, kernels, or neural networks. In some important cases, one can restrict the class of poli-
cies under consideration without loss of generality. For instance, it is known that static/dynamic
“linear policies” are sufficient for optimal and robust control problems posed for linear time-
invariant (LTI) systems (Zhou et al., 1996). With policy parameterization, (4) is reduced to the
optimal closed-loop parameterized policy problem:

2In this case, we would have to slightly augment (3).
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min
θ∈Θ

J(θ) := J(πθ(H)), (5)

where πθ(H) denotes the input signal obtained as u = (πθ(H0), πθ(H1), . . . ). If π∗ solves (4)
and θ∗ solves (5) then it should be remarked J(π∗) ≤ J(πθ∗), with equality if and only if the
parameterization is “rich enough,” e.g., static and dynamic linear feedback policies for LQR and
LQG problems, respectively. Further, we can explicitly incorporate a policy constraint on Θ that
represents closed-loop stability or an information structure required for control synthesis.

Conceptually, it appears simple and flexible to use local search algorithms, such as policy
gradient or its variants, to seek the “best” policy in (5). Once the corresponding cost in (5) can
be estimated from sampled trajectories, this policy optimization setup indeed is very amenable
for data-driven design paradigms such as reinforcement learning (Recht, 2019). One goal of this
article is to highlight some rich and intriguing, geometry in policy optimization (5), including
nonconvexity, potentially disconnected feasible domain Θ, spurious stationary points of the cost J ,
symmetry, and smooth (Riemannian) manifold structures. Our focus will be on classic control tasks
for LTI systems including LQR, LQG, and H∞ robust control. These geometrical understandings
will often provide insights for designing principled local search algorithms to solve (5), such as policy
gradient methods with global/local convergence guarantees (Fazel et al., 2018a; Bu et al., 2019;
Mohammadi et al., 2021c; Hu et al., 2023). Inspired by the rich geometry in (5), we will further
emphasize that a “complete policy parameterization” should come with an associated metric,
capturing the inherent geometry, which may help improve the problem’s conditioning (Talebi and
Mesbahi, 2022; Kraisler and Mesbahi, 2024).

2.2. Policy Optimization for Iconic Optimal and Robust Control Problems

2.2.1. LQR under Static State-feedback Policies

For the LQR problem, the system dynamics (1) read as

xt+1 = Axt +But + wt, yt = xt, (6)

where the process noise is white and Gaussian wt ∼ N (0,Σ) for some Σ ≻ 0. Since the state is
directly observed, the system history takes the form Ht = (u0:t−1, x0:t). Given the performance
weighting matrices Q ⪰ 0, R ≻ 0, (4) reduces to the optimal LQR problem:

min
π∈Π

JLQR(u) := lim
T→∞

Ew,x0

1

T
JT (u,w, x0) (7a)

subject to (6), ut = π(Ht) (7b)

with the quadratic stage cost l(xt, ut) = 1
2
(xT

t Qxt + uT
t Rut). Note that the cost in (7) will be

oblivious to any bounded initial condition x0 as long as the policy is stabilizing, and the Gaussian
assumption on noise can be lifted.

Alternatively, when the dynamics is noiseless but the initial condition is uncertain, we might
be interested in minimizing the following objective instead

min
π∈Π

JLQR(u) := lim
T→∞

Ex0 JT (u,0, x0) (8a)

subject to (6), ut = π(Ht) (8b)

where x0 is drawn from a distribution with covariance Σ ≻ 0. We will see later that both of the
problems in (7) and (8) essentially amount to the same policy optimization problem.
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Figure 1: The non-convex set of stabilizing static state-feedback polices S for A =

0 1 0
0 0 1
0 0 0

 and B =

00
1

.

A remarkable property of the closed-loop optimal LQR problem is that the optimal policy π∗,
when exists, is linear in the states and depends only on the current states. That is, π∗(Ht) =
π∗(xt) = Kxt for some K ∈ Rm×n (Anderson and Moore, 2007). Inspired by this property, for
both (7) and (8), we can parameterize the LQR policy as a linear mapping xt 7→ ut = Kxt and
referred to as policy K for simplicity. Then, the set of static stabilizing state-feedback policies is

Θ := S = {K ∈ Rm×n : ρ(A+BK) < 1}. (9)

where ρ(·) denotes the spectral radius of a square matrix. Following (5), we can define JLQR over S,
where JLQR(K) corresponds to the objective in either (7) or (8). Our parameterized policy family
will be {πK}K∈S with πK(Ht) := Kxt. Lastly, the optimal LQR policy problem becomes

min
K

JLQR(K)

subject to K ∈ S.
(10)

For well-posedness of the problem, we assume that the pair (A,B) is stabilizable so S is non-empty;
see Figure 1 for a numerical example.

2.2.2. LQG under Dynamic Output-feedback Policies

We here specify the general closed-loop optimal policy problem (4) in the context of LTI systems
with partial observation:

xt+1 = Axt +But + wt, yt = Cxt + vt, (11)

where xt ∈ Rn, ut ∈ Rm, yt ∈ Rp are the system state, input, and output measurement at time t, and
wt ∼ N (0,W ), vt ∼ N (0, V ) are Gaussian process and measurement noise signals, respectively. It
is assumed that the covariance matrices satisfy W ⪰ 0, V ≻ 0. Given performance weight matrices
Q ⪰ 0, R ≻ 0, the optimal LQG problem becomes,

min
π∈Π

JLQG(u) := lim
T→∞

Ew,x0

1

T
JT (u,w, x0) (12a)

subject to (11), ut = π(Ht) (12b)

7



where w := ((wt, vt))
∞
t=0. It should be noted that the difference between the optimal closed-loop

policy problems (12) and (7) is the policies have to to be output-feedback with Ht = (u0:t−1, y0:t−1)
versus state-feedback with Ht = (u0:t−1, x0:t), respectively.

Next, we construct a family of policies, referred to as dynamic policies, parameterized by an
LTI system,

ξt+1 = AKξt +BKyt, ut = CKξt, (13)

where ξt ∈ Rq is the controller’s internal state at time t, and policy parameters (AK, BK, CK) ∈
Rq×q×Rq×p×Rm×q specify the policy parameters. If q = n, we refer to (13) as a full-order dynamic
policy; if q < n, it is called a reduced-order dynamic policy. In this survey, we will focus on the
case q = n since it is known that full-order dynamic policy parameterization is rich enough; i.e.
contains a globally optimal solution to the closed-loop optimal policy problem (12) (Zhou et al.,
1996). Therefore, combining (13) with (11) leads to the augmented closed-loop system,[

xt+1

ξt+1

]
=

[
A BCK

BKC AK

] [
xt

ξt

]
+

[
I 0
0 BK

] [
wt

vt

]
,

[
yt
ut

]
=

[
C 0
0 CK

] [
xt

ξt

]
+

[
vt
0

]
. (14)

The set of stabilizing controllers with order q ∈ N is now defined as,

Θ := Cq =
{
K =

[
0m×p CK

BK AK

]
∈ R(m+q)×(p+q)

∣∣∣∣ ρ

([
A BCK

BKC AK

])
< 1

}
. (15)

Then, any such K ∈ Cq determines a dynamic policy πK with πK(Ht) :=
∑t

i=1CKA
i−1
K BKyt−i, where

we set ξ0 = 0. Following the parameterization in (5), given the system plant dimension n, the
policy optimization for LQG control becomes

min
K

JLQG(K)

subject to K ∈ Cn.
(16)

Throughout this survey, we make the standard assumption that (A,B) is stabilizable and (C,A)
is detectable for the LTI system (11), so that Cn is nonempty.

2.2.3. H∞-robust Control under Static State-feedback Policies

The H∞-norm of a closed-loop transfer function characterizes the worst case performance
against adversarial disturbances wt with bounded energy. Considering the same dynamics in
(6), then (4) reduces to the H∞ robust control problem:

min
π∈Π

J∞(u) := sup
∥w∥l2≤1

lim
T→∞

JT (u,w, 0)

subject to (6), ut = π(Ht),

where we have assumed x0 = 0 for simplicity. Following (5) and by considering the same pa-
rameterization as LQR, we can equivalently express J∞ instead as a function on the set of static
stabilizing policies S, and thus the H∞-robust policy problem becomes,

min
K

J∞(K)

subject to K ∈ S.
(17)

Note that (17) is the state-feedback H∞ control based on dynamics in (6), where the static linear
policy parameterization results in no loss of optimality (Zhou and Khargonekar, 1988). For the
partially observed LTI system (11) where the state xt is not directly measured, we can consider the
general output-feedback H∞ control, in which a dynamic policy similar to (13) is required (Zhou
et al., 1996).
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3. Topology and Geometry of Stabilizing Policies

Given an LTI system (6), represented with (A,B) ∈ Rn×n ×Rn×m, the set of static stabilizing
state-feedback policies S ⊆ Rm×n in (9) has rich topological properties. For example, provided
(A,B) is stabilizable, we have S ̸= ∅ and any element of S can be identified with pole placement
(Åström and Murray, 2021). Using the Jury stability criterion (Jury, 1964) (the discrete-time ver-
sion of the Routh–Hurwitz stability criterion (Parks, 1962)), we can express S as a finite system of
polynomial inequalities written in terms of the elements of K ∈ Rm×n. However, this set of poly-
nomial inequalities is complicated and may not directly offer insights on topological properties of
S.

It is known that S is unbounded when m ≥ 2, and its topological boundary ∂S = {K ∈
Rm×n | ρ(A + BK) = 1} is a subset of Rm×n. Furthermore, as a result of the continuity of
eigenvalues in the entries of the matrix, we can argue that S is an open set in Rm×n. It can
furthermore be shown that S is contractible. In particular, by the Lyapunov stability linear
matrix inequality criterion and a Schur complement argument we can argue that:

Fact 3.1. The set of stabilizing static state-feedback policies S is path-connected.

This property is vital for devising algorithmic iterates that have to reach a minimizer from any
initial point in S.

3.1. Riemannian Geometry of Stabilizing Policies

Before diving into the geometry of stabilizing policies, we will first introduce basic concepts from
Riemannian geometry. More specialized topics will be introduced in their respective sections in this
paper. The starting point of departure for us is the realization that the set of stabilizing policies S,
as an open subset of Rm×n, is a smooth manifold; a geometric object, generically denoted by M,
that loosely speaking is locally Euclidean. We call any smooth function c : R → M a smooth curve
on M. A tangent vector at x ∈ M is any vector ċ(0) = d

dt
c(t)|t=0, where c(·) is a smooth curve

passing through x at t = 0. The set of all such tangent vectors at x is a vector space called the
tangent space at x denoted by TxM. Its dimension dim(TxM) coincides with the dimension of the
manifold. For open sets, such as S, its tangent spaces identifies with the vector space it lies within:
TKS ≡ Rm×n; this is referred to as the usual identification of the tangent space. The tangent bundle
is simply the disjoint union of all tangent spaces TM := {(x, v) : x ∈ M, v ∈ TxM}.

Let F : M → N ⊂ RM be a smooth function between two smooth manifolds. If we perturb
x ∈ M along a direction v ∈ TxM, then the perturbation of the output from F (·) is another
tangent vector in TF (x)N ; the linear mapping dFx : TxM → TF (x)N is called the differential of F
at x and acts on any vector v ∈ TxM as

dFx(v) :=
d

dt

∣∣
t=0

(F ◦ c)(t)

where c(·) is any smooth curve passing x at t = 0 with velocity v.
Considering the open set, and hence smooth manifold, of Schur stable matrices A, we define

the Lyapunov mapping L : A×Rn×n → Rn×n that sends the pair (A,Q) to the unique solution P
of

P = APAT +Q. (18)

The following lemma is instrumental in geometric analysis of policies for linear systems.
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Figure 2: The 2-dimensional set of stabilizing policies subject to the off-diagonal sparsity constraint. The LTI

system is A =

[
0.8 1
0 0.8

]
and B =

[
0 1
1 0

]
.

Lemma 3.1. The differential of L at (A,Q) ∈ A × Rn×n along (E,F ) ∈ T(A,Q)(A × Rn×n) ≡
Rn×n × Rn×n is

d L(A,Q)[E,F ] = L
(
A,E L(A,Q)AT + AL(A,Q)ET + F

)
.

For any A ∈ A and Q,Σ ∈ Rn×n we further have the so-called Lyapunov-trace property,

tr
[
L(AT, Q)Σ

]
= tr [L(A,Σ)Q] .

Moving on, a Riemannian metric ⟨·, ·⟩x : TxM × TxM → R on a smooth manifold M is an
inner product that smoothly varies in x with x ∈ M. We call (M, ⟨·, ·⟩) a Riemannian manifold
and often add a superscript to clarify specific Riemannian metrics. A (locally-defined) retraction
is a smooth mapping R : T ⊂ TM → M where T contains an open subset of (x, 0x) ∈ T for each
x ∈ M, and the curve c(t) := R(x, tv) satisfies c(0) = x and ċ(0) = v.

The upshot of introducing Riemannian geometry for policy optimization is now as follows. For
any static feedback policy K ∈ S, define the following Riemannian metric that depends on a
solution of a Lyapunov equation3:

⟨V,W ⟩LK := tr
[
V TWYK

]
,

where YK := L(A + BK,Σ). In fact, this dependence varies smoothly in policy K and thus we
can show that ⟨·, ·⟩L is a Riemannian metric on S referred to as the “Lyapunov metric.”

Theorem 3.2. If Σ ≻ 0 then (S, ⟨·, ·⟩L) is a Riemannian manifold.

The Riemannian machinery introduced for stabilizing policies also allows addressing feedback
design for certain classes of constrained policies. For example, when K ⊂ Rm×n and we restrict
the policies to Θ = S̃ := S ∩ K. From a topological perspective, S̃ ⊂ S remains relatively open
as S was open in Rm×n. However, in general, S̃ is not only non-convex (Ackermann, 1980) but
also disconnected (Feng and Lavaei, 2019). Nonetheless, one can show that sparsity constraint

3Compare with the Frobenius inner product ⟨V,W ⟩F = tr
[
V TW

]
which induces the so-called Euclidean geometry.
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(which is of primary interest in network systems) and static output feedback policies lead to
properly embedded submanifolds of S (Talebi and Mesbahi, 2022), thus entailing this Riemannian

geometry as summarized in the following. See Figure 2 for a numerical example of S̃ with a sparsity
constraint.

Fact 3.2. For any sparsity constraint KD :=
{
K ∈ Rm×n | Ki,j = 0, (i, j) ̸∈ D

}
with a index

set D ⊂ [m] × [n], the set of sparse stabilizing policies S̃ = S ∩ KD ⊂ S is a properly embedded

submanifold of dimension |D|. Also, each tangent space at K ∈ S̃ identifies with TKS̃ ∼= KD.

Fact 3.3. For any output feedback constraint KC :=
{
K ∈ Rm×n | K = LC, L ∈ Rm×d

}
with

a full-rank output matrix C, the set of static output-feedback policies S̃ = S ∩ KC is a properly
embedded submanifold of S with dimension md. Also, each tangent space at K ∈ S̃ identifies with
TKS̃ ∼= KC .

We later see the implications of these fact when we study the (Riemannian) gradient and Hessian
of a smooth cost in §4.3.2.

3.2. Topology and Geometry of Dynamic Output-feedback Polices

Herein, we focus on the output-feedback problem setup introduced in §2.2.2. Our parameterized
family of policies will be the set of full-order dynamic output feedback policies Θ := Cn in (15),
and we next discuss some of its topological and geometrical properties.

Similar to the static case, Cn is a nonconvex set. This is illustrated in Figure 3 with a numerical
example. It is also known that the set Cn is open and unbounded. In addition to the non-convexity,
the set Cn can even be disconnected but has at most two diffeomorphic components that are
captured by the following notion of “similarity transformations in control”: for any invertible
matrix T ∈ GLn, define the mapping TT that sends any dynamic policy K to

TT (K) :=

[
0 CKT

−1

TBK TAKT
−1

]
. (19)

Note that the policy K ∈ Cn if and only if the transformed policy TT (K) ∈ Cn. Indeed, the map
K 7→ TT (K) is a diffeomorphism from Cn to itself for any such invertible matrix T . 4

Fact 3.4. The set Cn has at most two path-connected components. If Cn has two path-connected
components C(1)

n and C(2)
n , then C(1)

n and C(2)
n are diffeomorphic under the mapping TT , for any

invertible matrix T ∈ Rn×n with detT < 0.

The potential disconnectivity of Cn comes from the fact that the set of real invertible matrices
GLn = {Π ∈ Rn×n | detΠ ̸= 0} has two path-connected components: GL+

n = {Π ∈ Rn×n | detΠ >
0}, GL−

n = {Π ∈ Rn×n | detΠ < 0}. In other words, the nature of similarity transformations
embedded in dynamic feedback policies may cause Cn to be disconnected. The following results
provide conditions that ensure Cn to be a single path-connected component.

Fact 3.5. If there exists a reduced-order stabilizing policy for (11), i.e., Cn−1 ̸= ∅, then Cn is
path-connected. The converse also holds for systems with single-input or single-output, i.e., when
m = 1 or p = 1 in (11).

4Note that the same input-output behavior of a policy (13) can be represented using different state-space
models, e.g., using different coordinates for the internal policy state which is precisely captured by this similarity
transformation.
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Figure 3: Illustration of the set of dynamic stabilizing policies C1 for an LTI system with B = C = 1 and: (a)
with A = 1.1 resulting in two path-connected components; (b) with A = 0.9 resulting in a single path-connected
component.

We can immediately deduce the following facts: 1) For any open-loop unstable first-order
dynamical system, i.e., n = 1 and A > 0, there exist no reduced-order stabilizing policies, i.e.,
Cn−1 = ∅; thus its associated set of stabilizing policies Cn must be disconnected. 2) For any open-
loop stable systems, i.e., when A is stable, we naturally have a reduced-order stabilizing policy,
and thus the corresponding set of stabilizing policies is always path-connected. Figure 3 provides
numerical examples for each case.

3.3. Symmetries of Dynamic Output-feedback Policies: a Quotient Geometry

An alternative parameterization for dynamic output-feedback systems (15) is through turning
Cn into a Riemannian quotient manifold of lower dimension. To see this, note that the group of
similarity transformations {TT (·) : T ∈ GLn} ≡ GLn is a group action acting smoothly on Cn.
Recall, we are treating the open subset Cn ⊂ R(n+m)×(n+p) as a smooth manifold. The orbit of
K ∈ Cn is then the collection of controllers reachable from K via similarity transformation:

[K] :=

{[
0 CKT

−1

TBK TAKT
−1

]
: T ∈ GLn

}
.

A few examples of such orbits are shown in Figure 4 in distinct colors. Recall that LQG cost is
constant on each orbit; this serves as the basis for the PO for LQG over the so-called quotient
space.

The quotient set (also known as the orbit set) of Cn is simply the collection of all orbits:

Cn/GLn := {[K] : K ∈ Cn}.

We equip Cn/GLn with the induced quotient topology, defined as the finest topology in which the
quotient map π : Cn → Cn/GLn, sending each K to the orbit [K], is continuous. The resulting
topological space is called the quotient space.

The next step is to design a smooth structure for Cn/GLn, turning it into a smooth manifold.
For arbitrary quotient spaces, if there exists a smooth structure in which the quotient map is
a smooth submersion, we call the resulting quotient space a smooth quotient manifold. In this

12



Figure 4: The region of stabilizing dynamic feedback policies C1 ⊂ R3 for the plant (A,B,C) = (1.1, 1, 1). Each
colored curve (red, purple, yellow, magenta, dark blue) is an individual orbit of policies. Note that C1 has 2 path-
connected components.

context, the original smooth manifold is called the total manifold. Unfortunately, quotient spaces
are often not even Hausdorff. Recall a topological space is Hausdorff when any pair of points
can be separated into disjoint neighborhoods of the corresponding points; this property implies
all sequences have a unique limit. Therefore for non-Hausdorff quotient spaces, optimization is
hopeless because limits cannot even be defined!

As it turns out, Cn/GLn is non-Hausdorff. The reason is the existence of non-controllable and
non-observable, yet stabilizing, dynamic controllers which acts as “jumps.” This is explained in
more detail in Hazewinkel (1976). Fortunately, the quotient space Cmin

n /GLn is Hausdorff (Kraisler
and Mesbahi, 2024, Lemma 4.1), where Cmin

n are all full-order minimal policies— policies with con-
trollable and observable state space form. This follows from the remarkable theorem in Hazewinkel
(1976) proving the orbit space of minimal linear systems admits a smooth quotient manifold struc-
ture. It can be shown dim(Cmin

n /GLn) = nm + np, an order of magnitude smaller. So, in the
context of smooth optimization, we have a significantly smaller search space.

Before we continue, let us discuss the tangent space of Cn. As an open subset, the tangent
space of Cn coincides with its linear span: tangent vectors to the open set Cn are simply

V =

[
0 G
F E

]
for any matrices E ∈ Rn×n, F ∈ Rn×p, and G ∈ Rm×n. The resulting vector space will be denoted
Vn; so, we write TKCn ≡ Vn.

In order to adopt smooth optimization techniques for Cmin
n /GLn, we at last must equip the

smooth quotient manifold with a retraction and Riemannian metric. To do this, we will discuss a
correspondence of these two constructs between the total manifold Cmin

n and the quotient manifold
Cmin
n /GLn. We can show that there is an invertible correspondence between Riemannian metrics

on Cmin
n /GLn and similarity-invariant Riemannian metrics on Cmin

n , by which we mean

⟨V,W⟩K = ⟨TT (V),TT (W)⟩TT (K). (20)
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A related correspondence holds for retractions. See (Boumal, 2023, §9) and (Kraisler and Mesbahi,
2024, §4) for how to induce such a Riemannian metric and retraction onto the quotient manifold.

Now we will define a similarity-invariant Riemannian metric satisfying (20). Let Acl(K),Bcl(K),
and Ccl(K) denote the matrices corresponding to the (augmented) closed-loop system in (14).
A consequence of the minimality of any K ∈ Cmin

n is (1) Acl(K) is Hurwitz and (2) the closed
loop system (Acl(K), Bcl(K), Ccl(K)) is also minimal. The latter follows from the Popov-Belevitch-
Hautus test. As a result, the controllability and observability Grammains of the closed-loop system
satisfy

Wc(K) := L(Acl(K), Bcl(K)Bcl(K)
T) > 0 (21a)

Wo(K) := L(Acl(K), Ccl(K)
TCcl(K)) > 0. (21b)

Now, we introduced the so-called “Krishnaprasad-Martin (KM) metric” defined as

⟨V1,V2⟩KMK := w1tr[Wo(K) · E(V1) · Wc(K) · E(V2)
T ] (22a)

+ w2tr[F(V1)
T · Wo(K) · F(V2)] (22b)

+ w3tr[G(V1) · Wc(K) · F(V2)
T ] (22c)

where w1 > 0 and w2, w3 ≥ 0 are design constants and

E(V) :=

[
0 BG

FC E

]
, F(V) :=

[
0 0
0 F

]
, G(V) :=

[
0 0
0 G

]
.

We can show that the inner-product in (22) varies smoothly in K and, by referring to (21a) for each
K ∈ Cmin

n , establish the following result (analogous to the Riemannian metric in Theorem 3.2).

Theorem 3.3. The mapping that sends each K ∈ Cmin
n to the inner-product ⟨., .⟩KMK induces a

Riemannian metric on Cmin
n which is similarity-invariant; i.e., satisfies (20).

4. Geometry of Performance Objectives on Stabilizing Policies

In this section, we turn our attention toward performances measures described in §2 and the
interplay of domain geometry and the landscape of the cost functions associated with each perfor-
mance measure. Before getting to each specific metric, we review some of the geometric constructs
that are essential in characterizing the first and second-order variations of smooth cost functions,
subsequently used for optimization.

4.1. Riemannian Geometry and Policy Optimization

For brevity, we introduce these constructs for the smooth manifold S which also holds for any
other smooth manifold. A vector field V : S → TS is a mapping that smoothly assigns every
K ∈ S to a tangent vector VK ∈ TKS. A vector field induces a mapping on the space of smooth
functions, sending J : S → R to V J : S → R as follows:

V J(K) := d JK(VK) (23)

In this section, to distinguish tangent vectors from vector fields, we will denote the former
with VK to emphasize that VK is a tangent vector in TKS. Now, we can define the (Riemannian)
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gradient of J with respect to the Riemannian metric ⟨·, ·⟩L on S, denoted by grad J . In particular,
grad J is the unique vector field satisfying

⟨V, grad J⟩L = V J, (24)

for all vector fields V .
In order to define second-order variations of a smooth functions J , such as the Riemannian

Hessian, we must introduce a notion of directional derivatives on manifolds. This is referred to
as the (affine) connection, denoted by ∇. Consider two vector fields V and W on S. Then,
the connection ∇ allows us to define ∇VW , which itself is a vector field, at each K ∈ S as the
directional derivative of W along VK ∈ TKS. Each Connection on S is uniquely identified with
dim(S)3 number of smooth functions on S called the Christoffel Symbols. With the Christoffel
Symbols associated with ∇, in order to compute (∇VW )K , we only need the direction VK and the
vector field W locally; we do not need other evaluations of V .

Every Riemannian metric uniquely induces a compatible affine connection known as the Levi-
Civita connection. It is the unique connection which satisfies

∇U ⟨V,W ⟩ = ⟨∇UV,W ⟩ + ⟨V,∇UW ⟩ (25)

for any vector fields U, V,W of S.5 Hereafter, we let ∇ and ∇ denote the Levi-Civita connections
of S compatible with ⟨., .⟩L and the Frobenius inner product ⟨V,W ⟩F := tr

[
V TW

]
, respectively.

The macron in ∇ indicates the “flatness” of this Euclidean directional derivative.
Letting X(S) denote the family of vector fields on S, we can define the Riemannian Hessian of

J in two equivalent ways:

Hess J(V ) := ∇V grad J (26a)

Hess J(V,W ) := ⟨∇V grad J,W ⟩L (26b)

for any V,W ∈ X(S). Both forms can be used interchangeably. The former is used in the
context of Riemannian-Newton optimization. The latter is used in the context of defining a matrix
representing the Hessian matrix of f . It should be noted that for both definitions, V and W do
not have to be tangent vector fields ; they could simply be tangent vectors. To emphasize our
evaluation at a specific K ∈ S, we will write Hess J |K for both definitions.

As usual, the Euclidean Hessian is equivalently defined as ∇2
J(V ) := ∇V∇J . At last, we also

introduce an atypical yet efficient notion known as the pseudo-Euclidean Hessian which essentially
ignores the curvature of the manifold in quantifying the second order behavior of a smooth function.
It is constructed by applying the Euclidean affine connection ∇ on the (Riemannian) gradient
grad J as follows:

HessJ(V ) := ∇V grad J (27)

which will be compared with the Riemannian Hessian, denoted by Hess J .

5To be precise, for technical reasons regarding the uniqueness we must also require that ∇ is “symmetric;” see
Talebi and Mesbahi (2023).

15



Figure 5: Local retraction defined by the stability certificate: A schematics of the gray plane exemplifying a tangent
space at a point K on the blue manifold. The stability certificate provides a (purple) neighborhood of the origin (in
every tangent space) such that an efficient “local retraction” RKcan be obtained, such that every tangent vector
VK can be “retracted” to RK [ηVK ] after proper scaling by the stability certificate sK with η := sK(VK).

4.2. Stability Certificate for the Euclidean Retraction

For the open submanifold of a vector space, such as the static feedback policies S, a useful
example of a retraction is the Euclidean retraction: RK(VK) := K+VK , which is computationally
efficient. We emphasize that this is not well-defined globally on TKS, and thus motivates us to
further determine the local neighborhood on which it will be well-defined; see Figure 5.

Lemma 4.1. For any direction VK ∈ TKS ∼= Rm×n at any point K ∈ S, if

0 ≤ η ≤ sK(VK) :=
1

2λmax

(
L(AT

cl, I)
)
∥BVK∥2

where Acl = A+BK, then RK(ηVK) = K + ηVK ∈ S.

A few remarks are in order. First, since S ⊂ Rm×n is open, the stability certificate offers a
closed-form expression of a continuous lower bound on the radius to instability: sK(VK) ≤ sup{t :
t > 0, K+ tVK ∈ S}, which has an unknown closed-form expression. In the structured LQR setup,

since K is an affine space, S̃ is relatively open and thus sK(·) is also a stability certificate on S̃.
Given K ∈ S̃ and VK ∈ TKS̃, then

K+ := RK(ηVK) = K + ηVK (28)

for η = min(1, sK(VK)) renders K
+ ∈ S̃. Thus, for iterative update of policy K in (28), the chosen

step size guarantees feasibility and stability of K+ ∈ S̃.
For the LQR setup, the direction VK could be the negated Riemannian gradient − grad JLQR(K)

or Euclidean gradient −∇JLQR(K) of the LQR cost. The direction could also incorporate second-
order information, in the form of a Riemannian-Newton optimization, formulated as the solution
VK ∈ TKS of any of these linear equations:

Hess JLQR|K(V ) = − grad JLQR(K)

∇2
JLQR|K(V ) = −∇JLQR(K)

HessJLQR|K(V ) = − grad JLQR(K).
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Additionally, for structured LQR setup, we show that these first and second order variations can
be obtained similarly for the constrained cost J̃ = J |S̃ using Theorem 4.4 and the policy update
proceeds similarly.

Remark 1. In the absence of constraint when S̃ = S, the Hewer’s algorithm introduces the
following updates K+ = −(R+BTPKB)−1BTPKA with PK = L(AT

cl, Q+KTRK), which is shown
to converge to the global optimum quadratically. Somewhat interestingly, it in can be written as
K+ = K + V̂ , with a “Riemannian quasi-Newton” direction V̂t satisfying,

ĤK V̂ = − grad JLQR(K),

where ĤK := R+BTPKB is a positive definite approximation of Hess JLQR|K and HessJLQR|K . The
algebraic coincidence is that the unit stepsize remains stabilizing throughout these quasi-Newton
updates. We will also see that for the unconstrained LQR problem a small enough (fixed) step-size
is sufficient. In general though, we do not expect such step sizes to be stabilizing, and particularly
on constrained submanifolds S̃ one needs to instead utilize the stability certificate developed in
Lemma 4.1 to guarantee the stability of each policy iterate.

4.3. Linear Quadratic Regulator (LQR)

We here discuss the non-convex geometry in the policy optimization for LQR. We consider both
the standard (unconstrained) case, where the policy parameter K can be a dense matrix, and the
constrained case, where K has extra linear constraints in addition to the stabilizing requirement–
such as sparsity or output measurement.

4.3.1. Unconstrained Case

First, by the Lyapunov-trace property in Lemma 3.1, one can show that for the static feedback
parameterization ut = Kxt where K ∈ S, both the cost functions in (7) and (8) are equivalent
with

JLQR(K) =
1

2
tr [PKΣ] =

1

2
tr
[
(Q+KTRK)YK

]
, (29)

where PK = L(AT
cl, Q+KTRK), YK = L(Acl,Σ), and Acl = A+ BK. Next, the first and second

variations of the smooth cost JLQR ∈ C∞(S) with respect to the Riemannian and Euclidean metrics
are obtained in the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2. Consider the Riemannian manifold (S, ⟨., .⟩L). Then JLQR(·) is smooth and

grad JLQR(K) = RK +BTPKAcl

∇JLQR(K) = (RK +BTPKAcl)YK .

See Talebi and Mesbahi (2023) for explicit formulae of the Riemannian Hessian, and other second
order variations of JLQR.

Next, we review the properties of this cost function critical to policy optimization.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose Σ, Q,R ≻ 0 and (A,B) is stabilizable. Then, the function JLQR(·) : S → R,

(a) is real analytic, and in particular smooth.

(b) is coercive: K → ∂S or ∥K∥F → ∞ implies JLQR(K) → ∞;
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(c) admits a unique global minimum K∗ on S satisfying K∗ = −(R +BTPKB)−1BTPKA;

(d) has compact sublevel sets Sα := {K : JLQR(K) ≤ α} for each finite α;

(e) is gradient dominant on each sublevel set: there exists a constant c1 > 0 such that

c1[JLQR(K)− JLQR(K
∗)] ≤ ∥∇JLQR(K)∥2F , ∀K ∈ Sα;

(f) has L-Lipchitz gradient on each sublevel set: there exists a constant L > 0 such that

∥∇JLQR(K)−∇JLQR(K
′)∥F ≤ L∥K −K ′∥F , ∀K,K ′ ∈ Sα;

(g) admits lower and upper quadratic models on each sublevel set: there exists constants c2 > 0
and c3 > 0 such that

c2∥K −K∗∥2F ≤ JLQR(K)− JLQR(K
∗) ≤ c3∥K −K∗∥2F , ∀K ∈ Sα.

These properties of JLQR are quite essential in providing theoretical guarantees for different
optimization schemes. In particular, the smoothness, Lipschitz continuity, and quadratic models
are common in convex optimization whereas the gradient dominance enables global convergence
guarantees despite non-convexity of JLQR in K. Finally, note that these properties holds on each
(fixed) sublevel set of the cost which often is chosen to contain the initial policy K0. These has
been made possible due to the coercive property of JLQR that results in compact sublevel sets.

4.3.2. Linearly Constrained Case

Here, we will discuss the Riemannian geometry of the LQR cost in the structured LQR setup.
Since S̃ := S ∩K ⊂ S is an embedded submanifold, the Riemannian metric ⟨., .⟩L can be equipped

onto S̃ simply by restricting its domain TS onto T S̃. Also, for any smooth function J on S,
we let J̃ := J |S̃ be its restriction to S̃. However, the gradient and Hessian of J̃ will not relate

to those of J so simply. As for gradient grad J̃ : S̃ → T S̃, our Euclidean intuition is correct
and so it can be related to grad J by the “tangential projection” operator π⊤—the generalization
of orthogonal projection with respect to the Riemannian metric. On the other hand, for the
Riemannian Hessian of this restricted cost, denoted by Hess J̃ , our Euclidean intuition fails as this
correspondence cannot be explained by merely a projection operator. In fact, the curvature of
the underlying Riemmanian manifold affects this second-order information. This can be captured
precisely by the Weingarten map WU(V ) ∈ X(S̃) as the unique vector field satisfying

⟨WU(V ),W ⟩L = ⟨U,∇VW − π⊤∇VW ⟩L (30)

for all W ∈ X(S̃). These relations are summarized below; see Talebi and Mesbahi (2023) for
further details.

Theorem 4.4. Let J : S → R and J̃ := J |S̃ . Then over S̃, we have

grad J̃ = π⊤ grad J. (31)

Furthermore, for any V ∈ X(S̃), we have

Hess J̃(V ) = π⊤Hess J(V ) +WU(V ), (32)

where U := grad J − π⊤ grad J .
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Figure 6: A numerical example for the feasible set of diagonal stabilizing controller for the SLQR problem of §2.
a) the region on which the Riemannian Hessian is positive definite versus that of Pseudo-Euclidean Hessian. (b)
Trajectories of the QRNPO algorithm (Talebi and Mesbahi, 2022) using Riemannian Hessian in blue, incorporating
the curvature, versus the Euclidean Hessian in orange, where the former takes more efficient trajectories towards
the global minimum (denoted by the red star).

This result enables us to obtain explicit formulae for the Riemannian gradient and Hessian of
any smooth costs on S when restricted to S̃ = S ∩ K. In fact, this is proved for any embedded
submanifold of an abstract Riemannian manifold. As expected, these geometric derivatives will
be affected by the curvature of (S, ⟨., .⟩L) which is accurately captured by the second term of
the Weingarten mapping. In explicit form, these can be computed using the Christoffel symbols
associated with induced Levi-Civita connection ∇; see (Talebi and Mesbahi, 2023, Prop. 3.4) for
the general proof and explicit formulae of these quantities.

By direct application of these results to the constraint LQR cost J̃LQR := JLQR|S̃ , we can give
explicit formulae for Riemannian gradient and Hessian:

grad J̃LQR(K) = π⊤(RK +BTPKAcl)

∇J̃LQR(K) = ProjK((RK +BTPKAcl)YK),

where ProjK is the ordinary Euclidean projection operator from TKS onto TKS̃. Similarly, the

Riemannian, Euclidean, and Pseudo-Euclidean Hessians for J̃LQR(·) can be obtained.
In Figure 6, we provide a numerical illustration of how this Riemannian metric is useful, and

how the curvature information enables more efficient algorithms.6

4.4. Linear Quadratic Gaussian (LQG) Control

In this subsection, we move to discuss the geometry in policy optimization for LQG control
(16). As we will see below, while sharing certain similarities, the non-convex LQG landscape is
richer and more complicated than the LQR case.

6The figure pertains to the example as in Figure 2, where the feedback gain is constrained to be diagonal.
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(a) (b)

Figure 7: Non-isolated and disconnected optimal LQG policies (highlighted by the red curves). In both cases, we
set Q = 1, R = 1, V = 1,W = 1. (a) LQG cost for the open-loop unstable system with A = 1.1, B = C = 1, where
we fixed AK = −0.3069; (b) another LQG cost for the open-loop stable system with A = 0.9, B = C = 1, where we
fixed AK = −0.1753. In (b), the origin BK = 0, CK = 0 with AK = −0.1753 is a saddle point.

Recall that the set of stabilizing policies Cn has at most two path-connected components that
are diffeomorphic to each other under a particular similarity transformation (Fact 3.4). As simi-
larity transformations do not change the input/output behavior of dynamic policies, it makes no
difference to search over any path-connected component even if Cn is not path-connected. This
feature brings positive news for local policy search algorithms over dynamic stabilizing policies Cn.

4.4.1. Spurious Stationary Points and Global Optimality

Similar to the LQR case, for any stabilizing policy K ∈ Cn, the LQG cost function JLQG(K) in
(16) has the following expressions:

JLQG(K) = tr

([
Q 0
0 CT

KRCK

]
XK

)
= tr

([
W 0
0 BKV BT

K

]
YK

)
, (33)

where XK and YK are the unique positive semidefinite solutions to the Lyapunov equations below

XK =

[
A BCK

BKC AK

]
XK

[
A BCK

BKC AK

]T
+

[
W 0
0 BKV BT

K

]
, (34a)

YK =

[
A BCK

BKC AK

]T
YK

[
A BCK

BKC AK

]
+

[
Q 0
0 CT

KRCK

]
. (34b)

Note that XK and YK are closely related to the controllable and observable Gramians of the closed-
loop system (14).

From (33), it is not difficult to see that JLQG(K) is a rational function in terms of the policy
parameter K, and it is thus a real analytic on Cn. We summarize this as a fact below.

Fact 4.1. The LQG cost JLQG(K) in (16) is real analytic on Cn, and in particular smooth.

It is also easy to identify examples to confirm the non-convexity of LQG policy optimization
(16) (note that the domain Cn is already non-convex; see Figure 3). Unlike the LQR, it is known
that the problem of LQG problem (16) has non-unique and non-isolated globally optimal policies
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in the state-space form Cn. This is not difficult to see since any similarity transformation on one
optimal LQG policy K⋆ leads to another optimal solution that achieves the same cost, i.e.,

JLQG(K
⋆) = JLQG(TT (K

⋆)), ∀T ∈ GLn. (35)

Figure 7 illustrates the non-convex LQG landscape and the non-isolated/disconnected optimal
LQG policies. It is also known that the LQG cost JLQG is not coercive: there might exist sequences of
stabilizing policies Kj ∈ Cn where limj→∞ Kj ∈ ∂Cn such that limj→∞ JLQG(Kj) < ∞, and sequences
of stabilizing policies Kj ∈ Cn where limj→∞ ∥Kj∥F = ∞ such that limj→∞ JLQG(Kj) < ∞. The
latter fact is easy to see from the effect of similarity transformation (35) since JLQG(K) is constant
for policies that are connected by any T ∈ GLn; also see (Zheng et al., 2023, Example 4.1) for the
former fact. A closed-form expression for the gradient of the LQG cost function ∇JLQG can also be
obtained; see Zheng et al. (2023) for details.

As shown in Figure 7, the set of stationary points {K ∈ Cn | ∇JLQG(K) = 0} is not isolated and
can be disconnected. Furthermore, there may exist strictly suboptimal spurious stationary points
for the LQG control (16). This fact can be seen from Figure 7(b), in which the policy K ∈ C1 with
values AK = −0.1753, BK = 0, and CK = 0 corresponds to a saddle point. Indeed, the following
result explicitly characterizes a class of saddle points in LQG control (16) when the plant dynamics
are open-loop stable. These stationary points are spurious and suboptimal whenever the globally
optimal LQG policy corresponds to a nonzero transfer function.

Fact 4.2 (Saddle points in LQG). Suppose (11) is open-loop stable. Let AK = Λ ∈ Rn×n be
any stable matrix. Then the zero policy K ∈ Cn with parameters AK = Λ, BK = 0, CK = 0 is a
stationary point of JLQG(K) over Cn, and the corresponding Hessian is either indefinite or zero.

Due to the existence of spurious saddle points, LQG policy optimization (16) cannot enjoy the
gradient dominance property as the LQR case. The gradient dominance property will also fail
for the LQG control even when an observer-based policy parameterization is used (Mohammadi
et al., 2021b). Note that the policy K in Fact 4.2 corresponds to a zero transfer function, and the
policy just produces a zero input. It has been shown that all spurious stationary points K are non-
minimal dynamic policies, i.e., either (AK, BK) is not controllable, or (CK, AK) is not observable or
both. Therefore, we have the following result about globally optimal LQG policies.

Fact 4.3 (Global optimality in LQG). All stationary points that correspond to controllable and
observable policies are globally optimal in the LQG problem (16). These globally optimal policies
are related to each other by a similarity transformation.

The proof is based on closed-form gradient expressions for controllable and observable station-
ary points K ∈ Cn (by letting the gradients equal to zero), which are shown to be the same as
the optimal solution from Riccati equations. This proof strategy was first used in (Hyland and
Bernstein, 1984) to derive first-order necessary conditions for optimal reduced-order controllers. It
strongly depends on the assumption of minimality, which fails to deal with non-minimal globally
optimal policies for LQG control. Beyond minimal policies, a recent extension of global optimality
characterization in LQG control is (Zheng et al., 2023, Theorem 4.2), which is based on a notion of
non-degenerate stabilizing policies. This characterization relies on a more general strategy of ex-
tended convex lifting that captures a suitable convex re-parameterization of LQG control (16).

4.4.2. Invariances of LQG: a Quotient Geometry

This subsection is a sequel to the quotient manifold setup introduced in §3.3. Recall the
LQG cost JLQG solely depends on the input-output properties of the closed loop system. If our
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Figure 8: A colored plot of the LQG cost JLQG(·) over Cn with A = 1.1, B = C = 1. Color is determined via an
affine transformation of log(JLQG(K)) so that the minimum LQG cost is mapped to 0 and the maximum LQG cost
is mapped to 1, over the given plot bounds on AK, BK, CK.

parameterization of choice is the state-space form in (15), then the control design objective will
be invariant under similarity transformation: JLQG(K1) = JLQG(K2), for any K1,K2 ∈ Cn lying in the
same orbit [K1] = [K2]. Figure 8 shows an example of such LQG cost on C1; also compare with the
orbits plotted in Figure 4.

The similarity-invariance of LQG causes many hindrances for policy optimization. First, each
stationary point lies within an orbit of stationary points, and this orbit will have dimension n2.
Therefore, the Hessian of any stationary point will be singular: its nullspace dimension will be at
least n2. This may muddle the policy optimization algorithms. Also, local convergence guarantees
will be more difficult to obtain since the Hessian at the global minimum cannot be positive-definite.

Second, since the group product is not coordinate-invariant, we lose the useful invariance prop-
erty:

∇JLQG(TT (K)) ̸= TT (∇JLQG(K)).

This has impacts on the initialization: if we choose a particularly bad initialization ∥K0∥F ≫ 0,
then we will always have ∥∇JLQG(K)∥F ≫ 0. This also implies that gradient descent fails to satisfy
the following property known as similarity-equivariance:

TT (K− α∇JLQG(K)) ̸= TT (K)− α∇JLQG(TT (K)). (36)

As we will see, we can resolve these issues by introducing a similarity-invariant Riemannian metric
and devising a Riemannian gradient descent procedure.

Since JLQG(·) is similarity-invariant, we can induce a unique cost onto the smooth quotient space
Cn/GLn as follows:

J̃LQG([K]) := JLQG(K
′)

where K′ is any controller K′ ∈ [K]. Now let us equip Cmin
n with the KM metric (22) and Cmin

n /GLn

with the induced quotient metric. Then the Riemannian gradient is similarity-equivariant:

grad JLQG(TT (K)) = TT (grad JLQG(K))
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Using the Euclidean retraction, which is similarity-equivariant, we therefore have the fact that a
single step of Riemannian gradient descent is similarity equivariant; that is,

TT (K− α grad JLQG(K)) = TT (K)− α grad JLQG(TT (K)).

This is a remarkable property. If we perform a similarity transformation on the initial controller
K0, then the resulting sequence of iterates will also be transformed by that same similarity trans-
formation.

This also implies the following. Let K ∈ Cmin
n and consider K+ := K − α grad JLQG(K). Let

x := [K] ∈ Cmin
n /GLn and define x+ := Rx(−α grad J̃LQG(x)). Then x+ = [K+]. In other words,

Riemannian gradient descent over the Riemannian quotient manifold coincides with Riemannian
gradient descent over the total manifold. We emphasize that these properties hold only when
the Riemannian metric is similarity-invariant (20), such as the KM metric, and the retraction is
similarity-equivariant, such as the Euclidean retraction.

We will end this section with a lemma that shows how this setup reduces the nullspace dimen-
sion of Riemannian Hessian at stationary points. The following result quantifies the number of
eigenvalues of the Riemannian Hessian with positive, zero, and negative signs—referred to as its
“signature.”

Fact 4.4. Let M be a manifold under group action G equipped with a G-invariant Riemannian
metric. SupposeM/G is a smooth quotient manifold and consider anyG-invariant smooth function
J : M → R. If (n−, n0, n+) is the signature of Hess J(x∗) at any stationary point x∗ ∈ M of J ,

then the signature of Hess J̃([x∗]) is (n−, n0 − dim(G), n+), where J̃([x]) := J(x).

To illustrate a consequence of this lemma, suppose K∗ is a global minimum of JLQG. This implies

∇2
JLQG(K

∗) has at least q2 zero eigenvalues. Then, due to the lack of positive-definiteness of the
Hessian, iterative updates may not be guaranteed with a linear rate of convergence. But, by this

shows that Hess J̃LQG([K
∗]) has q2 less zeros. So, if dim ker∇2

JLQG(K
∗) = q2 then Hess J̃LQG([K

∗]) > 0
which is the property that enables a local linear rate of convergence guaranteed in (Kraisler and
Mesbahi, 2024, Thm. 5.2) for the continuous system dynamics.

4.5. H∞-norm: Systems with Adversarial Noise

In this section, we return to the state-feedback H∞ optimal control problem introduced in
§2.2.3. Setting the initial state x0 = 0 and considering a stabilizing policy K ∈ S, the H∞
performance J∞(·) coincides with the square of the H∞ norm of the closed-loop transfer function

from wt to a performance measure zt :=
[
(Q1/2xt)

T (R1/2ut)
T
]T

. Explicitly,

J∞(K) = sup
∥w∥l2 ̸=0

∥z∥2l2
∥w∥2l2

=

∥∥∥∥[ Q1/2

R1/2K

]
(zI − A−BK)−1

∥∥∥∥2

∞

= sup
ω∈[0,2π]

λmax

(
(e−jω − A−BK)−T(Q+KTRK)(ejω − A−BK)−1

)
,

(37)

where λmax(·) denotes the maximal eigenvalue of an Hermitian matrix.
Unlike the case of LQR or LQG, we usually do not have a closed-form expression to evaluate

the H∞ norm (37). One can also use the celebrated KYP lemma to evaluate it using a linear
matrix inequality (LMI), but the solution can take more computational efforts than its counter-
parts in LQR (29) or LQG (33) that only involve solving (linear) Lyapunov equations. Classical
control techniques typically re-parameterize the non-convex H∞ control (17) into a convex LMI
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Figure 9: Non-convexity and non-smoothness of the H∞ cost function. (a) illustrates a static output feedback
H∞ control instance with ut = DKyt which shows one non-smooth point (highlighted by the black point); (b)
corresponds to a dynamic H∞ control instance which exhibits a set of nonsmooth points (highlighted by the red
lines); see (Zheng et al., 2023, Example 5.1) for further details.

via a change of variables (Boyd et al., 1994), or directly characterize a suboptimal solution via
solving a single (quadratic) Riccati equation (Zhou and Khargonekar, 1988). Here, we discuss
some geometric aspects of the H∞ policy optimization (17).

Compared with the LQR and LQG, one major difference in H∞ control is that the function
J∞(K) in (37) is non-smooth, i.e., the cost function J∞(K) may not be differentiable at some
feasible points K ∈ S (see Figure 9 for an illustration). This fact is actually not difficult to see
due to two possible sources of non-smoothness in (37): One from taking the largest eigenvalue
of complex matrices, and the other from maximization over ω ∈ [0, 2π]. Indeed, robust control
problems were one of the early motivations and applications for non-smooth optimization (Lewis,
2007). Despite the non-smoothness, theH∞ cost function is locally Lipschitz and thus differentiable
almost everywhere (Figure 9 also illustrates this). Thus, we can define the Clarke directional
derivative and Clarke subdifferential of J∞(K) at each feasible policy K ∈ S.

Furthermore, the H∞ cost function J∞(K) is known to be “subdifferentially regular” in the
sense of Clarke (Clarke, 1990) (i.e., the ordinary directional derivative exists and coincides with
the Clarke directional derivative for all directions). Also, it is known that the discrete-time state-
feedback H∞ cost function (37) is coercive. We summarize these properties property below, which
to some extend are analogous to those of LQR cost in Lemma 4.3.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose Q ≻ 0, R ≻ 0 and (A,B) is stabilizable. Then, the H∞ cost function
J∞ : S 7→ R, defined in (37),

(a) is locally Lipschitz, and thus almost everywhere differentiable;

(b) is subdifferentially regular over the set of stabilizing policies S;

(c) is coercive7: K → ∂S or ∥K∥ → ∞ each implies J∞(K) → ∞;

(d) has compact, path-connected sublevel sets Sγ = {K ∈ S | J∞(K) ≤ γ} for any γ ≥ γ⋆ :=
minK J∞(K).

7We remark that this coerciveness property fails to hold in the continuous-time state-feedback H∞ control, even
when Q ≻ 0, R ≻ 0; see (Zheng et al., 2024, Fact 4.1)

24



The proof idea for the first two properties is to view J∞(K) as a composition of a convex map-
ping ∥ · ∥∞ and the mapping from K to a stable closed-loop transfer function that is continuously
differentiable over S. In the discrete time, the coerciveness of J∞ can be proved using the positive
definiteness of Q and R. The compactness of sublevel sets follows directly by coercivity. The
sublevel set Sγ is in general non-convex but always path-connected. One can also compute the set
of subdifferential ∂J∞(K) at each feasible policy K ∈ S; however, the computation is much more
complicated than the smooth LQR or LQG case. We refer the interested reader to (Zheng et al.,
2023, Lemma 5.2) and Apkarian and Noll (2006a) for more details. Despite the non-convex and
non-smoothness, we have a global optimality characterization for (17).

Fact 4.5 (Global optimality in H∞ control). Consider the state-feedback H∞ control (17) with
Q ≻ 0, R ≻ 0. Any Clarke stationary point is globally optimal.

The high-level proof of the above results proceed as follows: it is known that (17) admits
an equivalent convex reformulation by a change of variables, and this change of variables can be
designed as a diffeomorphism between non-convex policy optimization and its convex reformulation;
this diffeomorphism then allows us to certify global optimality in original non-smooth and non-
convex H∞ control; see (Guo and Hu, 2022, Theorem 1) and (Zheng et al., 2024, Corollary 4.1)
for details. This idea has further been characterized into a framework of extended convex lifting
(ECL) in (Zheng et al., 2023, 2024), which bridges the gap between non-convex policy optimization
and convex reformulations in a range of control problems.

5. Algorithmic Implications

In the context of reinforcement learning and control, geometric perspectives on policy opti-
mization facilitate the development of data-driven algorithms that can emulate various first- and
second-order policy iteration schemes. These approaches typically involve synthesizing a first- or
second-order oracle using available performance measure information. This framework provides
a basis for comparing the data efficiency of different techniques in terms of sample complexity.
Specifically, it addresses how many function calls to the oracle are necessary to achieve the de-
sired level of optimality when the algorithm has access only to the oracle rather than the explicit
problem parameters.

5.1. Convergence of Policy Optimization Algorithms

Despite the non-convexity of the LQR problem in the policy parameters K, the analysis of the
domain manifold and the properties of LQR cost in §4.3.1, in particular the gradient dominance
property has enabled establishing the following global linear convergence guarantees of gradient
descent algorithms (Fazel et al., 2018a; Bu et al., 2019). This linear convergence result is mainly
due to the coerciveness, smoothness over any sublevel set, and gradient dominance of the LQR
cost function JLQR(K) (see Lemma 4.3).

Fact 5.1. Starting from any feasible K0 ∈ S, a small enough (but constant) step-size η remains
stabilizing for the gradient descent updates K+ = K − η∇JLQR(K) which converges to the optimal
LQR policy K∗ at a linear rate.

As discussed in Remark 1, the algebraic update of Hewer’s algorithm can be described as a “Rie-
mannian quasi-Newton” update and we can provide an alternative proof for its global convergence
Talebi and Mesbahi (2023).
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Fact 5.2. Starting from any feasible K0 ∈ S, the unit step size remains stabilizing for the Hewer’s
update K+ = K + V̂ with V̂ solving ĤK V̂ = − grad JLQR(K) which converges to the optimal LQR
policy K∗ at a quadratic rate.

In the specific context of Hewer’s update, the input-output system trajectory can be directly
utilized to obtain a positive definite approximation of the Riemannian Hessian ĤK and the Rie-
mannian gradient grad JLQR(K) through a recursive least squares scheme Bradtke et al. (1994). This
approach can be extended to solve constrained LQR problems, as demonstrated in Alemzadeh et al.
(2024), which focuses on learning policies that adhere to a communication/information graph in
a large network of homogeneous systems. Extensions to any linearly constrained policies, includ-
ing static output feedback and structured LQR problems, utilizing the stability certificate idea in
Lemma 4.1 are explored in Talebi and Mesbahi (2023) and summarized below:

Fact 5.3. Starting from any feasible K0 ∈ S̃ = S ∩ K, the stepsize ηK = min(1, sK) remains
stabilizing for the Riemannian Newton updateK+ = K+ηKVK with VK solving Hess JLQR|K(VK) =
− grad JLQR(K) and its variants (by replacing Hess with Hess). Furthermore, any non-degenerate
local minimum is contained in a neighborhood on which the generated sequence of polices remains
therein and converges to the local minimum fast–at a linear rate that eventually becomes quadratic.

Inspired by this result, recently an online optimistic version of these updates are studied in Chang
and Shahrampour (2024) with regret bound guarantees.

Let us move to the policy optimization for LQG control (16) over the dynamic output-feedback
policies Cn. Despite being non-convex, the geometrical properties of Cn and the LQG cost function
JLQG(·) (in §4.4) can ensure some favorable properties of policy gradient algorithms. While the
feasible region Cn can be path-connected, Fact 3.4 ensures that the two path-connected components
are identical from an input-output perspective. Thus, when applying policy search algorithms to
solve LQG problem (16), it makes no difference to search over either path-connected component.
In addition, if a sequence of gradient iterates converges to a point, Fact 4.3 further allows us to
verify whether the limit point is a globally optimal solution to the LQG control (16). The following
is an immediate corollary of this fact.

Fact 5.4. Consider a gradient descent algorithm Kt+1 = Kt − αt∇JLQG(Kt) for the LQG prob-
lem (16), where αt is a step size. Suppose inft αt > 0 and the iterates Kt converge to a point K∗.
Then K∗ is globally optimal if it is a minimal controller.

We emphasize that there are two major limitations in Fact 5.4: 1) it does not address the
case when the limit point has a vanishing gradient (∇JLQG(K

∗) = 0) but is non-minimal; 2) it
does not offer conditions to ensure convergence of the gradient descent iterates. Indeed, Fact 4.2
has revealed that there may exist strictly suboptimal saddle points for non-minimal LQG policies
in (16). If a stationary point does not correspond to a minimal (aka, controllable and observable)
policy, we cannot confirm optimality. Furthermore, some saddle points are high-order in the sense
that they have degenerate Hessian (e.g., the corresponding Hessian is zero), and thus there is no
escaping direction that is a key element in the developments on perturbed gradient methods to
avoid saddles (Jin et al., 2017). Recently, Zheng et al. (2022) introduced a new perturbed policy
gradient (PGD) algorithm to escape a class of spurious stationary points (including high-order
saddles). One key idea is to use a novel reparameterization procedure that converts the iterate
from a high-order saddle to a strict saddle, from which standard random perturbations in gradient
descent can escape efficiently.

26



The inherent symmetry induced by similarity transformation still makes the convergence condi-
tions of ordinary gradient descent methods hard to derive. With the Riemannian quotient manifold
setup Cmin

n /GLn in §4.4.2, a local linear convergence rate for Riemannian gradient methods is de-
rived in Kraisler and Mesbahi (2024)–whenever the iterates are close to a globally optimal policy.
We summarize this result as follows.

Fact 5.5. Let Cmin
n /GLn be the orbit space of full-order minimal dynamic feedback controllers

(for the continuous LTI dynamics) modulo similarity transformation. Under certain regularity
conditions on JLQG (Kraisler and Mesbahi, 2024, Assumption 5.1), let K∗ be an optimal LQG
controller. Consider the Riemannian gradient descent updates under the KM metric ⟨., .⟩KM and
the Euclidean retraction, written as Kt+1 = Kt − α grad JLQG(Kt) with a sufficiently small step
size α > 0. Then, there exists a neighborhood of [K∗] in which if we initialize K0 ∈ [K∗], then
limt→∞[Kt] = [K∗]. That is, the orbit of [K] converges to the orbit of [K∗]. Furthermore, the rate
of convergence is linear.

5.2. Oracle-based Data-driven Algorithms

The discussions in §5.1 require exact (Riemannian) gradient information. In model-free sce-
narios, it is possible to evaluate the performance measure J(θ) for a given set of policy parameters
θ that determines an input u = πθ(x). As will become clear in the following discussion, it is
reasonable to construct oracles based on these function evaluations, which may differ depending
on the specific method used for gradient estimation. This approximate evaluation of J(θ) is fea-
sible whenever its explicit form is known and the system’s input-output trajectory (u,y) can be
obtained through independent experiments. Like other sample-based techniques, the performance
of each approximation can be quantified by evaluating the bias-variance trade-off, which directly
impacts the probabilistic convergence guarantees of these methods.

Probably the most natural of these approaches is the Finite Difference Method, where the gradi-
ent is estimated by relating it back to the performance difference of randomly selected perturbations
in the d-dimensional policy parameters θ ∈ Θ through smoothing techniques. In particular, one
may approximate J(θ) by the following averaging/smoothing:

J(θ) ≈ Ĵ(θ) := Eν∼Uni{Bd}J(θ + εν),

where Bd denotes the unit d-dimensional ball and ε is a small radius. Then, the gradient can be
approximated by (Flaxman et al., 2004, Lemma 1):

∇Ĵ(θ) = EU∼Uni{Sd}

[
J(θ + εU)

ε/d
U

]
,

where Sd denotes the unit d-dimensional sphere. In line with this, the so-called two-point approx-
imation from finite samples can be expressed as Spall (1998):

∇Ĵ(θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

J(θ + εUi)− J(θ − εUi)

2ε/d
Ui,

where Ui is a (feasible) randomly selected unit vector, ε is a small enough perturbation parameter,
and N is the number of samples. Note that if the perturbation size is particularly small, we can
ensure the feasibility of the perturbed policy θ + εU , especially when Θ has a relatively open
structure, as in the case of the set of static/constrained/dynamic stabilizing policies S, S̃, or Cq.

27



For data efficiency, the two-point approximation can be further reduced to the so-called one-point
approximation as follows Flaxman et al. (2004):

∇θĴ(θ) ≈
1

N

N∑
i=1

J(θ + εUi)

ε/d
Ui.

These estimations, for example, enables learning optimal LQR policy form input output trajectories
with (probabilistic) global convergence guarantees Fazel et al. (2018a).

Similarly, analogous arguments can be followed to estimate the Hessian of the cost from addi-
tional independent samples ?. However, these techniques often lead to high variance issues, which
can be mitigated by introducing an initial state-dependent “baseline” J(θ;x0) for approximating
these variations Grondman et al.; Kakade (2001):

∇θĴ(θ) ≈
1

N

N∑
i=1

J(θ + εUi;x
i
0)− J(θ;xi

0)

ε/d
Ui,

where the baseline is independently approximated by J(θ;xi
0) = EU∼Uni{Sd}

[
J(θ+εU)

ε/d
U
]
for each

initial state xi
0. This technique is adopted, for example, in Takakura and Sato (2024) to reducing

variance of learning output feedback LQR policy. A similar approach can be applied for Hessian
approximation.

It is also worth noting that these data generation procedures for model-free function evaluation,
often require a priori access to a stabilizing policy for the underlying system dynamics. This relates
to online stabilization problems and its intricate geometry from its fundamental limitations Talebi
et al. (2022) to algorithm design; see for example Yu et al. (2023).

5.3. Optimal Estimation Problems

Another recent development has seen the translation of policy optimization techniques, origi-
nally developed for optimal control, to optimal estimation problems through the profound “duality
relation” between these two setups Talebi et al. (2023). In the optimal estimation context, the
mean-squared estimation (MSE) error can be naturally expressed as an average

JMSE(θ) = EySE(θ,y),

where SE(θ,y) denotes the squared estimation error. The gradient of this error can be computed for
any observed trajectory y and given (now called) estimation policy θ. This gradient, ∇θSE(θ,y),
can be approximated using finite-length output trajectories yT . This results in a natural gradient
approximation scheme based on N finite-length output trajectories as follows:

∇JMSE(θ) ≈ ∇ĴT (θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∇θSE(θ,y
i
T ).

Finally, an analysis of the bias-variance trade-off enables the establishment of probabilistic guar-
antees for the convergence of Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) for θ to the optimal Kalman
estimation policy Talebi et al. (2023):

Fact 5.6. Suppose the system is observable and both dynamic and measurement noise are bounded.
Consider the stochastic gradient descent on the estimation policy θ+ = θ − η∇ĴT (θ) with small
enough stepsize η. Then, with high probability, it converges linearly and globally (from any initial
stabilizing policy) to the optimal Kalman estimation policy.
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5.4. Broader Implications: Iterative Learning Procedures

Other policy parameterization techniques have seen significant success over the last couple
of decades, particularly through Linear Matrix Inequality (LMI) techniques, which enable the
formulation of stability, robustness, and other performance considerations. These approaches
often rely on parameterizing policies in specific ways, such as Youla parameterization, which can
be heavily dependent on the underlying system model.

However, these “model-dependent formulations”, such as those involving Riccati equations and
LMI techniques, have limitations when it comes to generalizing across nonlinear dynamics and
complex policy parameterizations. In contrast, the complete policy optimization approach offers
greater generalization power, particularly for nonlinear dynamics and policies, such as those using
neural networks. Additionally, it simplifies the imposition of direct constraints on the synthesized
input signal. Incorporating such constraints within those model-dependent frameworks is not
straightforward, making the complete policy optimization approach more versatile and robust for
a broader range of applications.

6. Summary and Outlook

In this survey, we have provided an overview of recent progress on understanding geometry
of policy optimization and its algorithmic implications. This has been pursued both in terms of
the static and dynamic stabilization problems, as well as the how control performance objectives
interact with this set. The implications of such geometric perspective on policy optimization for
developing first order methods for control design, as well as their model-free data driven realizations
are also discussed.

Some of key ideas that underlie our presentation include developing a geometric machinery
to reason about fundamental (complexity) bounds for feedback design, both in terms of model
parameters as well as available data. For example, we advocate that understanding the geometry
of the cost, when constrained to submanifolds of stabilizing feedback gains, is crucial for devising
efficient model-based and model-free algorithms for robust and optimal designs, be it in terms of
homotopies, escaping saddle points, conditioning, or effective use of symmetries.

7. Notes and Commentary

Throughout this manuscript, we reference (Lee, 2018) for standard geometric notions such
as Riemannian metric, connection, vector field, gradient, Hessian, and Weingarten mapping. In
§3, the topological properties of static stabilizing policies are from (Bu et al., 2021), with earlier
results in (Ohara and Amari, 1992a; Fam and Meditch, 1978; Ober, 1987). For static state-feedback
Hurwitz stabilizing policies in continuous-time LTI systems, see (Ohara and Amari, 1992b). The
geometric PO ideas on SLQR and Output-feedback Linear Quadratic Regulators (OLQR) are
reviewed from (Talebi and Mesbahi, 2022), and further details on the gradient, Hessian, and
Christoffel symbols are in (Talebi and Mesbahi, 2023).

The results in on dynamic feedback synthesis for LQG in Section 4.4 are based on (Tang et al.,
2023; Kraisler and Mesbahi, 2024), and other related results can be found in (Duan et al., 2024;
Hu and Zheng, 2022). The topological properties of stabilizing dynamic feedback policies are
discussed in (Tang et al., 2023), with Fact 3.4 adapted from (Tang et al., 2023, Theorems 1 &
2). Detailed computations for the examples of stabilizing policies in Figure 3 can be found in
(Tang et al., 2023, Example 11). Quotient spaces of linear systems are first studied by Kalman
and Hazelwinkel, known as geometric linear system theory, in the early 1970s (Hazewinkel and
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Kalman, 1976; Hazewinkel, 1980). This perspective focuses on the state-space forms of systems
and their algebraic-geometric properties under the feedback. Herein, we focus on the space of
stabilizing policies and their symmetries under similarity transformations. The (KM) Riemannian
metric is introduced in (Kraisler and Mesbahi, 2024), differing slightly from the KM metric in
(Krishnaprasad and Martin, 1983) and studied in (Afsari and Vidal, 2017). Theorem 3.3 is proved
in (Kraisler and Mesbahi, 2024, Thm. 3.2). For abstract quotient spaces and smooth quotient
manifold conditions, see (Lee, 2010, §21).

In §4, Lemma 4.1 is reviewed from (Talebi and Mesbahi, 2023, Lemma 4.1). Hewer’s algorithm
in Remark 1 is introduced in (Hewer, 1971). The properties of JLQR in Lemma 4.3 are studied
in (Fazel et al., 2018a; Bu et al., 2019; Talebi and Mesbahi, 2023), with similar properties for
Mean-squared error in state estimation in (Talebi et al., 2023). The results of §4.4 are adapted
from (Tang et al., 2023; Kraisler and Mesbahi, 2024; Zheng et al., 2022), with related developments
in (Hu and Zheng, 2022; Zheng et al., 2023; Umenberger et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2023). Facts
4.2 and 4.3 are adapted from (Tang et al., 2023, Theorem 5 and 6). Fact 4.4 is formally proved
in (Kraisler and Mesbahi, 2024, Lem 5.3). For the KYP lemma, see (Rantzer, 1996), and for
G-invariant metrics and G-equivariance retraction, see (Boumal, 2023, Sect. 9.9).

Lemma 4.5 aggregates results from various resources. The non-smoothness of H∞ cost is in
(Apkarian and Noll, 2006a,b), with subdifferential regularity from (Clarke, 1990). Recent discus-
sions are in (Guo and Hu, 2022, Proposition 2), (Tang and Zheng, 2023, Proposition 1), with
coercivity in (Guo and Hu, 2022, Lemma 1) and connectivity of sublevel sets in (Guo and Hu,
2022, Lemma 2) and (Hu and Zheng, 2022). The subdifferentials of the H∞ cost function are
computed in (Zheng et al., 2023, Lemma 5.2). Fact 4.5 is first proved in (Guo and Hu, 2022,
Theorem 1) for discrete-time dynamics, with the continuous-time state-feedback H∞ control coun-
terpart in (Zheng et al., 2024, Corollary 4.1). At the time of writing, geometrical properties for
output-feedback H∞ control are under active investigation; see e.g., (Zheng et al., 2023; Tang and
Zheng, 2023; Guo et al., 2024).

In addition to the state-feedback H∞ control, some recent studies have also investigated policy
optimization in other control problems with robustness features. For example, policy optimization
for linear risk-sensitivity control and a general mixed H2/H∞ is studied in Zhang et al. (2020),
where a notion of implicit regularization is introduced to deal with the challenge of lacking co-
erciveness in the mixed design. Model-free µ-synthesis was studied in Keivan et al. (2022) and
global convergences for risk-constrained LQR are recently investigated in Zhao et al. (2023). In
the realm of data-driven policy optimization algorithms, notable methods include REINFORCE
Williams (1992) and Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) Schulman et al. (2017) which operate
within the context of Markov Decision Processes (MDPs), leveraging the finiteness of state and
action domains. They estimate the gradient by using the likelihood ratio method Sutton et al.
(1999).
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Mohammadi, H., Soltanolkotabi, M., Jovanović, M.R., 2021a. Model-Free linear quadratic regula-
tor, in: Vamvoudakis, K.G., Wan, Y., Lewis, F.L., Cansever, D. (Eds.), Handbook of Reinforce-
ment Learning and Control. Springer International Publishing, Cham, pp. 173–185.
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