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Abstract

Risk-sensitive linear quadratic regulator is one of the most fundamental problems in risk-
sensitive optimal control. In this paper, we study online adaptive control of risk-sensitive linear
quadratic regulator in the finite horizon episodic setting. We propose a simple least-squares
greedy algorithm and show that it achieves O(log N) regret under a specific identifiability as-
sumption, where N is the total number of episodes. If the identifiability assumption is not
satisfied, we propose incorporating exploration noise into the least-squares-based algorithm, re-
sulting in an algorithm with O(\/N ) regret. To our best knowledge, this is the first set of
regret bounds for episodic risk-sensitive linear quadratic regulator. Our proof relies on pertur-
bation analysis of less-standard Riccati equations for risk-sensitive linear quadratic control, and
a delicate analysis of the loss in the risk-sensitive performance criterion due to applying the
suboptimal controller in the online learning process.

1 Introduction

In classical reinforcement learning (RL), one optimizes the expected cumulative rewards in an un-
known environment modeled by a Markov decision process (MDP, Sutton and Barto| (2018])). How-
ever, this risk-neutral performance criterion may not be the most suitable one in applications such
as finance, robotics and healthcare. Hence, a large body of literature has studied risk-sensitive RL,
incorporating the notion of risk into the decision criteria, see, e.g., Mihatsch and Neuneier| (2002)),
Shen et al.| (2014), |Chow et al. (2017)), [Prashanth L and Fu| (2018]).

In this paper, we study online learning and adaptive control for a risk-sensitive linear quadratic
control problem, referred to as the Linear Exponential-of-Quadratic Regulator (LEQR) problem.
The LEQR problem is one of the most fundamental problems in risk-sensitive optimal control
(Jacobson |1973, [Whittle][1990). In this control problem, the system dynamics is linear in the state
and control variables, and it is disturbed with additive Gaussian noise. The cost in each period is
convex quadratic in both the state and the control/action variables, and the performance criteria
is the logarithm of the expectation of the exponential functions of the cumulative costs. When the
system parameters are known, the optimal control at each stage is linear in state with the coefficient
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determined by certain Riccati equation. Different from the risk-neutral setting, the solution to the
Riccati equation for LEQR explicitly depends on the risk parameter and the covariance matrix
of the additve Gaussian noise in the system dynamics (Jacobson||[1973). For general risk-sensitive
nonlinear control, one does not have such closed-form solutions. However, one can use LEQR as a
local approximation model and solve risk-sensitive control problems by iteratively solving LEQR
problems, see e.g. Roulet et al.| (2020).

We consider the standard finite-horizon episodic RL setting, where the system matrices of LEQR
are unknown to the agent. The learning agent repeatedly interacts with the unknown system over
N episodes, the time horizon of each episode is fixed, and the system resets to a fixed initial state
distribution at the beginning of each episode. We focus on the finite horizon LEQR model because
it is widely used as a model of locally linear dynamics. The performance of the agent or the online
algorithm is often quantified by the total regret, which measures the cumulative suboptimality
of the algorithm accrued over time as compared to the optimal policy. We seek algorithms with
(finite-time) regret that is sublinear in N, which means the per episode regret converges to zero
and the agent can act near optimally as N grows.

Regret bounds for the risk-neutral linear quadratic regulator (LQR) in the infinite-horizon
average reward setting have been extensively studied in the literature, see e.g. |[Abbasi- Yadkori and
Szepesvari (2011]), Mania et al.| (2019)), Cohen et al.| (2019)), Simchowitz and Foster| (2020). It has
been shown that in this average reward setting, the certainty-equivalent controller where the agent
selects control inputs according to the optimal controller for her estimate of the system, together
with a simple random-search type exploration strategy, is (rate-)optimal for the online adaptive
control of risk-neutral LQR (Simchowitz and Foster|2020]). However, non-asymptotic regret analysis
of the finite-horizon episodic LQR has received much less attention. Basei et al. (2022)) is among
the first to establish regret bounds for the risk-neutral continuous time finite-horizon LQR. They
proposed a greedy least-squares algorithm and established a regret bound that is logarithmic in the
number of episodes N under a specific identifiability condition.

On the other hand, there is a surge of interest recently on studying finite-time regret bounds
for risk-sensitive RL. The first regret bound for risk-sensitive tabular MDP is due to [Fei et al.
(2020)), who study episodic RL with the goal of optimizing the exponential utility of the cumulative
rewards. There is now a rapidly growing body of literature on this topic, see, e.g. (Fei et al./[2020)
2021, |[Du et al.[[2022, |Bastani et al.||2022, |[Liang and Luo|[2022, [Xu et al.|[2023], Wang et al. |2023]
Wu and Xu/[2023] |Chen et al.[2024]). Most of the studies consider learning in risk-sensitive MDPs
with finite state and action spaces.

Inspired by these studies, in this paper we study regret bounds for online adaptive control of
the (discrete-time) risk-sensitive LEQR in the finite-horizon episodic setting, where both the state
and the action spaces are continuous. In particular, we obtain two main results:

e First, we propose a simple least-squares greedy algorithm without exploration noise (Algo-
rithm , and show that it achieves a regret of order log N under a certain identifiability
condition (Assumption (1) on the LEQR model.

e Second, without Assumption [I] we propose another algorithm with actively injected explo-
ration noise (Algorithm , and show that it achieves a regret of order v V.



To the best of our knowledge, this is the first set of regret bounds for finite-horizon episodic
LEQR. When the risk parameter in the LEQR model approaches zero, the LEQR model reduces
to the risk-neutral LQR model, and our results still hold. In the learning theory community, there
has been a significant interest in the questions of whether logarithmic regret is possible for what
type of linear systems and under what assumptions. See e.g. |Agarwal et al.| (2019), Cassel et al.
(2020)), |[Faradonbeh et al.| (2020), Foster and Simchowitz| (2020)), |Lale et al.| (2020). Our first result
provides an answer to these questions in the setting of risk-sensitive LEQR models. In addition,
there appears to be an absence of published results on v/N-regret bounds for episodic LQR even in
the risk-neutral setting. Our second result indicates that such v/ N-regret bound can be established
and it holds in greater generality in the sense that it extends to risk-sensitive LQRs.

We briefly discuss the technical challenges and highlight the novelty of our regret analysis. Even
though our proposed algorithms are fairly simple, the analysis is nontrivial and it builds on two
new components: (a) perturbation analysis of Riccati equation for LEQR; and (b) analysis of risk-
sensitive performance loss due to the suboptimal controller applied in the online control process.
For the perturbation analysis in (a), we cannot use the existing techniques from the literature on
online learning in risk-neutral LQR (Mania et al. 2019, Simchowitz and Foster| 2020, Basei et al.
2022)). This is because the Riccati equation for LEQR is less standard and more complicated: there
are some extra parameters (see ﬁt,t =0, ---,T—11in ) involved in the equation, and the
risk-sensitive parameter impacts the solution to the Riccati equation. To overcome this challenge,
we first analyze one-step perturbation bound for the solution to Riccati equation, and then leverage
the recursive structure of Riccati equation from our finite-horizon LEQR problem to establish a
bound on the controller mismatch in terms of the error in the estimated system matrices. For the
performance loss in (b), we can not employ the existing approach in online control of risk-neutral
LQR as well. This is because the performance objective in LEQR is nonlinear in terms of the
random cumulative costs (unlike the expectation which is a linear operator). Indeed, this type of
non-linearity has been one of the key challenges in regret analysis for risk-sensitive tabular MDPs
(Fei et al.|2021)). To address this challenge, we leverage results from |Jacobson (1973)) for LEQR to
express the performance loss in terms of the controller mismatch (i.e. the gap between the executed
controller and the optimal controller).

We conclude this introduction by mentioning several recent studies on RL for LEQR. [Zhang
et al. (2021a)) proposes model-free policy gradient methods for solving the finite-horizon LEQR
problem and provides a sample complexity result. Sample complexity is another popular perfor-
mance metric for RL algorithms in addition to the regret. Note that the controller in |[Zhang et al.
(2021a) is assumed to have simulation access to the model, i.e., the controller can execute multiple
policies within each episode. By contrast, our work considers online control of LEQG with regret
guarantees, where we do not assume access to a simulator and the agent can only execute one policy
within each episode. Other related works include Zhang et al| (2021b)), which proposes a nested
natural actor-critic algorithm for LEQR with the average reward criteria, and |Cui et al. (2023)),
which proposes a robust policy optimization algorithm for solving the LEQR problem to handle
model disturbances and mismatches. These studies do not consider regret bounds for LEQR, and
hence are different from our work.



2 Problem Formulation

2.1 The LEQR problem

We first provide a brief review of the LEQR problem (Jacobson|[1973)). We consider the following
linear discrete-time dynamic system:

xt+1:A$t+But+wt, tZO,l,"‘,T—l, (1)

where the state vector z; € R", the control vector u; € R™, the matrices A € R™*", B € R™™™ and
the process noise w; € R™ form a sequence of i.i.d. Gaussian random vectors. For the simplicity
of presentation, we assume the noise wy ~ N(0, I) where I is the identity matrix. The goal in the
finite-horizon LEQR problem is to choose a control policy m = {ug, uy,- - ,ur—1} so as to minimize
the exponential risk-sensitive cost given by

T—1
" (z0) = flylogIEexp (; (Z ct(we, up) + CT(UCT)>> ; (2)

t=0

where c(xt, ur) =z} Qe + v/ Ruy, er(or) = 23.Qrar, Q = 0,Q7 = 0 (i.e. positive semidefinite),
R > 0 (i.e. positive definite), and =y is the risk-sensitivity parameter.

Note that when ~ is small, we have by Taylor expansion:
1
S logEexp(vZ) = E[Z] + %Var(Z) + 0%,

for a random variable Z with a finite moment generating function. Hence, when v — 0, the LEQR
problem reduces to the conventional risk-neutral linear quadratic control where one minimizes the
expected total quadratic cost. For concreteness, we focus on the case where v > 0 and the optimizer
is risk-averse (our analysis extends to v < 0). The corresponding optimal performance is denoted
by

J*(z9) = ir;f J™ (). (3)

When the system parameters are all known, |Jacobson| (1973]) shows that under the assumption
that I —yP,11 = 0 for allt =0,1,--- ,7 — 1 (Note that if v is too large, we have J(x() = oo for
all policies), the optimal feedback control for is a linear function of the system state

u;th{Bt, tZO,l,---,T—l, (4)
where (K};) can be solved from the following discrete-time (modified) Riccati equation:
PT = QT7
Pri1 =Py + Pt (In — ¥Piy1) ™" Py,
K; = —(BTﬁtHB + R)_lBTﬁtHA,

P, =Q+ K, RK; + (A+ BK,)" P4 1(A + BK,),
t=0,1,---,T—1. (5)



One can see that scaling all the cost matrices @, @7, and R does not change the optimal controller,
and hence we assume R > [I,,, without loss of generality. Note that in the risk-neutral setting where
v = 0, we have ]St = P, in the Riccati equation . However, in the risk-sensitive setting, we have
extra matrices (P,) in the Riccati equation. This is one of the difficulties we need to overcome when
we study perturbation analysis of Riccati equations for the LEQR problem.

2.2 Finite-horizon Episodic RL in LEQR

In this paper, we consider the online learning/control setting for LEQR, where the system matrices
(A, B) are unknown to the agent. The learning agent repeatedly interacts with the linear system
over N episodes, where the time horizon of each episode is T'. In each episode i =1,2,--- , N,
an arbitrary fixed initial state :c’g =x9 € R" is pickedE‘] An online learning algorithm executes
policy 7 throughout episode i based on the observed past data (states, actions and costs) up to
the end of episode i — 1. The performance of an online algorithm over N episodes of interaction
with the linear system (/1)) is the (total) regret:

N .
Regret(N) = > (77 (ah) — J*(a}))
i=1

)

where the term J™ (z8) — J*(z) (see and (3)) measures the performance loss when the agent

executes the suboptimal policy 7* in episode i. In the next section, we propose a greedy algorithm
for Episodic RL in LEQR.

3 A logarithmic regret bound

In this section, we propose a simple least-squares greedy algorithm and show that it achieves a
regret that is logarithmic in NV, under a specific identifiability assumption.

3.1 A Least-Squares Greedy Algorithm

We now present the details of the least-squares greedy algorithm, which combines least-squares
estimation for the unknown system matrices (A, B) with a greedy strategy.

We divide the N episodes into L epochs. The I-th epoch has m; episodes, thus Zlel my; = N.
At the beginning of the [-th epoch, we estimate the system matrices (A, B) by using the data from
the (I — 1)-th epoch, and the obtained estimator is denoted by (A', B'). Then we select the control
inputs according to the optimal controller for the estimate (Al, B! ) of the system, and execute such
a policy throughout epoch I. The feedback control K| is obtained by replacing (A, B) in with
the estimate (A', B'). Then, in the k-th episode of epoch I, We play the greedy policy uik by taking
K} into @.

4The results of the paper can also be extended to the case where the initial states are drawn from a fixed distribution
over R™.




It remains to discuss the estimation procedure for (A', B') which is conducted at the beginning
of epoch [. Within the I-th epoch, we note that the same policy is executed in each episode. Because
we consider the episodic setting where the system state reset to the same state at t = 0, we obtain
that the state-action trajectories across different episodes are i.i.d within the same epoch. Note
that the random linear dynamical system in epoch [ is given by

ah = Azt + Bul +wl, t=0,1,---,T—1, (6)

where u} = K!zl. For simplicity of notation, we denote by z} = [mi—r uiT] , which is the state-action

random vector at step ¢ in epoch I. We also denote by 6 = [A B]T for the system matrices. Taking
the transpose of @ and multiplying z! on both sides of @ we can get zlat! +1 = 2l2lT0 + 2wl T,
Summlng over T steps and taking the expectation, we obtain E [Y] = [V ] 6, where V! =

t 0 zizi—r and Y! = t 0 zixﬂl It follows that

o=tan = ([v)" (1), "

provided that the matrix E[V!] is invertible. The formula and the fact that state-action tra-
jectories across different episodes are i.i.d. within the same epoch provide the basis for our esti-
mation procedure. Given the data in epoch [, we now discuss the construction of the estimator
gl . [AZH BZH]

Consider the sample state process in the k-th episode of epoch :

oyt = Axy® + Buy® vt =01, T — 1. (8)

Denote the sample state-action vector by z;

T
i — [xik—r ui’kT Then, we can design the [o-

regularized least-squares estimation for 6 by replacing the expectation in @ with the sample
average over the m; episodes in epoch [ and adding the regularized term — In+m

_ 1 -1 _
g+l — <Vl + W1n+m> Y, (9)

1 1 T-1 _Lk lkT 1 1 T-1 L,k _LET
whereV:EZZl:ll o 2 and V' = - oy Dot 2 T -
We now summarize the details of the least-squares greedy algorithm in Algorithm [I] Note that
the input parameter #' denotes the initial guess of the true system matrices (4, B).

3.2 Logarithmic Regret

In this section, we state our first main result. We first introduce the following assumption.

Assumption 1. For the sequence of the controller (K;) defined in , we assume that

{veR“+mHIn KtT]v:O,Vt:O,--- —1}—{0} (10)



Algorithm 1 The Least-Squares Greedy Algorithm

Input: Parameters L, T, m1,0',Q,Qr, R
for/=1,---,L do
my = 21717711
Compute (K}) for all ¢ by using 6'.
for k=1,--- ,m; do
fort=0,---,T—1do
Play ui’k — Kéxi’k
end for
end for
Obtain #!*! from the lo-regularized least-squares estimation 9.
end for

Assumption |1} is essentially Assumption H.1(2) in Basei et al.| (2022) for learning finite-horizon
continuous-time risk-netural LQR, and it is referred to as the self-exploration property therein (i.e.,
exploration is ‘automatic’ due to the system noise and the time-dependent optimal feedback matrix
(Kt)t=0,..7—1 ). One can show that Assumption (1|is equivalent to the condition (see Lemma

T—1 T—1 I
Zztz;—]—Z[KZ]E[xt:pﬂ [In[(ﬂ>0. (11)
t=0

t=0

E

In view of (7) and (11)), Assumption [I] essentially guarantees the identifiability of the true
system matrices when the time-dependent optimal control in is executed. This is important
for the proposed greedy least-squares algorithm to achieve a logarithmic regret bound. It is in
sharp contrast with RL for infinite-horizon average reward LQR, where in the certainty equivalent
approach one often needs to add exploration noises to achieve sublinear regret (Simchowitz and
Foster|2020), precisely because the true parameters are not identifiable under the optimal closed-
loop policy (which is characterized by a time-independent feedback matrix) in that average reward
setting (T'siamis et al.|2023). Assumption [1|can be satisfied under various sufficient conditions. We
provide one set of sufficient conditions in Proposition [4]

We now present our first main result, which provides a logarithmic regret bound of Algorithm

We denote || - || as the spectral norm for matrices.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption[]] holds and assume the optimal controller for the initial estimate
6% also satisfy (10). Fiz & € (O,%). Then we can choose my = Co(—logd) for some positive

constant Cy such that with probability at least 1 — %25, the regret of Algorithm satisfies

Regret(N) < C CZ_: wt> [log (m\;%"> L+ Llog L} , (12)

where C is a constant independent of N and (1) is a sequence recursively defined by

Yroy =20,y =208 (10V2LTH) T p 19Ty, t € [T 2),



with

Iy = maX{IIAII NBIL QI Q] LRI [P [P IIKHH} , I'=1+4maxTy,
~ 1 (13)
V=20L,L+1)?, L=—"——.
(1 —~0%I')

Because Zle m; = N and m; = 2" my, we infer that L = {logQ (% + 1) < log N, where
< means the inequality holds with a multiplicative constant. Hence, Theorem [1| implies that the
regret of Algorithm (1| satisfies Regret(/N) = O (log N -loglog(N)), where O hides dependency on
other constants. A few remarks are in order.

Remark 1. Algorithm requires L, or equivalently N (the total number of episodes) as input. For
unknown N, one can use the well-known doubling trick in online learning (Besson and Kaufmann
2018) and sill obtain a logarithmic regret bound.

Remark 2. As v — 0, our LEQR problem reduces to the discrete-time risk-neutral LQR prob-
lem, and Theorem 1| implies a logarithmic regret bound for this risk neutral episodic setting. This
is consistent with the logarithmic regret bound proved in |Basei et al. (2022) for continuous-time
episodic risk-neutral LQR. While our analysis of estimation error of system matrices builds on
Baset et al.| (2022), our proof of Theorem 1s substantially different from the proof in|Basei et al.
(2022) in terms of the perturbation analysis of a less-standard Reccati equation and the analysis
of risk-sensitive performance loss in the online control process.

Remark 3. Similar as in|Basei et al.| (2022), the regret bound in Theorem 3.3 has an exponential
dependence on the horizon length T in general. Such exponential dependency on horizon length is
common in regret bounds for risk-sensitive RL, see e.g. |Fei et al. (2021). Indeed, the lower bound
in | Fei et al| (2020) shows that such exponential dependency is unavoidable for any algorithm with
O(\/N) regret in tabular MDPs with exponential utility. See Appendix for further discussions.

3.3 Proof Sketch of Theorem [1

In this section, we provide the proof sketch of Theorem [I} The full proof is given in Appendix [A]

Step 1: We adapt the analysis in Basei et al. (2022) and use Bernstein inequality for the
sub-exponential random variables to derive the following bound on estimation errors of system
matrices.

Proposition 1 (Informal). Fiz 6 € (0, %) Let 6; = §/12. For m; 2 log (W), we have with
probability at least 1 — 20;,

my ml2

For a complete rigorous statement, see Proposition [3]in Appendix.

Step 2: We recursively carry out the perturbation analysis of less-standard Riccati equation
and prove that the perturbation of the controller AK} := K! — K, is on the order of O(g),
where ¢, = max {||A' — Al|,||B' — B||}. The formal statement is presented in Lemma



Step 3: We use a result of |Jacobson| (1973)) (see Lemma and the proof technique in [Fazel
et al. (2018) to prove that

T—1
: 1 1
Jm k(xlok) — J*(xé’k) =3 Z log (det (In - ’yDi)) + E:Uﬁ)’kTDéxé’k,

t=1
where D! is a function of AK], .-+, AKY. |, with || Dl|| < ¢4V2e? + o(e?). See Proposition [5. Here,
7bF is the sub-optimal controller 7'* executed in the k-th episode of the I-th epoch.
Lk Lk

(a") = T(26") <

bk

Step 4: We can then bound the regret: Regret(N) = Zle Yot (J
Siymie £ 3 log(l) £ O(log N - loglog(N)).

4 A square-root regret bound

Theorem [I| shows that the logarithmic regret bound is achievable for episodic LEQR under As-
sumption [ One may wonder how does the regret bound changes after removing Assumption
In particular, is v/ N regret achievable without Assumption [1f? This section provides an affirmative
answer to this question, by proposing and analyzing a least-squares-based algorithm with actively
injected exploration noise.

4.1 A Least-Squares-Based Algorithm with Exploration Noise

We now introduce the least-squares-based algorithm with exploration noise, see Algorithm [2| Algo-
rithm [2]is different from Algorithm [I] We no longer divide the IV episodes into epochs of increasing
lengths to estimate the system matrices. Instead, in the k-th episode, the algorithm updates the
estimation of the system matrices (A4, B) by using the data from the previous k& — 1 episodes,
which is denoted by (A¥, B¥). Similar to K} in Section we can obtain the feedback control
K[ by replacing the true system matrices in with (A*, B¥). Then, we execute the control with
exploration noise (gf) that follows a Gaussian distribution in the k-th episode.

The estimation of system matrices (A, B) in Algorithm [2[ is different from that in Algorithm
In Algorithm [2| the estimator (A*+1, B¥+1) is obtained by solving the following lo-regularized
least-squares problem (based on the linear dynamics ):

k T-1

. ) . T

SETERETES B HENETETE )
i=1 t=0

where 951 = [Ak+1,Bk+1]T,z§ = [T, ui"]" and X\ > 0 is the regularization parameter. By

solving (|14)), we can get
T-1
_ N1 o
gEt1 — (V’“) (Z z;ng) , (15)

=1 t=

where VF = \T + Z?:l ;f:_ol z%'zt”‘



Algorithm 2 The Least-Squares-Based Algorithm with Exploration Noise

Input: Parameters T, N, 0',Q,Q7, R, \
for k=1,---,N do
Compute (KF) for all ¢ by (5) using 6*.
fort=0,---,7T—1do
Play uf « Kfay +gf, gf ~ N(0, J=1In).

v
end for
Obtain 65! from (15).

end for

4.2 Square-root Regret

In this section, we present the second main result of our paper, which demonstrates that Algorithm
can attain v/ N-regret.

Theorem 2. Fiz § € (0,1). When N > 200 (3(n +m) + log (%)), with probability at least 1 — 0,
the regret of Algorithm |9 satisfies

~
_

Regret(N) <C Y (a;Cy + B:) VN,

t

Il
=)

where C is a constant independent of N, Cn exhibits a logarithmic dependence on N and depends
on A, and (ay), (Bt) are two sequences recursively defined by

- ~ \2(T—t-1) _
apy =21% a; = 2T (10022TY) + 1200y,

Bro1=0, B =12 +12T"B4y,

with T, V, L defined in (13).

Remark 4. The design of Algorithm |3 is inspired by (Mania et al][2019, |Simchowitz and Foster
2020), which establish \/T regret bounds for risk-neutral LQR in the infinite-horizon average reward
setting, where T is the number of time steps. The proof of Theorem [3, however, is significantly
different from these studies because we consider the episodic setting with a risk-sensitive objective.

Remark 5. There appears to be an absence of published results on v/ N—regret bounds for episodic
LQR even in the risk-neutral setting. While |Basei et al. (2022) established a logarithmic regret
bound for continuous-time episodic risk-neutral LQR, they did not provide square-root regret bounds.
Theorem @ shows that such /N —regret bound can be established both in the risk neutral (y = 0)
and risk sensitive cases (v # 0.)

Remark 6. The proof of Theorem|[] shares some similarities to the proof of Theorem/[1. The main
differences lie in (a) the removal of Assumption |1, which leads to different estimation procedures
and error analysis, and (b) the introduction of the exploration noise gF in the executed control,
which leads to a more complicated analysis of performance loss.

10



4.3 Proof Sketch of Theorem [2]

We provide a proof outline for Theorem [2 The complete proof is given in Appendix [B]

Step 1: We adapt the self-normalized martingale analysis framework (Abbasi-Yadkori et al.
2011} |Cohen et al.|2019} Simchowitz and Foster|2020)) to derive the following high probability bound
for the estimation error. See Proposition [0] for the complete statement.

Proposition 2 (informal). When k is large enough, with probability at least 1 — 4,

Hekﬂ —0H 5k—i\/1og <1+k;log <J§>> (16)

Step 2: We conduct perturbation analysis of the Riccati equation and show that AKtk =
Kf — K is on the order of O(eg), where €, denotes the estimation error of system matrices, i.e.
right-hand-side of . This step is essentially the same as Step 2 in Section

Step 3: Because of the additional exploration noise added to the online control, we show that
the loss in the risk-sensitive performance becomes

T-1 T—1
1 1 1
J™ (k) — T (k) = 5 3" log det <In - fny) 5 3" logdet <Im - ’yUtk’) + a8 Usat,
t=0 t=1

where FF and U are functions of AKF = KF — K;,i =t,--- , T — 1, with Ff < % + o(e}) and

L Vk
UF < apV?eé2 + &\/gﬂt) + o(€e7). See Proposition

Step 4: Finally we can bound the regret: Regret(/N) = fo:l <J”k (zk) — J*(xl{j)) S Z,ivzl e <
SV ﬁ log (14 Nlog (§)) < O(VN).

5 Simulation studies

We carry out simulation studies to illustrate the regret performances of Algorithm [1]and Algorithm
The experiments are conducted on a PC with 2.10 GHz Intel Processor and 16 GB of RAM.

We consider an LEQR model with horizon T" = 10 steps with an initial state zg = 0 for
simplicity. The dimensions of the state vector and control vector are both set to be n = m = 5.
The system and cost matrices A, B,Q, R are all positive definite matrices randomly generated,
and we also set Qr = 0 so that Assumption [I] is satisfied according to Proposition @ The risk
coefficient is set to be v = 0.02. We consider the total number of episodes N = 5 x 10° in the
online control of the LEQR model. To implement Algorithm [I| we also choose the input parameter

mp = 800, set L = {logg (mll + 1)—‘, and randomly generate positive definite matrix A', B! for

initial estimates 0! = (A!, B!) of true system matrices. To implement Algorithm 2, we choose the
regularized parameter A = 0.1.

The numerical results are presented in Figure [la] and Figure We compute the expected
regret of each algorithm by averaging over 30 independent runs, but we do not plot the confidence

11



intervals since the confidence intervals estimated from the 30 samples are very narrow compared
with the magnitude of the regret and are almost invisible in the figures. Figure [la] demonstrates
that the regret of Algorithm |1/ on the LEQR instance increases (approximately) logarithmically
with the number of episodes, aligning with the findings of Theorem [I} Figure [ID]is plotted on a
log-log scale and shows that the regret of Algorithm on the LEQR instance grows (approximately)
as a square-root function as the number of episodes increase, which is consistent with Theorem

6
2510 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 10°

Regret

===60000*log(N)*log(log(N)) , ‘ ‘ ---1‘000*sq|"t(N)
% 1 2 3 4 5 0 10! 102 10° 10* 10°
N x10° N
(a) Regret Performance of Algorithm (b) Regret Performance of Algorithm |2 (log-log scale)

6 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper proposes two simple least-squares-based algorithm for online adaptive control of LEQR
in the finite-horizon episodic setting. We prove that the least-squares greedy algorithm can achieve
a regret bound that is logarithmic in the number of episodes under a identifiability condition of the
system. We also prove that the least-squares-based algorithm with exploration noise can achieve
v/N-regret when the identifiability condition is not satisfied. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first set of regret bounds for LEQR.

The study of regret analysis for risk-sensitive control with continuous state and action spaces is
still uncommon, and there are many open questions. For instance, it would be interesting to study
regret bounds for LEQR in the infinite-horizon average-reward setting, for LEQR with partially
observable states, and for more general risk-sensitive nonlinear control problems. We leave them
for future work.
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A Regret Analysis for the Least-Squares Greedy Algorithm

In this section, we carry out the regret analysis for the least-squares greedy algorithm in Section
We derive the high-probability bounds for the estimation error of system matrices in Appendix
We do the perturbation analysis of Riccati equations in Appendix We simplify the
suboptimality gap due to the controller mismatch in Appendix Finally, we combine the
results derived/proved above and prove Theorem

A.1 Bounds for the Estimation Error of System Matrices

In this section, we discuss the high probability bound for the estimation error of system matrices
in Algorithm We adapt the analysis framework in Basei et al. (2022) and use the Bernstein
inequality for the sub-exponential random variables to derive the desired error bound.

To facilitate the presentation, we first introduce some notations. We fix the [-th epoch and
define the following set

- {é e Rmtm)xn

p-d] <ofuio.

where p > 0 is a constant such that for any 6' € ©, H (E[Vl])_lH < Cy and ||E [Y!]|| < Co for some
constant Co > 1. We choose the initial number of episodes m; such that

)2
‘Sjl),vj e N+\{1},
j—1

where §;_1 = ﬁ, mj_1 = 297%my and C; is a constant independent of m;,Vj € NT\{1}, but

may depend on other constants including m,n,T. We will show how to choose m; in Section
We also define the event

G ={0eco0,vj=1,-,1}.

We will prove that P(G!) > 1— 22;11 J; in Section The following proposition is the main result

of this section. Recall that 81 = [A™! B*1]T are the estimated system matrices and § = [A B] "
are the true system matrices.

Proposition 3. Conditional on event G', there exists a constant C3 > 1 such that for m; >
2
Cslog (%) , with probability at least 1 — 24y,

The proof of Proposition [3]is long, and we discuss it in the new few sections.
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A.1.1 Preliminaries

In this section, we recall the definition of sub-exponential random variables and state several well-
known results about such random variables that will be used in our analysis later.

Definition 1 (Definition 2.7 of Wainwright| (2019)). A random variable X with mean po= EX

2
is sub-exponential if there are non-negative parameters (v, o) such that E[e?X~H] < e = for all
I\l < 1. Denote the set of such random variables as SE(v?, ).

Lemma 1 (Bernstein Inequality, Proposition 2.9 of[Wainwright| (2019))). Suppose that X € SE(v?, a),
and let u =EX. Then for any ¢ > 0, we have

P(|X — ul >¢) < 2exp [ —min ﬁi
#l= 67 = SE50 222 )"

Lemma 2 (Lemma 5.1 of [Alessandro| (2018)). If X; € SE(v?, ai),i € [n], then

X, SE (Z? 1 V2, maXze[n] az) if X; are independent,
E S
SE ((Z Vz) , MaX;e [y ai) if X; are not independent.

Lemma 3 (Lemma 2.7.7 of Vershynin| (2018)). Let X and Y be sub-Gaussian random variables.
Then, XY is sub-exponential.

A.1.2 Properties of Estimated System Matrix

In this section, we use the properties of sub-exponential random variables to derive some statistical
properties for the estimated system matrix 6'.

The following lemma shows that every element of the state-action random sample vector zi’k =

T
LET KT .
[mt’ uy; } is sub-Gaussian.

Lemma 4. Consider the sample state (§)) in section conditional on event G', we can prove
that every element of the sample state xy" and action vector uik is sub-Gaussian for any step t,
episode k, epoch .

Proof. By the definition , we have

Af”t 1+But 1+wt 1
=(A+ Bthl)xt 1+ wi kl
= (A+ BEK!_)(A+ BK'_)a'*, + (A+ BEl_)ul*, + wl,.

Repeating this procedure, we can get

0 - j+1
ok = ( I1 (4+ BK)) ) +Z ( h A+BK§)> wi, (17)

i=t—1 i=t—1
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where [['_,_ (A + BK}) := I,,. Recall the definition of K} in by using 6'. It’s continuous in
0! € O, so K} is uniformly bounded for any # € © by the boundedness of ©, i.e. there exists
some constant M > 0 such that sup, | K}|| < M. Because xé’k =z and {wfk !~} are independent
zero-mean normal random variables, we can then readily obtain from that every element of

l ¥ is sub-Gaussian by the uniform boundedness of K}. Similarly, we can prove that every element
of ul k= Ktlavf5 ks sub-Gaussian, which completes the proof. O

Recall the following matrices in and @D:

T—1 T—
1 _ 1T
V= Zztzt E :tht+1
1 my T— 1 my; T—1
7l lklkT vl — lklkT
= — Liy1 s
M2 =0 M2 =0

where V!, VI ¢ Rmtm)x(ntm) 5 L'e R(*+mM)*xn We denote the elements of V1, YL V! Y as

nd Y
T—
Z th,Z,jE[n-i-m]

=0
T-1
! !
Y, 24i%Ti41,5,8 € [n+m], j € [n]
t=0
1 m; T—1
o Lk Lk
o EZZZMZM,Z,] € [n+ m)|
k=1 t=0
1 my; T—1
ol Lk Lk . .
i T 23 T 4ot € [n+ml,j € [n].
L k=1 t=0

Then we have the following result from Lemma

Lemma 5. There exist non-negative parameters v and n such that Vll],

Y}, € SE (i i) for all
i,j and l € [L].

Proof. By Lemma (3| and Lemma (4] we know that every element of zl F ik—r and z;’ xtf;r are sub-
exponential random variables. That is, zifzif e SE ((I/tﬂ',j)Q , atﬂ-’j) ,i,7 € [n+m] and zi fxiflj €
SE (wt,i,j)Q . Brij),i € [n+m],j € [n]. The subexponential parameters can be chosen independent
of [ and k by the proof of Lemma [4] If we denote by
V¢ = max l/t,i,jy O = Mmax Cvt’z'7j,
i.J i.J

Wy = Max we g, 5, By = maxﬂt T
7/7]

then we have zi fzﬁf € SE ((yt)Q , at> for any k € [my], i,j € [n+m] and zif:cifl ; ESE ((wt)Q , Bt)

for any k € [my], i € [n+m],j € [n].
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By Lemma [2] for non-independent sub-exponential random variables, we obtain

T—1 2
Lk _Lk
240 % e SE Zl/t ymaxay |,
t=0
T-1 T-1 2
Lk Lk
Zz“:ct_HJESE E wt ,mtaxﬂt
t=0 t=0
Applying Lemma [2] again, but for independent sub-exponential random variables, we infer that
2
my T—1 m r-1,
Lk Lk k=1 t=0 Yt maxy Ot
E Z 2% € SE ,
J m? my
b=1t=0 1
oV
t 0 t maxt o
=SFE )
my
T-1 2
my T'— OU l
o1 L Lk Lk t) max; 3!
Y;j—fz 2 T j € SE ,
’ my J my
k=1 t=0
—1
=0 Wt maxy Bt
) ml

The proof is complete by letting

T—1 \ 2 T-1 2
{ = Imax E Vi 5 E Wt s
t=0 t=0

7 = max {mgixat,m?xﬁt} .

We can now derive the concentration inequalities for V! and Y.
Lemma 6. Conditional on event G', we can derive that for any ¢ > 0,
max {IP’ (‘Vl —Evl‘ > g) P (‘Yl - IEYZ‘ > g)}

m ¢ m¢ (19)
2:2(n+m)*’ 2n(n + m)? }) ’

<2(n+m)*exp <— min {

where | - | is a matriz norm that represents the summation of the absolute value of all the elements
of the matriz, e.g. [Al =}, ;|ai;|.
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Proof. We first consider one element of the matrix V!. By Lemma [I| and Lemma |5, we have

IP( 7le 2()§2exp <_min{n;i§2,n;§7<}>,

Then, by the fact that P (EZ X > () <YM P (|X | > ) for all M € N and random vari-

ables (X;)M,, we can derive the concentration inequality for ‘Vl EVZ‘:

~EV;

(R

n+mn+m

=P |3 > |V -EV = ¢
i=1 j=1
n+mn+m l C
—EVY| > ———
PP (17 > )

2 . m¢? g
< 2(n+m)”exp <_ i { 2:2(n+m)*’ 2n(n +m)? }> .

Similarly, we can derive the concentration probability for Y
(v -er]=)

n+m n

=P DD |V BV 2¢
i=1 j—1
n+m n C
Y l
< ZZP<Y;J_EY;J me)n)
i=1 j—1

. 7’)’Ll<2 mlC
<2(n+m)nexp <_ min { 202(n +m)2n?’ 277(” +m)n }>

1) m¢>
< 2 — mi
< 2(n+m) exp( mm{2L2(n+m) 277n+m })

where inequality (1) follows from the fact that n +m > n.

Finally, combining the two probability inequalities above, we can obtain . O

In order to derive the probability bounds in Proposition we prove that H(E[Vl])_lu and

|E[Y"]|| are bounded by a positive constant for any 6" lies in ©. The boundedness of ||E[Y']|| can
be proved directly, because E[Y!] is continuous in terms of ' according to the definition of Y in

(18). In terms of H(E[Vl])i
' € ©. Similar results can be found in Proposition 3.10 of Basei et al.| (2022).

! , we will use the following lemma to show that it’s bounded when

Lemma 7. The following properties are equivalent:
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1. For the sequence of the controller Ky, t =0,--- T — 1 defined in ,

{veR“m’ 1K Jo=0vt =0, T~ 1} = {0}

2. E[V] = 0, where V.= Y1—' 2:2] is generated by the optimal policy in @);
3. There exists \g > 0 such that Anin (E [Vl]) > Ao for any estimated o' € ©.

Proof. We first prove property 1 <= property 2.

For simplicity of notation, let hy = [I K,']" and H = [hg, h1,--- ,hr_1]. Property 1 is equivalent
to that there exists no nonzero v such that H v = 0, which is also equivalent to that for any v # 0,
v HH v >0, ie.

T—-1 T—1 I
HHT =3 hih] =3 [ o } [In KJ] - 0.
=0 =0 ¢

One can readily compute that

T-—1
E ZtZ;r
t=0

T-1

E[V]=E

[ é’ft } E [xtxﬂ [In KtT] = Hdiag (E {womg] - E [xT_lx;—I:D e (20)
=0

where diag(-) is the notation of a diagonal block matrix. Next we show that E [:cta:;r ] is positive
definite for each ¢. Similar to , we can expand the system dynamics under the true system

matrix 6 = (A, B) as

0 t—1 J+1
Tt = ( H (A—{—BKZ)) xo + ( H (A+ BKz)) wy, (21)

i=t—1 =0 \i=t—1

where [[21) | (A+ BK;) means (A+ BK; 1)(A+BK; 3)--- (A4+BKj41), and [[._,_,(A+BK;) =
I,,. For simplicity of notation, let

(I)t1,to = (A+BKt1)(A+BKt171)"'(A‘I'BKto)a for any t1 > to. (22)

When t; < g, we set @4, 4 = I,. Then we have x; = ®;_1 020 + Z?;B ®;_1 jr1w;. It follows that

t—1

E [a;ta:tT] =&, 1 oE [moxﬂ <I>tT,170 + Z Dy 141K [ijjT] (I)tT—l,jJrl
§=0

t
) TaT T
= Q1,002 Py_q 0 + E Q1P

=1

(2 TsT - T

= Q1,002 Py_q 0+ In + Z Py1,j P
=1

=1

)y
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where the equality (1) follows from the fact that w; ~ N (0,1,),5 =0,--- ,t — 1, and equality (2)
holds by the fact that ®;_;; = I,,. Then, we can prove that property 1 is equivalent to that for
any v # 0,

v E[V]v = v" Hdiag (E [woxﬂ oL E [wT—NU;qD H"v >0,

which is equivalent to property 2.
We next prove property 2 <= property 3.

In terms of property 3 == property 2, it’s obvious that when #' = 0, we have Ay, (E[V]) >
Ao > 0, ie. E[V] = 0.

In order to prove property 2 = property 3, we prove the continuity of E[V] in terms of the
system matrices 6. By the recursive formula of the discrete-time Riccati equations and the optimal
controller in , we can find that P;, P, and K; are continuous in terms of § € ©. Recall that

t—1

Elzia] ] = 11,0002 D19+ In + Y ®r-1,0 1, (23)

j=1
where ®;_; ; is defined in . Plugging into , we can see that E[V] is continuous in terms
of 8. So for any 6' € ©, there exists Ag > 0 such that Ayin (E[Vl]) > No. O

Now we are ready for the proof of Proposition [3

Proof of Proposition[d. Recall the definition of V!, Y!, V! and Y' in , we have

ot
(7 ) 7= B 2P
(7o o) = @) )+ 1)
(71+ 2ten) | JE 0D A e 21
e[ E)7) -2l

el (e ) [ e

IN

I
(24)

A
INE

)
where inequality (1) holds by the fact that E~! — F~! = E~Y(F — E)F~!, inequality (2) follows

from the results in Lemma (7] that H (E[Vl])le < Cy. By Lemma (6| and the equivalence of matrix
norms, with probability at least 1 — 2J;, we have HVl —E [Vl] H < A; and HYI —E [Yl] H < Ay,
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where

2:2(n +m)® log <L+m) > 2n(n +m)?° log (LH”)Q)
A := max ,
my my

For notational simplicity, we denote by

C4 := max { V222 (n +m)®, 2n(n + m)2'5} .

Cy4 is a constant depending on m, n polynomially and depending on ~ exponentially. For simplicity,
we ignore the T-dependence of C4. Then, we have

Now we can use A; to further bound the terms in . Let m; be large enough so that A;+-— my < 202

i.e. m; > Cslog (@) for some constant C3 > 1. Then, with probability at least 1 — 26;, we
have HVl _ [Vl} + leInJFmH <A+ m% < ﬁ, and thus

: 1
-7 -EV]+— ”+mH >
l

< 2Cy. In terms of HYZ )

’ (Vl 1 In+m> _1’

HYZH - HY’ _E [Yﬂ +E [Yl} H Yot HYZ _E [Yl] H <G+ A,

where inequality (3) follows from the fact that HIE [Yl] H < Cy. Finally, substituting all the elements

into , we can get
o+ o]

<C (202- (Cg—i- HW—E [Y’”D - (A,+1) +A)

1
< Cy <2C2 (Ca + 4y) - <Al + > + Az)

4) 1
< 203 <(1 +A) <Al + ) + Al)
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where inequality (4) follows from Cy > 1, inequality (5) holds by the fact that m; > 1 and inequality
(6) holds because log (%) > 1. The proof is hence complete. O

Lemma [7] shows that Assumption [I] can be extended to the neighbourhood of the true system
matrices 0, and thus guarantee the well-posedness of the sample variance of the estimated system
matrices within the neighbourhood. The following proposition provides a sufficient condition for
Assumption [T}

Proposition 4. If the parameters defined in Section [2-1] satisfies

1. A € R™"™ has full rank;
2. Q=0 and Qr =0;

3. B € R™™ has full column rank,

then for the sequence of the controller Ky,t =0,--- ,T — 1 defined in , we have

{veR’”m‘[I K'v=0,¥t=0,--- ,T—l} = {0}.

Proof. Let v =[v] vy ] satisfying [I K, Jv=0,¥t=0,---,T —1, where v; € R", vy € R™. Recall
the optimal control defined in , by the condition Q7 = 0, we have K7_1 = 0, and thus v; = 0.
Then, [I K, Jv =0,¥t=0,---,T — 1 is equivalent to K, vy = 0,¥¢t = 0,--- , T — 1. Substitute
into it, we can obtain

~ ~ —1
K[vy=~A"Pi1B (BT Pii B+ R) vy =0,
Recall that

Piy1 = Pyt +vPi1 (I — YPi1) ™ Pry,
P, =Q+ K/ RK; + (A+ BK) Pry1(A+ BK;),t =0, , T — 1.

We can prove that P > 0 for any ¢ = 0,---,7 — 1 by the mathematical induction. When t =T,
Pr =0, and thus Pr_1 > 0 by @ > 0 and K;—_IRKT,l = 0. Forany t =1,--- ,T — 1, assume
that P11 > 0, we can prove that ]3t+1 > 0, and thus P, = 0 by Q > 0, KtTRKt = 0 and
(A+ BK;)"P11(A + BK;) = 0, which finish the mathematical induction. And by the condition
A € R™ ™ has full rank, we have

5 -1 _
B(B P.t1B+R vo = 0.

- ~ -1
According to the setting in Section R>0,50 B"P,.,1B+R>0.So B (BTPtHB + R) has

full column rank by the condition that B € R™*™ has full column rank, and thus vy = 0, which
completes the proof. O
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A.2 Perturbation Analysis of Riccati Equation
In this section, we discuss perturbation analysis of Riccati Equation, i.e., how the solutions to
Riccati Equation change when we perturb the system matrices.

The main result of this section is the following lemma. We fix epoch [ in the analysis below and
recall that (A!, B') are the estimators for the true system matrices (A, B).

Lemma 8. Assume 1 —~T' > 0 and fiz any e > 0. Suppose ||Al — A|| < ¢, | B — B|| < €, then for
anyt=20,1,---, T — 1, we have

Kl — K| < (10V2LTH T 1yg,
P} = Pil| < (10V2LT) e,

where f,V and L are defined in .

To prove Lemma [8] we need the following result, which provides ‘one-step’ perturbation bounds
for the solutions to Riccati equations.

Lemma 9. Assume 1 —~L > 0. For any ¢, > 0,W > 1, assume |A — A|| < ¢, | B! — B|| < ¢ and
|Ply — Pyl < We <1 for a given t € {0,--- , T —1}. Then we have

1K} — K|l < VW,
|P} = P|| < 10V LT W,

where f,V and L are given in .

Proof. We first bound the perturbation of the optimal controller, i.e., AK} = K! — K;. Recall that
Ki=—(B"B1B+R)'BTP 1A, and K'=— (BZTE’HBZ + R)_l BITPL AL (25)

To bound AK}, we first bound ngtl+1 - EHH as follows:

7]

—
—
~—

‘(In —yPLy) T Pl — (I — 7pt+1)_lpt+1H
|(In = vPLr) T Py = (In = vPe1) T Pl + (I = vPr) T Py — (In = vPo1) ™ Pop |
‘ (In —yPl ) Py — (I — VPt+1)71Ptl+1H + |[In = ¥Pe1) ' Py — (I — ’YPt+1)71Pt+1H

(I = Ph) ™ = (I = 1Pe) ™| - UL+ 1T = APe) ™ - I Py = Posal

IN

IN

Here, the equality (1) follows by the definition of ﬁtl 1 and ﬁt+1, and the fact that
P, = P, +yPy(I, —vP,) "' P,
= [In +yP(I —~vP) ' P,
= [(In = vP)In = vP) ™" + 7Pl —yP) '] o
= (I, —vyP)"'P,.
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It follows from the fact that E~! — F~1 = E~1(F — E)F~! for any invertible matrix £ and F,
|Pies = P
< ([ = 9L ) (P = Pt (= AP | IPE Al + 1 = 3Po) - 1P = P
2) 1 1 1

1— ’YHPtl—f—lu 1— ’7||Pt+1” H t+1 t+ ” H t+1|| 1 — ,y”PtJrlH || t+1 t+ H
1 1
< ' AWe(We +T W
T 1—-y(Weg+T) 1—1T TWe(We + )+1_’YF €
(3) 1 ~
< —I'We + —We
(1 —1T)? 1—AT

[ 7F~ + ! ~] We
(1—-70)2 1-1T

We
(1—~T)
where the inequality (2) holds by the fact that for any matrix E € R" " if |E| < 1, then
(I, — E)71 < ﬁ, and the inequality (3) holds because we assume that ||P},; — Piyq] <
We < 1.

To bound AK}, we next bound HBTﬁtHB — BlTﬁtlHBl

in view of the expressions in :
|B"PuaB - BTRL B
< HBTEHB - BTEHBZH + HBTEHBl - BTE’HBZH + HBTﬁgHBl - B”EIHBZH
<|IB"Pia| - 1B = B + IB|l - | Prs1 = P || - | Bl + | B = BY|| - || Py Bl
< 6[F2 +TLWe (T +¢) + e(LWe +T) (T + ¢)
4) ~ o~ ~
< We(T? 4+T2L + (L +T)D)
<2(L+1D)IPWe,

where inequality (4) holds by the fact that We; < 1. Similarly, we can derive that
HBTEHA - BZTEZ+1A’H
< HBTEHA - BTEHAZH n HBTEHAl - BTﬁg+1AlH v HBTElH/U - B”ﬁ,}HAlH
< 2L+ 1IPWe.

Then, following a similar argument as in Lemma 2 of Mania et al.| (2019), we can obtain

|AKI| = K — K| < 2(L+1)FPWe.

Next we proceed to bound ||P} — P;||. Recall that
P, = Q+ K,'RK,; + (A+ BK,)" P,.1(A + BK,;),
Pl =Q+ K!"RK} + (A' + B'K}) T PL,(A' + B'K}).
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We can directly compute that

HA + BK, — Al — Bth’H

<

] [ ]
<g+IVWe +(VWe + 1)

(5) ~
< eg+IVWe +TVWe
< 2VI'We,

where inequality (5) holds by the fact that ¢(VWe +T') < VWe + I'gWV when both W and V
are larger than 1. Similarly, we can derive that

HKtTRKt - KgTRK,{H
< HKJRKt - KJRKfH + HK]RKé - KFRKiH

<T?VWe + VWl (VWe +T)
< IWe.

In addition, we can derive that
H (A+ BK;) Py (A+ BE,) — (A+ BK!) P, (A + BK}) H
< H (A+ BE,) Poyi(A+ BE,) — (A+ BK))T Pyt (A + BE,) H
+ H (A+ BE)TPu1(A+ BE;) — (A+ BE)TBL (A + BK,) H
+ H (A+ BK)TPL (A + BK;) — (A+ BK}) TP (A + BKY) H

< VIHWe + 2LV W e, + 4V2 LT W
< 8V2LT4We,.

It then follows that
|Pl — P|| < 10V2LT*We,.
The proof is therefore complete. O

With Lemma [0} we are now ready to prove Lemma

Proof of Lemmal[8 By definition we know that PL = Pr = Qr, and thus we have || P}, — Pr|| < ¢.
By Lemma [0 we can derive that at time 7' — 1,

|KY_y — Kr_1|| < Ve,
|PL_, — Pr_4|| < (10V2LT%)e,
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which implies that
Ky — Kr_a| < (10V2LTH)Ve,
|Ph_y — Pr_s|| < (10V2LT%)2¢.
Applying Lemma [J] recursively, we obtain for any t =0,--- ,7 — 1.
1K) — K| < (10V2LTH T~ 1ye,
|Pl — B < (1002£0H)T

which completes the proof. ]

A.3 Suboptimality Gap Due to the Controller Mismatch

In this section, we will simplify the performance gap between the total cost under policy "% and
the total cost under the optimal policy. We recall the corresponding total cost under entropic risk,

T—1
: 1
ng (xék> = ;logEexp (g (Z (»’Ui’kTQxi’k + ui,kTR ) +szkTQT$zT,k>> 7

where v = Klzl* and K} is obtained by substituting (A%, B) into (B).

Let Hik be the set of possible histories up to the t-th step in the k-th episode of epoch [. Then,
one sample of the history up to the ¢-th step in the k-th episode of epoch [ is

Hl,k_ 1,1 1,1 1,1 1,2 2,1 2,1 L,k LE Lk
t P :‘CO 7u0 ’... a:'T 7x0 7...7‘7:‘() ’... xT,... xo ,... xt 7ut .

We also introduce some new notations, which will be heavily used in the regret analysis. For any
t=1,---,T — 2, we define the following recursive equations:

DY, = AKY (R + B" PrB)AKY_4,

Dby = (I, —vD4_)"'Dh_,

D} = AK[T (R+ BT Py B) AK] + (A+ BK}) D}, (A+ BK}), (26)

‘5115 = (In - ’YDi)ilDi’

1 _ IT TH ! T R !

Dy = AKY" (R+ BTPiB) AKj + (A+ BKY)TDi(A+ BK}),
where AK! = K! — K; and Pr is defined in (B). In the following parts, we still consider the
risk-averse setting, where v > 0. The following proposition is the key result of this section.

Proposition 5. We can simplify the performance gap in the k-th episode of epoch [ to

L,k

T (k) — gt (e :——Zlog (det( ))+; 5T Dbk, (27)

where DL is defined in ([26]).
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In order to prove Proposition |5, we introduce Lemma see p.8 of |Jacobson (1973).

Lemma 10 (Jacobson| (1973))). Consider the linear dynamic system xi1 = Az + Bug + wy, wy ~
N(0,I,),t =0,---, T — 1. For any sequence of positive semidefinite matriz Eyy1 satisfying I, —
YEi1 > 0, we have

E {eXP <%$;:-1Et+195t+1) ‘l‘t, Ut}

_1 ~
— (det(I, — YEur1)) "2 exp (%(A:ct + Bug)  Epyr (Azy + But)> ,
where Eryy = Ery1 +vEi1(In — vEr1) " Ery.

We apply Lemma [10| to simplify the performance gap J l’k(:rf)’k) - Jg(:vf)’k) in the k-th episode
of epoch [ in the following lemma.

Lemma 11. We can simplify the performance gap as

71

. -

ng’k(;pgk) — Jg(xé’k) = S log E [exp (; E wi’kTAKF(R + BTPH_lB)AKéxi’k)
t=0

Lk rplk—1
xg ,HT ],

(28)
where AK} = K} — K;.

Proof. Denote Jt(xi’k) =1 (xi’kTPt:L‘i’k - ZlT:_tl %log det (I — 'yPtH)) ,t =0,---,T — 1, which is
the dynamic programming equations of LEQR problem. When ¢t = T, JT(:nlj’f“) = xljlkTQTxlT’k.
By the definition of J{]Tl'k (xék) and J@L(xé’k), we have

bk Lk x/ Lk
Jo (950 )—Jo(on )

T—1
em(g( (@“@#+¢MR@S+¢W@M%»

t=

1
= —logE
~

N lLk—1 N
xg , Hyp ] — Jo(zg")

— o

1
= —logE
g

T—
e@(§< ("7 Q" + T R ) + el = J(a"))
t=0
+ :clqlkTQTﬂﬂlq?k> >

N lLk—1 N
xg , Hp — Jo(zg").
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Recall that JT(a:ljl )= xlTkTQTxljlk, we have

T5 N Ry — T ()

logE[exp( (TE:l (( lkTQ Ly lkTRu%) —i—Jt(:L‘t ) — Jt(xik>>

t=

+ JT(fﬂlfk)>>

Lk prlk—1| L Lk
2 H ] 7log (exp(o(a)

T-1
1 -
) ;logE [exp <; E ((xi’kTQ + ikTRui’k> + Jt+1(xi’_]:1) Jt(xik)>> mfjk,Hép’k 1]
t=0
@2 1 = 1 1
LET T l LET L,k L,ET L,k
= ;logE exp <’y 5_0 <2 2FT(Q + KT RK]) 2 + 5Tt Pz — 3% Pz,

+ > log det(1l,, — 7Pt+1)>>

Lk rplk—1
.Z‘O,HT ],

where equality (1) holds by canceling out the Jo(xf)’k) inside and outside the entropic risk, and
equality (2) follows from the definition of the total cost under entropic risk and uik = K,fxf:k By
the law of total expectation, i.e. E[X|Z] = E[E[X|Y, Z]|Z] for any random variables X,Y, Z, we
consider the conditional expectation

E| exp <’y(; LET(Q + KIT RE)2b* + ;miffaﬂxifl ; oy Py
+ ;y log det(I,, — fyPtH))) ‘Hik]
= exp (fy(i lkT(Q + K”RK ) ; lkTP xik + 2i log det(I,, — ’YPt+1)>>
CE lexp (Lot Psall) |t k] (30)
® exp (fy (; PTQ + KITRKabr — %mi KT Pl + 21’Y log det (1, — ’th+1)>>

x (det(I, — fyPH_l))_l/Q exp

: (mi’“(A + BK{) Pria(A+ BKé)azi”“)

7y

e}

(e (@+ KITRE] + (A+ BED Bra(A+ BED)ay* — o} Ratt)]

where the equality (3) follows from Lemma
Recall that AK! = K! — K; and P, = Q + K RK; + (A + BK;)TP,.1(A + BK,;). Then the
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RHS of Equation becomes

exp [1at" (Q+ (K] + Ko)TR(AK] + K))

4 (A+ BAK! + K,))T Py (A + B(AK! + Kt))) Lk ;xi’kTPtx,l;k
— exp [%xi’kTAKfT(R + BT P B)AKLYY + 42 TAKT (R + BT By B) K + BTEHA)xQﬂ

@ exp [%xi””AKF(R + BB, B)AK!zh ’“} ,

_ _ (31)
where the equality (4) holds by the fact that Ky = —(R + B" P,;1B)"'BT P, 1 A. Finally, substi-
tuting into and then substituting into , we can get O

With Lemma we are now ready to prove Proposition
Proof of Proposition[5 We prove the result recursively. When ¢t =T — 1, we have
E [exp (;x’TkEAKl \(R+ BT PrB)AKY_ ‘HZT’“Q]
—F lex Yo kTD Hl k
= P 5% 195T 1

2 (det(In - ’YD%F—I)> exp {; [mlTsz(A + BK%_ ) Db (A+ BKY_o)apt 2} }

[N

where equality (1) follows from Lemma (10| and ulTk =KL 1xT 1- When t =T — 2, we have

=2

T-1
exp ( Z < ”‘“TAK”(RJFBTPHlB)AKgxi’“))’Hé:’“?,]
t=T-2

[\

_1 ~
- (det(In - yDif_l)) 'E [exp (; [:L‘lTkB(AKlTT_Q(R + BT Pr_1B)AKL_,
~ Lk Lk
+(A+ BK%—Q)TD%—l(A + BK%“—2))33T 2 ) ’HT_?)}

_1
= <det([n - *yD%p_l)) ‘E [exp (;xlTk—;DT 9T 2) ’Hépk 3]
T-1

=11 (det([n—fyDi)>

t=T-2

Y , D
exp ( 2 [:c’T’“_EAA + BEL_3)" Db o(A+ BEL_3)af! 3D

=

When t =4,i=1,--- ,T — 1, similarly, we have

E

T—1
exp (; Z (xi’kTAKéT(R + BT P11 B)AK|xy k)) ‘Hzlkl
t=i

T—1 1

H (det(I —’yDt)) * exp (;{ lkT(A—l—BKl )Tﬁé(A—i—BKf_l)xifl]).

t=1
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Repeating this procedure, we get

ko Lk 1k
Jo (xg") = Jg (")
T-1

V[ kT e 2 Lk
X exp (2 26" ((A+ BKG)TDi(A+ BKL) + AKYT (R + BT PB)AK}) a })

Lk prlk—1
xg ,HT ]

T-1 1
1 2 Y LkT A Lk
= 5 logE H (det([n - 'yD,lf)) exp <§x0 D )

- Y OLET Lk
) exp (Lt Db ))
T—1

1 — ! UogkT Lk
= ~5 ; log (det (In - fyDt)) + 570 Dyzg™,

where inequality (2) holds because fo, t=0,---,T—11is based on the data from epoch 1 to epoch
-1 O

Uk rplk—1
xg , Hp

Il
—

S
\
5}
]
N
~
L
2
-
(S

(det([n —

A.4 Proof of Theorem [

Now, we can derive the regret upper bound for Algorithm [I] Before we derive the high probability
bounds for ([27]), we introduce some new notations and provide the bounds for th in . Recall
that _

r_q = 2I°,

P = 203 (10V2 L0420 4 19T %)y, t =0, , T — 2,

where the definitions of V and £ are given in . Assume that for any t =1,--- T — 1, [ € [L],
we have

(32)

1
< — .
1= gyee
We can choose a proper constant Cy for the initial epoch size m; in Theorem [I|so that v can satisfy
assumptions in when it satisfies the assumption of I,, — vP;+1 > 0 and I, — 'yPtl 1> 0in .

Because Di are defined recursively, we obtain the bounds recursively from step T'— 1 to step 1. At
step T'— 1,

(33)

| Dby || = |aKEL, (R+ BTPrB) AKE |
T Lol
<[+ 5775
) 73y,2 .2
S 2 V €

= r_1 Ve,
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where inequality (1) follows from the definition of T in and Lemma |8 In terms of the bound
for Dl_p_l, we have

[ =501 ) e

1\ 7! I
() e
(? 1Dy ||
= 7

1—’Y||DT—1||
@
< 2[[Dp_4]|
= 2¢r_1 V%€,

IN

where inequality (2) holds by the fact that for any matrix M € R"*", if | M| < 1, then ||(1, —
M) < m and inequality (3) follows from the assumption in (33). At step 7' — 2, we have

HDl H - HAK” (R+BTﬁ B) AKL .+ (A+BKl )Tﬁl (A+ BK] )
T-2 T-2 T-1 T—2 T-2 T—1 T-2

~ ~ \ 2 2 ~
< ors (1ov2£r4) V22 4 HA 4 B(AKL , + KT_Q)H - HDZT,1 H

) 3 2~4222 T4 72 2~4222_ 2 2
S 2F 1OV EF V €l + 6F + SF IOV EF V €l sz_lv Gl

~ ~ N\ 2 ~
_ <2r3 (1ov2£r4) + 12r4¢T_1> V22 + o(e2)

= yr_oV?e + olef),
2
where inequality (4) follows from the fact that HZtIil th <K Zfil |z¢||?. Similarly, we have

Hf)éf_QH < 2pr_ogV2E + o(€d).
Fort =T —2,--- .1, we can recursively derive that
1D < w26 + olef),
HﬁiH < 2 V2l 4 o(el),
IDG]I < woV2ef + o(ef). (34)

According to Lemma [5] the performance loss in the k-th episode of epoch [ is

1,k

7 1,k >y Lk
Jo (xg") = Jo(zg")
T—1
= 1 Z log (det (In — 'yDi)) + lazé’kTDéxé’k
275 2 (35)
(5) T-1

1 a\™ Lk !
< 5 2 tog (1=2Di)" + 5llag PN DG
t=
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Here, inequality (5) holds because I, — yD} = (1 — || Di||) I, = (1 — y(V2e} + o(el )1, = 0 and
det ((1 —~||DY|) I,) = (1 — || D}||)". Substituting the inequalities in into (3F)), we obtain

Trl’k 5 *
I (@ 6‘3 Tg (")

n

1
< _Z ZIOg (1= (Ve +o(ef))) + §||£1¢0||2 (V€ + o (e}))

(M) n 1

=5 (Z Vel +o 51)) + §H$0H2 (voV?el +o ()
n 1

=3 ; V26 + ol V2ef + o),

inequality (6) holds by the inequalities in ([34)), and inequality (7) follows from the fact that log(1+
y) <y for any y > —1.

Now, we can substitute the high probability bounds derived in Section into . Recall
that conditional on event G/~! in Lemma [3| with probability at least 1 — 28;_;, we have

log (%) jog? ()
+ + 5
mi—1 mp_y

Similar to the procedure in page 26 in Basei et al.| (2022), we set ;1 = ﬁ, mi—1 = 2"2my, my =
Co(—logd), where 6 € (0, 7?—2) and Cp is a finite positive constant that satisfies

(m+n)?
Co > 10g< 01—1 ) . P 2
0= Sub 21=2(—1log d) Y\ 3¢ )1 ’
leN+\{1},6e(0,ﬁ%) g 1

where p is defined at the beginning of Appendix [A.1] Then, we have m;_1 > Cslog ((n;jjy) and
thus

where inequality (8) holds because C3 > 1 in Proposition |3} By a similar mathematical induction
on page 27 in |Basei et al.|(2022), we can prove the following event

)2
‘”*),vz eNT\{1} } U {0 € ©) (36)

holds with probability at least 1 —2> %, 61 =1 — WT’ ie. P(G) >1— ?.
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Under the event G, which satisfies P(G) > 1 — 22, we can derive that

Regret(N)

1
+Zml [ Z%VQEJ + §||950||2¢0VZQ2 +o(e})

t=1 t=1
— r _ (m+n)?
10 [p=R 1 n log (57)
< ma |5 Y Ve + SllaolPeoVPed + o) | + Zml ) V90 ———=
24 2 12 mi—1
(m+n)? (m+n)2 B
1 2. V12 o2 og( 911 ) log< d1-1 )
+§on\| YoV*-9Cf - —mM—mM88=+o| ———=
mi—1 mp—1 ]
(11) n

T-1 1
5 D Ve + Sl PvoVel

2
t=1
= L m+n
022 (nz dot \xo||2¢o> 3 <1og ( ) +log(l - 1))
= V6

1<2) C (Z ¢t> [log (\%”) L+ Llog L} ,

where 1nequahty (9) follows from ([35), inequality (10) follows from the definition of the event
g in , Yy is defined in ), Chigh in inequality (11) is a constant depends on T',vy,m,n,V, r
polynomlally and it can bound the higher order term in inequality (10), and inequality (12) holds
by Stirling’s formula: 37/, log(l — 1) = log((L — 1)!) < C'(L — 1) log(L — 1), where C' is a positive
constant. The expression of C is given by

< Chigh + M1

C := Polynomial (Cl,C’, V,n, €1, n,mi, ||£L'0H) ,

where € is the estimation error in the first epoch, my is the number of episodes in the first epoch,
iy is defined in , C, = 16C§’C§ is from the proof of Proposition 3| and V is defined in .

A.4.1 Dependency of the regret bound on other parameters

In this section, we provide some further discussions on the dependency of the regret bound on other
problem parameters, including the horizon length T', and the risk parameter v of the LEQR model.
Spelling out the explicit dependency is generally difficult, due to the implicit dependency of T' and
constant C on the model parameters. Hence, in the following we focus our discussion on the term
Z?;OI ¢y in view of the bound (12)).

34



Since {wt};fz_ol is defined in a recursive manner, one can directly verify that

~

_ _\2(r-1 Il _ N\ 2(T-1)
oT (10v2£r4) T Sy < ops 2 <1ov2cr4) oy (37)

t

Il
o

The formula implies that the term ZtT:_Ol 1 has exponential dependence on the horizon length
T. When ~I" > 0 is small, according to Taylor’s Theorem, we have

—=1+T+o0 (fyf) A exp (fyf) : (38)
1—17T

Usmg the formula of £ in and plugging (38) into , we find that the dependence of the term
Zt o wt on < is on the order of exp <12'7F(T )) This also suggests that the regret bound in

Theorem 1] I has exponential dependence on 7 (ignoring the possible dependency of the constants C
and T on these parameters).

Note that |Basei et al.| (2022)) proved a regret bound that is logarithmic in the number of episodes
N for continuous-time risk-neutral LQR problem, also in the finite-horizon episodic setting. They
also mentioned (see Remark 2.2 in their paper) that the regret bound of their algorithm in general
depends exponentially on the time horizon 7. So our previous discussion is consistent with their
findings. Note that they did not make explicit of the dependency of their regret bound on the
horizon length T'.

We also compare our results with [Fei and Xu| (2022)), which proved gap-dependent logarithmic
regret bounds for tabular MDPs under the entropic risk criteria. In particular, they showed their
algorithms can achieve the regret of % poly(H, S, A) - log (H SAK ) with probability at
least 1 — J, where poly(-) represents the polynomial function, H is the length of the episode, S
is the size of the state space, A is the size of the action space, 8 is the risk coefficient and Apin
is the minimum value of the sub-optimality gap of the value functions. Their regret bound also
has exponential dependency on the risk coefficient 5 and the length of the episode H, which is
similar as our regret bound. While there are some similarities, it is also important to emphasize
we consider LEQR which has continuous state and action spaces, which are different from tabular
MDPs with finite state and action spaces.

B Regret Analysis of the Least-Squares-Based Algorithm with
Exploration Noise

In this section, we prove Theorem [2| discussed in Section The proof structure of Theorem
is similar to the proof structure of Theorem We present the high probability bounds for the
estimation error of system matrices in Section the perturbation analysis of Riccati equations
in Section and the simplification of the suboptimality gap resulting from controller mismatch

in Section [B:3l

35



B.1 Bounds for the Estimation Error of System Matrices

In this section, we derive the high probability bound for the estimation error of system matrices in
Algorithm [2] Different from Section [A1] we adapt the classical self-normalized martingale analysis
framework to derive the desired error bound.

Similar as in Section we fix the k-th episode and define the following compact set

== {§ e mimsm=s

‘é - eH < w} u{oh,

where @ > 0 is a constant that satisfies

2 3n2N ¢Nlog (73T§V 2)
w > max x log( )—i—(n—i—m)log 1+ —=

+2(n 4+ m)*T?,

52 A
(39)
~ AT N? ~
80n [, 4n*N + (it m)] 1+CN10g( 5 ) +80A(n+m)2r2
T 52 nommyiog A T '

Here, [ is defined in , A is the regularization parameter and ¢, ¢ > 0 are two constants indepen-
dent of £ and N but may depend on other constants including n, m,~y. The explicit expression of
c and ¢ can be found in and . For any estimated 6 € =, there exists a universal constant
Ck > 0 such that

HEH <Ok, W, (40)

where I?t is the control corresponding to 6 and it’s continuous in terms of 6 according to (5)). We
also define the following event N '
GF={#lcEVi=1,--- k}. (41)

We will prove P(GF) > 1 — Zf:_ll ﬁ =1- % in Section

The main result of this section is the following proposition, which provides the high probability
bound for the estimation error of system matrices estimated in Algorithm

Proposition 6. Let § € (0, %) Conditional on event ék, when kT > 200 (S(n +m) + log (%)),
with probability at least 1 — 40,

2 G TN 272

~ Tk 52 A cTVEk
where T is defined in , the explicit expressions of ¢ and ¢ can be found in and , n

1s the dimension of the system state vector, m is the dimension of the control vector and A is the
reqularization parameter. When kT < 200 (3(n +m) + log (%)), with probability at least 1 — 30,

2 2 ck log (LY ~
H(‘)kJrl - HH < 2771 (log <Z2> + (n +m)log (1 + cog}\(”)) +2(n +m)’T2.

The proof of Proposition [6]is long, and we will discuss it in the following subsections.
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B.1.1 Preliminaries

In this section, we recall an important high probability bound, known as self-normalized bound for
vector-valued martingales. It will be used in the derivation of the bounds for the estimation error
of system matrices.

Lemma 12 (Theorem 1 in |Abbasi-Yadkori et al.| (2011))). Let {F;};2, be a filtration. Let {n:};=,
be a real-valued stochastic process such that ny is Fyr1-measurable and 1y is conditionally R-sub-
Gaussian for some R >0 i.e.

2 P2

E [6)‘7”

.7-}} < exp <)\ ),V)\ER.

Let {Xt},?io be an Re-valued stochastic process such that X; is Fy-measurable. Assume that V' is a
d x d positive definite matriz. For any t > 0, define

t t
Vi=V+Y XX, S=) nX.
s=0 s=0

Then, for any § > 0, with probability at least 1 — §, for all t > 0,

=172 L1/
det (V. det(V
||St‘|%7;5—1 <25210g< € ( t) e < ) >’

J

where HStH%/t_l =5 (Vt)fl St.

B.1.2 Self-Normalized Bounds for the Estimation Error of System Matrices

In this section, we analyze the estimation error based on bounds for the self-normalized martingale.
Similar to Section let H¥ be the set of possible histories up to step t in the k-th episode.
Denote the history up to step t in the k-th episode by

k 1.1 1 2 k k k k k
Hy = (‘rO?uO?"' » Ty Ly Loyt 7$t717ut717xt7ut>' (42)

The following lemma is a modified version of Theorem 2 in|Abbasi-Yadkori et al.|(2011) and Lemma
6 in |Cohen et al.| (2019)), which provides a coarse self-normalized bound for the estimation error.

Lemma 13. For any § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — &, we have

n? det(VF)

T k+1 Ty ki pk+1 _ <2l -
r<(9 6) Vi@ ‘9)) = 208\ 52 Qet (M)

) o6, (43)

where 0¥ is the estimated system matriz defined in , 0 is the true system matriz, A is the
reqularization parameter and

k T-1

VFE =\ + Z Z 22T,

=1 t=0

37



Proof. We first follow Lemma 6 in (Cohen et al.| (2019) to simplify #¥+1 —@. Recall that
IiJrl = QTZ;‘ + wzv wi ~ N(Ov In)

; 1T . .
where z; = [:c%T QT] . Together with (15]), we can obtain

k A S i (4T )
o= (74 (ST (Tt
. k T—1 k T—1
= (Vk) ()\«9 + 252870 + Z Zwl’ )
=1 t=0 =1 t=0
:9+(V’f)f (S50 -0).,

where we denote S¥_| = Zf 1 f 01 ziwi" for the simplicity of notation. Then, we obtain

Tr ((9’““ - 0>T vk g+ - 9))
=1 ((sh-20) " (74) (35 - v0))

_ (5 T (vk) SE_ 4+ A207 (Vk)_l 6 — ASKT, (vk) Y (Vk)_l 542_1>

1

Y (S T (vk) Sk 4207 (Vk)_19> +2 HA@T (V%)

(2) N | _ o\ —1

< 2Ty (55{1 (V’“) 552_1> Lo Ty <9T (Vk) 0)
) KT (k) L ak 2

<o Sk, (v) SE L)+ 27]0)%.

Here, we use Cauchy—Schwarz inequality |Tr(EF)| < ||E||r| F| r for any matrix £ and F' to obtain
inequality (1), we use the inequality 2ab < a? + b? for any a and b to obtain inequality (2), and we
use the fact that V¥ = AI to obtain inequality (3).

(44)

F

We further bound Tr (Skil (Vk)fl Séi_l) in . to get the result in Let Sk =

ZZ S Zwi(), = 1, un, t =0, T—1, k=1,---,N, where ws(j) is the j—th ele-
ment of the random vector w’. Recall the trajectory in , 2 is Hi-measurable for any step s
in the i-th episode and wj(j) is H}, ;-measurable for any step s in the i-th episode. Therefore, we
can apply Lemma |12| and obtain that with probability at least 1 — %,

n det(VF)1/2
S G)T (V) s:&_l(j)szlog(ém )

By a union bound, we can obtain that with probability at least 1 — 4,

Tr <S§f1 (f/k)‘l 55,1> ZST G (W) Sk () <nlo (gizz((‘;))) (45)

On combining with ([45]), we can obtain (43). O
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After deriving the coarse self-normalized bounds in , we need to find the upper and lower
bounds for V* to obtain the result in Proposition @ We follow the proof of Theorem 20 in |(Cohen
et al.| (2019) to derive the high probability lower bound for V*. The main difference is that we
consider a decaying exploration noise while they consider a nondecaying exploration noise. The
next lemma provides a lower bound for the conditional expectation of zfsz,Vk,t, which is a
modification of Lemma 34 in |Cohen et al.| (2019).

Lemma 14. For all episode k and step t, conditional on event Q~k, we have
c
E [Zfzf—rw-[f_l] bl ﬁ[m_t,_n, t ?é 0,

where ¢ > 0 is a constant satisfying

Ck —Ciy/Ck +4+2
2

c< (46)
2 2
with Cy defined in and SE=CK 20K+4+2 € (0,1).
Proof. Recall that zf = [:ch,ufT}T, we have
E[zkzlﬂ"%k } _ | In E[$k$kT}Hk } [, KT ]+ 0 0
t <t t—1 Kf tt t—1 n t 0 \%Im
k
W1 BT 0 0
(-5 ki + =1
KF KFEET + (1= o)L, PR
@ =~ Viln e KT c
= KF [ \/ L= 75 - ] + kIn—l-m
=7
c
i ﬁln—l—m
Here, inequality (1) follows from the fact that zf ; = [z}, uf_Tl}T is HF_|-measurable and
T
B [okat Tk 1] =& | (et + Buly b o) (Adk o Buby b)) [l
T
= <Axf_1 + Buf_1> (Aacf_l + Buf_l) +E [wf_lwfjl}ﬂf_l]
= I,.
2 2
For inequality (2), when 0 < ¢ < Cr—Cx ZCK +4+2, we can obtain
1 1
— — KFPKPT X KFKFT + ﬁ(l — ). (47)
Vi
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We can prove that is equivalent to = KFK}T < & KFKT 2 1= C%1, = (1= o).
VE

Ok —Cr /O +4+2 0
5 .

Solving the inequality ﬁC’% < 1—¢, we can obtain 0 < ¢ <
With the lower bound for the conditional expectation of zfsz,Vk:,t, we can derive the high
probability lower bound as Lemma 33 in (Cohen et al.| (2019).

Lemma 15. Let § € (0,1). Conditional on event G¥, when kT > 200 (600(n 4+ m) + log (3)), with
probability at least 1 — 9§, we have

T
vk © 4;)/];1'”%. (48)

Proof. Let e € S"™~1 where S"*™~! = {v € R ™||jv||y = 1}. Let I} = "2} and let YF be an

indicator random variable that equals 1 if (I})? > 2\% and 0 otherwise. By the similar arguments

as in the proof of Lemma 35 in |Cohen et al.| (2019), we can prove that
.
E [W\H,’f_l} =P (yf = 1|Hf_1) >, iftA0. (49)

Let U} = YF —E [VF|HF ]. Then, (UF) is a martingale difference sequence with |UF| < 1,Vk,t.
So we can use Azuma-Hoeffding inequality to derive the high probability bound: with probability

at least 1 — 4,
E T-1
. 1\ O kT
> > Ui =~ /2T log (> > —’L, (50)
i=1 t=1 0 10

where inequality (1) holds when kT > 200log (3). On combining U} = Y} —E [V{|Hi_,]| with (50)),
we can obtain with probability at least 1 — 4,

k T-1 k T-1

. o kKT 2 kT kT kT
SY VY Y EPIM Al -T2 % 3 = 10 (51)
i=1 t=1 i=1 t=1

where inequality (2) follows from (49). Denote V¥ = Zle ZZ;I 2i2iT. Then, we can get with
probability at least 1 — 9,

= 3 = P 4 kT VET

Ty/k Z i\ 2 Z i C i C c c
V = > - > E - > e =
cre (1) = ytz\ﬁ - ytz\/% - 10 o2vk 20

i=1 t=1 =1 t=1 i=1 t=1

—
=

where inequality (3) follows from the definition of I, inequality (4) holds by (51)). Finally, by the

similar i-net argument in the proof of Theorem 20 in (Cohen et al. (2019), we can prove that when

kT > 200 (3(n +m) + log (%)), with probability at least 1 — ¢,
1722

< )
~ Tk
T—1
_ o TVEk
VE = vk~ Z zgng > Cixflwrm.

which is equivalent to
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In addition to the lower bound of V¥, we also need to find the upper bound of V* to get the
final high probability bound for the estimation error of system matrices. In the following lemma,
we provide the high probability upper bound for ||z¥||, which plays a vital role in deriving the high
probability upper bound of V*.

Lemma 16. Let § € (O, %) Conditional on the event ék, with probability at least 1 — 20, for all
0<t<T, we have

2] <6( (1+CK)> (n%+m%)max{uxo\|,1}f1og% (T;V> (52)

where T is defined in (L3|) and Ck is defined .

Proof. Recall that zf = Az} | + Buf | +wy | = (A+BK[ )2 |+ Bgl ; +w}_,. Similar to (21)),
we can simplify ¥ to

0 t—1 r—+1
af = H (A+BK]’-“) :L‘IS—I—Z H (A—I—BKJI-“) (Bgf+wf),
j=t—1 r=0 \j=t—1

where [[/5,_|(A+BK?") = (A+ BK} |)(A+BK} ,)--- (A+BEF, ), and [[_,_,(A+BK}) = I,,.
Similar to Theorem 21 and Lemma 32 of |(Cohen et al.| (2019)), we can use Hanson-Wright inequality
in Proposition 1.1 of Hsu et al.| (2012) to derive that

TN 1 TN
 (ob1? < snttog (1) gk < sl top (T ) ) 2 1-2 (33)

Then, we can bound the state vector by

0 T-1| r+1
ot < || TT (A+BED)| -t + > | TT (A+BKD| - | Bok
Jj=t—1 r=0 ||j=t—1
0 t—1 r+41
< IT (lan+ i) nebi+ = TT (1Al 181- 155 1) (181 - lgfl+ k] )
j=t—1 r=0j=t—1
1) ~ =1 1 1 3~ 3 1 (TN
< T'(1+4 Ck)* H%H%—Z\ff 1+ )T <I€1m4f+n4)log2 <5>
r=0 4
1 ~ TN
TH(1 + Cr)f||zo| + D1+ Cr)' - -\/5<lmiF+ni> log? ()
I'1+Cg) -1 k1 J

< (F+0n0) ol +5 (F1+ €)™ (md 4 k)
T

—
~

~ t < ~
<6 P+ C)' (nf 4 m?) max oo 1) Frogt (1),

where inequality (1) holds by the inequalities in and inequality (2) follows from the fact that
[(14Ck)—1>I(14Ck)— i1+ Ck) = 3T(1+ Ck) and k > 1. O
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With the result in Lemma we can derive the high probability bound for HV"“'H
Lemma 17. Let § € (0,1). Conditional on event 5"?, with probability at least 1 — 20, we have

72 (( (14 C))?" - 1)
(f(l + CK))2 -1

+20m2\leog <TN> .

% ~ TN
HV’“H <A+ (1+2C%) - (n? +m?) - max {||zo|, 1} T2k log <5>

)

Proof. Recall that V¥ = AL,y + S2F 7T o 2T 2= [T ulT] T, We have
k T-1

L .
IV <A+ 1l
=1 t=0
k T-1

= A+ (=P + 1K + gil1%)
=1 t=0

A+ D Ul + 20K - et ]® + 2llgi)?)
i=1 t=0

2
< )\+ZZ (1+2C%)|l=¢]” + 2/|gf 1> )
t=0

where inequality (1) follows from the fact that ||u+v||? < 2||ul|? + 2|v||?, Yu, v, inequality (2) holds
by . Combine the results in Lemma [16| with , with probability at least 1 — 24, we can get

»> 1+2CK)<72( (1+CK)) t(n% +m%) max {||z[|%,1} T2 log <T;V>>

V¥ < A+ § §
10m? TN
+ log [ ——

i=1 t=0
i 5

72 ((f(l + CK)>2T - 1)

(f(l + CK))2 -1

+20m2VET log <TN> .

=+ (1+2C%)

~ TN
- (n? +m?) - max {||zo|? 1} T2k log <5>

)
where inequality (3) follows from and in Lemma and the fact that ||u+v||? < 2[jul|? +
2||v||?, Vu, v. O

For the simplicity of notation, we denote

72 <( (1 +CK))2T - 1) |

(f(l + CK))2 -1

¢ = (1+20%) )-max {[[zo]|%, 1} T2| +20m2T,  (55)
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which is a constant independent of £ and N. Then, we can get

_ TN
IVF|| < A+ éklog <5> . (56)

Now we are ready to prove Proposition [6]

Proof of Proposition [ We can simplify as follows:

(B ol (00 )
< 2nlog (’;i‘z((zg) N (57)

(1) 2 Vk
< 2n (log (7;2> + (n+m)log (“f\H>> +2X10]1%,
where inequality (1) follows from the fact that det(M) < det(Amax(M)I,) = AP (M), YM € R**™,

When k7" > 200 (3(n 4+ m) + log (%)), substituting and into (57), with probability at least
1 — 46, we have

o2 —o] < o+ o]
- F

80n n? A+ eklog (1) 80A(n + m)2T2
< log| = | +(n+m)log |1+ +—F.
cT\/E< g<52> ) g( A Tk

When kT < 200 (3(n +m) + log (3)), because V¥ = A\ + Zle STt 2287 = A, with probability
at least 1 — 30,

o2 o] < o+ o]

2 2 A+ éklog (TX ~
§;<log<7(;>+(n+m)log<1+ e Og(5)))+2(n+m)2f‘2.

2

A

The proof is therefore complete. O

B.2 Perturbation Analysis of Riccati Equation

The perturbation analysis of Riccati equation under Algorithm [I] and Algorithm [2]is the same. So
we can get the similar bounds of Riccati perturbation by replacing ¢; with €, in Lemma |8 where
e, = max{||A¥ — A|,||B*¥ — B||}. The modified version of Lemma [§ is presented in the following
lemma.

Lemma 18. Assume 1 —~I' > 0 and fiz any e, > 0. Suppose |AF — A|| < e, | B¥ — B|| < e, then
foranyt=0,1,---,T — 1, we have

|KF — K| < 10V2LTH T 1vey,
I1PF — P < (10V2LT) T ey,
where the definitions of V, L and T can be found in .
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B.3 Suboptimality Gap Due to the Controller Mismatch

In this section, we will connect the gap between the total cost under policy 7* and the total cost
under the optimal policy with the estimation error and the perturbation of Riccati equation in
Appendix and The proof framework is similar to the framework in Appendix except
that we need to analyse the additional exploration noise added to the control. We define the total
cost under entropic risk following policy 7% (with slight abuse of notations) by

Jgk (333) ~logEexp ( <Tzl< Tth +UtTRUt) —I—xT QTI’T)) ,

t=

where uf = KFaF+gF gf ~ N (0, ﬁ[m» K} is obtained by substituting (A*, B¥) into . Similar
to Appendix [A:3] we introduce the following new notations used in the regret analysis. For any
t=20,1,---,T — 2, we define the following recursive equations:

Dk | = AKET (R+ BTPpB)AKE. |,
Jo S (RK%,1 + BT Pr(A+ BK%,I)) ,
FE_ =02 (R n BTﬁTB) :
Uf_y = Dy_ + vEfL (I, — vFf_,) " 'EF_,,
Uf—1 = (In —Uf_1) "' Uf_y,
— AKFT (R + BTEHB) AKF + (A + BEF)TUE, (A + BKF),
Ef = oy (RK} + BT (Py + U1 )(A+ BKD))
Uf = Dy + By (I —vFF) T EY,
Ut = ( ’YUt ) 1Utka
where AKf = Kf — Ky, oy, := k=1 and ]5T is defined in .

We then follow the proof framework of Appendix[A3]to derive the bounds for the suboptimality
gap due to the controller mismatch. The key result of this section is the following proposition.

Proposition 7. We have

ok
I (26) = J (x5)

| 11 1 T—1 N
=—— Zlog det (I —7Ft) log det( 7Ut> + 570 Ubxt, (59)
7 =0 273

where EF and U} are defined in 3.

In order to prove Proposition [7], we extend Lemma [10] and prove the following result. Recall
that o), = k~ i,
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Lemma 19. For any t € [T — 1], we have

k T k kT k
T T Dy E; Lt k
P (2 [ o, ' gf ] [ By FY ] [ o ' of D ‘HH]

_ (det([n - fyUf))’l/Q . (det(Im - 71@’“))71/2

E

_ (60)
o {3 [ Bt O+ et

ol B ok + o8O Bl }

where given (xF |, uf ),

Proof. We obtain from Lemma [10] that
k T ko kT
T T Dy Ej ]
E|exp| = =
[ p<2[0klgf] [Ef Ftk

Dk EkT -
< ( " Ef K

T T —1
v [ Azj_y + Buj, [ D oEF
X exp (2 [ 0 Inin — E;c Ftk

[ D EfT AzF |+ BuF |
EF  Ff 0 '

We perform a block Gauss—Jordan elimination, take the inverse of the matrix in the determinant

of , and obtain

Df BT\
In+m - Etk Ftk
-1
_ [ I, —’ny —’yEfT ]
AEF Ly Ff

_ I, 0 1 | (In—yDf =BT (I — vFF) T EF) 0
(Im = vFf)"EF I, 0 (Im —yFf)™
o I VBT (I =y FE) T
0 I
[ EL, EL,
| ELy EL |’
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where
-1
EL; = (In —ADE A 2EFT(I,, — 'yFtk)_lEf) ,
(I, — ¥Df — V*Ef T (I, — vEF) " Ef) 'Y Ef T (I, — v EF) ),
ELs = (I, — YFF)'WEF (I, — yDf — v*Ef T (I, — vF}) T EF) ™!
ELy = (I, — vF}) " 'WEf (I, = vD} — V*Ef T (I, — vFF) ' EF) 'WEl T (1, — vFF) ™!
+ (Im - ’YFtk)_l

Then, we can obtain

1
Dk EkT —3
(0 (s = [ 5 T ])

- (det (In —ADF — 2EFT (I, — 7Ftk)‘1Ef)>
1
2

N

. (det(]m - 7Ff)) E (62)

- (det (In - yUt’f))ﬁ : (det(lm - ny))f :

where UF = DF + yEFT (I,, — vFF)"'EF, and

Axf oy +Buf 4 )" I Df EFT\T'[ Df EFT Azj ) + Buy_y
0 ntm T gk pk EF  FF 0

-1
- Gtak s+ kT | (1=t 9B~ )5

x (DF + yEET (I — vFF) U EL) | (Aeky + Buly)

T -
= <(A + BKf—l)ﬂff—l + Bgf—l) Uf ((A + BKf—l)fE?A =+ Bgf_1>

= a1 (A+ BK{,)TUF(A+ BEE af_y + 291, BTU (A + BK[)af_, + gt BTU By},
- (63)
where UF = (I, — vUF)~'UF. On combining and with (61]), we can obtain (60)). O

The following lemma is an extension of Lemma[T1], which provides a coarse simplification of the
performance gap in one episode.

Lemma 20. With Lemma[10, we can simplify the performance gap to

7k
5 (26) — J («5)

T-1
1
= —logE | exp <’2Y ( FTAKFT(R+ BT P, B)AKFaf
v t=0
+2g (RKY + BT Pia (A + BKY))zy

+ ng(R + BTEHB)Qf))

k k—1
ZL‘OthT ]7
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where AKF = KF — K; and 7-[]%_1 is defined in (42).

Proof. By a similar procedure as in , we can derive that

Jg (6) — J§ ()
1 7T 1
= ; logE |exp (2 (Ct xt,ut) + Jt+1(ﬂ:t+1) Jt(-Tf, ))) 13]877'@1]
t=0
0 1 T-1/4 (64)
= ;ng exp | v §mt Q-+ KfTRKP)xf + gf " RK[af + gtTR ;
t=0

1 1 1 _
+ ifoPHleH - ixfTPt:cf + > log det ([, — fyPt+1)>> xé,?—[’% 1] ,

where equality (1) follows from the definition of the total cost under entropic risk and uf = KFaF +
gF. Again, we apply the law of total expectation, and compute

E

1
exp (7(2%”(@ + K{TRKf)xf + gf TRKfa} + gtTR 9t
1 owr I T ey il d B k
+ 5P — 5o B + 5, 18 et(I, —vP1) ) | |H;
(65)
1 1
= exp <7<2xt (Q+ KfTRKt ) 2aszPt:Ef + ngR xt + gtTR k
1 g
+ % logdet(l,, — yPi+1) x E [exp <2xt+1Pt+1azt+1> HE

It follows from Lemma [I0] that

1 1 1
(65) = exp (’Y <2$t (Q+ KT RK[)xf 2$fTPth? +g/ T REfaf + §ngRgf
1 _
+ 5 logdet (I - mm)) x (det (I, — yPry1)) 2

X exp 5%& T(A+ BEf) Prya(A+ BEf)zf +v9f T BT Piya(A + BKf)af

t3 Qt "B P, 1BgF

— exp B (xfT(Q + KFTRKF + (A+ BK®)T Py (A + BKF))zh — xtTPtxt>

fagkT (RS + BT Pra(A+ BES)ok + Lol (R4 BT BBk,
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Substituting AKF = KF— K, and the Riccati equation P, = Q+K, RK+(A+BK;)T P,y 1(A+BK;)

into , we obtain
T(Q+ (AKS + K)TRAKE + Ki) + (A+ BAKS + K) T Puya (A + B(AKE + K)) ) o}
g

exp [2
+vgFT(RKF + BT Py (A + BKF))ak + ; FT(R+ BT Py B)gk — §xfTPtg;ﬂ

TAKET(R+ BT Py B)AKFaf + yaf TAKFT (R + BT Py B)K, + B' Py A)af

= &P [2
+ 998 (RKS + BT Puys(A+ BK)af + 5 g T (R+ BT PraB)gf |

N

(

)eX [; {TAKET(R+ BT PiaB)AKfx} + ¢ T (RKY + BT Py1 (A + BKY))a}

+ ;ng(R + BTEHB)Qf] ;
N N (66)
where the equality (2) holds by the fact that K; = —(R+B' P, 1B)"'B" P, 1 A. Substituting

into and then substituting into , we can get

) J*(xo)
T—1
exp (g ( FTAKFT(R+ BT Py B)AKF 2

t=0

k k-1
xy, Hp ]

20T (RKE + BT P (A4 BRE) + ofT (R+ BT P Bl

The proof is complete.

Combining Lemma [19 with Lemma we can prove Proposition [7]
Proof of Proposition[7]. We prove the result recursively. Recall that o, = k1. When ¢t =T —1

k

+ 20’1@0;;19%11(]%[(%—1 + BT]ST(A + BK%—I))IJ% 1+ (TkUk 29§“T1(R + BTﬁTB)gé“—l)) ‘H§—2]

1) Y -1 kT 1k k —2 kT pk  k k
= [GXP (5 (mT DYyl 1+ 20, Tgpl 1Er_jxr_q + oy, 29T—1FT—19T—1)> ‘HT—2]

D (aet(, ~ 0% ) * (det(l —1FE )

v
XeXP{2[xT 2(A+ BEKj_ Q)TUT (A + BKF_y)ah_,

SIS

+208 T, BTUE_ | (A+ BKE_,)ah_, + gh ,BTUS_ Bk 2]
(67)

48



where equality (1) holds by , and equality (2) follows from Lemma When t =T — 2, we
have

E

T—1
exp <; > ( {TAKET(R+ BT PaB)AK ) + 2010, gf T (RK + BT Pria(A + BEf))zf
t=T-2

+ oty Zgh T (R + BT]St-i-lB)gf)) ‘H[}?)

1
2

@ (det(In — ’yUé?l))_é (det(fm - ’}’Fqlgfl))

x E

exp (;/ |:$T 2 (AK H(R+ BTﬁT—lB)AK%—Q + (A + BK%—z)TﬁJk“—l(A + BKéi—?))x?_Q
+ 2010 g5 L (RKS o + BT (Pr_y + Up_)(A + BK}_y))ah_,

+oto gkl (R+ B (Pry + (7%_1)3)95“—2})

H’%_g]

=

1

2

@ (det([n - yU:i%_l))_Q (det(Im - *er’f_l))
x E [exp (% (xT 2DT QxT 2+20 gT 2ET QJUT 2+ 0y QT 2FT 29T 2)) ‘HT 3]
() ;12 (det(In _ yUt’“))_é (det(Im . fny)) :

—
=

X exp <g [ﬂfT 5(A+ BK}_s) ﬁ:ﬁ—ﬂA + BE}_3)th_s

+ 20513 BTUS_o(A+ BKf_3)2_3 + g7 3BT UF_,Bgi_ 3})

where equality (3) holds by applying the law of total expectation and applying @, equality (4)
follows from and equality (5) still holds by applying Lemma When t = i, we can similarly
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derive

T—1
exp <; Z (meAKfT(R + B" P, B)AKFa¥

t=1

E

+ 2040, ' gf T (RKF + B Py (A + BES))af + ofo; 29T (R + BTﬁtHB)gf))

Hf_1]

T—1 1

- 1I (det([n —yUf)) : (det( 7Ff)>_

t=t

D=

o o+ BTG+ B

+29£€j1BT[72k(A+BKZkfl> Ti— 1+gz 1BTUkBgz 1:|>

Repeating this procedure, we can obtain

Jo() J5 (a6)
1

log <T1_I (det I, — YUy )) M) )

w\»—A
N|=

(det (L —vFL))

+ —logE

2

}Y exp (7 [x’gT (AK{}T(R + B'PB)AKEY + (A+ BKY)TUF(A + BK&)) zk

a7 Py D+ B+ ok T4 57 ]
1 T-1 1 _
—— _ k 2 k
=3 log (g (det(]n ~U{ )) <det( —vF] )) )

1
+ ; logE [exp (% < DO:EO + 2‘7k E0$0 +o, ngFO g())) ‘mlg, Hé“fl}

k k—1
Ty, HT ]

I

T-1

1
© ~5 Z [log det (In — ’yUtk) + log det ( —vE; )}
7=
1 1 1 -1
+ ix’gTD’gx’g e log det <Im — 7F0k) + 27% E (Im — fyFé“) E{f:p’g
o1 T-1
= ~3 log det (I —vE; ) - — Z log det ( ’yUt) + {EOTUO xg,
t=0

where equality (6) holds by directly calculating the conditional expectation of quadratic function
of g§ in the second term of the previous equality and equality (7) follows from the definition of U¥

in . O
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B.4 Proof of Theorem [2

Now, we can derive the regret upper bound for Algorithm 2. Similar to Appendix we derive
the bounds for the equations in . We recursively define the following constants similarly as
in Appendix [A4] For any ¢t =0,---,T — 2,

ap_; = 21°,

Br-1 =0,

~ ~ N\ 2(T—t—1) ~
a; = o <1OV2£F4) 12T,
By = 121" + 12T By,

where V and L are defined in . To derive the regret bounds, we assume that for any ¢t =

0,---,T—1,
1

< = = .
T 20 V%€ + 26, - 5007 + 100007

¥ (68)

We are now ready to derive the bounds for DF EF FF UF, ﬁtk recursively from step 7" — 1 to step
0 conditional on event G* in . At step T — 1,

|Dh_i|| = ||AKFT (R + BT PrB)AKE
< IR+ BTPrB| - |AK) |2

) 734752 2

< 2I°Y €L

= CKT_1V2€% + 5f5ﬂT_1U]%,
where inequality (1) holds by the definition of [ in and Lemma Similarly,

HE@_IH - HU,C(RKgi_l + B Pr(A+ BK%_l)H
< o |R(AKY_y + Kr_1)||
ol Bl 1Pel - (Al + 181 - 1ol + 1B - 1AKS])

@2 < ~ o~y o~

< 0 T (Ve + 1) + 0,2 (2T2 + T'Vey,)
= 2ka4 + kaQ + Uk(f + fg)VEk

< 3ka4 + Qka?’Vek

where inequality (2) holds by the definition of " in and Lemma We also have

HF%,IH - Ha,%(R + BTﬁTB)H < 2I342, (71)

51



Substitute , and into Ujl‘i_l, we can derive that
HU%CLlH = HDéc“fl +EPL (I — ’YFIIEA)AE%AH
< IDb_ill + | By (o — v Fh0) B |

< IDF_ill + (T = vFr_y) - 1 BE?

3) - ~ ~ 2 1
< QFBVQG% + (3akF4 + QUkF3V€k> =
1 —2IBy0}
N B B B 1 (72)
=20%V%; + (9a§r8 + 4030V e; + 12a,§F7Vek) =
1 —2I%y0}

4 - ~
< 203V2€X + 180218 + o(€3)
6) ~ -
< 203V2eE + 50317 + o(et)
= ap_1V% 4+ 50°Br_107 + 5f5a,% + 0(6%),
where inequality (3) follows by substituting (69 , and ( 1nto and the fact that for

any matrix M € R™" if | M| < 1, then H(I — ) 4 § 1—||M||’ 1nequahty (4) holds by the
assumption in , ie. 1— 2F370k >1—5 Z 5, and inequality (5) still holds by assumption
, ie. 18fya£I‘8 < 1802F8 - < 5F5ok Note that conditional on event Qk ei is of order ﬁ’
SO ek and o*k share the same order conditional on event gk. Then, we can obtain
L ] E e = S (73)
T-1

where inequality (6) still holds by the fact that for any matrix M € R™", if |[M| < 1, then
(I, — M)7Y| < %, and inequality (7) holds by the assumption in (68), i.e. 1 —~||UF_,|| >
1-— % = % It follows from that

Hﬁq’i_lH < 2a7_1V%2 + 1009 Br_102 + 101%02 + o(e2).

With the bounds in the (7" — 1)-th step, we can recursively derive the bounds in the (7" — 2)-th
step. At step T' — 2, by the similar arguments in step 1" — 1, we can obtain

| Dhoo| = |AKEL, (R+ BTPro1B) AKS_y + (A+ BKEL,)UF_\(A+ BKEL,)|
TS k)P k 2 5k
o N R
8) - ~\2
< ors (1ov2£r4) V22
~ ~ ~ ~ N\ 2 ~ ~
+3 <r2 L4 (1OV2£F4> v%i) (4F3v26i 4100210 + o(ei))
~ ~4 2 ~4 ~ ~
< or® (1ov2£r ) V22 4 19T (2F3v26i + 5F5a,3) +o(e?)

= ar_oV? e + 51 Br_s0? + o(€d),
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2
where inequality (8) holds by Lemma (73) and the fact that HZ{; a:tH < KSE Jlae?
Similar to (70f), we have

||| = ||on (RS2 + BT (Proy + Uf_, ) (A+ BESy)) |
< oy HRK&?_2 + BT Pr_1(A+ BKk_,) H + oy HBTﬁj’i_l(A + BKE_,) H
< oy HRAK%,Z + RKT_QH + o3 Bl - HﬁT_lH : HA + BAKE ,+ BKT_QH
+o|B] - Hﬁ%_lu : HA + BAKE , + BKT_QH
. ((101}%?4) Ver + f) + opl? (2f2 4T (1ov2cf4) Vek)
+ oyl (4f3v26§ + 1oa§f5> - (2%’2 +T (1ov2£f4) vek)
= o1 (f (10v2£,f4) 43 (1ov25f4)) Vey, + ok (f2 + 2f4) +o()
< 20;,® <1OV2£f4) Vey, + 30y, + 0(6%),
where inequality (9) follows from Lemma [18 and (72). Similar to (71)), we have
HFYI?_QH = Haz (R +BT (]STA + ﬁjli_l) B> H < 20307 + o(e}).
Similar to , we have
|Uka| < 1D _all + 41 = v FE )7 - 1B

~ ~ N\ 2 ~ ~ ~ ~
< ors (10V2£F4) V22 60 (4r3v262 + 1or5a,3) 118702802 + o(2)
(74)
(10) ~ 2 ~ ~ ~ ~
< ors <1OV2£F4> V22 4 6T (4r3v26i + 10r5a,%,) + 5002 + o(e2)
= aT_2V2ei + 5f5ﬁT_20']3 + 5f50']% + O(Ez),

where inequality (10) follows from the assumption and the similar arguments in (72)). Then,
by and assumption , we can get

Hﬁ%_g‘ < 2ap_9V2%er 4+ 10I°Br_o07 + 100°07 4 o(e}).

Repeat this procedure from step T'— 1 to step 0, we can get the following recursive inequalities.
Forany t=0,--- ,T — 2,

HD:]?—1 < ap_1 Ve + 5f55T—1U/%>

HFI&A < 207,

HU%_1 < ap_1 V2 + 5% Bp_102 + 51002 + o(e2),
HDf < aV?er + 500 Bior + o(ep),

HFtk < 2307 + o(€2),

HUtk < Ve + 50° Byor + 51007 + o(€r).
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Substituting into in Lemma we have

7Tk *
Jo (l“g) —Jh (xlg)

= = 1
= 2 ; log det (In — 7Utk> 2 tz% log det ( ’yFk> + 21‘0TU0 xp
ay 1 Tl = 1 5
< gy 2 tos (1= [of])” - g5 o vom (1= )"+ 5 ] ]
7= 7 =0
(12) 1 = ~ ~
< —g3~ Z nlog (1 - (ozﬂﬂei + 5% Bior + 5107 + 0(6%))) (76)
7=
= 1 _ N
~ 2 Z mlog (1 vy ( F30'k + o(e ))) + 3 (OtoVQE% + 5I°Booi + 51°07 + o(ei)) [ENE
t=0
(13) , T=1 _ m T
§ 5 Z (OétVQE +50°By07 4 51°07 + o€ ) +3 <2F3ak +o(e 2))
| t=0
1

<a0V2 +5r5ﬁoa,3+5f5a,3+o(ek)) zo|12,
where inequality (11) holds because
Iy — AUF > (1 _ HUfH) I, = (1 _ <atv2eﬁ +5098,02 + 51%02 + o(ei))) I, = 0,
and
Ly — 7 FF - (1 — HF[‘H) Iy > (1 — (2?30,3 + o(i))) I =0,
inequality (12) follows from (75), inequality (13) holds because log(1 + z) < z for any = > —1.

Then, substituting the high probability bounds derived in Appendix into , we can
further bound Jé’k( kY — TG (k). Accordmg to Proposition [6] conditional on event G* defined in

(41), when KT > 200 (3(n +m) + log ( )) with probability at least 1 — N 7, we have
2 C
H0k+1 - 6’H < e = \/% (77)
where
AT N? ~
160n AnN ¢Nlog ( ) 80A(n + m)?T2
CN—W log( 5 >+(n+m)log 1—1—# +T’ (78)

7 n-m O, AN 7
and ¢, ¢ are defined in and . Denote k = [200(3( * %H 8(5 ))-‘ When k& > k, the

estimation error bounds are given by .

By a similar mathematical induction as discussed in Section and page 27 in Basei et al.
(2022), we can prove that the event G = {||0* —0|| < w,Vk =2,--- ,N} U {6' € Z} holds with

probability at least 1 — 2522 % =1-4,ie P (@V) > 1— 6, where w is defined in .
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Finally, conditional on the event G, we can derive an upper bound for Regret(/N). Note that

Regret(N

(Feh-reh) s X (ub-reh). @

k=1 k=k+1

wa

- 4N
where k = FOO(S(nJij),HOg( 2 ))-‘ . We bound the two terms in separately. We first bound the

regret incurred up to the l;:—th episode. We have

k k T-1
> (7 (ah) - b)) < Zﬂ (af) sziogm:exp( (Z (||xt||2+||ut||)+||x§u2>>.
k=1

k=1 t=0
(80)
It follows from in Lemma that

i CACHEPREH)

k=1

2T -
< %k (Elog (T;V) + 72T< 1+ CK)> <n% + m%> max{|zo|%, 1}1* log <T5N> >

We next bound the regret in the remaining episodes as follows:

N
> (7 @) - T @h))

k=k+1
A _ _ Tl
< Z 5 (atVQe% + 5I°Bs0% 4 51007 + o(ei)) +5 (2F30,% + O(G%))
k=k-+1 t=1 t=0

1 ~ ~
+ B (aOVQE% + 5I°Booi + 5103 + o(ei)) ||:U0H2]
T

(0 e e )+ 1 ()
1 [aV2Cy  5I°8, 2
+3 ( N A ﬁ +0(6k)> [zl

—_

Tf
< [n (atVZCN +50°8, + 5f5) +2mTT3 + (aQVQC’N + 50%8, + 5f5) ||a;0\2] VN +o (x/ﬁ) ,
t=1
(81)
where the first inequality follows from , the second inequality follows from and Cl is given
in . On combining with , we can obtain
T-1

Regret(N) <C (aCN + Br) VN,
t=0

~ ~ - ~ 2T
where C := Polynomial (n m, &V, T, T, k, ||o|, 61> : <I‘(1 n CK)> .
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