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Asynchronous Parallel Policy Gradient Methods for
the Linear Quadratic Regulator
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Abstract—Learning policies in an asynchronous parallel way is
essential to the numerous successes of RL for solving large-scale
problems. However, their convergence performance is still not
rigorously evaluated. To this end, we adopt the asynchronous
parallel zero-order policy gradient (AZOPG) method to solve the
continuous-time linear quadratic regulation problem. Specifically,
multiple workers independently perform system rollouts to
estimate zero-order PGs which are then aggregated in a master
for policy updates. As in the celebrated A3C algorithm, each
worker is allowed to interact with the master asynchronously. By
quantifying the convergence rate of the AZOPG, we show its
linear speedup property, both in theory and simulation, which
reveals the advantages of using asynchronous parallel workers in
learning policies.

Index Terms—Linear system, linear quadratic regulator, policy
gradient, asynchronous parallel methods

I. INTRODUCTION

Reinforcement learning (RL) has been regarded as an
important approach for solving control problems in many
domains, e.g., robotics [1], drones [2], power grid system [3]
and autonomous driving [4]. Among its numerous successes,
policy gradient (PG) methods [5], which directly parameterize
control policy and iteratively search an optimal one, are
essential. In sharp contrast to the model-based methods, the
PG methods can be directly implemented only based on system
rollouts. Moreover, their convergence performance has been
quantified by solving classical control tasks, such as the linear
quadratic regulator (LQR) and its variants performance [6]–
[14], where both the global convergence rate and the sample
complexities are established.

However, those end-to-end PG methods usually require
a massive number of system rollouts to learn a reliable
policy, which is computational demanding, and thus parallel
PG methods with multiple workers have been proposed to
accelerate learning. For example, the celebrated A3C algorithm
adopts an asynchronous parallel framework [15]. Though
it has achieved extensively empirical successes, an explicit
speedup rate remains unclear [16]. To this end, we evaluate
the asynchronous parallel zero-order PG (AZOPG) method
by solving the continuous-time LQR problem as well. As in
the A3C algorithm, multiple parallel workers simultaneously
perform system rollouts in an asynchronous way to estimate
PGs which are then sent to a master for policy updates. Under
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this setting, we show the linear speedup rate of the AZOPG
with respect to the number of workers, both in theory and
simulation, which rigorously confirms the advantages of using
multiple workers to accelerate PG methods. In particular, the
number of system rollouts for each worker is proportional to
log(1/ϵ)/M to achieve an ϵ-accuracy where M denotes the
number of workers.

Though [6]–[8] have established the global convergence
results for zero-order PG methods, it is unclear how to extend
to our setting where we are required to solve a nonconvex
optimization problem over a nonconvex constraint set in an
asynchronous parallel way. This implies that the AZOPG has to
use stale zero-order PG estimates, and renders its convergence
analysis much more challenging and involved than that of
[6]–[8]. In this work, we resort to the concentration theory
to quantify the accuracy of PG estimates and asynchronicity
effects.

Our work is also related to the federated PG methods
of [17], [18] for solving the LQR problem. However, their
methods require synchronizations among workers per policy
update, meaning that the faster workers have to wait for the
slow ones and cannot fully exploit the advantages of the
parallel setting. Usually, asynchronicity is one of the key
challenges to be attacked in the parallel algorithm [19]. In
fact, the AZOPG is closely related to the asynchronous parallel
stochastic optimization methods [20]–[23]. Unfortunately, none
of them can be directly adopted due to the nonconvexity of
the PG method for the LQR problem.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section
II, we introduce the parameterized LQR problem and describe
our asynchronous parallel setting. In Section III, we propose
the AZOPG method and establish its speedup convergence.
The proof of convergence is given in Section IV. In Section
V, we numerically illustrate the linear speedup property of
the AZOPG, and draw some concluding marks in Section VI.
Technical details can be found in appendices.

Notations: Denote ∥·∥F as the matrix Frobenius norm. Denote
Tr(A) as the trace of matrix A, and ⟨A,B⟩ = Tr(ATB) as the
matrix inner product. Let vec(A) ∈ Rmn denote the vectorized
form of matrix A ∈ Rm×n. Denote σmin(A) as the smallest
singular value of a positive-definite symmetric matrix A. Let
Sn−1 ⊂ Rn−1 be the unit sphere of dimension n− 1. Let ⌊x⌋
denote the largest integer no larger than x.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

This section introduces the parameterized continuous-time
LQR problem and some PG methods with the focus on our
asynchronous parallel setting.
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Parallel workers

Master
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Fig. 1. The parallel PG method: every worker pulls the latest policy K from
the master and then computes a PG, which is then pushed back to the master.

A. The parameterized continuous-time LQR

We consider the following infinite-horizon LQR for a
continuous-time linear system [24]

minimizeu Eζ∼D

[∫ ∞

0

(
x(t)TQx(t) + u(t)TRu(t)

)
dt

]
subject to ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t), x(0) = ζ,

(1)
where x(t) ∈ Rn is the state vector starting with an initial
state vector x(0) = ζ that is sampled from the distribution D,
u(t) ∈ Rm is the control input vector, and Q ∈ Rn×n and
R ∈ Rm×m are two positive definite matrices.

In the sequel, we always assume that (A,B) is controllable.
Then, the optimal policy for (1) is in the form of linear state
feedback [24], i.e., u(t) = −K∗x(t),K∗ ∈ Rm×n. This implies
that there is no loss of optimality to focus on its policy K
parameterized form

minimizeK∈Kst
f(K), (2)

where f(K) = Tr(P (K)X0) = E[fζ(K)], fζ(K) =
Tr(P (K)ζζT) and Kst denotes the set of stabilizing policies,
i.e., Kst = {K ∈ Rm×n|A − BK is Hurwitz}. Moreover,
X0 = E

[
ζζT

]
and P (K) is the unique solution to the Lyapunov

equation

(A−BK)TP (K) + P (K)(A−BK) + KTRK+Q = 0.

B. PG methods and our asynchronous parallel setting

Following [7], the policy gradient (PG) method aims to solve
(2) in an iterative form

Kj+1 = Kj − η∇f(Kj),K0 ∈ Kst, (3)

where η is a positive stepsize, the PG is given by

∇f(K) = E(K)X(K), (4)

and E(K) = 2(RK−BTP (K)), X(K) is the unique solution
to (A−BK)X(K) +X(K)(A−BK)T +X0 = 0.

Via the concept of gradient dominance, Ref. [7] shows
the global convergence of (3) to the optimal policy K∗.
However, the computation of PG in (4) explicitly relies on
the system matrices (A,B). If they are not available, Refs.
[6]–[9] adopt the zero-order method to estimate PG using the
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Fig. 2. The AZOPG: the master uses stales PG estimates to update policies.

cost observations from system rollouts, including the two-point
zero-order method

G(K) =
fζ(K+ rU)− fζ(K− rU)

2r
U,

where r > 0 is the smooth radius, ζ is randomly sampled
from the distribution D, vec(U) is uniformly sampled from the
sphere

√
mn · Smn−1, or its batch version

GN (K) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

fζi(K+ rUi)− fζi(K− rUi)

2r
Ui, (5)

where N denotes the batch size, {ζi}Ni=1 are independently
sampled from D and {vec(Ui)}Ni=1 are independently sampled.

In comparison, the batch version reduces the variance of
the zero-order PG estimate with a rate 1/N and might lead to
better convergence performance. However, the computational
cost of obtaining (5) is essential as the evaluation of each fζ(·)
requires performing a system rollout with a sufficiently large
time-horizon τ , i.e.,

fζ(K) =

∫ ∞

0

(
x(t)TQx(t) + u(t)TRu(t)

)
dt

≈
∫ τ

0

(
x(t)TQx(t) + u(t)TRu(t)

)
dt

:= fτζ (K)

(6)

where ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t), u(t) = −Kx(t) and x(0) = ζ.
This may be time-consuming in a single computing worker

if a relatively large batch size is needed. To resolve it, we adopt
the master-worker framework of the well-known A3C [15] in
Fig. 1 where multiple workers are employed to simultaneously
perform system rollouts to evaluate (6) in a parallel way, hoping
to accelerate the computation of (5), and the master aggregates
PG estimates from workers to update the policy K. It should
be noted that such a framework has been widely adopted to
accelerate the policy learning process of RL [15], [25], [26]
and is not new even for the parameterized LQR problem, see
e.g. [18]. In sharp contrast to the synchronous updates in [18],
our iterative method can be asynchronous in the sense that each
worker is not required to wait for others and the master can use
stale PGs for policy updates. See Fig. 2 for an illustration. That
is, such an asynchronous parallel way strictly follows that of
the celebrated A3C algorithm [15]. Despite extensive empirical
successes of A3C, how to rigorously quantify its convergence
advantages largely remains open. The main contribution of this
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Algorithm 1 The AZOPG from the view of each worker
Require: distribution D, smooth radius r, time-horizon τ

1: Pull the latest policy K from the master.
2: Uniformly sample a vector vec(U) from the sphere

√
mn ·

Smn−1 and sample an initial state vector ζ from D.
3: Set K1 = K+ rU and K2 = K− rU.
4: Compute fτζ (Kk) in (6) by performing two system rollouts

with perturbed policies Kk, k ∈ {1, 2}, respectively.
5: Estimate PG via the two-point method F τζ (K,U) =

1
2r (f

τ
ζ (K1)− fτζ (K2))U and then push it to the master.

work establishes the linear speedup convergence of the PG
method for the LQR problem under the asynchronous parallel
setting.

III. THE ASYNCHRONOUS PARALLEL ZERO-ORDER POLICY
GRADIENT METHOD AND LINEAR SPEEDUP

In this section, we proposes a novel asynchronous parallel
zero-order policy gradient (AZOPG) method and establish its
linear speedup convergence rate.

A. The AZOPG

Each worker of the AZOPG in Algorithm 1 locally performs
system rollouts for the master to compute PG estimates of
batch version in (5). Specifically, it first pulls the latest policy
K from the master, and randomly generates an initial state
vector ζ and a perturbation matrix U. Then, it performs two
system rollouts to collect the cost of (6) using two perturbed
policies K ± rU to form a two-point PG estimate F τζ (K,U)
which is pushed back to the master. Note that each worker
can repeatedly implement Algorithm 1 without waiting for
others, and the communication delays between a worker and
the master is bounded. Meanwhile, the master keeps receiving
two-point PG estimates from workers and simply takes an
average once it collects N PG estimates.

Since it takes time for workers to implement Algorithm 1,
the master may use stale two-point PG estimates to update
the policy. This leads to that the PG method is mathmatically
given as

Gj =
1

N

N∑
i=1

F τζj,i(Kj−dj,i ,Uj,i),

Kj+1 = Kj − η ·Gj ,

(7)

where η is a constant stepsize, (j, i) denotes the index of
running system rollouts among all workers, and dj,i denotes
the length of delays in the j-iteration. Note that in computing
(7), the master may use multiple two-point PG estimates from
the same worker, which is inevitable for our asynchronous
setting, and the PG update in (7) usually takes much less time
than that of computing a two-point PG estimate.

B. Linear speedup of the AZOPG

In this subsection, we establish convergence results of the
AZOPG method under some reasonable assumptions.

Assumption 1. (Initial state distribution): The distribution D
has i.i.d. zero-mean entries and unit covariance with bounded
support, i.e., ∥ζ∥ ≤ δ for some constant δ > 0.

The bounded norm is made only to simplify presentation and
can be extended to unbounded case, e.g., Gaussian distributions.
We shall validate it in Section VI.

Assumption 2. (Bounded computation and communication
time): For each worker, the duration between two consecutive
time instants of running Algorithm 1 is within some interval
[t, t̄] where 0 < t < t̄ <∞.

Assumption 2 is mild, since the computation and communi-
cation finish in finite time and consume time in practice. Our
result is also based on the smoothness and gradient dominance
properties of f(K) over its sublevel set Q(a) = {K : f(K) ≤
a} [27], as formalized in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Suppose that K,K′ ∈ Q(a), it holds that

f(K)− f(K∗) ≤ 1

2µ1(a)
∥∇f(K)∥2F, (8a)

∥∇f(K)−∇f(K′)∥F ≤ µ2(a)∥K− K′∥F (8b)

where the positive µ1, µ2 also depend on parameters of the
LQR problem in (1).

Now, we are in the position to state our main result.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Given a
desired accuracy ϵ > 0 and an initial policy K0 ∈ Q(a), let
the time-horizon τ , the smooth radius r, the batch size N , the
number of workers M and the stepsize η satisfy that

r < min{r0(a), θ1(a)
√
ϵ}, τ ≥ θ2(a) log

1

ϵr
,

N ≥ C1β
4θ3(a) log

6(nm)nm, 1 ≤M ≤ C0N,

η ≤ 1

128µ2(a)(C2
g (a) + TCg(a))

.

(9)

Then, the AZOPG achieves f(Kj)− f(K∗) ≤ ϵ in at most

j ≤ (8/η) log
(
(f(K0)− f(K∗))/ϵ

)
iterations with probability not smaller than

1− j(C2N
−β + C3e

−N ).

Here, β,C0, C1, C2, C3 are positive constants, µ1(a) and µ2(a)
are the gradient dominance and smoothness parameters of the
function f over the sublevel set Q(a), Cg, r0, θ1, θ2, θ3 are
functions that depend on the parameters of the LQR problem,
T = C0⌊t̄/t⌋+ 1.

To reach an ϵ-accruate policy, the overall number of system
rollouts is O(log(1/ϵ)), which is independent of M , and
matches the sample complexity of the centralized zero-order
PG in [7]. Thus, the average rollout complexity of each worker
in the AZOPG is O(log(1/ϵ)/M), which verifies the linear
speedup property [28].

For the centralized model-free LQR problem, authors of
[7] have established N = Õ(n) for their batch zero-order
policy updates. However, their theoretical failure probability
is not negligible under certain conditions (see [7, Remark 5]).
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To address it, we choose a relatively conservative batch size
N = Õ(nm).

Though the global convergence of zero-order PG methods
has been established in [6]–[9], there are new challenges under
asynchronous parallel updates as our AZOPG has to use stale
PG estimates. To resolve it, we quantify the accuracy of the
asynchronous batch PG estimates by concentration analysis,
and show that the policies {Kv}jv=1 remain stabilizing during
the asynchronous learning process.

IV. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

We prove Theorem 1 in this section. First, we provide some
preliminary lemmas. Second, we bound the ratio between the
norms of two consecutive PGs used in former updates. Then,
we split the inner-product of ⟨Gj ,∇f(Kj)⟩ into four parts and
prove that −Gj is a descent direction of f(Kj). Finally, we
characterize the effect of one-step asynchronous policy update
and complete the proof by induction.

A. Preliminary Lemmas

First, we use Lemma 2 to show that the delays di,j in (7) are
upper bounded, and the bound depends on the communication
and computation time in Assumption 2.

Lemma 2. Under Assumption 2, let T = C0⌊t̄/t⌋ + 1. If
M ≤ C0N , then we obtain that di,j ≤ T for all i, j.

Proof. The time interval between the pull and push operations
of any worker is at most t̄. During this time interval, other
workers can at most push ⌊ t̄(M−1)

t ⌋ messages to the master.

Thus, the master can update at most ⌊ t̄(M−1)
tN ⌋+ 1 iterations

within the interval, which yields the bound of di,j for the case
M ≤ C0N .

Then, we introduce the PG of fζ(K), i.e., ∇fζ(K) =
E(K)Xζ(K), where E(K) is as defined in (4), and Xζ(K)
is the solution to (A−BK)X +X(A−BK)T + ζζT = 0. As
mentioned before, the key of our analysis is to prove that −Gj
is a descent direction of f(Kj). Following [7], we define the
unbiased asynchronous gradient estimate Ĝj as follows,

Ĝj =
1

N

N∑
i=1

⟨∇fζj,i(Kj−dj,i),Uj,i⟩Uj,i.

where the expectation of each component in Ĝj satisfies that
Eζj,i,Uj,i⟨∇fζj,i(Kj−dj,i),Uj,i⟩Uj,i = ∇f(Kj−dj,i). To study
the property of Ĝj , we further decompose Ĝj as:

Ĝj = ∇̂j,1 + ∇̂j,2 + ∇̂j,3,

∇̂j,1 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

⟨Ej−dj,i(X̂j−dj,i −Xj−dj,i),Uj,i⟩Uj,i,

∇̂j,2 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

⟨∇f(Kj−dj,i)−∇f(Kj),Uj,i⟩Uj,i,

∇̂j,3 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

⟨∇f(Kj),Uj,i⟩Uj,i,

(10)

where Ej−dj,i and Xj−dj,i are the shorthand notations of
E(Kj−dj,i) and X(Kj−dj,i), respectively, and X̂j−dj,i =

Xζj,i(Kj−dj,i). In (10), ∇̂j,1 stands for the error caused by
random initial state, ∇̂j,2 is resulted by asynchronous updates,
and ∇̂j,3 is an unbiased estimate for the gradient ∇f(Kj).

Next, we show that for a sufficiently large N , the error
terms caused by ∇̂j,1 and ∇̂j,2 are bounded when projected
to ∇f(Kj), the inner product ⟨∇̂j,3,∇f(Kj)⟩ concentrates
around its expectation ∥∇f(Kj)∥2F, and the norm of Ĝj is
bounded. The proofs are based on concentration analysis and
are deferred to Appendix A, B and C.

Lemma 3. Let dj = max1≤i≤N dj,i. Define Ωj as the event
that the following inequalities all holds:∣∣∣⟨∇̂j,1,∇f(Kj)⟩

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

8
∥∇f(Kj)∥F max

0≤v≤dj
∥∇f(Kj−v)∥F,

(11)∣∣∣⟨∇̂j,2,∇f(Kj)⟩
∣∣∣ ≤ 2∥∇f(Kj)∥F

max
0≤v≤dj

∥∇f(Kj−v)−∇f(Kj)∥F, (12)

⟨∇̂j,3,∇f(Kj)⟩ ≥
1

2
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F, (13)

∥Ĝj∥ ≤ Cg(a) max
0≤v≤dj

∥∇f(Kj−v)∥F. (14)

where Cg(a) = C4θ
′(a)βmn logN + 2

√
mn, and θ′ is a

positive function depend on LQR parameters.
Then, for any sequence {Kv}jv=0 ⊆ Q(a) and N ≥

C1β
4θ3(a) log

6(nm)nm, the event Ωj happens with proba-
bility at least 1− C2N

−β − C3e
−N .

Lemma 4 shows that Ĝj is
√
ϵ-close to Gj . The proof can

be found in Appendix D.

Lemma 4. Supposing that r < min{r(a), θ3(a)
√
ϵ}, τ ≥

θ2(a) log(1/(ϵr)) and {Kv}jv=0 ⊆ Q(a), it holds that

∥Gj − Ĝj∥F ≤
√
2µ1(a)ϵmin{1/8, Cg(a)}. (15)

where Cg(a) is as defined in Lemma 3.

B. Bounding the ratio of consecutive gradients

In this subsection, we provide an upper bound of
∥∇f(Kj−1)∥2F/∥∇f(Kj)∥2F.

Lemma 5. Let ρ = 1 + 1/T . Suppose that the event⋂
0≤v≤j−1 Ωv has happened, ϵ < f(Kv) − f(K∗) ≤ a holds

for all 0 ≤ v ≤ j and the AZOPG parameters τ, r,N,M, η
satisfy the conditions in (9).

Then, for all 0 ≤ v ≤ j, it holds that

∥∇f(Kv−1)∥2F ≤ ρ∥∇f(Kv)∥2F. (16)

Proof. From the fact that f(Kv)− f(K∗) > ϵ and the gradient
dominance condition (8a), for all 0 ≤ v ≤ j, we obtain that√

2µ1(a)ϵ < ∥∇f(Kv)∥F. (17)
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Then, we begin to prove (16) by induction. First, we obtain
that

∥∇f(Kv−1)∥2F − ∥∇f(Kv)∥2F
(a)

≤ 2∥∇f(Kv−1)∥F∥∇f(Kv)−∇f(Kv)∥F
(b)

≤ 2µ2(a)∥∇f(Kv−1)∥F∥Kv − Kv−1∥F
= 2µ2(a)η∥∇f(Kv−1)∥F∥Gv−1∥F
(c)

≤ 2µ2(a)η∥∇f(Kv−1)∥F
(
Cg

√
2µ1(a)ϵ+ ∥Ĝv−1∥F

)
(d)

≤ 2µ2(a)η∥∇f(Kv−1)∥F (Cg(a)∥∇f(Kv−1)∥F

+ Cg(a) max
0≤u≤dv−1

∥∇f(Kv−u−1)∥F
)
,

(18)

where step (a) is from the inequality ∥a∥2−∥b∥2 ≤ 2∥a∥∥b−a∥,
in step (b) we adopt (8b), step (c) follows from (15), and step
(d) from (14) and (17).

For the basic case, we have d0 = 0. Let v = 1 in (18) and
obtain that

∥∇f(K0)∥2F − ∥∇f(K1)∥2F ≤ 4µ2(a)Cg(a)η∥∇f(K0)∥2F

≤ ρ− 1

ρ
∥∇f(K0)∥2F,

where the last inequality holds since ρ−1
ρ ≥ ρ1/2−1

ρ ≥ 1
4T >

1
64T . Thus, ∥∇f(K0)∥2F ≤ ρ∥∇f(K1)∥2F.

For the induction step, assume that ∥∇f(Ku−1)∥2F ≤
ρ∥∇f(Ku)∥2F holds up to stage v − 1, which yields that

max
0≤u≤dv−1

∥∇f(Kv−u−1)∥F ≤ ρT/2∥∇f(Kv−1)∥F. (19)

Then, we substitute (19) into (18). Since ρ−1
ρT/2+1 ≥ ρ1/2−1

ρT/2+1 =
1

ρT (1+1/T )T
≥ 1

4·T ·e ≥ 1
12T > 1

64T , it holds that

∥∇f(Kv−1)∥2F − ∥∇f(Kv)∥2F

≤ 4µ2(a)Cg(a)ρ
T/2η∥∇f(Kv−1)∥2F ≤ ρ− 1

ρ
∥∇f(Kv)∥2F,

which completes the proof.

C. Descent Update Direction

In this section, we prove that −Gj is a descent direction of
f(Kj), i.e., ⟨−Gj ,∇f(Kj)⟩ < 0.

Lemma 6. Suppose that the event
⋂

0≤v≤j−1 Ωv has happened,
ϵ < f(Kv)− f(K∗) ≤ a holds for all v ≤ j and the AZOPG
parameters τ, r,N,M, η satisfy the conditions in (9). Then, it
holds that

−⟨∇f(Kj), Gj⟩ ≤ − 1

16
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F < 0, (20)

∥Gj∥F ≤ 4Cg(a)∥∇f(Kj)∥F. (21)

Proof. For LHS of (20), it is clear that

⟨∇f(Kj), Gj⟩ = ⟨∇f(Kj), ∇̂j,1⟩+ ⟨∇f(Kj), ∇̂j,2⟩
+ ⟨∇f(Kj), ∇̂j,3⟩+ ⟨∇f(Kj), Gj − Ĝj⟩.

We begin with bounding the first term −⟨∇f(Kj), ∇̂j,1⟩:∣∣∣⟨∇f(Kj), ∇̂j,1⟩
∣∣∣ (a)

≤ 1

8
∥∇f(Kj)∥F max

0≤v≤dj
∥∇f(Kj−v)∥F

(b)

≤ ρT/2

8
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F

(c)

≤ 1

4
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F,

where step (a) follows from (11), step (b) follows from (16)
and step (c) from the fact that

(
1 + 1

T

)T/2 ≤
√
e < 2.

To bound the second term ⟨∇f(Kj), ∇̂j,2⟩, we consider
max0≤v≤dj ∥∇f(Kj−v)−∇f(Kj)∥F:

max
0≤v≤dj

∥∇f(Kj−v)−∇f(Kj)∥F

≤ µ2(a) max
0≤v≤dj

∥Kj−v − Kj∥F ≤ µ2(a)η

j−1∑
v=j−T

∥∥Gv∥∥F
(a)

≤ µ2(a)Cg(a)η

j−1∑
v=j−T

max
0≤w≤dv

∥∇f(Kv−w)∥F

+ µ2(a)Cg(a)Tη
√

2µ1(a)ϵ

(b)

≤ µ2(a)Cg(a)Tρ
T η ∥∇f(Kj)∥F + µ2(a)Cg(a)Tη ∥∇f(Kj)∥F

(c)

≤ 4µ2(a)Cg(a)Tη ∥∇f(Kj)∥F ,
(22)

where step (a) follows from (15), step (b) follows from (16)
and (17), and step (c) from the fact that

(
1 + 1

T

)T ≤ e < 3.
Based on (22) and (13), we obtain that

|⟨∇f(Kj), ∇̂j,2⟩| ≤ 8Tµ2(a)Cg(a)η ∥∇f(Kj)∥2F
The bound of the third term is in (14). Based on (15), (8a),

the fourth term is bounded by

|⟨Gj − Ĝj ,∇f(Kj)⟩| ≤
1

8
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F.

Summarizing the above inequalities yields that

− ⟨∇f(Kj), Ĝj⟩ ≤ −1

2
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F +

1

4
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F

+ 8µ2(a)Cg(a)Tη∥∇f(Kj)∥2F +
1

8
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F

≤ −1

8
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F + 8µ2(a)Cg(a)Tη∥∇f(Kj)∥2F

≤ − 1

16
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F.

which proves (20). By similar approaches, eq. (21) follows
directly from (14)-(16), which completes the proof.

D. Proving the result of Theorem 1

In this section, we prove Theorem 1 by induction. We first
provide a lemma, which indicates that supposing the sequence
{Kv}jv=0 is in Q(a), if event Ωj happens, then Kj+1 will
remain in Q(a).

Lemma 7. Suppose that the event
⋂

0≤v≤j−1 Ωv has happened,
ϵ < f(Kv)− f(K∗) ≤ a holds for all v ≤ j, and the AZOPG
parameters τ, r,N,M satisfy the conditions in (9). If event Ωj
happens, it holds that Kj+1 ∈ Q(a).
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Fig. 3. (a) Convergence performance of AZOPG with different numbers of workers. (b) Convergence performance of AZOPG with half of the workers are
slowed down. (c) Speedup in running time with respect to the number of workers for the normal case and the slowed case.

Proof. Lemma 6 indicates that Gj is a descent direction of
f(Kj). By the compactness of Q(a) [29], there exists η̄j > 0,
for all γ ≤ η̄j , Kγ = Kj − γG ∈ Q(a), and f(Kη̄j ) satisfies
that f(Kη̄j ) = a.

We now prove that η < η̄j . For the sake of contradiction,
we suppose that η ≥ η̄j . Since Kη̄j ∈ Q(a), following from
the smoothness of f(K) over Q(a) (8b), it holds that

f(Kη̄j ) ≤ f(Kj)− η̄j⟨∇f(Kj), Gj⟩+
µ2(a)η̄

2
j

2
∥Gj∥2F

≤ f(Kj)−
η̄j
8
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F + 8η̄jηµ2(a)Cg(a)T∥∇f(Kj)∥2F

+ 8η̄2jµ2(a)C
2
g (a)∥∇f(Kj)∥2F

≤ f(Kj)−
η̄j
16

∥∇f(Kj)∥2F < f(Kj) ≤ a.

(23)
Eq. (23) indicates that f(Kη̄j ) < a, which contradicts
f(Kη̄j ) = a. Thus, we obtain that η < η̄j and Kj+1 = Kη ∈
Q(a), which completes the proof.

We start to proof Theorem 1 by induction with the basic
case K0 ∈ Q(a). For the inductive step, assume that the event⋂

0≤v≤j−1 Ωv has happened. As a consequence, Kv ∈ Q(a)
holds for all v ≤ j. If then Ωj happens, Lemma 7 indicates
that Kj+1 ∈ Q(a). It follows from the smoothness (8b) and
the gradient dominance condition (8a) that

f(Kj+1)− f(K∗)

≤ f(Kj)− f(K∗)− η⟨∇f(Kj), Gj⟩+
µ2(a)η

2

2
∥Gj∥2F

≤ f(Kj)− f(K∗)− η

16
∥∇f(Kj)∥2F

≤ (1− ηµ1(a)/8)(f(Kj)− f(K∗)),

which in conjunction with the probability of Ωj in Lemma 3
completes the proof.

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

We use AZOPG to learn a policy for a mass-spring-damper
system of 4 masses, where the state vector x = [pT, vT]T is
stacked by the position and velocity vectors, and A and B in
(1) are given as

A =

[
0 I

−T −T

]
, and B =

[
0
I

]
,

where 0 and I are zero and identity matrices of 4× 4 respec-
tively, and T is a Toeplitz matrix with constants [2,−1, 0, 0]
on the first row. We set Q and R as identity matrices. The
initial vectors x(0) are sampled from normal distribution. The
PG algorithm is initialized with K0 = 0.

We implement AZOPG with 1, 2, 4, 6, 8 workers, respec-
tively, where the master and workers are implemented by
CPU cores that use OpenMPI in python to communicate.
Each worker is assigned to run rollouts for the continuous-
time system based on control in python. We set stepsize
η = 2 × 10−3, smooth radius r = 10−5 and time-horizon
τ = 100. Fig. 3a demonstrates the linear convergence of
AZOPG with different numbers of workers, implying that
the convergence time is roughly inversely proportional to the
number of workers.

In asynchronous parallel implementations, it is common that
workers may have different computational speeds. Then, we
evaluate the robustness of AZOPG by forcing some workers
in the network to slow down. In the 2-, 4-, 6- and 8-worker
networks, we manually add a waiting time (100ms) after each
local rollout to half of the workers. Fig. 3b demonstrates the
convergence of AZOPG with slow workers, which indicates
that AZOPG is robust to workers with different computational
speeds. It is indicated that AZOPG still keeps an almost linear
speedup despite the different update times among the workers.

To illustrate the speedup property, we define the speedup of
AZOPG as T1/TM , where TM is the running time of AZOPG
with M worker(s) to attain f(Kj)−f(K∗)

f(K0)−f(K∗) ≤ 10−3. Fig. 3c shows
that AZOPG achieves a roughly linear speedup with respect to
the number of workers under both aforementioned situations.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have introduced an asynchronous parallel
zero-order policy gradient (AZOPG) method for the continuous-
time LQR problems, which allows multiple parallel workers
over a star network to perform local simulations asynchronously.
Linear convergence of AZOPG has been established despite
the nonconvexity of the problem. We have further validated
that the convergence speed of AZOPG increases linearly with
respect to the worker number theoretically and practically. Our
future works may focus on designing asynchronous actor-critic
algorithm for the LQR problem.



7

APPENDIX

We first introduce the Orlicz norm and its corresponding
properties. The ψα-norm of a random variable x is given by
∥x∥ψα = inft{t > 0|E[ψα(|x|/t)] ≤ 1}, where ψα(x) =
ex
α − 1 (linear near x = 0 when α ∈ (0, 1)). The tail bound

of the ψα-norm indicates that

P{|x| > t∥x∥ψα} ≤ cαe
−tα . (24)

We then provide two inequalities that are useful. First, for any
α > 0 and any random variables x1, x2, it holds that

∥x1x2∥ψα ≤ Cα∥x1∥ψ2α∥x2∥ψ2α . (25)

Second, for any α ∈ (0, 1] and any sequence of zero-mean
independent variables x1, . . . , xN , it holds that

∥
N∑
i=1

xi∥ψα ≤ C ′
α

√
N logN max

1≤i≤N
∥xi∥ψα . (26)

A. Proof of (11) in Lemma 3

We first study the ψ1-norm of ⟨Ei(Xi − X̄i), Ui⟩. Let
⟨∇̂j,1,∇f(Kj)⟩ = 1/N

∑N
i=1 Yj,i, Yj,i = ⟨Ej−dj,i(X̂j−dj,i −

Xj−dj,i), Ui⟩⟨∇f(Kj), Ui⟩, and Y ′
j,i = ⟨Ej−dj,i(X̂j−dj,i −

Xj−dj,i), Ui⟩. From [7, Lemma 5], it holds that ∥Y ′
j,i∥ψ1 ≤

θ′(a)∥ET
j−dj,iUj,i∥F where θ′(a) depends on the system

matrices and initial distribution. By defining θ′′(a) =
maxK∈Q(a) σmin(X(K)) [7, Lemma 16], we obtain that

∥Y ′
j,i∥ψ1 ≤ θ′(a)θ′′(a)

σmin(Xj−dj,i)
∥Ej−dj,i∥F∥Uj,i∥F

≤ θ′(a)θ′′(a)
√
mn∥∇f(Kj−dj,i)∥F.

(27)

Then, by inequality (25), we obtain the bound for ∥Yj,i∥ψ 1
2

:

∥Yj,i∥ψ 1
2

≤ C1∥Y ′
j,i∥ψ1∥∇f(Kj)∥ψ1

≤ C1θ
′(a)θ′′(a)

√
mn∥∇f(Kj−dj,i)∥F∥∇f(Kj)∥F

Applying (26) and N ≥ C1β
4θ′(a)θ′′(a) log6(N)nm, we

obtain that

∥⟨∇̂j,1,∇f(Kj)⟩∥ψ 1
2

≤ C ′ logN√
N

max
1≤i≤N

∥Yj,i∥ψ 1
2

≤ 1

β2 log2N
∥∇f(Kj)∥F max

1≤i≤N
∥∇f(Kj−dj,i)∥F.

(28)

Then, combine (28) and inequality (24) with t =
∥∇f(Kj)∥F maxi ∥∇f(Kj−dj,i )∥F

8∥⟨∇̂j,1,∇f(Kj)⟩∥ψ1/2

to obtain that with probability

at least 1−N−β , the inequality holds:

|⟨∇̂j,1,∇f(Kj)⟩| ≤
1

8
∥∇f(Kj)∥F max

1≤i≤N
∥∇f(Kj−dj,i)∥F.

(29)

B. Proof of (12) and (13) in Lemma 3

We start with a lemma.

Lemma 8. Let U1, . . . , UN ∈ Rm×n be i.i.d. random matri-
ces with each vec(Ui) uniformly distributed on the sphere√
mnSmn−1. Then, for any W1, . . . ,WN ,W

′
1, . . . ,W

′
N ∈

Rm×n, and t ∈ (0, 1], the following inequality holds with
probability at least 1− 2e−cNt

2

:∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑
i=1

⟨Wi, Ui⟩⟨W ′
i , Ui⟩ −

1

N

N∑
i=1

⟨Wi,W
′
i ⟩

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ t max

1≤i≤N
∥Wi∥F∥W ′

i∥F.
(30)

Proof. We first prove that ⟨W ′
i , Ui⟩⟨Wi, Ui⟩ − ⟨W ′

i ,Wi⟩ are
zero-mean variables with bounded ψ1-norm. The expecta-
tion of ⟨W ′

i , Ui⟩⟨Wi, Ui⟩ satisfies that E⟨W ′
i , Ui⟩⟨Wi, Ui⟩ =

vecT(W ′
i )
(
Evec(Ui)vecT(Ui)

)
vec(Wi) = ⟨W ′

i ,Wi⟩, where
Evec(Ui)vecT(Ui) = I . Meanwhile, the inequality (25) and
[30, Theorem 3.4.6] yields that ∥⟨W ′

i , Ui⟩⟨Wi, Ui⟩∥ψ1 ≤
c̄1∥⟨W ′

i , Ui⟩∥ψ2
∥⟨Wi, Ui⟩∥ψ2

≤ c̄2∥W ′
i∥F∥Wi∥F. By triangle

inequality, we obtain that ∥⟨W ′
i , Ui⟩⟨Wi, Ui⟩−⟨W ′

i ,Wi⟩∥ψ1
≤

c̄3∥W ′
i∥F∥Wi∥F.

Since ⟨Wi, Ui⟩⟨W ′
i , Ui⟩ − ⟨W ′

i ,Wi⟩ are zero-mean indepen-
dent variables, we apply the Bernstein inequality [30, Corollary
2.8.3] and obtain the result (30).

Then, we apply Lemma 8 with t = 1 to obtain
that the inequality

∣∣∣⟨∇̂j,2,∇f(Kj)⟩
∣∣∣ ≤ 2maxi ∥∇f(Kj) −

∇f(Kj−dj,i)∥F∥∇f(Kj)∥F holds with probability at least
1 − 2e−ĉN . Meanwhile, Lemma 8 with t = 1

2 yields that
the inequality ⟨∇̂j,3,∇f(Kj)⟩ ≥ 1

2∥∇f(Kj)∥
2
F holds with

probability at least 1− 2e−ĉ
′N/4, which completes the proof.

C. Proof of (14) in Lemma 3

Recalling that Ĝj = ∇̂j,1 + ∇̂j,2 + ∇̂j,3, we first discuss
∇̂j,2 + ∇̂j,3. Begin by noting that

N∑
i=1

∥⟨∇f(Kj−dj,i),Uj,i⟩Uj,i∥F ≤ ∥Ū∥F∥s̄∥, (31)

where Ū ∈ Rmn×N contains vec(Uj,i) in the ith column,
∥Ū∥F =

√
mnN , and s̄ ∈ RN is a vector with the ith entry

⟨∇f(Kj−dj,i),Uj,i⟩. Then, we apply Lemma 8 with t = 1 to
obtain that with probability at least 1− 2e−c̃N , the following
inequality holds:

∥∇̂j,2 + ∇̂j,3∥F ≤ 2
√
mn max

1≤i≤N
∥∇f(Kj−dj,i)∥F. (32)

Then, we bound ∥∇̂j,1∥F. Similar to (31), we have

N∑
i=1

∥⟨Ej−dj,i(X̂j−dj,i −Xj−dj,i),Uj,i⟩Uj,i∥ ≤ ∥Ū∥F∥ȳ∥,

(33)
where Ū has the same definition as in (31), and ȳ is the vector
with the ith entry given by ȳi = Y ′

j,i = ⟨Ej−dj,i(X̂j−dj,i −
Xj−dj,i),Uj,i⟩. Then, we obtain that

∥∥ȳ∥2∥ψ1/2
= ∥∥

N∑
i=1

ȳ2i ∥∥ψ1/2

(a)

≤ C ′N max
1≤i≤N

∥ȳi∥2ψ1

(b)

≤ C4θ
′′(a)mnN max

1≤i≤N
∥∇f(Kj−dj,i)∥2F,

(34)
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where step (a) follows from inequality (26) and [30, Proposition
2.7.1], and step (b) from (27). Using (33) and applying
inequality (24) with x = ∥ȳ∥2 and t = β2 log2N , it holds that

∥∇̂j,1∥F ≤ C4θ
′′(a)mnβ logN max

1≤i≤N
∥∇f(Kj−dj,i)∥F (35)

with probability at least 1− c̃′N−β .
Finally, we summarize (32) and (35) and obtain that with

probability at least 1−2e−c̃N−c̃′N−β , the following inequality
holds

∥Ĝj∥F ≤ Cg(a) max
0≤v≤dj

∥∇f(Kj−v)∥F,

where Cg(a) = C4θ
′(a)βmn logN + 2

√
mn.

D. Proof of Lemma 4

By (8b), it can be proved that for any K ∈ Q(a) and U with
∥U∥F ≤

√
mn, we have K+ r0(a)U ∈ Q(a), where r0(a) is

only dependent on a and the system matrices.
Since Kj−dj,i ∈ Q(a), if r ≤ r0(a), following from [7,

Lemmas 11 and 13], it holds for 1 ≤ i ≤ N that

∥⟨∇fζj,i(Kj−dj,i),Uj,i⟩Uj,i − F τζj,i(Kj−dj,i ,Uj,i)Uj,i∥F

≤ δ2p1(2a)e
−τ

r
+ δ2r2p2(2a),

(36)
where p1, p2 are positive functions depending on
LQR parameters. Then, by defining positive functions

θ1(a) =

(√
2µ1(a)min{1/8,Cg(a)}

2δ2p2(2a)

)1/2

, θ2(a) =

log

(
2 δ2p1(2a)√

2µ1(a)min{1/8,Cg(a)}

)
, it holds that for any pair of

r < min{r0(a), θ1(a)
√
ϵ} and τ ≥ θ2(a) log(1/(rϵ)),

the upper bound in (36) becomes no greater than√
2µ1(a)ϵmin{1/8, Cg(a)}. By triangle inequality, we

have ∥Gj − Ĝj∥F ≤ 1
N

∑N
i=1 ∥⟨∇fζj,i(Kj−dj,i),Uj,i⟩Uj,i −

F τζj,i(Kj−dj,i ,Uj,i)Uj,i∥F, which completes the proof.
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vanović. On the linear convergence of random search for discrete-time
LQR. IEEE Control Systems Letters, 5(3):989–994, 2020.

[9] Dhruv Malik, Ashwin Pananjady, Kush Bhatia, Koulik Khamaru, Peter L.
Bartlett, and Martin J. Wainwright. Derivative-free methods for policy
optimization: Guarantees for linear quadratic systems. Journal of Machine
Learning Research, 21(21):1–51, 2020.

[10] Yingying Li, Yujie Tang, Runyu Zhang, and Na Li. Distributed
reinforcement learning for decentralized linear quadratic control: A
derivative-free policy optimization approach. IEEE Transactions on
Automatic Control, 67(12):6429–6444, 2022.

[11] Kaiqing Zhang, Zhuoran Yang, and Tamer Başar. Policy optimization
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