
1

Data-Driven LQR with Finite-Time Experiments
via Extremum-Seeking Policy Iteration

Guido Carnevale, Nicola Mimmo, Giuseppe Notarstefano,

Abstract—In this paper, we address Linear Quadratic Regulator
(LQR) problems through a novel iterative algorithm named
EXtremum-seeking Policy iteration LQR (EXP-LQR). The pecu-
liarity of EXP-LQR is that it only needs access to a truncated
approximation of the infinite-horizon cost associated to a given
policy. Hence, EXP-LQR does not need the direct knowledge of
neither the system matrices, cost matrices, and state measurements.
In particular, at each iteration, EXP-LQR refines the maintained
policy using a truncated LQR cost retrieved by performing finite-
time virtual or real experiments in which a perturbed version
of the current policy is employed. Such a perturbation is done
according to an extremum-seeking mechanism and makes the
overall algorithm a time-varying nonlinear system. By using a
Lyapunov-based approach exploiting averaging theory, we show
that EXP-LQR exponentially converges to an arbitrarily small
neighborhood of the optimal gain matrix. We corroborate the
theoretical results with numerical simulations involving the control
of an induction motor.

I. INTRODUCTION

Data-driven strategies for optimal control have become an
increasingly prominent trend in recent years, see, e.g., the
survey [1]. The distinctive feature of these methods stands in
refining the control policy by gathering data rather than using a
priori knowledge of the system. A key distinction in this field
is between off-policy methods, where the tentative policy is
not concurrently applied to the system, and on-policy methods,
where the policy is implemented.

A branch of off-policy methodologies originated by the so-
called Kleinman algorithm [2], see, e.g., the related works [3]–
[8]. We can further classify off-policy methods by distinguish-
ing between indirect approaches [9]–[11], which incorporate
an initial identification step before the policy formulation,
and direct approaches, where data is directly applied during
the policy design [12]–[14]. Direct methods have been also
extended to deal with unknown linear systems with switch-
ing time-varying dynamics [15], noisy data [16]–[18], and
robustness issues [19]. The works [20]–[22] try to bridge the
gap between indirect and direct paradigms. Policy-gradient
methods are another widely-used class of strategies, whose
distinctive feature consists of optimizing the control policies
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through gradient-based updates, see the works [23]–[28]. As
for the on-policy approaches, we mention the works [29]–[31].
Recently, on-policy methods using adaptive control tools have
been provided in [32], [33]. While, in [34]–[36], on-policy
strategies are obtained including learning mechanisms based
on the recursive least squares mechanism. As we will detail
later, our approach is based on the so-called extremum-seeking
mechanism, see, e.g., the recent survey [37] and the works [38]–
[42]. In the context of linear optimal control, extremum-seeking
has been already used in [43], where, however, it is employed
with the goal of finding a sequence of open-loop control steps
minimizing a finite-time horizon problem.

The main contribution of this paper is the development of
EXtremum-seeking Policy iteration LQR (EXP-LQR), namely,
a novel data-driven strategy for solving LQR problems. Our
approach does not need direct knowledge of system matrices,
cost matrices, and state measurements and situates itself at
the intersection of off-policy and on-policy methods. More
specifically, our method only needs a finite-time truncated
version of the infinite-horizon cost (obtained, e.g., by running
the real system or a simulator) computed by using a suitably
perturbed version of the current policy maintained by the
algorithm, see the schematic representation provided in Fig. 1.
Using this information, EXP-LQR iteratively improves the

Optimization

Closed-Loop
Experiment/Simulation

on Finite Horizon
Truncated
LQR Cost

Tentative
Policy

+

Perturbation

Perturbed
Policy

Fig. 1: Schematic representation of the proposed strategy.

policy taking on an extremum-seeking mechanism and a
suitable reformulation of the LQR problem. This results in an
overall algorithm that we interpret as a nonlinear time-varying
system, which we then analyze by using system-theoretic
tools based on the so-called averaging approach (see, for
example, [44, Ch. 10] and [45] for the continuous-time case
or [46] for the discrete-time one). Indeed, as customary in
the context of averaging theory, we focus on the so-called
averaged system associated to the algorithm. In particular, the
averaged system reads as a policy gradient method perturbed
by errors arising from the use of the truncated cost instead
of the infinite-horizon one, as well as from the derivative-free
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gradient approximation. More in detail, we employ a Lyapunov-
based approach to ensure that the averaged system trajectories
exponentially converge to an arbitrarily small neighborhood
of the optimal gain matrix. Then, we use this preparatory
result to achieve the same property on the trajectories of the
original time-varying algorithm. This final step is supported by
Theorem 1, introduced in Section II, which presents averaging-
related stability results for generic discrete-time systems. To the
best of the authors’ knowledge, Theorem 1 also represents a per
se contribution of this work. A conference version of this paper
appeared in [47]. However, in that preliminary version, the
algorithm relies on oracles providing the exact infinite-horizon
cost associated to the tentative gain, making it impractical
for real-world scenarios where only finite-time virtual or real
experiments are feasible. Moreover, certain proofs were omitted.
Finally, this work includes a concrete application example
involving the control of an induction motor.

We organize the paper as follows. In Section II, we introduce
some preliminaries about averaging theory for discrete-time sys-
tems. In Section III, we describe the problem setup considered
in the paper. In Section IV, we provide the description of EXP-
LQR and state its theoretical features. Finally, in Section V,
we numerically test the effectiveness of EXP-LQR.

Notation: A square matrix M ∈ Rn×n is Schur if all its
eigenvalues lie in the open unit disk. The identity matrix in
Rn×n is In. The vector of zeros of dimension n is denoted
as 0n. The vertical concatenation of vectors v1, . . . , vN is
col(v1, . . . , vN ). Given r > 0 and x ∈ Rn, we use Br(x) to
denote the closed ball of radius r > 0 centered in x, namely
Br(x) := {y ∈ Rn | ∥y − x∥ ≤ r}. Given A ∈ Rn×n, Tr(A)
denotes its trace. R+ denotes the positive orthant in R.

II. PRELIMINARIES: AVERAGING THEORY FOR
DISCRETE-TIME SYSTEMS

In this preliminary part, we provide a generic stability result
for discrete-time systems in the context of averaging theory
(see, e.g., [44]–[46]). Although we will use it as an instrumental
step for proving the main result of the paper, we remark that
it represents a contribution per se.

Let us consider the time-varying discrete-time system

χk+1 = χk + γf(χk, k) χ0 = χ0, (1)

where χk ∈ Rn denotes the state, f : Rn ×N → Rn describes
its dynamics, and γ > 0 is a tunable parameter. Let us enforce
the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. There exist kprd ∈ N and fAV : Rn → Rn

such that

fAV(χ) =
1

kprd

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

f(χ, τ), (2)

for all χ ∈ Rn and k ∈ N. ■

Assumption 1 allows for properly writing a well-posed aver-
aged system associated to system (1). Roughly, Assumption 1
says that f(χ, ·) is periodic and kprd ∈ N represents its period.
The next assumption guarantees some regularity conditions on
the functions f and fAV and their derivatives.

Assumption 2. There exists a set X ⊆ Rn such that the
restrictions of f(·, k), fAV(·), ∂f(χ, k)/∂χ, and ∂fAV(χ)/∂χ
to X are continuous for all k ∈ N. ■

The next assumption characterizes the convergence properties
of the so-called averaged system associated to (1), i.e., the
auxiliary time-invariant dynamics described by

χk+1
AV = χk

AV + γfAV(χ
k
AV) χ0

AV = χ0, (3)

with χk
AV ∈ Rn.

Assumption 3. There exists V : X → R+ such that V ∈ C1

and, for any c0 > 0 such that Ωc0 ⊆ X and any ρAV ∈ (0, c0),
there exist γ̄1, a > 0 such that, for all χ0 ∈ Ωc0 and for all
γ ∈ (0, γ̄1), it holds

V (χk
AV) ≤ V (χ0) exp(−γak), (4)

along the trajectories of (3) and as long as V (χk) ≥ ρAV. ■

We are ready to state the following result about the original
system (1).

Theorem 1. Consider system (1) and let Assumptions 1-3
hold. Then, for any c0, c1 > 0 such that Ωc0 ⊂ Ωc1 ⊆ X and
ρ ∈ (0, c0) there exist γ̄ > 0 and k̄ ∈ N such that, for all
χ0 ∈ Ωc0 and γ ∈ (0, γ̄), it holds

V (χk) ≤ c1, (5)

for all k ∈ N and

V (χk) ≤ ρ, (6)

for all k ≥ k̄. Moreover, the convergence to Ωρ is exponentially
fast. ■

The proof of Theorem 1 is provided in Appendix A.
Essentially, Theorem 1 ensures that, with sufficiently small
values of the parameter γ, the properties of the averaged
system (3) enforced by Assumption 3 can be “transferred”
to the original time-varying system (1).

III. PROBLEM SETUP

This section states the problem setup that we aim to address
and recalls a model-based iterative approach to solve it.

A. Data-Driven LQR Problem Setup

In this paper, we focus on LQR problems in the form

min
x1,x2,...,
u0,u1,...

E
[
1

2

∞∑
t=0

(
xt

⊤Qxt + ut
⊤Rut

)]
(7a)

subj. to xt+1 = Axt +But, x0 ∼ X 0, (7b)

where xt ∈ Rn and ut ∈ Rm denote, respectively, the state
and the input of the system at time t ∈ N, A ∈ Rn×n and
B ∈ Rn×m represent the state and the input matrices, while
Q ∈ Rn×n and R ∈ Rm×m are the cost matrices. As for the
initial condition x0 ∈ Rn, we assume that it is drawn from the
uniform probability distribution X 0 over the unitary-sphere.
The operator E[·] denotes the expected value with respect to
X 0. We require the following properties on the pairs (A,B)
and (Q,R).



3

Assumption 4 (System and Cost Matrices Properties). The
pair (A,B) is controllable, while the cost matrices Q and R
are both symmetric and positive definite, i.e., Q = Q⊤ ≻ 0
and R = R⊤ ≻ 0. ■

Under the properties enforced by Assumption 4, when (A,B)
and (Q,R) are known, the optimal solution to problem (7)
is ruled by a linear time-invariant policy ut = K⋆xt with
K⋆ ∈ Rm×n given by

K⋆ = −(R+B⊤P ⋆B)−1B⊤P ⋆A,

where the matrix P ⋆ ∈ Rn×n solves the so-called Discrete-
time Algebraic Riccati Equation associated to problem (7),
see [48]. However, as formalized in the next assumption, in
this paper the knowledge of the pairs (A,B) and (Q,R) is
not available and, therefore, K⋆ cannot be computed.

Assumption 5 (Unknown System and Cost Matrices). The
pairs (A,B) and (Q,R) are unknown. ■

Accordingly, we are interested in devising a data-driven
strategy to iteratively address problem (7).

B. Model-based Gradient Method for LQR

Next, we recall a model-based gradient method to address
problem (7) in an iterative fashion. Let K ⊂ Rm×n be the set
of stabilizing gains, namely

K := {K ∈ Rm×n | A+BK is Schur}.

As shown in, e.g., [24], by considering the state-feedback
control ut = Kxt with K ∈ K, it is possible to recast
problem (7) as the unconstrained program

min
K∈K

J(K), (8)

where the cost function J : K → R is given by

J(K) := 1
2 Tr

∞∑
t=0

(A+BK)t,⊤(Q+K⊤RK)(A+BK)t.

It is worth noting that since x0 ∼ X 0 (see problem (7)) and
X 0 is a uniform distribution over the unitary-radius sphere,
then the set of stabilizing gains K coincides with the domain of
the cost function J [24]. Moreover, being the set K open [49,
Lemma IV.3] and connected [49, Lemma IV.6], one could use
the gradient descent method to iteratively solve problem (8)
(see, e.g., [24]). Namely, at each iteration k ∈ N, an estimate
Kk ∈ Rn×m of the optimal gain K⋆ could be maintained and
iteratively updated according to

Kk+1 = Kk − γG(Kk), (9)

where γ > 0 is the step size parameter, while, when Rm×n

is equipped with the Frobenius inner product, G : Rm×n →
Rm×n is the gradient of the cost function J with respect to
K evaluated at Kk. In particular, given K ∈ K, the gradient
G(K) reads as

G(K) =
(
RK +B⊤P (A+BK)

)
Wc,

where the matrices Wc ∈ Rn×n and P ∈ Rn×n are solutions
to the equations

(A+BK)Wc(A+BK)⊤ −Wc = −In
(A+BK)⊤P (A+BK)− P = −(Q+K⊤RK).

Therefore, in our setup, it is not possible to compute G(Kk)
and implement (9) because its computation would require the
knowledge of the pairs (A,B) and (Q,R) that are both not
available (cf. Assumption 5). However, for a given gain K (e.g.,
the current estimate about the optimal gain K⋆), we assume the
presence of an oracle providing the associated finite-horizon
cost

JT (K) := 1
2 Tr

T−1∑
t=0

(A+BK)t,⊤(Q+K⊤RK)(A+BK)t,

where the number of samples T ∈ N represents an algorithm
parameter that will be designed later. Differently from the entire
cost J(K) whose exact computation would require virtual
or real experiments over infinite time horizons, we remark
that JT (K) may be retrieved with finite-time virtual or real
experiments using the control law ut = Kxt.

Remark 1. We emphasize that the LQR problem (7) depends
on the expectation over the system initial state x0. However,
since the latter is drawn from the uniform distribution X 0 over
the unitary sphere, the truncated cost JT (K) can be computed
through n virtual or real experiments each composed of T
samples of system (7b) controlled via ut = Kxt. In particular,
the i-th experiment must be executed with x0 = ei, where
ei ∈ Rn denotes the i-th vector of the canonical basis in
Rn. We also remark that retrieving JT (K) does not require
measuring xt, In particular, it can be obtained either measuring
the output yt = x⊤t Qxt + u⊤t Rut for t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} or
having an oracle that directly provides the cumulative truncated
cost JT (K) at the end of the experimental phase. ■

Our idea is to mimic (9) by elaborating these finite-horizon
approximations JT (K) according to an extremum-seeking
perspective to compensate for the lack of knowledge about the
gradient G(K).

IV. EXP-LQR: ALGORITHM DESCRIPTION AND
CONVERGENCE PROPERTIES

In this section, we present EXtremum-seeking Policy iter-
ation LQR (EXP-LQR), i.e., the novel data-driven method
resumed in Algorithm 1 to iteratively address problem (7)
without the knowledge of the system and cost matrices (A,B)
and (Q,R). Our algorithmic idea is to mimic the (model-based)
gradient descent update (9) through an extremum-seeking
scheme. To this end, at each iteration k, we perturb a given
policy gain Kk obtaining Kk + δDk, where δ > 0 is an
amplitude parameter and Dk ∈ Rm×n is the so-called dither
matrix. The element Dk

ij of Dk is generated according to the
sinusoidal law

Dk
ij := sin

(
2πk

kij,prd
+ ϕij

)
,
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Algorithm 1 EXP-LQR
Initialization: z0 ∈ R, K0 ∈ K.
for k = 0, 1, 2 . . . do

Experiment phase
Set the controller ut = (Kk + δDk)xt
Test xt+1 = Axt +But for t = 0, . . . , T − 1
Retrieve JT (Kk + δDk)

Optimization phase:

zk+1 = zk + γ(JT (K
k + δDk)− zk) (10a)

Kk+1 = Kk − γ
2(JT (K

k + δDk)− zk)Dk

δ
(10b)

end for

where kij,prd, ϕij ∈ R are the period and the phase of compo-
nent (i, j), respectively, for all (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , n}×{1, . . . ,m}.
Such a perturbed policy is used to implement the feedback
control law ut = (Kk+δDk)xt and retrieve the corresponding
finite-horizon cost JT (Kk + δDk) providing an approximation
of the infinite-horizon one J(K + δDk). This scenario may
occur, for example, when a simulator of a complex system
is available, but the analytical knowledge of the dynamics
being implemented for the simulations is unavailable. Hence,
the finite-time truncation turns out to be crucial in avoiding
experiments over infinite time horizons. With JT (Kk + δDk)
at hand, we perform the algorithm iteration detailed in (10).
Specifically, the variable zk ∈ R filters the variation of
JT (K

k+δDk) (see its update (10a)), while the evolution of the
gain matrix Kk follows the extremum-seeking update (10b).

A block diagram representation that graphically describes
EXP-LQR is provided in Fig. 2. Before establishing the

zk+1 = zk + γ(JT (Kk + δDk)− zk)

Kk+1 = Kk − γ
2(JT (Kk + δDk)− zk)Dk

δ

Experiment/Simulation for t = 0, . . . , T − 1

xt+1 = Axt +But

ut = (Kk + δDk)xt

JT (Kk + δDk)

Kk
+

δDk

Kk + δDk

Fig. 2: Block diagram representation of Algorithm 1.

convergence properties of EXP-LQR, we need to ensure that
the dither matrix is generated by following the orthonormality
conditions detailed in the next assumption.

Assumption 6 (Dither Frequencies Orthonormality). Let
kprd ∈ N be the least common multiple of all periods

k11,prd, . . . ,kmn,prd. Then, it holds

kprd∑
k=1

sin
(

2πk
kp,prd

+ ϕp

)
=0 (11a)

kprd∑
k=1

sin
(

2πk
kp,prd

+ ϕp

)
sin

(
2πk
kq,prd

+ ϕq

)
=

kprd

2
(11b)

kprd∑
k=1

sin
(

2πk
kp,prd

+ϕp

)
sin

(
2πk
kq,prd

+ϕp

)
sin

(
2πk
kr,prd

+ϕr

)
=0,

(11c)

for all p, q, r ∈ {1, . . . ,m} × {1, . . . , n} such that p ̸= q,
q ̸= r, and p ̸= r. ■

Now, we are in the position to provide the main result of
the paper, i.e., the convergence properties of EXP-LQR.

Theorem 2 (Convergence Properties of EXP-LQR). Consider
EXP-LQR and let Assumptions 4, 5, and 6 hold. Then, for
any r > 0 and (z0,K0) ∈ R × K, there exist γ̄, δ̄ > 0 and
k̄, T̄ ∈ N, such that, for all γ ∈ (0, γ̄), δ ∈ (0, δ̄), T ≥ T̄ , the
trajectories of (10) are bounded and it holds∥∥Kk −K⋆

∥∥ ≤ r, (12)

for all k ≥ k̄. Moreover, the convergence to the set {(z,K) ∈
R×K | ∥K −K⋆∥ ≤ r} is exponentially fast. ■

The proof of Theorem 2 is provided in Section V-C. More
in detail, the proof is based on the exploitation of Lyapunov
stability and averaging theory tools to prove that (z⋆,K⋆) is
a semi-global practical exponentially stable equilibrium point
of system (10) restricted to R×K, for a suitable z⋆ ∈ R.

V. STABILITY ANALYSIS OF EXP-LQR

In this section, we perform the stability analysis of sys-
tem (10) to prove Theorem 2. First, in Section V-A, we perform
a preliminary phase due to evaluate the approximation of the
infinite-horizon gradient G(K) using the finite-horizon cost
JT (K). In Section V-B, by resorting to these approximations
and an approach based on averaging theory, we characterize
the stability and convergence properties of the so-called
averaged system associated to (10). With these results at
hand, in Section V-C, we come back to the original time-
varying system (10) and provide the proof of Theorem 2.
Assumptions 4, 5, and 6 are valid throughout the entire section.

A. Preliminary Approximation Results

Here, we provide two approximation results that will be
used in the remainder of the analysis of system (10). First, we
evaluate the approximation error due to using the truncated cost
JT (K+δDk) instead of the infinite-horizon one J(K+δDk).

Lemma 1 (Truncated Cost Approximation Error). For any
α > 0 and compact set S ⊂ K, there exists T̄ ∈ N such that,
for all T ≥ T̄ , it holds

∥J(K)− JT (K)∥ ≤ α, (13)

for all K ∈ S. ■



5

The proof of Lemma 1 is provided in Appendix B.
Second, we establish the gradient approximation proper-

ties obtained using the infinite-horizon cost samples J(K +
D1), . . . , J(K + Dkprd) for any fixed (and stabilizing) gain
K ∈ K.

Lemma 2 (Gradient Approximation Error). For any compact
set S ⊂ K, there exist e : Rm×n → Rm×n and βe > 0 such
that

2

δkprd

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

J(K + δDτ )Dτ = G(K) + δ2e(K), (14a)

∥e(K)∥ ≤ βe, (14b)

for all k ∈ N, δ ∈ (0, 1], and K such that K + δDτ ∈ S for
all τ ∈ {1, . . . ,kprd}. ■

The proof of Lemma 2 is provided in Appendix C.
With these results at hand, we are able to study the stability

properties of system (10) through the averaging theory.

B. Averaged System Analysis
As shown in Section II, the averaged system associated

to (10) is an auxiliary dynamics derived by averaging the
time-varying vector field of (10) over time horizons of length
equal to the period kprd (see Assumption 6). To properly write
this system, given K ∈ K and z ∈ R, we consider the term∑k+kprd

τ=k+1(JT (K + δDτ )− z) and add and subtract the infinite-
horizon terms J(K+δDτ ) with τ = 1, . . . ,kprd, thus obtaining

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

(JT (K + δDτ )− z)

=

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

(J(K + δDτ )− z)Dτ

+

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

(JT (K + δDτ )− J(K + δDτ ))Dτ

(a)
=

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

J(K + δDτ )Dτ

+

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

(JT (K + δDτ )− J(K + δDτ ))Dτ , (15)

where in (a) we used the frequencies’ property (11a) to simplify
the expression. Hence, by applying Lemma 1, Lemma 2,
and (15), the averaged system associated to (10) reads as

zk+1
AV = zkAV + γ

(
Jδ

AV(K
k
AV)− zkAV

)
(16a)

Kk+1
AV = Kk

AV − γG(Kk
AV) + γpδ,T (Kk

AV), (16b)

where Jδ
AV : K → R and pδ,T : K → K are defined as

Jδ
AV(K) :=

1

kprd

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

JT (K + δDτ ) (17a)

pδ,T (K) := − 2

δkprd

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

(JT (K+δDτ )−J(K+δDτ ))Dτ

− δ2e(K). (17b)

As graphically highlighted in Fig. 3, we remark that the
averaged scheme (16) is a cascade system. The next lemma

zk+1
av = zkav + γ

(
Jδ
av(K

k
av)− zkav

)

Kk+1
av = Kk

av − γG(Kk
av) + γpδ,T (Kk

av)

averaged system

Kk
av

zkav

Kk
av

Fig. 3: Block diagram representation of the averaged sys-
tem (16).

provides the convergence properties of the averaged system (16).
To this end, we introduce the candidate Lyapunov function
V : R×K → R+ defined as

Vλ(z,K) :=
1

2λ
∥z∥2 + J(K)− J(K⋆), (18)

where λ ≥ 1 will be fixed in the next lemma.

Lemma 3 (Averaged System Stability). Consider (16). Then,
for all (z0AV,K

0
AV) ∈ R × K and ρAV > 0, there exist

γ̄1, δ̄1, a, T̄ > 0 and λ̄ ≥ 1 such that, for all γ ∈ (0, γ̄1),
δ ∈ (0, δ̄1), T ≥ T̄ , and λ ≥ λ̄, it holds

Vλ(z
k
AV − Jδ

AV(K
k
AV),K

k
AV)

≤ exp(−γak)Vλ(z0AV − Jδ
AV(K

0
AV),K

0
AV), (19)

for all Vλ(zkAV − Jδ
AV(K

k
AV),K

k
AV) ≥ ρAV. ■

The proof of Lemma 3 is provided in Appendix D.

C. Proof of Theorem 2

The proof relies on the application of Theorem 1 (cf.
Section II) to system (10). Then, in order to apply Theorem 1,
we need to (i) choose the design parameters c1, ρ > 0 bounding
the initial and final values of Vλ, respectively, and (ii) satisfy
the conditions required by Assumptions 1, 2, and 3. By [50,
Lemma 3.8], we recall that there exists ψ > 0 such that

ψ ∥K −K⋆∥ ≤ J(K)− J(K⋆), (20)

for all K ∈ K. Therefore, by looking at the statement of Theo-
rem 1 and given the desired final radius r, we set ρ ∈ (0, rψ].
In order to set the initial radius, we need to find a bound for
δ such that K0 + δDk is stabilizing for all k ∈ N. To this end,
we note that K0 ∈ K, K is open [49, Lemma IV.3], and Dk

is bounded for all k ∈ N. Hence, there exists δ̄0 > 0 such that
K0 + δDk ∈ K for all δ ∈ [0, δ̄] and k ∈ {1, . . . ,kprd}. Now,
we arbitrarily choose c1 > maxδ∈[0,δ̄0] V1(z

0 − Jδ
AV(K

0),K0)

and, thus, we note that c1 ≥ maxδ∈[0,δ̄] Vλ(z
0−Jδ

AV(K
0),K0)

for all λ ≥ 1 (see the definition of Vλ in (18)). Once
the initial and final radius c1 and ρ have been chosen, let
us check Assumptions 1, 2, and 3. First, Assumption 1 is
trivially satisfied because the dither signals are kprd-periodic
(cf. Assumption 6). Second, we remark that (10) and its
corresponding averaged system (16) are continuous over the set
{(z,K) ∈ R×K | K + δDk ∈ K for all k ∈ N}, as required
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by Assumption 2. For this reason, let us choose δ such that the
level set Ωc1 := {(z,K) ∈ R×K | V1(z− Jδ

AV(K),K) ≤ c1}
of V1 (i.e, the function Vλ with λ = 1, see (18)) is contained
into {(z,K) ∈ R×K | K + δDk ∈ K for all k ∈ N}. To this
end, by looking at the definition of Vλ (cf. (18)), we note that

V1(z− Jδ
AV(K),K) ≤ c1 =⇒ J(K)− J(K⋆) ≤ c1, (21)

independently on the choice of δ. In turn, the result (21) implies

(z,K) ∈ Ωc1 =⇒ K ∈ K.

Moreover, we recall that K is open [49, Lemma IV.3] and Dk

is bounded for all k ∈ N. Then, we guarantee the existence
of δ̄2 > 0 such that, for all δ ∈ (0,min{δ̄0, δ̄2}), it holds
K + δDk ∈ K for all K satisfying J(K) − J(K⋆) ≤ c1
and k ∈ N. With these results at hand, Lemma 3 ensures
the existence of γ̄1, δ̄1 > 0, λ̄ ≥ 1, and T̄ ∈ N such that,
by setting γ ∈ (0, γ̄1), δ ∈ (0, δ̄) with δ̄ := min{δ̄0, δ̄1, δ̄2},
T > T̄ and λ ≥ λ̄, Vλ achieves the convergence properties (19)
along the trajectories of the averaged system (16) and, thus,
Assumption 3 is satisfied. Hence, we are entitled to apply
Theorem 1. Specifically, it ensures the existence of γ̄, k̄ > 0
such that, for all γ ∈ (0, γ̄) and k ≥ k̄, it holds

Vλ(z
k − J(Kk),Kk) ≤ ρ, (22)

for all (z0,K0) ∈ Ωc1 . The proof of (12) follows by combining
J(K)−J(K⋆) ≤ V (z−J(K),K), (20), (22), and the choice
of ρ.

VI. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS: CONTROL OF A DOUBLY
FED INDUCTION MOTOR

In this section, we numerically test the effectiveness of EXP-
LQR. To this end, we consider a forward Euler discretization
of the continuous-time linear model provided by [51] for a
Doubly Fed Induction Motor (DFIM) operating at constant
speed. Namely, we consider the discrete-time linear system

xt+1 = (I +∆tAcont)︸ ︷︷ ︸
A

xt +∆tBcont︸ ︷︷ ︸
B

ut, (23)

where ∆t = 10−2 is the adopted sampling period, while x, u ∈
R4 are the state and input variables, respectively, and are
defined as

x :=


i1u
i1v
i2u
i2v

 , u :=


u1u
u1v
u2u
u2v

 ,
where i1u, i1v ∈ R are the stator currents and i2u, i2v ∈ R are
the rotor currents, while u1u, u1v ∈ R are the stator voltages
and u2u, u2v ∈ R the rotor voltages. Finally, Acont ∈ R4×4

and Bcont ∈ R4×4 represent the state and input matrices of the
continuous-time model, respectively, and are defined as

Acont :=
1

L̄


−L2R1 −a+ b LmR2 b2
a− b −L2R1 −b2 −LmR2

LmR1 −b1 −L1R2 −a− b12
b1 LmR1 a+ b12 −L1R2



Bcont :=
1

L̄


L2 0 −Lm 0
0 L2 0 −Lm

−Lm 0 L1 0
0 −Lm 0 L1

 ,
where

L̄ := L1L2 − L2
m, a := L̄ω0, b := L2

mωr

b12 := L1L2ωr, b1 := L1Lmωr, b2 := L2Lmωr.

More in detail, the parameters R1 and R2 correspond to the
resistances of the stator and rotor, while the parameters L1,
L2, and Lm refer to the stator and rotor self-inductances, and
the mutual inductance, respectively. Lastly, ωr and ω0 denote
the electrical angular velocities of the rotor and the rotating
reference frame, respectively, which are assumed constant.
We adopt the physical parameters used by [33] about the
same model, and we report them in Table I. These parameters
make the discrete-time pair (A,B) controllable as required by
Assumption 4. For the cost matrices Q ∈ R4×4 and R ∈ R4×4,

TABLE I: Physical parameters of the DFIM [33].

Parameter Value Parameter Value
L1 [htpb] 0.02645 R1 [Ω] 0.036
L2 [htpb] 0.0264 R2 [Ω] 0.038
Lm [htpb] 0.0257 ω0 [rad/s] 2π70.8

p 3 ωr [rad/s] 2π62

we randomly generate them to ensure they are symmetric,
with eigenvalues lying within the interval (0, 2) thus satisfying
Assumption 4.

We arbitrarily pick T = 20, i.e., the algorithm needs to
perform 4 experiments or simulations given by 20 samples
per iteration to retrieve the truncated cost JT (Kk + δDk), see
Remark 1. We empirically tune the other algorithm parameters
as γ = 10−8 and δ = 10−2. As for the generation of the dither
matrix Dk ∈ R4×4, we ordered the pairs (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , 4} ×
{1, . . . , 4} with indices p = 1, . . . , 16 and chosen kp,prd =
19−(p−1)/2 and ϕp = 0 for p odd, while kp,prd = kp−1,prd and
ϕp = π/2 for p even. This choice ensures that Assumption 6
is satisfied with period kprd = 19.

Fig. 4 shows the evolution of the relative cost error (J(Kk)−
J(K⋆))/J(K⋆) along the algorithm iterations k in logarithmic
scale. As predicted by Theorem 2, Fig. 4 shows that EXP-LQR
asymptotically converges in a neighborhood of the optimal gain
K⋆. In Fig. 5, we show the evolution of σmax(A+B(Kk+δDk))
along the algorithm iterations k, where, given a generic square
matrix M ∈ Rn×n, the symbol σmax(M) denotes the maximum
(in absolute value) eigenvalue of M . In particular, Fig. 5 shows
that σmax(A+B(Kk + δDk)) never reaches the unitary value,
i.e., we always test the system through a stabilizing state-
feedback controller ut = (Kk + δDk)xt. Finally, in Fig. 6,
we show the evolution of the norm of the state trajectory
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Fig. 4: Evolution of the relative cost error (J(Kk) −
J(K⋆))/J(K⋆) along the algorithm iteration k.
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Fig. 5: Evolution of the maximum (in absolute value) closed-
loop matrix eigenvalue σmax(A + B(Kk + δDk)) along the
algorithm iteration k.

∥xt∥ of system (23) in four simulations (each composed of
T = 20 samples) performed at different algorithm iterations
k to retrieve the truncated cost JT (Kk + δDk). In particular,
Fig. 6 shows that the trajectories of system (23) (controlled
with ut = (Kk+ δDk)ut) exponentially converge to the origin
quicker and quicker as the iteration index k increases since we
are iteratively reducing the absolute values of the eigenvalues
of the gain closed-loop matrix (A+BKk) (see also Fig. 5).

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We proposed EXP-LQR, i.e., a novel data-driven method
able to iteratively find the state feedback gain matrix solving a
Linear Quadratic Regulator problem. EXP-LQR does not need
the direct knowledge of the system matrices, cost matrices, and
state measurements. Indeed, given an oracle able to provide
a finite-time truncation of the LQR cost, our method refines
its estimate according to a mechanism based on extremum-
seeking. We analyzed the resulting time-varying algorithm by
exploiting system theory tools based on Lyapunov stability and
averaging theory. Specifically, we guaranteed that our algorithm
exponentially converges to an arbitrarily small ball containing
the optimal gain matrix. We tested the proposed solution with
numerical simulations involving the control of an inductance
motor.

5 10 15 20
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100

t

∥x
t ∥

(a) Iteration k = 1.
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t

∥x
t ∥

(b) Iteration k = 100.
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(c) Iteration k = 1000.
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10−6

10−4

10−2

100

t

∥x
t ∥

(d) Iteration k = 2 · 105.

Fig. 6: System evolutions in the interval [0, T ] along different
algorithm iterations k.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Theorem 1

Since Assumption 3 characterizes the evolution of V along
the trajectories {χk

AV}k∈N of the averaged system (16), the idea
of the proof is to bound the distance ∥χk−χk

AV∥ to characterize
the evolution of V along the trajectories {χk}k∈N of the
original time-varying system (1). To this end, we introduce
υ : Rn × N → Rn defined as

υ(χAV, k) :=

k−1∑
τ=0

(f(χAV, τ)− fAV(χAV)) . (24)

By using (2) and (24), the evolution of υ reads as

υ(χk+1
AV , k + 1)− υ(χk

AV, k)

= f(χk+1
AV , k)− fAV(χ

k+1
AV ) + υ(χk+1

AV , k)− υ(χk
AV, k). (25)

Let us recall that V (χ0) ≤ c0 and that ρ < c0 < c1 by
assumption. Then, let us arbitrarily choose ϵ ∈ (0,min{c1 −
c0, ρ}), and ρAV ∈ (0,min{ρ − ϵ, c0}). As it will become
clearer later, ϵ represents the maximum difference between
V (χk) and V (χk

AV), where ρAV defines the level set of V in
which we enforce the convergence of the averaged state χk

AV.
(cf. Assumption 3). Under the assumption of χk ∈ Ωc1 for
all k ∈ N (later verified by a proper selection of γ), we use
the compactness of the set Ωc1 (cf. Assumption 3) and the
continuity properties over Ωc1 ⊆ X (cf. Assumption 2) to
ensure the existence of L > 0 such that

∥f(χ, k)∥ ≤ L (26a)
∥fAV(χ)∥ ≤ L (26b)∥∥∥∥∂f(χ, k)∂χ

∥∥∥∥ ≤ L (26c)

∥∇fAV(χ)∥ ≤ L (26d)
∥∇V (χ)∥ ≤ L, (26e)
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for all χ ∈ Ωc1 and k ∈ N. In turn, the bounds (26) lead to

∥υ(χ, k)∥ ≤ 2Lkprd (27a)
∥f(χ, k)− f(χ′, k)∥ ≤ L ∥χ − χ′∥ (27b)
∥fAV(χ)− fAV(χ

′)∥ ≤ L ∥χ − χ′∥ (27c)
∥υ(χ, k)− υ(χ′, k)∥ ≤ 2Lkprd ∥χ − χ′∥ (27d)

∥fAV(χ)∥ ≤ L (27e)
V (χ)− V (χ′) ≤ L, (27f)

for all χ, χ′ ∈ Ωc1 and k ∈ N. Now, let us introduce ζk ∈ Rn

defined as

ζk := χk
AV + γυ(χk

AV, k). (28)

By algebraically rearranging the terms, we can write

χk − ζk =

k−1∑
τ=0

(
(χτ+1 − χτ )− (ζτ+1 − ζτ )

)
.

Now let us add ±γ∑k−1
τ=0(f(ζ

τ , τ) + f(χτ
AV, τ)) in the above

equation and use (25) to get

χk − ζk = γ

k−1∑
τ=0

(f(χτ , τ)− f(ζτ , τ))

+ γ

k−1∑
τ=0

(f(ζτ , τ)− f(χτ
AV, τ))

− γ

k−1∑
τ=0

(f(χτ+1
AV , τ)− f(χτ

AV, τ))

+ γ

k−1∑
τ=0

(fAV(χ
τ+1
AV )− fAV(χ

τ
AV))

− γ

k−1∑
τ=0

(υ(χτ+1
AV , τ)− υ(χτ

AV, τ)). (29)

By combining (29) with (1), (3), and (27), we can write

∥∥χk − ζk
∥∥ ≤ γL

k−1∑
τ=0

∥∥χk − ζτ
∥∥+ γ2L22 (1 + 2kprd) k.

(30)

Note that
k−1∑
τ=0

γLk exp (−γLk) ≤
∞∑
τ=0

γLτ exp (−γLτ) = 1. (31)

By combining (31) and the discrete Gronwall inequality
(see [52], [53]), we are able to bound (30) as∥∥χk − ζk

∥∥ ≤ γ2L22 (1 + 2kprd) k + γL2 (1 + 2kprd) exp (γLk).

By combining the latter with the definition of ζ (cf. (28)) and
the triangle inequality, we get∥∥χk − χk

AV

∥∥ ≤ γ2L22 (1 + 2kprd) k

+ γL2 (1 + 2kprd) exp (γLk) + γ
∥∥υ(k, χk

AV)
∥∥

(a)

≤ γ2L22 (1 + 2kprd) k

+ γL2 (1 + 2kprd) exp (γLk)+γ2Lkprd. (32)

where in (a) we use (27a) to bound
∥∥υ(k, χk

AV)
∥∥. Then, we

set θρAV
∈ R such that

θρAV
≥ −1

a
ln
(

ρAV

c0

)
. (33)

Now, we want to impose the ϵ-closeness between the trajec-
tories of system (1) and its averaged version (3). To this end,
by looking at the bound in (32), we introduce

γ̄2 := ϵ/(3L)
L22(1+2kprd)θρAV

(34a)

γ̄3 := ϵ/(3L)
2L(1+2kprd) exp(LθρAV )

(34b)

γ̄4 := ϵ/(3L)
2Lkprd

(34c)

γ̄1 := min{γ̄2, γ̄3, γ̄4}. (34d)

Subsequently, we pick γ ∈ (0, γ̄1) such that k̄ :=
θρAV

γ ∈ N.
This can be done without loss of generality since θρAV

is a
design parameter. Then, the definition of γ̄1 (cf. (34d)) and
the inequality in (32) lead to the bound∥∥χk − χk

AV

∥∥ ≤ ϵ

L
, (35)

for all k ∈ {0, . . . , k̄}. Then, for all k ∈ {0, . . . , k̄}, we add
and subtract V (χk

AV) to V (χk) and write

V (χk) = V (χk
AV) + V (χk)− V (χk

AV)

(a)

≤ c0 + L
∥∥χk − χk

AV

∥∥
(b)

≤ c0 + ϵ

(c)

≤ c1, (36)

where in (a) we use the fact that χk
AV ∈ Ωc0 for all k ≥ 0

(see (4) by Assumption 3) and the bound (27f), in (b) we use
the bound (35), while in (c) we use the fact that ϵ ≤ c1 − c0.
Therefore, the bound (36) allows us to claim that

χk ∈ Ωc1 ,

for all k ∈ {0, . . . , k̄}, i.e., we have verified that the bounds (27)
can be used into the interval {0, . . . , k̄}. Moreover, the
exponential law (4) and the expression of θρAV

(cf. (33)) ensure
that it holds

V (χk
AV) ≤ ρAV, (37)

for all k ≥ k̄. By adding and subtracting V (χk̄
AV) to V (χk),

we get

V (χk̄) = V (χk̄
AV) + V (χk̄)− V (χk̄

AV)

(a)

≤ ρAV + L
∥∥∥χk̄ − χk̄

AV

∥∥∥
(b)

≤ ρAV + ϵ

(c)

≤ ρ, (38)

where in (a) we combined (27f) and (37), in (b) we used (35),
while (c) uses the choice of ρAV ≤ ρ− ϵ. We remark that the
inequality (38) also guarantees that χk̄ ∈ Ωc0 since ρ ≤ c0.
Next, in order to show that χk ∈ Ωρ for all k ≥ k̄, we divide
the set of natural numbers in intervals as N = {0, . . . , k̄} ∪
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{k̄, . . . , 2k̄}∪ . . . . Define ψAV(χ
k̄, k+ k̄) as the solution to (3)

for χ0
AV = χk̄ and k ∈ {0, . . . , k̄}. Thus, at the beginning

of the time interval {k̄, . . . , 2k̄}, the initial condition of the
trajectory of (3) coincides with the one of ψAV(χ

k̄, k+ k̄) and
lies into Ωρ ⊆ Ωc0 . Thus, we apply the same arguments above
to guarantee that, for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄), it holds∥∥∥χk+k̄ − ψAV(χ

k̄, k + k̄)
∥∥∥ ≤ ϵ

L
,

for all k ∈ {0, . . . , k̄}. Moreover, with the same arguments, it
holds ψAV(χ

k̄, 2k̄) ∈ ΩρAV
. Then, in light of Assumption 3, we

guarantee that the averaged system (3) cannot escape from the
set Ωρ, namely

χk
AV ∈ Ωρ,

for all k ∈ {k̄, . . . , 2k̄}. Thus, we get χk ∈ Ωρ for all k ∈
{k̄, . . . , 2k̄}. The proof follows by recursively applying the
above arguments for each time interval {jk̄, . . . , (j+1)k̄} with
j = 2, 3, . . . .

B. Proof of Lemma 1
We observe that

lim
T→∞

JT (K) = J(K),

for all K ∈ S ⊂ K. Therefore, since the series of real numbers
{JT (K)}T∈N converges to J(K) and J(K) is finite since
K ∈ K by assumption, we can exploit the Cauchy convergence
criterion to demonstrate that, for any α > 0 and S ∈ K, there
exists a finite T̄ ∈ N, possibly function of α and S, such
that for any T > T̄ , the bound (13) is achieved and the proof
concludes.

C. Proof of Lemma 2
We note that [54, Lemma 1] provides the same results

claimed in Lemma 2. The only difference is that, in the
mentioned reference, the objective function is assumed to
have globally Lipschitz gradients. However, since we assumed
compactness of the set S ⊂ K and since J and its gradient G
are continuous and differentiable [24] over the set of stabilizing
gains K, the constant

βS := max
K∈S

∥∇G(K)∥ ,

is finite, and we can use it as Lipschitz constant of G over S .
With this constant at hand, we can repeat all the steps in [54,
Lemma 1] to conclude the proof.

D. Proof of Lemma 3
Let us start by using the cost J to introduce the function

VK : K → R defined as

VK(KAV) := J(KAV)− J(K⋆). (39)

Being K⋆ the unique minimizer of J [24], we note that VK
is positive definite. Now, given any c > 0, let us introduce

Ω̃c :=
{
(zAV,KAV) ∈ R×K |
1
2

∥∥zAV−Jδ
AV(KAV)

∥∥2+J(KAV)−J(K⋆)≤c
}

(40a)

ΩK
c :=

{
KAV ∈ K | J(KAV)− J(K⋆) ≤ c

}
, (40b)

namely, ΩK
c is the level set of VK (cf. (39)), while Ω̃ would

be the level set of V (cf. (18)) in the case in which λ = 1.
Then, let c0 > 0 be the smallest number such that (z0AV −
Jδ

AV(K
0
AV),K

0
AV) ∈ Ω̃c0 and use ΩK

c0 to define

β0 := max
KAV∈ΩK

c0

∥G(KAV)∥ . (41)

We remark that [24, Corollary 3.7.1] guarantees that, given any
c > 0, the level set of the cost function J , namely {KAV ∈
Rm×n | J(KAV) ≤ c} ⊂ Rm×n, is compact and, thus, so
is ΩK

c0 . Hence, by continuity and differentiability of J and
G [24], β0 is finite. Now, by considering the compact set ΩK

c0
and δ ∈ (0, 1], we recall that (14b) (cf. Lemma 2) ensures
the existence of βe > 0 such that

∥∥e(Kk
AV)

∥∥ ≤ βe and that,
for any α > 0, the result (13) (cf. (cf. Lemma 1)) ensures
the existence of T̄ > 0 such that, for all T > T̄ , it holds
|J(K)−JT (K)| ≤ α. By exploiting these results, the definition
of pδ,T (cf. (17b)), and the triangle inequality, we write

∥∥pδ,T (K)
∥∥ ≤ δ2βe + α

2

δkprd

k+kprd∑
τ=k+1

∥Dτ∥, (42)

for all K ∈ ΩK
c0 and δ ∈ (0, 1]. Now, to simplify the

computations, we impose α = δ3. We remark that, for all δ > 0,
this choice of α is justified by Lemma 1 with a sufficiently
large T . In any case, this choice allows us to rewrite (42) as∥∥pδ,T (K)

∥∥ ≤ δ2βp, (43)

for all K ∈ ΩK
c0 , where βp := βe + 2

∑k+kprd

τ=k+1 ∥Dτ∥/kprd.
Hence, by using (41), (43), and the triangle inequality, we can
write the bound∥∥G(KAV)− pδ,T (KAV)

∥∥ ≤ β0 + δ2βp, (44)

for all KAV ∈ ΩK
c0 and δ ∈ (0, 1]. Thus, since K is open [49,

Lemma IV.3], for any c̃0 > c0, there exists γ̄0 > 0 such that

KAV − γG(KAV) + γpδ,T (KAV) ∈ ΩK
c̃0 ⊂ K, (45)

for all γ ∈ (0, γ̄0), δ ∈ (0, 1], and KAV ∈ ΩK
c0 . We now

invoke [24, Lemma 3.12] to guarantee that the cost J is gradient
dominated, i.e., there exists µ > 0 such that

J(KAV)− J(K⋆) ≤ µ ∥G(KAV)∥2 , (46)

for all KAV ∈ K. Now, we define

β1 := max
KAV∈ΩK

c̃0

∥G(KAV)∥ (47a)

β2 := max
KAV∈ΩK

c̃0

∥∇G(KAV)∥ . (47b)

Since also ΩK
c̃0

is compact [24, Corollary 3.7.1] and recalling the
continuity and differentiability of J and G [24], β1 and β2 are
finite. Next, we will use them to show that R×ΩK

c0 is (forward)
invariant for (16). To this end, assume that KAV ∈ ΩK

c0 and
let us prove such an invariance using an induction argument.
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The increment ∆VKAV
(KAV) of VKAV

(Kk
AV) along trajectories

of (16b) is given by

∆VKAV
(Kk

AV) := J(KAV − γG(KAV) + γpδ,T (KAV))− J(KAV)

(a)

≤ −γ ∥G(KAV)∥2 + γ ∥G(KAV)∥
∥∥pδ,T (KAV)

∥∥
+ γ2

β2
2

∥∥G(KAV)− pδ,T (KAV)
∥∥2

(b)

≤ −γ (1− γβ2) ∥G(KAV)∥2

+ γ ∥G(KAV)∥
∥∥pδ,T (KAV)

∥∥
+ γ2β2

∥∥pδ,T (KAV)
∥∥2 , (48)

where (a) uses the Taylor expansion of J(·) about KAV

evaluated at K − γG(KAV) + γpδ,T (KAV), (45), (47b), and
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, while (b) rearranges the
terms and uses 1

2

∥∥G(KAV)− pδ,T (KAV)
∥∥2 ≤ ∥G(KAV)∥2 +∥∥pδ,T (KAV)

∥∥2. Let us arbitrarily fix η ∈ (0, 1) and define
γ̄2 := min{γ̄1, 1−η

β2
}. Then, for all γ ∈ (0, γ̄2), we can

bound (48) as

∆VK(KAV) ≤ −γη ∥G(KAV)∥2 + γ ∥G(KAV)∥
∥∥pδ,T (KAV)

∥∥
+ γ2β2

∥∥pδ,T (KAV)
∥∥2

(a)

≤ −γη ∥G(KAV)∥2 + γβ0δ
2β2

p

+ γ2δ4β2β
2
p , (49)

where in (a) we use the results (41) and (43) to bound G(KAV)
and

∥∥pδ,T (KAV)
∥∥ over the compact set ΩK

c0 . Now, in order to
handle also the dynamics (16a), let us introduce z̃AV ∈ R
defined as

z̃AV := zAV − Jδ
AV(KAV), (50)

which allows us to rewrite (16) as

z̃k+1
AV = (1− γ)z̃kAV + gδ(Kk

AV) (51a)

Kk+1
AV = Kk

AV − γG(Kk
AV) + γpδ,T (Kk

AV), (51b)

where gδ : Rm×n → R is defined as

gδ(K) := −Jδ
AV(KAV − γG(KAV) + γpδ,T (Kk

AV)) + Jδ
AV(KAV).

(52)

Now, let us introduce Vz : R → R defined as

Vz(z̃AV) =
1

2
∥z̃AV∥2 . (53)

Hence, by evaluating the increment ∆Vz(z̃AV) := Vz((1 −
γ)z̃AV+g

δ(KAV))−Vz(z̃AV) of Vz along the trajectories of (51a),
it holds

∆Vz(z̃AV) = −γ
(
1− γ

2

)
∥z̃AV∥2 + (1− γ)z̃kAVg

δ(KAV)

+
1

2

∥∥gδ(KAV)
∥∥2 . (54)

Being the set K open [49, Lemma IV.3] and since Dk is
uniformly bounded for all k, there exists δ̄1 > 0 such that
KAV + δDk ∈ K for all KAV ∈ ΩK

c0 , δ ∈ (0, δ̄1), and k ∈ N.
Hence, by exploiting the same arguments used to derive (47),
there exists βJAV

> 0 such that

min
KAV∈ΩK

c0

∥∥∇gδ(KAV)
∥∥ ≤ βJAV

, (55)

for all δ ∈ (0, δ̄1). Thus, by using the definition of gδ (cf. (52))
and the triangle inequality, the bound (55) leads to∥∥gδ(KAV)

∥∥ ≤ γβJAV
∥G(KAV)∥+ γβJAV

∥∥pδ,T (KAV)
∥∥ , (56)

for all KAV ∈ Ωc0 and δ ∈ (0, δ̄1). Hence, by using (56), the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the Young’s inequality with
parameter 2, we can bound (54) as

∆Vz(z̃AV) ≤ −γ
(
1− γ

2

)
∥z̃AV∥2

+ (1− γ)γβJAV
∥z̃AV∥ ∥G(KAV)∥

+ γ2β2
JAV

∥G(KAV)∥2

+ (1− γ)γβJAV

∥∥z̃kAV

∥∥ ∥∥pδ,T (KAV)
∥∥

+ γ2β2
JAV

∥∥pδ,T (KAV)
∥∥2

(a)

≤ −γ
(
1− γ

2

)
∥z̃AV∥2

+ (1− γ)γβJAV

∥∥z̃kAV

∥∥ ∥G(KAV)∥
+ γ2β2

JAV
∥G(KAV)∥2

+ δ2(1− γ)γβJAV
∥z̃AV∥βe

+ δ4γ2β2
JAV
β2
e

(b)

≤ −γ
(
1− γ(1 + κ)

2

)
∥z̃AV∥2

+ (1− γ)γβJAV
∥z̃AV∥ ∥G(KAV)∥

+ γ2β2
JAV

∥G(KAV)∥2

+ δ4
(
γ2 +

1

2κ
(1− γ)2

)
β2
JAV
β2
e , (57)

where in (a) we use (43) to bound
∥∥pδ,T (KAV)

∥∥, while in
(b) we use the Young’s inequality with an arbitrarily fixed
parameter κ > 0 to handle the term δ2(1− γ)γβJAV

∥z̃AV∥βe.
Now, let us introduce a function to compactly contain all the
terms due to the approximation error pδ,T , namely, let us define

Ṽ (γ, δ, λ) := δ2γβ0β
2
p + δ4

(
γ2β2β

2
p + 1

λ

(
γ2 +

1

2κ
β2
JAV
β2
p

))
.

(58)

Then, let us consider the function Vλ (cf. (18)) and evaluate its
increment ∆Vλ(z̃AV,KAV) := Vλ((1−γ)z̃AV +g

δ(KAV),KAV −
γG(KAV)+ γp

δ,T (KAV))−Vλ(z̃AV,KAV) along the trajectories
of (51). By using the bounds (49)-(57) and the definition of
Ṽ (cf. (58)), we get

∆Vλ(z̃AV,KAV)

≤ −γ
[

z̃AV

G(KAV)

]⊤
Q(γ, λ)

[
z̃AV

G(KAV)

]
+ Ṽ (γ, δ, λ), (59)

where we introduced the matrix Q(γ, λ) ∈ R2×2 defined as

Q(γ, λ) :=

 1
λ

(
1− γ(1+κ)

2

)
− (1−γ)βJAV

2λ

− (1−γ)βJAV

2λ η − γ
β2
JAV

2λ

 .
Let us impose the positive definiteness of the top-left entry
of Q(γ, λ). To this end, let us arbitrarily fix ν ∈ (0, 2) and
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define γ̄1 := min{γ̄0, γ̄2, (2− ν)/(1+κ)}. Then, by Sylvester
Criterion, for all γ ∈ (0, γ̄1), it holds

Q(γ, λ) ⪰
[

ν
2λ − (1−γ)β2

JAV

2λ

− (1−γ)βJAV

2λ η − β2
JAV

2λ

]
.

Now, let us impose the positive definiteness of the entire matrix
Q(γ, λ). To this end, let us arbitrarily fix η̃ ∈ (0, η) and
ν̃ ∈ (0, ν) and define

λ̄ := max

{
β2
JAV

+ 2βJAV
(ν − ν̃)

4(η − η̃)(ν − ν̃)
, 1

}
. (60)

Then, we arbitrarily fix λ ≥ λ̄ and, by Sylvester Criterion, it
holds

Q(γ, λ) ⪰
[

ν̃
2λ 0
0 η̃

]
,

which allows us to further bound the right-hand side of (59) as

∆Vλ(z̃AV,KAV) ≤ −γ
(
ν̃

2λ
∥z̃AV∥2 + η̃ ∥G(KAV)∥2

)
+ Ṽ (γ̄1, δ, λ). (61)

Now, by applying the gradient dominance property of J
(cf. (46)), we note that

− ν̃

2λ
∥z̃AV∥2 − η̃ ∥G(KAV)∥2

≤ − ν̃

2λ
∥z̃AV∥2 −

η̃

µ
(J(KAV)− J(K⋆))

(a)

≤ −vVλ(z̃AV,KAV), (62)

where in (a) we use the definition of Vλ (cf. (18)) and v :=
max{ν̃, η̃/µ}. Then, by using (62), we can further bound (61)
according to

∆Vλ(z̃AV,KAV) ≤ −γvVλ(z̃AV,KAV) + Ṽ (γ̄1, δ, λ). (63)

Now, without loss of generality, we assume ρAV ≤ c0.
Indeed, one may always recover such a condition by using
max{ρAV, c0} in place of c0. Subsequently, given ṽ ∈ (0, v),
let us introduce δ̄3 > 0 defined as

δ̄3 := min


√√√√ (v − ṽ) ρAV

γ̄1β0βp + γ̄21β2β
2
p + 1

λ

(
γ̄21 + 1

2κβ
2
JAV
β2
p

) , 1
 .

Then, for all δ ∈ (0, δ̄1) with δ̄1 := min{δ̄2, δ̄3}, the definition
of Ṽ (cf. (58)) allows us to bound (63) as

∆Vλ(z̃AV,KAV) ≤ −γṽVλ(z̃AV,KAV), (64)

for all (z̃AV,KAV) ∈ R × K such that Vλ(z̃AV,KAV) ≥ ρAV.
Although (64) seems to conclude the proof, we recall that it has
been obtained by assuming KAV ∈ Ω̃c0 . In other words, since
(z̃0AV,K

0
AV) ∈ Ω̃c0 by definition of c0, to conclude the proof we

only need to prove that the set R× ΩK
c0 is forward-invariant

for system (51). To this end, consider (z̃kAV,K
k
AV) ∈ Ω̃c0 and,

in light of the definition of Vλ (cf. (18)), we note that

J(Kk+1
AV )− J(K⋆) ≤ Vλ(z̃

k+1
AV ,Kk+1

AV )

(a)

≤ Vλ(z̃
k
AV,K

k
AV)

(b)

≤ 1

2

∥∥z̃kAV

∥∥2 + J(Kk
AV)− J(K⋆), (65)

where in (a) we use the fact that the right-hand side
of (64) is non-positive for all (z̃kAV,K

k
AV) ∈ R × K such that

Vλ(z̃
k
AV,K

k
AV) ≥ ρAV, while in (b) we use the fact that λ ≥ 1.

By looking at the definition of Ω̃ in (40), the inequality (65)
proves the desired invariance property of R × ΩK

c0 and the
proof concludes.

REFERENCES

[1] Z.-S. Hou and Z. Wang, “From model-based control to data-driven
control: Survey, classification and perspective,” Information Sciences,
vol. 235, pp. 3–35, 2013.

[2] D. Kleinman, “On an iterative technique for Riccati equation com-
putations,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 13, no. 1,
pp. 114–115, 1968.

[3] C. Qin, H. Zhang, and Y. Luo, “Online optimal tracking control of
continuous-time linear systems with unknown dynamics by using adaptive
dynamic programming,” International Journal of Control, vol. 87, no. 5,
pp. 1000–1009, 2014.

[4] H. Modares, F. L. Lewis, and Z.-P. Jiang, “Optimal output-feedback
control of unknown continuous-time linear systems using off-policy
reinforcement learning,” IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, vol. 46,
no. 11, pp. 2401–2410, 2016.

[5] B. Pang, T. Bian, and Z.-P. Jiang, “Data-driven finite-horizon optimal
control for linear time-varying discrete-time systems,” in 2018 IEEE
Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pp. 861–866, IEEE, 2018.

[6] K. Krauth, S. Tu, and B. Recht, “Finite-time analysis of approximate
policy iteration for the linear quadratic regulator,” Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, vol. 32, 2019.

[7] B. Pang, T. Bian, and Z.-P. Jiang, “Robust policy iteration for continuous-
time linear quadratic regulation,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic
Control, vol. 67, no. 1, pp. 504–511, 2021.

[8] V. G. Lopez, M. Alsalti, and M. A. Müller, “Efficient off-policy Q-
learning for data-based discrete-time LQR problems,” IEEE Transactions
on Automatic Control, 2023.

[9] S. Dean, S. Tu, N. Matni, and B. Recht, “Safely learning to control
the constrained linear quadratic regulator,” in IEEE American Control
Conference (ACC), pp. 5582–5588, 2019.

[10] H. Mania, S. Tu, and B. Recht, “Certainty equivalence is efficient for
linear quadratic control,” Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, vol. 32, 2019.

[11] M. Ferizbegovic, J. Umenberger, H. Hjalmarsson, and T. B. Schön,
“Learning robust lq-controllers using application oriented exploration,”
IEEE Control Systems Letters, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 19–24, 2019.

[12] C. De Persis and P. Tesi, “Formulas for data-driven control: Stabilization,
optimality, and robustness,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control,
vol. 65, no. 3, pp. 909–924, 2019.

[13] H. J. Van Waarde, J. Eising, H. L. Trentelman, and M. K. Camlibel, “Data
informativity: a new perspective on data-driven analysis and control,”
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 65, no. 11, pp. 4753–4768,
2020.

[14] M. Rotulo, C. De Persis, and P. Tesi, “Data-driven linear quadratic
regulation via semidefinite programming,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 53,
no. 2, pp. 3995–4000, 2020.

[15] M. Rotulo, C. De Persis, and P. Tesi, “Online learning of data-driven
controllers for unknown switched linear systems,” Automatica, vol. 145,
p. 110519, 2022.

[16] H. J. van Waarde, M. K. Camlibel, and M. Mesbahi, “From noisy data
to feedback controllers: Nonconservative design via a matrix s-lemma,”
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, no. 1, pp. 162–175,
2020.

[17] C. De Persis and P. Tesi, “Low-complexity learning of linear quadratic
regulators from noisy data,” Automatica, vol. 128, p. 109548, 2021.



12

[18] F. Dörfler, P. Tesi, and C. De Persis, “On the certainty-equivalence
approach to direct data-driven LQR design,” IEEE Transactions on
Automatic Control, 2023.

[19] J. Berberich, A. Koch, C. W. Scherer, and F. Allgöwer, “Robust data-
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