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Abstract— As the benchmark of data-driven control methods,
the linear quadratic regulator (LQR) problem has gained
significant attention. A growing trend is direct LQR design,
which finds the optimal LQR gain directly from raw data and
bypassing system identification. To achieve this, our previous
work develops a direct LQR formulation parameterized by
sample covariance. In this paper, we propose a regulariza-
tion method for the covariance-parameterized LQR. We show
that the regularizer accounts for the uncertainty in both
the steady-state covariance matrix corresponding to closed-
loop stability, and the LQR cost function corresponding to
averaged control performance. With a positive or negative
coefficient, the regularizer can be interpreted as promoting
either exploitation or exploration, which are well-known trade-
offs in reinforcement learning. In simulations, we observe
that our covariance-parameterized LQR with regularization
can significantly outperform the certainty-equivalence LQR in
terms of both the optimality gap and the robust closed-loop
stability.

I. INTRODUCTION

As a cornerstone of modern control theory, the linear
quadratic regulator (LQR) has become the benchmark prob-
lem of validating and comparing different data-driven control
methods [1]. Manifold approaches to data-driven LQR design
can be broadly classified as indirect, i.e., based on system
identification (SysID) followed by model-based control, ver-
sus direct when by-passing SysID [2].

Classical indirect LQR design is based on certainty-
equivalence principle: a system is first identified from data;
then, the LQR is obtained with Riccati equations by treating
the estimated system as the ground-truth [3]. When identi-
fying models from data, regularization methods can be used
for the regression problem to deal with uncertainties and
facilitate numerical computation [4]. The indirect certainty-
equivalence LQR design is widely studied and has been
proved to achieve optimal regret in online adaptive con-
trol [5]. There are also indirect adaptive control methods [6]–
[8] adding a covariance-based regularizer in the cost function
to promote exploration.

Motivated from behavioral system theory and subspace
methods, the direct LQR design has become a growing trend
in data-driven control field [9]. The seminal works [10],
[11] propose a data-based system parameterization, where
the state-feedback gain is parameterized as a linear function
of a batch of persistently exciting data. Leveraging subspace
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relations, the closed-loop matrix can be further expressed
by raw data matrices. As such, the LQR problem can be
reformulated as a data-based convex program parameterized
and solved without involving any explicit SysID. In this
direct LQR framework, regularization can be used to single
out a solution with favorable properties [2], [12], [13]. By
selecting proper regularization coefficients, the solution can
flexibly interpolate between indirect certainty-equivalence
LQR and robust closed-loop stable gains.

While the parameterization and regularization in [2], [12],
[13] sheds a light on direct LQR design, two limitations
hinder their broader implication. First, the dimension of
their direct LQR formulation scales linearly with the data
length. Thus, this parameterization cannot be used to achieve
adaptive control with online closed-loop data [14]. Second,
their direct LQR solution without regularization is sensitive
to noise [15]. Even using regularization, there is a trade-
off between performance and robust closed-loop stability in
their solution, i.e., one has to be sacrificed to gain the other
[13]. Moreover, when the length of data tends to infinity, the
regularized formulation may lead to trivial solutions [15].

To address the first limitation, our previous work [14]
proposes a new parameterization for the direct data-driven
LQR, which parameterizes the feedback gain as a linear
function of the sample covariance of input-state data. A key
distinction of this covariance parameterization is that the
dimension of the direct LQR formulation does not scale with
the data length, which enables direct adaptive control using
data-enabled policy optimization (DeePO) [16]. Without us-
ing any regularization, the covariance-parameterized LQR is
shown to be equivalent to the indirect certainty-equivalence
LQR, which has a certain degree of robustness against noise.
Recently, the covariance parameterization and the DeePO
method have been applied for power converter system [17]
and autonomous bicycle [18].

Recently, there have been regularization methods account-
ing for the uncertainty in data-driven predictive control [19],
[20]. In particular, the work [19] shows that a separation
principle holds, i.e., the expectation of the cost function
given data can be decoupled by the sum of the certainty-
equivalence cost and the uncertainty linear in the covariance
of the model estimator. By introducing a covariance-based
regularizer, the uncertainty in the cost is well compensated,
leading to significant improvement in control performance.

In this paper, we propose a regularization method for the
covariance-parametrized LQR [14]. We show that the regu-
larizer accounts for the uncertainty in both the steady-state
covariance matrix corresponding to closed-loop stability, and
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the LQR cost function corresponding to averaged control
performance. Hence, it resolves the trade-off between robust
closed-loop stability and performance observed in [2], [13].
Consistent with [19], [20], our regularizer is also linear in the
covariance matrix of the model estimator in terms of indirect
LQR control. With a positive or negative coefficient, the reg-
ularizer can promote either exploitation or exploration, which
are well-known trade-offs in reinforcement learning [21].
In particular, the negative regularizer coincides with that in
indirect adaptive control used for exploration [6]–[8].

In simulations, we validate the effectiveness of the regular-
ization method on a benchmark problem [1]. As a remarkable
empirical result, our covariance-parameterized LQR with
properly tuned regularization can significantly outperform
the certainty-equivalence LQR in terms of both the optimality
gap and the probability of obtaining a stabilizing controller.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
Section II recapitulates data-driven formulations of the LQR
problem. Section III proposes the regularization method for
direct data-driven LQR control. Section IV validates the
results via simulations. Conclusions are made in Section V.

Notation. We use In to denote the n-by-n identity matrix.
We use σ(·) to denote the minimal singular value of a matrix.
We use A† := A⊤(AA⊤)−1 to denote the right inverse of a
full row rank matrix A ∈ Rn×m. We use N (A) to denote
the nullspace of A. We use o(f(t)) to denote a function g(t)
that satisfies the condition lim

t→∞
(g(t)/f(t)) = 0.

II. DATA-DRIVEN FORMULATIONS OF THE LQR
In this section, we recall the model-based LQR, indirect

certainty-equivalence LQR [13], and direct LQR design
using data-based parameterization [10], [12], [14].

A. Model-based LQR

Consider a discrete-time linear time-invariant (LTI) system

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

where t ∈ N, xt ∈ Rn is the state, ut ∈ Rm is the
control input, {wt} is random process noise, and (A,B) is
stabilizable. Throughout the paper, we make the following
assumption on the noise.

Assumption 1: The noise sequence {wt} is identically and
independently distributed with wt ∼ N (0, In)

1.
The infinite-horizon LQR problem aims to find a state

feedback gain K that minimizes a time-average cost, i.e.,

minimizeK lim
T→∞

1

T
E

[
T−1∑
t=0

(x⊤
t Qxt + u⊤

t Rut)

]
subject to (1) and ut = Kxt,

(2)

where Q ≻ 0, R ≻ 0 are penalty matrices, and the
expectation is taken over the statistics of noise.

When A+BK is stable, it holds that [22]

C(K) = Tr((Q+K⊤RK)Σ), (3)

1While we assume a unit covariance of noise for the simplicity of
presentation, all the results can be extended to general covariance case
straightforwardly.

where Σ is the steady-state covariance matrix obtained as
the positive definite solution to the Lyapunov equation

Σ = In + (A+BK)Σ(A+BK)⊤. (4)

We refer to C(K) as the LQR cost and to (3)-(4) as a
parameterization of the LQR.

The optimal LQR gain K∗ := argminK C(K) of (3)-(4)
can be found by the celebrated Riccati equation with known
(A,B) [22]. In the sequel, we recapitulate several data-driven
control methods to find K∗ with unknown (A,B).

B. Indirect certainty-equivalence LQR with ordinary least-
square identification

A classical approach to data-driven LQR design is based
on the certainty-equivalence principle: it first estimates a
nominal model (A,B) from data, and then solves the LQR
problem regarding the identified model as the ground-truth.
Consider a t-long time series2 of states, inputs, noises, and
successor states

X0 :=
[
x0 x1 . . . xt−1

]
∈ Rn×t,

U0 :=
[
u0 u1 . . . ut−1

]
∈ Rm×t,

W0 :=
[
w0 w1 . . . wt−1

]
∈ Rn×t,

X1 :=
[
x1 x2 . . . xt

]
∈ Rn×t,

(5)

which satisfy the system dynamics

X1 = AX0 +BU0 +W0. (6)

We assume that the data is persistently exciting (PE)
[23], i.e., the block matrix of input and state data D0 :=
[U⊤

0 , X⊤
0 ]⊤ has full row rank

rank(D0) = m+ n. (7)

It is well-known that this PE condition is necessary for the
data-driven LQR design [11], [24].

Based on the subspace relations (6) and the rank condition
(7), the least-squares estimator (Â, B̂) of the system is

[B̂, Â] = argmin
B,A

∥X1 − [B,A]D0∥F = X1D
†
0. (8)

It is an unbiased estimator with variance [4, Chapter 3]

EW0

[[
B̂ −B Â−A

] [
B̂ −B Â−A

]⊤]
=

1

t
Φ−1,

(9)
where Φ := D0D

⊤
0 /t is the sample covariance of input-state

data. Following the certainty-equivalence principle [2], the
system (A,B) is replaced with its estimate (Â, B̂) in (3)-
(4), and the LQR problem can be reformulated as

minimize
K,Σ⪰0

Tr
(
(Q+K⊤RK)Σ

)
,

subject to Σ = In + (Â+ B̂K)Σ(Â+ B̂K)⊤

[B̂, Â] = argmin
B,A

∥X1 − [B,A]D0∥F .

(10)

We refer to (10) as the indirect certainty-equivalence LQR
problem.

2The time series do not have to be consecutive. All results in Sections
II-III also hold when each column in (5) is obtained from independent
experiments or even averaged data sets.



C. Direct LQR with data-based system parameterization

The direct data-driven LQR design aims to find K∗

bypassing system identification (8) [2], [10], [12]. The key
is the data-based parameterization: by the rank condition (7),
there exists G ∈ Rt×n such that[

K
In

]
= D0G (11)

for any given K. Together with the subspace relation (6), the
closed-loop system matrix can be written as

A+BK = [B,A]

[
K
In

]
(11)
= [B,A]D0G

(6)
= (X1 −W0)G,

Following the certainty-equivalence principle [2], the un-
known noise matrix W0 is disregarded, and X1G is used
as the closed-loop matrix. Substituting A + BK with X1G
in (3)-(4) and together with (11), the LQR problem becomes

minimize
G,Σ⪰0

Tr
(
(Q+G⊤U⊤

0 RU0G)Σ
)
,

subject to Σ = In +X1GΣG⊤X⊤
1 , X0G = In

(12)

with the gain matrix K = U0G, which can be refor-
mulated as a semi-definite program (SDP) after changing
variables [10]. The LQR parameterization (12) is direct data-
driven, as it does not involve any explicit SysID. Note that
the dimension of (12) scales linearly with data length.

When noise is present, regularization methods are used
to single out a solution with favorable properties. Three
regularizers are developed in [2], [12], [13], including the
certainty-equivalence promoting regularizer ∥ΠD0

G∥, the ro-
bustness promoting regularizer Tr(GΣG⊤), and the low-rank
regularizer ∥G∥1. For the certainty-equivalence promoting
regularizer with a sufficiently large coefficient, the solution
coincides with the indirect certainty-equivalence LQR (10).
A detailed discussion can be found in [13].

D. Covariance parameterization of direct data-driven LQR

Our previous work [14] proposes a sample covariance
parameterization for the LQR problem. Under the PE rank
condition (7), the sample covariance Φ is positive definite,
and there is a unique solution V ∈ R(n+m)×n to[

K
In

]
= ΦV (13)

for any given K. We refer to (13) as the covariance
parameterization of the policy. In contrast to the prior
parameterization in (11), the dimension of V is independent
of the data length.

Remark 1: The solution of (11) can be parameterized via
orthogonal decomposition

G =
1

t
D⊤

0 V +∆,∆ ∈ N (D0). (14)

If we remove the nullspace N (D0) in (14), then the parame-
terization (11) reduces to (13). This can be achieved by using
the certainty-equivalence promoting regularizer ∥ΠD0G∥ for
(12) [2].

For brevity, define the sample covariance matrices X0 =
X0D

⊤
0 /t, U0 = U0D

⊤
0 /t, W 0 = W0D

⊤
0 /t, and X1 =

X1D
⊤
0 /t. Then, the closed-loop matrix can be written as

A+BK = [B,A]

[
K
In

]
(13)
= [B,A]ΦV

(6)
= (X1−W 0)V. (15)

Analogous to (12), we disregard the uncertainty W 0 in the
parameterized closed-loop matrix and formulate the direct
data-driven LQR problem using (X0, U0, X1) as

minimize
V,Σ⪰0

J(V ) := Tr
(
(Q+ V ⊤U

⊤
0 RU0V )Σ

)
,

subject to Σ = In +X1V ΣV ⊤X
⊤
1 , X0V = In

(16)

with the gain matrix K = U0V recovered from (13).
We refer to (16) as the LQR problem with covariance
parameterization. It can be shown that (16) is equivalent
to the indirect certainty-equivalence LQR (10) in the sense
that their solutions coincide; see [14, Lemma 1]. Thus, the
certainty-equivalence promoting regularizer ∥ΠD0

G∥ is not
needed for the covariance parameterization (16).

We show that the uncertainty W0V in (15) decreases with
the amount of data. For brevity, define ϕt := [u⊤

t , x
⊤
t ]

⊤ and
Φt := E[

∑t−1
i=0 ϕiϕ

⊤
i /t].

Lemma 1: Under Assumption 1, it holds that E
[
W 0

]
= 0

and Var
[
vec(W 0)

]
= In ⊗ Φt/t.

Proof: Since wt is uncorrelated with ϕt, it holds that
E
[
W 0

]
= E[

∑t−1
i=0 wiϕ

⊤
i /t] = 0. For the variance, we have

Var
[
vec(W 0)

]
= Var

[
vec

(
1

t

t−1∑
i=0

wiϕ
⊤
i

)]

=
1

t2

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
k=0

E[vec(wiϕ
⊤
i ) · vec(wkϕ

⊤
k )

⊤]

=
1

t2

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
k=0

E[(wi ⊗ ϕi) · (w⊤
k ⊗ ϕ⊤

k )]

=
1

t2

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
k=0

E[(wiw
⊤
k )⊗ (ϕiϕ

⊤
k )]

=
1

t2

t−1∑
i=0

In ⊗ E[ϕiϕ
⊤
i ] =

1

t
In ⊗ Φt,

where the third and fourth equalities follow from properties
of Kronecker product.

By Lemma 1, if ϕt converges to some steady distributions,
i.e., Φt converges to some constant matrix, then the variance
Var
[
vec(W 0)

]
and hence the uncertainty W0V will decrease

to zero with the rate O(1/t).

III. REGULARIZATION FOR THE
COVARIANCE-PARAMETERIZED LQR

In this section, we first propose a regularization method
for the covariance-parameterized certainty-equivalent LQR
problem (16) to enhance robust closed-loop stability3. Then,

3We use robust closed-loop stability to describe the robustness of the
data-driven LQR solution against noisy data, which can be quantified by
the percentage of stabilizing solutions from multiple trails.



we show that this regularizer can also account for the
uncertainty in the cost function. Finally, we interpret the
regularizer as promoting exploration or exploitation.

A. Regularization for promoting robust closed-loop stability

The feasibility of the covariance-parameterized LQR prob-
lem (16) depends on that of the Lyapunov equation

Σ = In +X1V ΣV ⊤X
⊤
1 , (17)

where X1V is regarded as the closed-loop matrix. However,
by the relation A + BK = (X1 − W 0)V , the Lyapunov
equation that should be met is

Σ = In + (X1 −W 0)V ΣV ⊤(X1 −W 0)
⊤. (18)

To render the resulted controller stabilizing, we need the
difference between the right-hand side of (17) and (18) to
be small, which is

Σdiff := W 0V ΣV ⊤X
⊤
1 +X1V ΣV ⊤W

⊤
0 −W 0V ΣV ⊤W

⊤
0 .

(19)
By the subspace relations (6), the difference can be further
expressed as

Σdiff
(6)
= W 0V ΣV ⊤([B A]Φ +W 0)

⊤

+ ([B A]Φ +W 0)V ΣV ⊤W
⊤
0 −W 0V ΣV ⊤W

⊤
0

= W 0V ΣV ⊤W 0 +W 0V ΣV ⊤Φ[B A]⊤

+ [B A]ΦV ΣV ⊤W 0.
(20)

By Lemma 1, it follows that ∥W 0∥ ∼ 1/
√
t as t grows to

infinity. Hence, the first term in (20) vanishes quickly, and
the last two terms dominate Σdiff. To reduce Σdiff, it suffices
to make Tr(V ΣV ⊤Φ) small. To this end, we introduce the
regularizer

Ω(V ) := Tr(V ΣV ⊤Φ) (21)

to the covariance-parameterized LQR problem (16)

minimize
V,Σ⪰0

Jλ(V ) := J(V ) + λΩ(V ),

subject to Σ = In +X1V ΣV ⊤X
⊤
1 , X0V = In

(22)

with the gain matrix K = U0V and the regularization
coefficient λ > 0. We refer to (22) as regularized covariance
parameterization of the LQR problem.

Remark 2: In the prior parameterization (11) and (12),
the robustness-promoting regularizer Tr(GΣG⊤) is adopted
to reduce the difference in the Lyapunov equation [2]. By
leveraging the relation (14) and removing the nullspace, we
have Tr(GΣG⊤) = Tr(V ΣV ⊤Φ)/t. That is, the regularized
covariance parameterization problem (22) is equivalent to
the problem (12) with blended (infinite-coefficient) certainty-
equivalence promoting regularizer ∥ΠD0

G∥ and robustness-
promoting regularizer Tr(GΣG⊤).

Remark 3: The regularization coefficient λ should be set
proportionally to 1/

√
t. To see this, note that Σdiff in (20)

can be approximated as

Ω(V ) · constant√
t

+ o

(
1√
t

)
.

This means that the uncertainty in Σ decreases as O(1/
√
t),

and accordingly, the regularizer reflecting this uncertainty
should also diminish at the rate O(1/

√
t).

Next, we show that the regularized problem (22) can be
formulated as a convex program. By the change of variables
V = SΣ−1, (22) becomes

min
(Σ,S,L,M)

Tr(QΣ) + Tr(RL) + λTr(MΦ)

subject to



X0S = Σ
Σ ⪰ In

X1SΣ
−1S⊤X

⊤
1 − Σ+ In ⪯ 0

L− U0SΣ
−1S⊤U

⊤
0 ⪰ 0

M − SΣ−1S⊤ ⪰ 0.

Using a Schur complement, it can be further formulated as
an SDP with linear matrix inequality constraints

min
(Σ,S,L,M)

Tr(QΣ) + Tr(RL) + λTr(MΦ)

subject to
X0S = Σ,

[
Σ− In X1S

S⊤X
⊤
1 Σ

]
⪰ 0[

L U0S

S⊤U
⊤
0 Σ

]
⪰ 0,

[
M S
S⊤ Σ

]
⪰ 0

(23)

with the control gain K = U0SΣ
−1. Since the dimension

of (23) does not depend on the data length, it can be solved
efficiently by modern SDP solvers (e.g., cvx [25]).

B. Harnessing uncertainty in the cost via regularization

We show that the regularizer Ω(V ) can also be used to
reduce the uncertainty in the cost function induced by noise.
Recall that the covariance-parameterized cost is

J(V ) = Tr
(
(Q+ V ⊤U

⊤
0 RU0V )Σ

)
,

where the steady-state covariance matrix Σ is given by the
solution to (17). Recall also that the true cost that we aim
to minimize is

C(K) = Tr
(
(Q+K⊤RK)Σ

)
,

where K = U0V , and the steady-state covariance matrix Σ
is given by the solution to (18). By approximating the dif-
ference between those two steady-state covariance matrices
as Σdiff, the uncertainty in the cost can be approximated as

C(K)− J(V ) ≈ Tr
(
(Q+ V ⊤U

⊤
0 RU0V ) · Σdiff

)
.

That is, the uncertainty in the cost depends on the multi-
plication of two terms: the first term Q + V ⊤U

⊤
0 RU0V

contains penalty matrices Q and R related to the control
goal, and the second term Σdiff (19) is the uncertainty that
affects the closed-loop stability of the solution. Thus, by
properly selecting the coefficient (depending on Q and R),
the regularizer Ω(V ) in (21) accounting for Σdiff can also
minimize the uncertainty in the cost. As noted in Remark
3, the regularization coefficient here should also be set
proportionally to 1/

√
t.



Our regularization method is also in line with the separa-
tion principle literature in data-driven predictive control [19],
[20], where the covariance of model estimator is added to
the cost function to account for the uncertainty. To see this,
we interpret our regularization method in terms of indirect
control. Leveraging the covariance parameterization in (13),
the regularizer can be reformulated as a function of K

Tr(V ΣV ⊤Φ) = Tr

(
Φ−1

[
K
In

]
Σ

[
K
In

]⊤)
. (24)

Thus, our regularization is also linear in the covariance of
the least-squares estimator Φ−1/t in (9) as in [19], [20].

C. Connection to exploration and exploitation in reinforce-
ment learning and indirect adaptive LQR

By using trace properties, the LQR cost C(K) in (3) can
be written as

Tr((Q+K⊤RK)Σ) = Tr

([
R 0
0 Q

] [
K
In

]
Σ

[
K
In

]⊤)
.

Further, adding the regularizer in the form of (24) to the cost
function leads to the regularized LQR cost

Tr

(([
R 0
0 Q

]
+ λΦ−1

)[
K
In

]
Σ

[
K
In

]⊤)
. (25)

It follows from (25) that the regularizer can be interpreted
as a correction to the penalty matrices of the LQR problem.

With a positive or negative coefficient λ, the regularizer
can promote either exploitation or exploration, which are
a well-known trade-off in reinforcement learning [21]. Let
us elaborate. Since Φ−1 quantifies the covariance of model
error, its eigenvector corresponding to large eigenvalue de-
scribes the “direction” of the system with large uncertainty.
If λ > 0, this regularization term in the penalty matrix will
punish the system for generating data in the direction with
large uncertainty, i.e., it tends to select safe actions that are
believed to lead to lowest cost based on the certain part of
the system. Thus, the regularizer with positive coefficient
promotes exploitation. If λ < 0, this regularization term will
encourage the system for generating data in the direction
with large uncertainty, i.e., encourage the system to explore
the uncertain part of the system even though it does not
minimize the cost immediately. That is, negative coefficient
promotes exploration and helps reduce the uncertainty.

There are references in indirect adaptive LQR literature
that adopt such a regularizer (25) for efficient exploration,
while the derivation and motivation are different and inde-
pendent of this paper [6]–[8]. Specifically, they regard the
regularizer as a constraint and use Lagrangian duality method
to formulate the augmented LQR cost (25) with a negative
λ. We refer to [6]–[8] for more details.

IV. SIMULATION

This section uses simulations to validate our regularization
method for the covariance-parameterized LQR. Our simu-
lation is based on the benchmark LQR problem with the
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Fig. 1. Performance of the regularized covariance-parameterized LQR (22)
as a function of λ. The red line represents percentage of stabilizing solution
from 1000 independent trials, and the blue line represents the median of
optimality gap (27). The case λ = 0 corresponds to the certainty-equivalent
solution of (10) and (16).

system [1, Section 6]

A =


1.01 0.01 0

0.01 1.01 0.01

0 0.01 1.01

 , B = I3, (26)

which corresponds to a discrete-time marginally unstable
Laplacian system. Let Q = I3 and R = 10−3 × I3. This
parameter setting is also consistent with [2], [13].

Consider multiple independent trials. For each trial, we
run an experiment on the system with xt ∼ N (0, In), input
ut ∼ N (0, Im), and noise wt ∼ N (0, σ2 × In) for time
horizon T = 20. We let K(k) be the controller obtained
in k-th trial by solving the SDP (23). Whenever K(k) is
stabilizing, define the empirical optimality gap

Ek =
C(K(k))− C∗

C∗ . (27)

We denote by S the percentage of finding a stabilizing
controller and by M the median of Ek through all trials
that return a stabilizing controller. The signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) is approximated by σ(D0)/∥W0∥ as in [2].

Figure 1 shows the results from 1000 independent trails
under the noise level σ = 0.7 (SNR∈ [−3, 0]dB). It can be
observed that, compared to the certainty-equivalent solution
(10) and (16), regularization both increases the percentage
of obtaining stabilizing solution and reduces the optimality
gap for all λ ∈ (0, 1).

A detailed report for different σ from 100 independent
trails is contained in Table I, where we use bold font to
highlight the best overall performance in each row. It can be
observed that, even for the unreasonable noise level σ = 1,
97% of the solutions are stabilizing. The optimal selection
of the regularization coefficient depends on the SNR, or the
noise variance σ2 here: a larger SNR corresponds to a smaller
uncertainty and hence a small coefficient.



λ = 0 λ = 0.01 λ = 0.1 λ = 1 λ = 10

σ = 0.1

(SNR∈ [5, 10]dB)

S = 100%

M = 0.0042

S = 100%

M = 0.0044

S = 100%

M = 0.0164

S = 100%

M = 0.1155

S = 100%

M = 0.2168

σ = 0.3

(SNR∈ [0, 5]dB)

S = 100%

M = 0.039

S = 100%

M = 0.038

S = 100%

M = 0.041

S = 100%

M = 0.142

S = 100%

M = 0.243

σ = 0.7

(SNR∈ [−3, 0]dB)

S = 88%

M = 0.2697

S = 91%

M = 0.255

S = 99%

M = 0.189

S = 100%

M = 0.282

S = 99%

M = 0.370

σ = 1

(SNR∈ [−5,−3]dB)

S = 78%

M = 0.551

S = 81%

M = 0.521

S = 97%

M = 0.419

S = 97%

M = 0.418

S = 96%

M = 0.531

TABLE I
COMPARISON FOR DIFFERENT λ AND NOISE VARIANCE σ2 UNDER THE OFFLINE SETTING.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have proposed a regularization method
for the covariance parameterization for direct data-driven
LQR control. We have shown that the regularizer can well ac-
count for the uncertainty both in the steady-state covariance
matrix and in the cost functions. It is worth noting that our
approach is simple both in derivation and implementation.

While our simulation validates the effectiveness of the
proposed regularization method, a rigorous theoretical un-
derstanding of the performance remains open. A comparison
study to indirect LQR with regularized system identification
method [4] rather than ordinary least-squares is an interesting
future work. It would be also valuable to compare with the
robust control methods (e.g., the data informativity approach
[11], [26]) in terms of robust closed-loop stability. Applying
the regularization to adaptive control (e.g., data-enabled
policy optimization [14]) is an interesting direction.
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