arXiv:1912.06113v2 [math.OC] 17 Mar 2022

ERROR BOUNDS FOR MODEL REDUCTION OF
FEEDBACK-CONTROLLED LINEAR STOCHASTIC DYNAMICS ON
HILBERT SPACES

SIMON BECKER, CARSTEN HARTMANN, MARTIN REDMANN, AND LORENZ RICHTER

ABSTRACT. We analyze structure-preserving model order reduction methods for
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes and linear S(P)DEs with multiplicative noise based
on balanced truncation. For the first time, we include in this study the analysis
of non-zero initial conditions. We moreover allow for feedback-controlled dynamics
for solving stochastic optimal control problems with reduced-order models and prove
novel error bounds for a class of linear quadratic regulator problems. We provide
numerical evidence for the bounds and discuss the application of our approach to
enhanced sampling methods from non-equilibrium statistical mechanics.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we consider optimal control problems for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck pro-
cesses and linear stochastic systems with multiplicative noise in a Hilbert space setting.
These (abstract) equations describe stochastic partial differential equations (SPDEs)
or high dimensional stochastic differential equations (SDEs) representing spatial dis-
cretizations of underlying SPDEs. Since optimal control problems in large (or infinite)
dimensions often require high computational effort, thereby rendering practical appli-
cations infeasible, we resort to model order reduction (MOR) techniques. Here, the
key idea is to identify low-order approximations capturing the dynamics of the orig-
inally large-scale systems such that, subsequently, the optimal control problem can
be solved in the dimensionally reduced setting in which the complexity is lower or in
which algorithms can be applied that would not be feasible in the original framework.

Even though MOR of linear and bilinear control systems is often justified by the
incentive to reduce the computational burden associated with solving optimal control
problems, they are usually not designed for approximating feedback-control problems.
Most of the standard techniques like Gramian-based (balanced) MOR [CG86, GA04],
proper orthogonal decomposition [KV08, Ro05], or interpolation-based MOR [SDS21,
GABO8] are open-loop methods. Therefore, most of the error analysis focuses on
worst-case error bounds (if any) for a certain class of (e.g. square-integrable) admis-

sible controls. The specifics of the control or the cost functional are not taken into
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account for the identification of the relevant subspace or the bounds on the approxi-
mation error, which explains that the typical error bounds, such as the Hankel norm
or L>-error bounds of balanced truncation, are rather conservative when applied to
feedback control, i.e. closed-loop systems. Notable exceptions are linear quadratic
Gaussian control (LQG) balancing methods [JS83] and some of their more recent vari-
ants (e.g. [Cu03, BMS21]) that are based on balancing a pair of control and filter
Riccati equations associated with an underlying linear quadratic regulator problem:;
other approaches include stochastic (Feynman-Kac or backward SDE) representations
of the associated Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation [HLPZ14, KNHIS].

In this paper, we follow an alternative route to LGQ balancing or dynamic pro-
gramming using stochastic representations of HJB equations and instead consider
Gramian-based MOR with the goal to tighten the available open-loop error bounds.
The motivation for this strategy is that the computational cost associated with solv-
ing Lyapunov equations for the Gramians rather than algebraic Riccati equations or
HJB equations (e.g. using monotone finite difference schemes [BS91] or deep learning
[NR21]) is greatly reduced. We should mention that for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck type sys-
tems with quadratic cost functionals, it is possible to reduce the corresponding HJB
equations to Riccati equations, which further reduces the computational overhead of
grid-based discretization schemes for HJB equations. Nevertheless, Lyapunov equa-
tions in infinite dimensions are relatively well-behaved, which cannot be said for the
corresponding operator Riccati equations (e.g. see [OCO05]), thereby further motivating
our study.

To fix ideas, let (M;);>0 be a square-integrable mean zero Lévy process and let
(Ft)>0 be its induced filtration. For control functions v € L2;(Q x (0,T)) with values
in R™, we study the differential equations

dZg" = AZ dt + Bu, dt + K dM,, 72" =¢ (1.1a)
dZi™ = AZ8 dt + Bu, dt + NZ™ dM,, Zi» =¢ (1.1b)

for t € (to,T) on some separable Hilbert space X. We will mostly consider the case
to = 0, and throughout the paper we use the labels “ou” for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
processes and “lin” for linear systems with multiplicative noise that are sometimes
also referred to as “bilinear” in the literature (e.g. [BD11]). In (1.1a) the process is
allowed to take values in R, whereas in equation (1.1b) the Lévy process is assumed
to be scalar'. The precise assumptions we impose on the OU process (1.1a) are stated
in Section 3 and for equation 2 in Section 4. Most of the notation will be explained
in Section 1.4. In the equations above B : R™ — X, is the linear input operator.

IThis assumption is only to simplify the notation in this article and an adaptation to multiple
noise terms Y\_, N; Zl" dM; is straightforward.



MODEL REDUCTION OF CONTROLLED STOCHASTIC DYNAMICS 3

In general, we are interested in outputs C'Z;, where C' : X — H is the linear output
operator.

The study of controlled Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes (1.1a) is of great practical
relevance and has various applications such as interest rates models [V77] or pair trad-
ing in mathematical finance [ES19], and Langevin equations in physics [K07]. Such
processes are also considered to model random perturbations of linear deterministic
systems [HNS21]. Linear stochastic differential equations with multiplicative noise
generalizes a dissipative geometric Brownian motion and has multiple applications in
mathematical finance, where, most prominently, such equations describe stock prices
in the Black-Scholes model [H09]. Examples involving SPDEs include stochastic vari-
ants of the linearized Navier-Stokes equations [DFV14], stochastic polymer models
[MHKZ89], or the Kushner-Stratonovich equations of nonlinear filtering [B65].

1.1. Optimal control. For the optimal control problem associated to the equations
in (1.1), we consider quadratic cost functions on a time horizon 7" € (0, 00), given by

ou ou 1 ou
JLQR(OZ yu, T') = T (”OZ ||i2(QT) + (u, RU>L2(QT)> (1.2)

LMNCZ™Mu,T) = ||CZ™

}i%LL(QT) + (u, Ru) 200,y with 7 € (1,2].

(For the definition of the corresponding norms and scalar products, see Section 1.4
below.) We consider only functionals of quadratic type, as they allow us to use an
explicit representation of the optimal feedback control using LGQ theory, which is
necessary to obtain our error bounds. Let us remark that the functionals in (1.2) are
defined slightly differently compared to some of the control applications appearing in
the literature in order to acknowledge the fact that a stable OU dynamics with uni-
formly bounded second moment is not decaying, in contrast to a (mean-square) stable
dynamics with multiplicative noise. For a fixed simulation time T, the regularization
by 1/T of the first control functional can be omitted, however, it becomes necessary
for an infinite simulation time. To be precise, in case of T' = oo we define for the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process

JLar(CZ%" u, 00) = lijng sup JLqr(CZ°", u, T).
—00
In (1.2), Ris a (strictly) symmetric positive-definite matrix such that all eigenvalues of
R are strictly positive. For the ease of notation, we suppress the explicit dependence of
the cost in case of a finite time horizon, 7' < oo, on the initial data (to, ). In the case
T = oo and under some suitable ergodicity (i.e. stability and complete controllability)
assumptions, the optimal cost after taking the infimum over the controls u can be
shown to be independent of the initial conditions [ABG12].
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1.2. Model order reduction. As mentioned above, MOR shall be applied in order
to lower the complexity of the problem discussed in Section 1.1. We mainly focus on
a Gramian-based approach called balanced truncation (BT). Gramians can be inter-
preted as algebraic structures that are constructed to identify less relevant directions
in state equations such as (1.1a) and (1.1b) as well as redundant information in the
quantity of interest C'Z;. Simultaneous diagonalization of these Gramians then allows
to easily detect and truncate unimportant states in order to find an accurate reduced
system.

It turns out that MOR of control systems is intimately related with MOR. of non-
zero initial conditions. Therefore a few remarks on the specifics of Gramian-based BT
in connection with non-zero initial conditions are in order.

1.2.1. Deterministic systems. BT is very popular in the context of linear and bi-
linear deterministic control systems, since it features computable error bounds and
preserves many structural properties of the dynamics, such as stability or passivity
(e.g. [SVRO8]). Nevertheless, considered as an approximation tool for the Hankel
operator that is underlying the system under consideration, it heavily relies on L?2-
isometries and the fact that inputs and outputs are square-integrable functions on
the positive reals [G84]. With few exceptions (see [BGM17, HRA11, DHQ19]), most
of the available error bounds consider the dynamics under zero (or: homogeneous)
initial conditions. This is somewhat surprising as, for example, the system-theoretic
concepts of finite-time controllability and reachability make assertions about bounded
measurable control inputs only and do not assume the initial condition to be zero (see,
e.g. [C85, Sec. 4]). It is possible to think of the initial conditions as an extra con-
trol input, however, the control input associated with the initial condition is a Dirac
delta function, and as a consequence it is neither bounded nor square-integrable; the
approach thus requires an appropriate regularization that then leads to Hankel norm
error bounds that depend on the particular regularization chosen (see e.g. [HRA11]).

1.2.2. Stochastic setting. In this article, we follow a different route and extend the
notion of the Hankel operator to account for the non-zero initial conditions by an
appropriate shifting of the underlying reachability and observability Gramians. The
details will be given below in Section 2. In doing so, we study balanced MOR meth-
ods for (1.1) under non-zero initial states. Reduced order models, based on BT, for
(uncontrolled) Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes (Z9") have been considered in [FR18];
controlled processes (Z]™) have been extensively studied within the standard stochas-
tic BT framework and we refer the reader to [BH19, BR15, BD11] and references
therein for a general overview. To our knowledge, non-zero initial conditions for equa-
tions like (1.1b) have in general not been considered in the BT MOR framework so
far.
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For stochastic control problems, for which the optimal policies are know to be Mar-
kovian feedback controls, the dependence of the controlled dynamics on the initial
conditions is crucial [FS06, Sec. II1.7]. In contrast to the deterministic case, dynamic
programming, i.e. (approximately) solving HJB equations, or stochastic optimization
methods are the methods of choice to compute optimal controls, and these methods
rely on a careful treatment of the initial data. For example, the solution to the HJB
equation, the value function, is a function of the initial conditions, and the optimal
control can often be expressed in terms of the derivatives of the value function. As we
will detail below, we include the initial states in the MOR process by projecting them
on an L%-subspace that is spanned by the admissible initial states, which guarantees
that we can treat control and initial data on the same footing.

1.2.3. Differences between (1.1a) and (1.1b). The treatment of OU processes and sys-
tems with multiplicative noise seems analogous and follows a similar guiding principle
in our work, but has fundamental differences. While we consider the same noise pro-
cesses (M,) for both equations, the assumptions on the considered dynamics are dif-
ferent. The assumption on the OU-type dynamics requires a strictly dissipative linear
part, whereas we require a slightly stronger stability condition for the stochastic dy-
namics for systems with multiplicative noise. In case of OU processes, we work directly
with the underlying semigroup, whereas for systems with multiplicative noise, it is the
stochastic flow generated by the uncontrolled part, that takes on the fundamental po-
sition. What prevents us from putting the two dynamics (1.1a) and (1.1b) under the
same umbrella are the different mathematical structures of the two equations, which
force us to use different estimates. Specifically, we end up controlling different norms
of the solution, even though we enforce the same square integrability condition on the
controls. This is unavoidable, and it is owed to the fact that for the OU process with
additive noise large randomness will induce a large norm, whereas for systems with
multiplicative noise, the effect of the noise on the norm of the solution depends by the
magnitude of the process itself.

1.3. Outline. The rest of the article is organized as follows: Before presenting BT
in a nutshell in Section 2, Section 1.4 briefly introduces the basic notation for this
article. The OU semigroup and the corresponding model reduction error bound are
discussed in Section 3, whereas linear S(P)DEs with multiplicative noise are the subject
of Section 4. The OU and S(P)DE error bounds are then revisited from the perspective
of optimal control theory in Section 5, where we focus on linear quadratic regulator
(LQR) problems. Finally, in Section 6, we illustrate the theoretical findings from

Sections 3—5 with suitable numerical examples.

1.4. Further notation. The space of bounded linear operators between Banach spaces
X,Y is denoted by L£(X,Y) and just by £(X) if X = Y. The operator norm of a
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bounded operator T € L(X,Y) is written as ||T'||. The trace-class and Hilbert-Schmidt
operators between Hilbert spaces X,Y are denoted by TC(X,Y) and HS(X,Y), re-
spectively. In particular, we recall that for a linear operator T' € TC(X,Y), where X
and Y are now separable Hilbert spaces, the trace norm is given as

T pe = sup {Z [ fos Ten)y| : (en)nen ONB of X and (f,,)nen ONB of Y} . (1.3)

neN

The Hilbert-Schmidt norm is given by

ITlls =, [ > [fm: Teny[? (1.4)

n,meN
where (e,,)nen is any ONB of X and (f,)neny any ONB of Y.

We say that g = O(f) if there is a C' > 0 such that ||g|| < C||f||. The domain of
unbounded operators A is denoted by D(A).

We write A(Z) to denote the difference of the quantity = for two systems, i.e.

—_

A(Z) = Egystem 1 — Ssystem 2. We denote the expectation of a random variable Y by
E(Y) where we throughout the article assume to work on some fixed probability space
(Q, F,P). If we want to address an operator L for both OU processes and linear systems
with multiplicative noise, we write Lo"/l®,

We write Qr := Q x (0,T) and define, for a Banach space Y, the norm associated
with the space L?(Qr,Y)

11l 2 vy = \/E/m) L @I dt. (1.5)

When writing L” spaces, we most often omit the domain and sometimes also the
image space to shorten the notation.

We also define the norm on iterated LPL? spaces by

1fllzgzg == llw = lly = f(2,9)llall v, (1.6)

where the L? norm is taken over the second argument, y, followed by the LP norm
integration over the first argument, x.

We use the subscript ad for LP spaces to denote stochastic processes in LP that are
adapted to a canonical filtration.

The convolution of two functions is denoted by
(F+9)e) = [ 1= (o) dy
R

We write 1x for the indicator function on some measurable set X, i.e. Iy(x) =1 if
x € X and 0 otherwise.
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If a sequence (x,) converges with respect to the weak topology of a Banach space
to some element x of that space, we write x,, — x.

To include subspaces of relevant initial states in the MOR, process, we define for an
orthonormal family ¢; € L?(2, X), the map By, : R¥ — X by Bj,v := Zle (v, €)pr Pi-
Here, span {¢;; i € {1, .., k}} is the space of admissible initial states. In other words, we
define an operator B;, such that By, Bj is a projection onto the subspace of admissible
initial states.

2. BALANCED TRUNCATION IN A NUTSHELL

In this article, we study MOR methods for equations (1.1). To fix ideas, let us for now
assume that the underlying Hilbert space X is finite-dimensional. In the first step of
the MOR process, positive semidefinite observability and reachability Gramians ¢°"!i»
and 22°"1" are computed from Lyapunov equations, using an auxiliary operator S :=
BB, + KE(M; M7 )K*. We note that Gramians are the key ingredient of balancing-
related MOR methods like BT, since from their eigenspaces, dominant subspaces of
the underlying system can be extracted.

For Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes, for which we consider two types of reachability
Gramians &°" and P°", the Lyapunov equations (Prop. 3.3) take the form

A*O" + O"A+ C*C' =0,
AP+ PUA* + BB + KE(M;M{)K* =0 and (2.1)
APt = S) + (P" = S)A*+ BB* = 0.
e The first reachability Gramian £7°" is employed to obtain an error bound on the
supremum norm with initial state 0 (Theorem 1), which is the basis for a bound
with general initial states relying on the same type of Gramian (Corollary 3.4).

e The second reachability Gramian P°" depends also on the chosen initial states
and allows us to obtain an L? error bound (Theorem 2).

For linear systems with multiplicative noise they satisfy (see Prop. 4.2 below)
A(P™ — BB + (2™ — BB A* + N(#™ — By, B )N*
+ BB* + By,B:, =0 and (2.2)
A*ﬁhn + ﬁlinA + N*ﬁlinN =+ C*C —0.
Since both @°I™ and 27°uIin are positive semidefinite, they can be decomposed as
ool — W*W and 2ol = RR*. Let ¢°"I'™ and 27°"I» have for simplicity full
rank, the balanced representation is obtained by first performing a singular value de-

composition W R = VXU*, to identify a dominant subspace for the dynamics of the
system, where V, U are unitary and ¥ is diagonal. The diagonal entries of ¥ are called
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Hankel singular values of the system. Then, we conjugate the system by operators
T :=X"'2V*W and T~ := RUY ™2 such that

li — li i li i —
Azu\ n TAou\hnT B0u| n /_Z—vBou|hn7 Cgul g C«ou\hnT 1’ and

(2.3)
N = TNh“T‘ , Kt = TK.

The state space transformation in (2.3) can be viewed as a procedure in which the
Gramians ¢°"!"™ and 22°"in are simultaneously diagonalized. This is done because
the Hankel singular values characterize the importance of associated state components
as shown in other stochastic settings for additive noise [FR18] and multiplicative noise
[R18].  To obtain a reduced system by BT, the operator ¥ is now approximated.
This approximation is obtained by discarding the smallest singular values of ¥ and
only capturing the large ones since the corresponding state variables mainly determine
the dynamics. Error bounds in this article are commonly expressed in terms of the
difference of Hankel operators for the full and the reduced system. This difference of
Hankel operators we denote by A(H). The Hankel operator is one possible decom-
position W R of the Gramians above. The precise definition of the Hankel operator
is stated in Definitions 3.2, for OU processes, and 4.1, for linear systems with multi-
plicative noise, respectively. However, to evaluate the trace norm difference it is not
necessary to analyze the Hankel operator directly: To evaluate the singular values of
A(H), and thus the trace norm of A(H), we introduce an error system

A\ou|lin — (13 %) : §0u|1in — (g) : gionuﬂin — (gm) : aou|1in — (C _5) ’

L] N O =5 Kin ~ou | lin Z
Nin . — (O ]V) KO = ([?in) and state variable Z; [t (i) ;

where operators/states without tilde belong to System 1, as in (1.1), and with tilde to
some System 2. This second system could be any other system with the same structure

(2.4)

such as the reduced system, e.g., resulting from applying BT. Certainly, the output of
the error system is is the error between the outputs of both systems. Then one can define
Gramians O = W*W and P = RR* of this error system (2.4) that satisfy Lyapunov
equations (2.1) or (2.2) for the error system, i.e.

A*O" + O A+ C*C =

~ ~ ~ PPN (2.5)

AP = S)+ (P = S)A*"+ BB* =0
where S 1= By, Bf, + KE(M;M;)K* and analogously for linear systems with multi-
plicative noise. We can then perform a singular value decomposition WR = VAU*
with diagonal operator A that contains all singular values of the error system (2.4) on



MODEL REDUCTION OF CONTROLLED STOCHASTIC DYNAMICS 9

its diagonal [RS14, Theorem 5.1]. It is then easy to check that

IAE e =Y 2= > &

AEA uer/o(OP)

This property follows as any decomposition WRis equivalent to the Hankel operator
H associated with system (2.4):

~

More precisely, there exist unitary mappings [RS14, Prop. 6.1] U : tan(WR) —
tan(H) and V : ker (WR) — ker™(H) such that

A(‘[{)|kerL(ﬁ) = H|kerL(ﬁ) =U <WR> |kcrL(W§)V*|kerl(ﬁ)'

Notice that when BT is used, ||A(H)/pq is expected to be small, since a reduced
system is constructed that is supposed to keep the large Hankel singular values of the
original system such that ), , A has small summands in most of the cases.

We summarize the preceding discussion of the Hankel operator error bounds:

e The trace class norm of the Hankel operator difference is computable by solv-
ing in addition the Lyapunov equations for the error system consisting of the
original and the reduced system (2.4).

e The error bound does not require the user to compute the Hankel operator
directly.

e As a word of caution: The Hankel operators do not have any obvious energy
interpretation. In particular, the difference of Hankel operators in trace norm
is not the same as the sum of truncated Hankel singular values in the MOR
process.

3. ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK PROCESSES

Let X be a Hilbert space, A be the generator of a Cy-semigroup (73);>0 on X, as
well as K : R? - X and B : R™ — X both linear and continuous maps. For the OU
processes (1.1a), we define the mild solution (Z°");>( with initial state & € L?(2, Fy, X)
with output given by the variation of constant formula

t t
Y, = CZ™ = CT,& + / CT,_ K dM, + / CT,_,Bu, ds. (3.1)
0 0

In particular, if X is finite-dimensional or more general, if (7;) is uniformly contin-

uous, then the semigroup is just given by T} := e'4.

For OU processes we make the following stability assumption:

Assumption 1 (OU processes). We assume that A is the generator of an exponentially
stable semigroup (T});>o such that for somew > 0 andv > 1: ||T;|| < ve ‘. Moreover,
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we assume that (My)i>o is a square-integrable mean zero Lévy process taking values in

R<.

In the theory of balanced truncation, it is common to introduce two types of Grami-
ans, an observability Gramian and a reachability Gramian. Here, we introduce for
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes two possible types of such reachability Gramians, from
which one of them is also taking into account non-zero initial conditions. Their slightly
different definitions are mainly motivated by our two methods of obtaining error bounds
that we introduce in this article.

Definition 3.1 (OU Gramians). For the controlled OU process, we define the obseruv-
ability Gramian for x,y € X by

(x, 0°"y) x ::/ (CTyx,CTyy),, ds (3.2)
0

and two types of reachability Gramians for x,y € X by

(x, Py)x = / (x, T,(KE (M, M]) K*+ BB")T{y)x dt, and
o (3.3)

(z,P"y) x :=/ (z, \BB*T{y)x dt + (z,(BwBj, + KE (M1 M{) K*)y) y -
0

If X is finite-dimensional, then the definition of the Gramians reduces in case of the
observability Gramian to

o —/ T:C*CT; ds (3.4)
0
and for the reachability Gramians to

pon / Ty(KE (M, M?) K* + BB*)T? dt, and
0 (3.5)
0

The weak formulation for infinite-dimensional spaces X is needed in general, as
t — T, is not necessarily measurable but ¢ — Tz for any fixed z € X is.

Definition 3.2 (OU Hankel operator). The OU Hankel operator is the operator
HO% = WU R € L(L?((0,00),R™) @ R @ R, L2((0,00), H)).

Here, we assume that the controls take values in R™, the space of admissible initial
states is k-dimensional, and the noise process takes values in R?.

The observability map W°* € L(X, L*((0,00), H)) is defined as
Wtx .= C'Tyx such that 0°" = W W,

where W is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator if H is finite-dimensional.
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The reachability map R°* € HS(L?((0,00), R™) @ R? & R*, X) is defined as

R (f,v,u) := / TsBfs ds + K+/E(M; M;)v + Bpu
0
such that P°" = R°“R°"*.

(3.6)

The Gramians (3.2) and (3.3) satisfy the following Lyapunov equations:

Proposition 3.3 (Lyapunov equations). The observability Gramian satisfies for all
Ta,Y2 € D(A)

<AI‘2, ﬁ°“y2>x + <l’2, ﬁouAy2>X + <l’2, C’*C’y2>X =0

and the reachability Gramians satisfies, for all x1,y1 € D(A*), with S := BB +
KE(M,M{)K*,
(1, PVA* Y1) + (A1, P + (21, (BB* + KE(MM7)K*)y1)y = 0 and
(21, (P = S)A"y1) x + (A1, (P = S)yn) x + (21, BB 1) x = 0.

If A is bounded, the equations reduce to
A*ﬁou+ﬁOuA+C*O: 0
and

PUA* 4 AP + BB* + KE(M{M;)K* =0 and
(P — S)A* + A(P™" — §) + BB* = 0.

Proof. The Lyapunov equations follow immediately from the Lyapunov equations for
linear deterministic systems [ORW13]:

This is immediate for the observability Gramian, since it coincides with the observ-
ability Gramian for linear systems.

For the reachability Gramian it suffices to observe that &°" and P°" — S are of the
form of a linear reachability Gramian. U

3.1. Error bounds. We start by stating a direct bound for two OU processes as
in (1.1a) with (C, A, K, B) and (5,;{,[?, é), respectively, both having zero initial
conditions. To this end, let (7}) and (ﬁ) be the semigroups generated by A and A.
To state the error bound, we introduce for ¢ € {1,2} the auxiliary Gramians defined
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in terms of By = B and By = K\/m by
AP, + PA* = —B;B}, P, := /oo CT,B; B T*C*ds,
0
AP, + P, A" = —B,B}, P,, = / N CT,B;B:TFC*ds, (3.7)
0
Aﬁ+é%:_ggja:/?ﬁﬁjﬁﬁm&
0

and observe that the sums #°" = P, + P, and Ppou — ﬁl + ﬁg coincide with the
reachability Gramian for By, = 0. Moreover, we write )" = Py ,+ P ,. We then have
the following error bound for the outputs of two Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes starting
from zero with possibly two different controls.

Theorem 1 (Error bound from zero). For control functions u,u € L?y(Qr,R™) and
wniatial conditions Yo = Yy = 0, it follows that the difference between the outputs of two
OU processes satisfies

SUP] \/E |:||}/;f - Z||2:| S \/5(1 V ||u||L2(QT))<tI' (C(@Ouc«* N 20{@;115*

telo, T

) o (3.8)
+ 6370‘15*)) * (tr(éﬁlé*)) [,

Proof. The explicit outputs of controlled OU processes are according to (3.1) given by

t t
Y, = C/ T,_sBug d3+C/ Ti_sK dM, and
0 0 B

- -~

=:I1(u) =:Is

t t
Y, = C'/ T, _sBug ds+C’/ T, K dM;.
0 0

(. [ J/

::fl(ﬂ) =:15

We insert the representations for Y; and Y; from (3.9) and obtain for (3.8)
(mm—ﬁ62=@mmw—zw»uaw I ()

FL-TP)
< (BIn) - T I)" + (BN - TI)’

+ (BIhw - @)’
(3.10)

From [FR18, (31)] we know that

E[|I, — L|? < tr [CPQC* —20P,,C* + 61325*} (3.11)
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for all ¢t € [0, T]. We can estimate the first term in (3.10) using that

(|1 (u) — L(u)||*] = E ‘ /0 t (Oﬂ_sBus—éﬁ_sém) ds 2]

<=|()

- t o 2 t
<E / HCTt_SB—CTt_SBH ds/ ||us||2d3}
LJo HS 0

:/Ot

< tr [C’PlC* - 20P1,g5* + 51516*] HUH%Q(QT)ﬂ

2
OTy B — 5ﬁ,s§H ||us|]ds) ]
HS

(3.12)

~—~ ~]2 t
CTy B~ CT, B dsE { / ||us|!2ds}
HS 0

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz and took the limit ¢ — oo in the first integral and
t — T in the second one. Furthermore, we find for the remaining term in (3.10) that

1 t " 2 %
(BIT () - h@|?)" < (E ( / Cr By Hus—ﬂsllds) D
- ~ 12 3 t 3
C’eA(t*S)BlH ds) (E/ || —ﬁsHst)
HS 0

([ o

< (tr(@ﬁlé*))§ [ — | L2 (q).-

In order to get (3.8), we estimate

(BI5(w) - L@)?)* + (1%~ BI?)* < VEVEIL () - Lw)|?] +E[IL - LI
(3.13)

applying a + b < v/2va? + b2 for a,b € RT. We insert (3.11) and (3.12) into (3.13)
and enlarge the resulting expression trough 1, HUH%Q(QT) <(1lv HUH%Q(QT))‘ The bound
(3.8) now follows, by the linearity of the trace. O

A different control u in the reduced order model appears for example if model re-
duction is applied in the context of optimal control. Solving a control problem in the
reduced system then leads to a different control strategy compared to the full model.
However, we see from the bound in Theorem 1 that the expression depending on the
difference between u and u is scaled by a term depending on ﬁl, an operator that
cannot be expected to be small. Hence, one can only guarantee a good approximation
if u and w are not too different. Notice that the bound in Theorem 1 is a generalization
of the result in [FR 18], where B = 0 was considered. Moreover, if the second system is

a reduced model based on BT, then tr <C@°“C* — 20323”5* + 5@’“5*) in Theorem
1 can be expressed in terms of a weighted sum of truncated Hankel singular values of
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the system with zero initial data, which can be shown following the steps of [FR18].
Therefore, the error of BT is low if we choose the reduced system dimension such that
the truncated Hankel singular values are small.

We now state an error bound in case the initial condition is not zero.

Corollary 3.4 (Error bound non-zero initial states). Let u,u € L2;(Q7,R"), Y be the
output of (1.1a) with Z§" = € = Bi,v and Y be the output of the reduced system with
Z" = 0. We define

VO = COTOB,v+Y, (3.14)

where (i(0)>t20 is a Cy-semigroup generated by some operator A© and Em, CO gre
additional input and output operators, respectively. Then, we have

[un

2

Y = YO 20, <V2T(1V |yu||L2(QT))(tr (ngouc* a0 éﬁué*»
+vllzz ) (tr (CPOC* _2CR, , 00 4 0O ﬁoa(o)*» }

e~ N\ 1/2 _
+VT (tr(CPlC*)) 1w — | L2
where Py, By 4 and f’o satisfy

APy + PyA* = =By, B, APy, + Py ,AY* = B, B, AOP) + By A" = —B; B .

m? wm?

Proof. We use the triangle inequality to obtain

2

T
¥ = 7Ol < (B [ 10— CTiBo) - it
0

T o 3
+ (E / |CT, Biv — C’(O)Tt(O)BmvHth)
0

Since the function Y; — CT;B;,v, t € [0,T], is the output to (1.1a) with zero initial
state, Theorem 1 yields

T ~ 2 o N1)2 N
(& [ 105 - i) = Filar) < VT (@FE) ™ u = T
0

V2TV [[ull20) <tr (a@ouc* - 20@;‘16*6@70“5*)) ?,
Moreover, as in previous estimates, we find
T T
E / |CT, Binv — COT" B, v 2dt < / |CT,Biy, — COT By |3 4dt Elv]|?
0 0
S EH'UHQ tr <CP()C* — 2CP0’95(0)* + 5(0)ﬁ05(0)*>

concluding the proof. O
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Remark 1. The choice of YO in (5.1/) is motivated by the fact that (1.1a) can
be decomposed into a homogeneous and inhomogeneous part. Its output can then be
written as Yy, = CH" + CIY", where

AHS" = AH dt, M =& = By, (3.15)
AT = AT dt + Bu, dt + K dM,, TS = 0. (3.16)

Asin [BGM17], BT based on the Gramian Py can be applied to (3.15) in order to get a
reduced system with matrices (E(O), Bin, 5(0)). BT is used a second time but now based
on Z°" to find a reduced system to (3.16). The reduced order matrices in this case are
(g, g,é, [N() The sum of both reduced order outputs is then a suitable candidate for
the choice of YO In the context of BT, it was also shown in [BGM17| that the error

term tr <C’POC'* — QC'Po,gé’(O)* + 6(0)ﬁ05(0)*> 1s a function of the truncated Hankel
singular values based on Py. Consequently, BT applied to (3.15) and (3.16) yields a
small error if one truncates the respective small Hankel singular values only.

We now state another error bound that takes into account the initial states and
bounds the norms appearing in the control functional (1.2). In contrast to the previous
approach in Remark 1, the second ansatz does not rely on a splitting of the system. It
is an all in one reduction procedure which invokes the Hankel operator that relies on
the reachability Gramian P°". However, the error will be bounded by the truncated
singular values of the error system (2.4) instead of the truncated Hankel singular
values of the large-scale system. First, we need the following lemma, where we employ
A introduced in Subsection 1.4.

Lemma 3.5. Let H ~ R" be a finite-dimensional space, then for two systems with
the same Lévy noise profile, satisfying Assumption 1, the difference of their Hankel
operators A(H®") satisfies

72 (] )
— A CT,_ K dM, < [|A(H")|lys »
VT 0 L2(Q HS(R™ R")) s

A (CTBin)HL?(o,oo),HS(Rk,Rn)) < [[A(H™)|lys, and
[A(CTB) | 11 (0,000,188 mryy < 2N A (H) | -

(3.17)
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Proof. To obtain the first bound in (3.17), consider the process X; := fot CT,_ K dM,
such that by Ito’s isometry

1 I
FIAD ey = 7 [ BIAKDI ar

0’s iso. 1 T t

= T/O /OHA(CTt—sK) E(M; M) |3 ds dt

—S8—>S 1 T t

= T/O /OHNCTSK) E(M, M)} ds dt (3.18)
1)

1 T T
<7 [ | IsCTEVEORMD) s as dt
T 2
2/ HA(CTSK\/]E(Mle) L ds
0

where in (1) we extended the integration range from 0 to 7" and in (2) we used that
the integrand is independent of ¢.

We now derive a lower bound on the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of the Hankel operator.
Recall that the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of an operator is defined in (1.4).

Thus, using any ONB (e;);en of L*((0,00), R") and (f;)jeq1,..ap of R%, we have the

lower bound on the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, since we do not take a complete basis of
the input space of the Hankel operator, yields the first estimate in (3.17)

(14) &>
|A(H™) HHS > ZZ‘ (H") (0, fj’0)7€i>L2‘2

Def.2 zd:i ‘<A (CT.KW) fj,ei>L2 ’ (3.19)

(1.4) — |I? (3.18) 1
:/0 |aCTkVERRID)| ds > S 1Ay

The second bound in (3.17) follows straight from the definition of the Hilbert-Schmidt
norm by taking an orthonormal basis (e;)ien of L*((0,00), H) and (f;)ieq1,. 5} an or-
thonormal system of R*. Then, it follows that

IACH)[[fs > ZZ| ei, A(H)(0,0, f;)) 2]
i=1 j=1 (320)
= HA (CTBiH)HiQ((O,oo),HS(]R’f,R")) :

The last bound in (3.17) follows from linear BT theory [CGP88, Theorem 2.1]. O
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From the preceding estimates we can now obtain the following error bound on the
global dynamics.

Theorem 2 (OU Error bound). Consider two OU-processes with the same control
function u € L*(Qp,R™), see (1.5), driven by the same Lévy processes, but (possibly
different) initial conditions & := Zle(v,é})wqﬁi and E:: Zle(v, e?-)ngAb;. Here, (¢;)
is the L*(Q, Fo, X )-orthonormal system of By,. The difference between the outputs of
two such processes satisfies

1A (CZ)| 2 1€l 22y + 2 lull 20y > (3.21)

) ou
7 < JAH™) e (1 + v

Proof. We have for v € R* by orthonormality of (¢;) that ||v]| = 1€l 2() and de-
fine X; = fot CT,_sK dM,. By Young’s inequality, which implies that for f(s) :=
HA (]1[0,00) C’TSB) H and g(s) := Ljo 1) ||us|| we have

If *glle2m) < Nl |9l 20,m),

and Lemma 3.5, it follows that

(3.1)
IA(CZ)| 20y < (IIA(X)HLz(QT) + |ACT Bin) (0)]l 12000

1A (3o CTB) |+ T uunumﬂ)

Young’s ineq.

< <||A<X)HL2(QT) +IACT Bin) | 0.00) 1611 20

+IA(CTB)| 11(0,00) HUHLQ(QT))

Lemma 3.5

IAE o (VT + 11l 2@ + 2 Nl 20y ) -
0

We can see that the bound in Theorem 2 depends on ||A(H°")|r, which is the
sum of singular values of the error system. By construction of BT, the associated
reduced system keeps the larger Hankel singular values of the original system such
that ||A(H")||; and hence the error is expected to be small whenever the second
system is a reduced model by BT with appropriate reduced order dimension.
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4. LINEAR SYSTEMS WITH MULTIPLICATIVE NOISE

In this section, a bound for the output error between two S(P)DEs of the form
(1.1b) is proved. It is based on the singular values of the associated error system and
therefore requires the study of suitable Gramians. This bound provides an a posteriori
criterion for the approximation error, e.g., in the context of model order reduction.
The solution to the linear S(P)DE is given as the sum of the homogeneous process

satisfying
dH™ = AH™ dt + NH™ dM,, such that
i _ ¢ (4.1)
and the solution to the inhomogeneous problem starting from zero
dI}™ = AT)™ dt + NZ™ dM, + Bu, dt, such that (42)

" = 0.

The solution to the homogeneous equation (4.1), started at time s from state &, defines
a flow H;™ =: ®n¢. If the initial time is s = 0, we just write & := ®'"(£,0). We
now introduce a stability criterion for linear systems with multiplicative noise which
is necessary to ensure dissipative dynamics.

Assumption 2 (Linear systems with multiplicative noise). We make the assumption
that ® is exponentially stable in mean square sense, i.e. there are v,c > 0 such that

forall € € L*(Q, F,, X) and t > s
E ([(2£36)]%) < ve Ell¢]|*. (4.3)

Moreover, we assume that (My)i>o is a square-integrable scalar-valued mean zero Lévy
process.

We use the following representation of the homogeneous solution with flow Hi® =:
Pln¢ such that

t
C7i = O+ T = calre+ [ colipu, as (44
0

This expression coincides with the output of the mild solution as discussed in [BH19,
(5.4)ff.]. The observability and reachability Gramian for linear systems with multi-
plicative noise are for x,y € X defined as

(x, ﬁhny>x = E/ <C’CI)lsinx,C’<I>1;ny>H ds
0 (15)

(z, P"™y)x = E/ (z,(@B) (@' B)*y) . ds+ (z, BuBLy) x -
0
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To decompose the Gramians as
li li li li lin pli
ﬁlnzwln*Wln and c@ln:Rlann*, (46)

we introduce observability W't € L£(X, L?(Q,H)) and reachability maps R'™ €
HS(L?* (200, R™) & R*, X) defined as

(Whing), .= OOy and R (f,u) = E/ d™Bf, ds + Biyu. (4.7)
0

A straightforward computation shows that the above operators indeed satisfy (4.6).
The main theoretical tool for our study is the Hankel operator which we shall introduce
next.

Definition 4.1 (Hankel operator). The Hankel operator for the linear system with
multiplicative noise is the Hilbert-Schmidt operator defined as

Hlin — Wlianin c HS(LQ(QOO, Rm) D Rk, H)
and s trace-class if H is finite-dimensional.

The above Hilbert-Schmidt and trace-class properties follow from the same argu-
ments as in [BH19, Sec. 5.2]. Adding the operator By, to R'™ does not affect these
properties as B, is a finite rank operator.

The Gramians (4.5) satisfy Lyapunov equations given in the following proposition.
This fact is very useful for the practical computation of these Gramians since such
equations can be solved even in very high-dimensional settings.

Proposition 4.2 (Lyapunov equations). The stochastic Gramians for the system with
multiplicative noise satisfy the following Lyapunov equations for all x1,y; € D(A*) and
T2, Y2 € D(A)
<I‘1, BB* yl)X + <A*J}17 ((@ﬁn - BinBi*n)y1>X + <CL’1, ((@ﬁn - BinBi*n)A*y1>X
+ (N*21, (2™ — ByBj)N*y1)x E (M7) = 0 and
<I2, C*Cy2>X + <AZL’2, ﬁhny2>x + <l’2, ﬁlinAy2>X + <NI2, ﬁlinNy2>X E(MIZ) = 0.
Proof. Tt suffices to observe that the observability Gramian and """ — By, B coincide

with the observability and reachability Gramian in [BH19]. The Lyapunov equations
are then stated in [BH19, Lemma 5.6]. O

Our next Lemma provides some auxiliary results that are relevant for the final error
estimate of the difference of the stochastic dynamics in terms of the Hankel operator.
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Lemma 4.3. Let H be a finite-dimensional space, we consider two linear multiplicative
systems with the same or two i.i.d. square-integrable mean zero Lévy processes (My)i>o
each, then the difference of Hankel operators A(H'™) satisfies

HA (C(I)hnBin) HL?(QOO,HS(Rk,Rn)) < HA (th) HHS and (48)
A (CO™B)| 1112 0 msgum gy < 211A (H™) |,

Proof. The first bound in (4.8) follows straight from the definition of the Hilbert-
Schmidt norm, i.e. let (f;)jeq1,.k be an orthonormal basis of R* and (e;)ien an or-
thonormal basis of LZ(Q(O ), H). This implies that

A (H5™) ][5 > ZZ‘ i AW™)(0, [7) 22l = |8 (C2™ Bin) 2o msiae oy -

j=1 i=1
The second bound has been derived in [BH19, Theorem 3, (5.11)] under the assumption
that the noise profiles are independent. In the case of the same noise profile, the same
proof as for [BH19, Theorem 3| applies. This is because the flow of the coupled system
Z, = (Z,,Z,) is a Markov process, which is the key property used in [BH19, (5.12)].

The Markov property of Z, follows, since Z; is a solution to the S(P)DE
= lin -~ lin ~p = lin ~
dZ, =A"Z, " dt+ N™Z," dM, + B, dt, (4.9)
where we used the notation introduced in (2.4). The solution to this system satisfies
the Markov property [PZ07, Sec.9.6].

O

We are now ready to state our main error bound.

Theorem 3 (Error bound). Consider two linear systems with multiplicative noise. For
initial conditions & = Zle(v, eme&s with L2(Q, Fo, X )-orthonormal system (&;), and
5 = ZZ 1(1},@)ng, it follows that for two Lévy processes (My)i>o, which we assume
to be either the same or independent, each one of them driving the dynamics of a linear
system with multiplicative noise, we have for control functions u € L24(Qs, R™) that

18 €221 00y < IAE™) g (Kl + 2l 20 (4.10)
and for control functions u € L? L (Qs, R™) we have
1A €2 | gy < NAE™) | (1€l 2000 + 2 Nl 2150 (4.11)
Proof. From (4.1) we find that
I3CZ sy < ISCHD iy + SO oy mma
1ACZ™)| 2y < NACH™)| o) + 1ACT™) | 2y -



MODEL REDUCTION OF CONTROLLED STOCHASTIC DYNAMICS 21

For the first terms on the right-hand side of (4.12) we have using

e the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in (1),
e the explicit expression for the homogeneous solution in (2), and

e the first estimate of (4.8) in (3)

that
lin ) lin
|ACH™) < ||A(CH™)

||LfL}u(Qoo) HLZ(QOO)

(2 .
< HA (O(I)hnBin) HLQ(QOO,HS(R’“,R”)) HgHLQ(Q) (4.13)

(3) lin
< A (H™)][ 45 1€l 20

To estimate the second terms on the right-hand side of (4.12) we require some
additional estimates on the inhomogeneous flow (4.2)

IACT™) iz < [ (E / ACELB)| u ds>2 at
< ([ Venace.ip e ) at
<[ / VEIAC.B)Eg)yE(ml?) ds) a

D ([ o BB B Vo Iy Bl 05t

In (1) we applied Hélder’s inequality in the expectation value and in (2) we use

(4.14)

the Markov property, cf. [BH19, (5.15)]. In (3) we just rewrote the expression us-
ing indicator functions to make the convolutional structure more apparent. If we

then introduce auxiliary functions f(s) := ]1[0700)(5)\/IE(HA(C’CI)SB)HQHS) and g(s) :=

1j,00)(5) IE(HUSH2), we can interpret the above estimate as a convolution estimate
IACT™) | 2@y < IS * g2
If we then apply Young’s convolution inequality we find

1 * gllez < 1 Fllzellgll -
Using that || f]|z1 = HA (Cq)hnB)HLlL? (R0, HS(R™ R))
bining this with the second mequahty in (4.8) yields
|acz )HL2L1 Q) = HA (Cq)hnB)HLlLZ' (Qoo, HS(R™ R7)) HUHLQ(Qm o))
<2 HA (th) ||TC HUHLQ(Qoo)

and HgHL2 = HUHL2(Q ) and com-

oo

(4.15)
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Analogously, we find using Minkowski’s integral inequality in (1) and analogous argu-
ments as presented in estimates (4.14) and (4.15) to obtain (2) and (3) respectively,
and using the second estimate in (4.8) to get (4) that

o0 t 2
HA(czhn)Hig(ﬂw):/ E(/ IA(CDB)| ||us] ds) at
<[ (/ VENACDB)P) o] ) a
2

< 4.16
s/o (/ T(0,00) (t — 5 \/IE (IA(CPs—<B)I[ig) T0.00) () [l oo ds) g )

(3) in 2
< ”A (Cq)l B)HLng(QwHS(Rm,Rn)) ||“||%?L$°(Qoo)

“) lin |2 2
<4 HA (H )HHS ||u||L?L3°(QOO)'

Inserting bounds (4.13), (4.15), (4.16) into (4.12) then yields the claim. O

We observe that the bounds of Theorem 3 depend on HA(H hn)HTC, which indicates
once more that a reduced order model by BT will lead to a small error also in the case
of multiplicative noise. We can (formally) improve our previous convergence result
using interpolation to ¢ € (1,2). The convex case ¢ = 2 will be analyzed separately in
Section 5.1 for Wiener noise.

Corollary 4.4. Consider two linear systems with multiplicative noise profile that we

assume to be either i.i.d. or the same for both systems. For initial conditions § =

Zf:1<v,é}>Rk£i with L*(Y, Fo, X) orthonormal system (&;), and & = Zf:1<v,€i)Rk£i.
Let g € (1,2) then the following estimate holds

. . —1

|ACZ™)llzzs0r < 1A(CZ™) NIACZ™) gy,

1
HL2L1 HL2(QT)

Moreover, we have that for any T € [0, 00] that for u € L2,(Q7) and v, c as in (4.3)

el , 121
670y <101 (V22 1 B ). (1)

It follows that for two Lévy processes (My)i>o, that we assume either to be independent
or the same, that drive the dynamics of a linear system with multiplicative noise, we
have for control functions u € L>y(Qr) that

; . 2¢~1-1
IACZ™) |2 Laer) < (HA(th)HTc <||5||L2(Q> +2 ||u||L2(QT>>> X

[€l2 1B 2
< (nen (B2 Bhjupog -

(4.18)
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Proof. The result follows from applying Hoélder’s inequality twice: After applying
Holder’s inequality in the expectation with parameters p = (2—¢) ' and p = (¢—1)~!

for ¢ as in the statement, we obtain
E (|A(CZ™)7) <E([[ACZ™)PACZ™)| ) (4.19)
< E(laECzMI)"" ®(IACZ™IP)"

We thus conclude that after applying Holder’s inequality with p = (2¢7! — 1)~! and
p=(2—-2¢7")"" in time that

T
in in 2/
IACZ") g0, = [ E(IACZI) at

< [ ®@aczmn) T @aaczm )

2¢—1-1

(4.20)

2(1—q71)

<([ @oaczmy «) ([ @aacznp) «

iny (227" —1 iny[4(1—q¢~*
= [ACZ™)[5E @I ACZ™)ISt .

It therefore suffices to verify the L?*(Q2r)-boundedness of the process C'Z;, which is
the second term in the last line of (4.20), since the first term has been estimated in
Theorem 3.

We then have from (4.4)

|acz™ ) < [laEH™ ) AT g, - (4.21)

Mz, Mz,

The first term on the right-hand side, we can easily estimate as in (4.13)
lin lin
HA(CH )||L2(QT) < HA (H )HHS H£”L2(Q) : (4.22)

Thus, it suffices to bound for u € L*(Q) the second term on the right-hand side of
(4.21). This can be done by looking at

t t
Ih — / T,_ NTI™ dM, + / T,_sBu, ds.
0 0
Recall that the solution is given
t
CZ™ = CH™ + O™ = CO"¢ + / C®," Bu, ds.
0

Using that the flow is exponentially stable, we find uniformly for all 7" > 0

09l < ONENy] [ e ar <A 1ML
: ez
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and similarly for X; := fot C®Bu, ds using exponential stability of the flow and
Minkowski’s integral inequality in (1) and Young’s convolution inequality in (2)

(1) T t 2
||X||L2<QT>S\/ / ( / v||0||||B||e—c<t—s>¢||E||us||2ds) a
0 0

@ ~||C||||B
2 Al ||||u
C

(4.23)

2201

Thus, we have altogether that

lellzo _ 1121
62" ey <N (P22 + E oy )

oL

The final inequality in the statement of the Corollary then follows from the above
estimates together with Theorem 3.

O

5. OPTIMAL CONTROL THEORY

As discussed in the introduction of this paper, optimal control of large-scale SDEs
(1.1) given cost functionals (1.2) is generally very expensive or even infeasible. There-
fore, MOR is used to approximate these high-dimensional equations in order to sub-
sequently solve the optimal control problem in the surrogate model. We denote the
output of the full and the reduced system by Y (u) = CZ(u) and Y (u) = CZ(u), re-
spectively, and write the dependence on the control u explicitly. Obtaining an optimal
control &, in the reduced system, it is known by Theorems 2 and 3 that Y (@) ~ Y (i.)
if we apply BT in order to ensure ||A(H°"/")||1¢ to be small. However, we are more
interested in the performance of the reduced optimal control in the original system.
This means that we measure the distances between Y (u,) and Y (@) as well as u*
and u, in terms of the cost functionals. Here, u, represents the optimal control in the
original model. Therefore, we establish the following proposition. We start by showing
that the abstract optimal control problems for the two stochastic equations (1.1) with
control functionals (1.2) are well-posed. Moreover, we state explicit bounds on the
cost functionals for the optimal control error under MOR.

Proposition 5.1. The optimal control problem (OCP) for stochastic systems (1.1)
with associated energy functionals J> as in (1.2), is well-posed and there exists a
minimizer u € L*(Qr) to the OCP. Let us now consider two systems, with outputs CZ
and CZ satisfying the conditions of Theorems 2 and 3 respectively, and consider two
minimaizers, of the two energy functionals systems given by

u, = arg min, J(CZ(u),u,T) and %, = arg min, J(CZ(u),u, T). (5.1)

2We just write .J to denote any of the functionals in (1.2)
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In the case of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes we have

VR (C 2o wa), 1w, T) \/JﬁaR(CN“Z"“(ﬁ*)ﬁ*),T)‘ < IAEH") [lpe

(1 + T2 (€l zae) + 2max { [z, 1Tl 200 }))

and for linear systems with multiplicative noise and r € [1,2) there is Cp > 0 such
that

(5.2)

\/Jrlin(C'Zlin(u*)’u*’ T) — \/(]710111(6«”Zvlin(ﬂ*)7 ﬂ*,T)‘

2r=1-1

< (1A ||y (Nell 2y + 2mas{ el o il 00} ) ) (5.3)

-1
el , 1B . e
(e (P P e 1,000 .

Remark 2. The result of Proposition 5.1 is an indicator that the optimal control u,
obtained from a reduced system is of good quality if we choose the surrogate model such
that ||A(H"™)||re ds small. This can be ensured if a reduced system by BT with
appropriate reduced order dimension is chosen.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. We restrict ourselves, for the proof of the existence of mini-
mizers, to systems (1.1b), as controlled OU processes (1.1a) can be studied in a similar
way.

Since the control functional is bounded from below, we can find a minimizing se-
quence of u, € L2,(Qr) defining processes Z such that

lim J™(CZ™(u,),u,, T) = inf  J™(CZ™(u,),u.,T)
n—oo

Ux ELid (Qr)

so that the u,, satisfy
t t
Zn(t) = Ty& + / T, NZ™(s) dM, + / T,_sBu,(s) ds. (5.4)
0 0
Since the L2;(7) norm of the elements (u,) is bounded, it follows from (4.17) that
(Zm) is uniformly bounded in L2,(Qr).

Weak compactness implies the existence of weak limits in L2;(Qr) for subsequences,
that we denote just as the original sequences, Z* — Zn ¢ 12 (Qr) and u, — u €
L4(Qr).

Recall that by Ito’s isometry and || T;_,|| < ve (=% in (1), and Young’s inequality

(2) with f(s) := Tjo,e)(s)r?e™ 2% and g(s) := Lo, (s)E[|.%]|* we have

1f * gllrw < Ifln@llglloe = v*/ (2017 1200,
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there exists a linear continuous operator

t
I:L2(Qr) — L2y(Qr), I(S), = / T, <N.%, dM(s)

(5.5)
@) vy/E(MZ)||N||
2 1
(s HL2(QT EMINI IS * gll o) < NG 1<l 20
Similarly, there is a continuous linear operator
t
1Bl 0 o0
v
1D 20 < [l 2 (r)-

Thus, by weak convergence Z* — Zln in [2 (Qr), we can take any functional f €
L2,(Q7)*. Then fol € L2,(Qr)* and thus the following weak limit exists

I(Z") — I(Z™) in L2,(Qr).
Furthermore, we have the following weak limits in L2;(Qr)

t t
/ T, NZ™(s) dM, — / T, NZ™ dM, and
. % (5.7)
/ Ti_sBu,(s) ds — / T,_sBu, ds
0 0

such that the process Z'"" satisfies with optimal control u
t

t
Zm = Ty + / T,_ NZ"™ dM, + / T,_sBu, ds.
0 0

Finally, to see that this solution actually minimizes the optimal control functional, we
use that by weak convergence and lower semicontinuity of the norm

HCZ(U) ||i§LT Q) + <u7 RU>L2(QT) < 1I21f Jflﬂin<CZhn(u*)v U T)
« u*eLad(QT)

< lim J™(CZ(uy), tn, T)

n—o0

(5.8)

which means that by the assumption on the sequence u,, the control function u is a
minimizer.

We now write Z(u) or Z(u) where u is a control in order to emphasize which control
is used. We then observe that from the inverse triangle inequality, we have for Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck processes using (1.2)

VIr(CZo0 (), T) = T2 A (CZ2 () i) < /e (C 2 (w2), un, T)

I (C 2o (@), 5, T) = T2 A (CZ20) 2@y < 3 Tin(C 7o (@), 7, T)
(5.9)
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and for systems with multiplicative noise

\/ Jin(C 2% (w,), w., T) — | A (CZ™(w)) | r2i0p) < VIE(CZ5(uy), us, T)

(5.10)
VIECZm (@), 0 T) — A (CZ™ (@) [l2@r </ J(C 70 (@), @, T).
Since u, and wu, are minimizers of the respective functional, we have
oullin /~ Zoullin /1~ ~ oullin /= Zoullin
JLQR\T(CZ ! (u*)vu*’T) < JLQR\T’(OZ ! (u*),u*,T) (5 11)
oullin oullin oullin oullin/~ \ ~ ’
Teon i (CZM™ (u), u,, T) < Jpop) (CZ°™ (@), @, T).
Both estimates imply immediately that
V(G20 (@), T, T) = [T (CZo (), i, T)
< T max {[|A (CZ2°(@) |20, | A (CZ°(w)) 120y} and (5.12)
V@Fn(@) .T) - IFCT ) )

S maX{HA (OZh“(ﬂ*)) ||L2(QT)7 ||A (CZ“n(u*)) HL2(QT)} .
The bounds then follow from the conditions stated in Theorems 2 and 3 respectively.
OJ

5.1. Infinite time Linear Quadratic Regulator. In the previous subsection we
showed that the energy functionals (1.2) with optimal control are well-approximated
by the reduced order models, cf. Proposition 5.1.

In this subsection we go one step further and focus on the control itself and discuss
techniques to approximate the optimal control using a reduced order model with a
focus on infinite time horizons.

5.1.1. Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes. Before discussing further the links between MOR
and optimal control theory, we state in the next Proposition an approximation result on
the optimal control u to a high-dimensional Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with Gaussian
noise (1.1a) and error control.

Proposition 5.2. Let X be finite-dimensional and let (ZP")i>0 be a controlled Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process (1.1a) satisfying Assumption 1 with standard Wiener noise (Wy)i>o
such that the pair (A,C) is observable. The solution to the OCP with T = oo and
R >0 in (1.2) is given by the fived-point equation’

up(t) = —R'B*PZ?", (5.13)

3as Z9" itself depends on u
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where P is the unique positive-definite solution to the Riccati equation
A*P + PA+C*C — PBR'B*P =0. (5.14)
For a sequence P, > 0 of unique solutions to standard Lyapunov equations
Al P+ PLA,+C*C+ LRL, =0 (5.15)

where Ly, := R'B*P,_y for k > 1 and A, := A — BL;, for k > 0 with Ly := 0,
matrices Py then converge quadratically and monotonically, in the sense of operators,
to P. The control functions

up(t) = —R'B*'PZ",
satisfy for ||P — Py|| sufficiently small, uniformly in the final time parameter T,
T |lup — up |l 20r) = O(IPk = Peca ).
Proof. Substituting (5.13) into (1.1a) yields an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process
dZ" = (A— BR™'B*P)Z>" dt + K dW,. (5.16)

The operator Ap := A — BR™!B*P is the generator of an exponentially stable semi-
group ||Tp(t)|| < ve ¥ [Z75, Theorem 1] for some v,w > 0.

Here, P is the unique positive solution to the Riccati equation such that for all
z,y € D(A)

(Az, Py)x + (Pz, Ay)x + ((C*C — PBR™'B*P)z,y)x = 0.

By Newton’s method, one can approximate P by a sequence P, > 0, where P solve
Lyapunov equations (5.15), for Hurwitz matrices Ay [K168, Proof 1)] with quadratic
convergence rate [K168; (13)] to the solution of the Riccati equation, namely

IP — Pl < cl| Pk — Pl (5.17)

Standard results from semigroup theory imply that Ay is also a generator with semi-
group satisfying [EN00, 1.3, Chap. 3]

1 T%(2)|| < veletvIBEZ B IIP=PylDt (5.18)
For an approximation Py of P we find using (3.1), (5.13), and (5.16)

[(up — up,)(®)] 2
< NR'BINP = Pl 2" 120 + |1RT' B P12 — Z3 120

<|r7'B7| (IIP — By <

-Wﬁﬂméh}—ﬂW—QKﬂu

t
/ Tp(t — s)K dW,
0

+ Ve—””f”ﬂ(ﬂ))

L*(9)

+ME~Jw@mp@>>

L2(Q)
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We then use that by the product rule of differentiation
bd
(To =T == | 4 (Tolt = T(5)E) ds

o ds (5.19)

t
= —/ Tp(t — s)BR'B*(P, — P)Ty(s)¢ ds
0
such that due to (5.18) and (5.19)

(T = Te) (1)l 2y < VAIBR™B|[||P — Pyl

t
/ ew(t=5) o~ @IBRZBIP=Pe)s 45 ¢l paqen
0

t
= 1% || BRI B*||||P — Pk“/ PR BIIE=ES ds €] 200
0
- (euHBR‘lB*IIHP*PkHt - 1) €11 z2() -

Rearranging and estimating further using Ito’s isometry and the integral identity

2

/OOO (e7 (e — 1))2 dt = 1 ¢ for Re(a) > Re(c), Re(a) > 0, (5.20)

a3 — 6a2c + 2ac?’

we obtain by setting o := v|| BR™'B*||

V2w
+ e wt (ea”P—PkHt i 1) ||§||>

_ | K ||us
[(up — up,)(t)||L2) < VIR B| (HP — Bl (HfHLm) +

(5.21)
o Klus|| P — P

VAw? — 6w2al|P — Py + 2wa?|| P — Py |?

By taking the L? norm and regularizing the expression by dividing it by v/T, we then
finally obtain, using 77'?||1||z2@0,) = 1 and (5.20) in the last term, the following
estimate

V2w

a (I Klus +T7'2€])
VAw? — 6w2al|P — Py + 2wa?|| P — Py|?

- _ 15 |ms
T2 |up = up |20y < vIRTHNBIIIP = Pyl % ( (II&Hmm)
(5.22)

O

Thus, by approximating the solution to the Riccati equation using the scheme out-
lined in Proposition 5.2, the optimal feedback law (5.13) is approximated by the output
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of a new (uncontrolled) linear system
dZM" = AZM dt + K dW;,
Zgt =€, and (5.23)
up, (t) = CZ"
with operators
C=-R'B'P,, A= A— BR™'B*P,, and ran(By,) 3 €.

If we now define a reduced model to (5.23), e.g., by balancing the system (which is
(1.1a) with (A, B) replaced by (4,0) and output operator C'), we can use Theorem 2
to control the error between the outputs. This allows us to approximate the optimal
control of the full high-dimensional system by the output of a reduced system of (5.23).

The method outlined in this section allows us to approximate the (unique) optimal
control of the full system using an auxiliary reduced order model. This is a stronger
result than the approximation of energy functionals in Proposition 5.1. In general, the
approximation of the optimal control may not be possible, since the optimal control
may not be unique and may not be given as the output of a linear system, again.

5.1.2. Linear systems with multiplicative noise. We now turn to the infinite time OCP
for finite-dimensional linear systems with multiplicative standard Wiener noise (W)
(1.1b) and optimal control functionals (1.2) with optimal control

u, = argmin, ¢z, Jior(CZ™, u,00). (5.24)
Let P then be the solution to the augmented Riccati equation [RZ00, (5)]
A*P+ PA+ N*PN — PBR'B"P+C*C = 0.

The optimal control to (5.24) is then given by the fixed-point equation (Z' also
depends on u,)

u,(t) = —R'B*PZ™. (5.25)
Thus, by replacing u, in the above expression by (5.25), we find that w, is the output
of

dzim = AZ"™ At + NZ™ aw,
Zin — ¢, and (5.26)
u,(t) = CZ™
with operators
C=-R'B*P, A= A— BR 'B*P, and ran(B,) > ¢.

Reducing (5.26) leads to an approximation for time optimal control that is based on
solving a low-dimensional system.
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6. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

6.1. Controlled Ornstein-Uhlenbeck. For an illustration of the above bounds we
consider an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with control u; = sin(t)1 € R? governed by

dzZy = AZy dt + Byu; dt + By AW,
Y; = CZta ZO = 20,

with Z,, W, € R4, A, By, By € R4 C € R™? d,m = 50, where we choose the cor-
responding matrices such that the dynamics is most pronounced in the first r = 5

(6.1)

dimensions, namely

A, By, By, C = diag(~1,...,~1,-0.01,...,-0.01) + (a),

L

(6.2)

-~ -~

r times d—r times

(0,10

%) i.i.d. being different for each variable. We either
,0)or z5 =(1,...,1,0,...,0) as an initial value, take By, = zo and
N —

with random noise a; ~
o
choose z§ = (0, ...

r times  d—r times
compare the bounds obtained in Theorems 1 and 2 and Corollary 3.4 with a simulation

of the full and the reduced dynamics using BT.

Ornstein-Uhlenbeck, d =50, T = 2, zero initial value

supremum error L2 error Hankel singular values
XX, 30000¢ .
10! 4 %% % bound Theorem 1 xx)s( % L2 bound, Corollary 3.4 % Corollary 3.4, inhom. part
X simulation Theorem 1 10! 4 X simulation, Corollary 3.4 Theorem 2
100 4 && L? bound, Theorem 2
100 4 x’a& e simulation, Theorem 2
1071 4
1071 4 PN
1071 4
. M)«x
1072 4 _ K,
&"x 102 4 %
1073 1072 4
4 -3 ]
< 10
R ..w%%&
_ X
107 4 X 1074 4 e
T y T T T v T y T T v v T T T T T v
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50

Ornstein-Uhlenbeck, d =50, T = 2, non-zero initial value

L? error Hankel singular values
102 0 ] .
2 % L?bound, Corollary 3.4 10 % x  Corollary 3.4, inhom. part
101 % x  simulation, Corollary 3.4 | 19-1 ] x x  Corollary 3.4, hom. part
L2 bound, Theorem 2 %M Theorem 2
X . . 102
100 ..,)( » simulation, Theorem 2 x
103 X %
X0 X
_ A
o W o :
X
-5 4
1072 4 Xx,s( 10 %
1076 4 x
%
10-3 o0
OO0 g 1077 4
T T T T T xx}'n T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50

F1GURE 1. Error bounds and simulations of BT of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
systems. The simulation is the numerically simulated error of the norm
specified in the respective Theorem/Corollary.
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In the top panel of Figure 1 we show the error bounds as well as the Hankel singular
values and simulation results with varying dimension r of the reduced model when
starting in zj = (0,...,0). The simulation results are obtained with a simple Euler-
Maruyama discretization with step-size 0.01. We see that both bounds are rather
conservative, the supremum bound on the left hand side seems to be a bit tighter
than the L? bounds (also naturally due to the v/T scaling of the latter) and we in
particular realize that the bound from Corollary 3.4 seems to be tighter than the
one from Theorem 2. The bottom panel shows the same approach, however, now
choosing 2§ = (1,...,1,0,...,0). Here, we do not have a supremum bound anymore,
but realize that the two L? bounds hold and that model reduction works well. For
computing all the Gramians we use the formulas (2.1). The code can be found at
github.com/lorenzrichter/balanced-truncation.

6.2. Chain of oscillators. The one-dimensional chain of oscillators is a non-equilibrium
statistical mechanics model that describes heat transport through a chain of N par-
ticles coupled at each end to heat reservoirs at different temperatures with friction
parameter v at the first and last particle. It was first introduced for the rigorous
derivation of Fourier’s law, or a rigorous proof of its breakdown: this is well described
in [BLROO]. We consider N particles and denote by ¢; the location of each particle
with respect to their equilibrium position and by p; its momentum.

The Hamilton function H : R?Y — R of the system is given by

(p, M 'p)

2

N N-1
Vacla) = Z g + Z (¢ — qin)?
i=1 i=1

H(q,p) = + V,¢c(q), where

(6.3)

with mass matrix M := midcyx~ and coupling strengths n;, & > 0. The above form
of the potential describes particles that are fixed by a quadratic pinning potential
Upin.i(¢) = m:¢* and interact with their nearest neighbors through a quadratic interac-
tion potential U ;(¢; — q;) = &g — ¢j)* for j =i+ 1 and i € {1,..., N}.

The 1%t and N*® particle are each coupled to a heat bath at inverse temperatures 3;
and [y, respectively. We also assume these two particles I = {1, N} to be subject to
friction. The dynamics of the system is described by the Langevin dynamics

dq; = M ~'p, dt
dpt = <—Sqt — Fpt + O'Ut) dt + o th

where u; € RY is an external control and (W;) an R¥-valued standard Wiener process.

Expressing the system using phase-space coordinates Z; := (qj, p;)* we see that the

entire system is described by the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process

dZ, = (AZ, + Bu,) dt + K dW, (6.4)


github.com/lorenzrichter/balanced-truncation
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with
M1 . ) C )
A= 0 , K=B= 00 , with fluctuation-dissipation relation
-S -r 0 o
V2mry 2mry
Vb VPN

Here, we changed the notation so that u; € R?V is an external control and (W;) an
R2N_valued standard Wiener process.

The operator S is the Jacobi (tridiagonal) matrix for f = (fi, ..., fx) € RY, defined
as

(6.5)

U:diag( ,0,...,0, ), I' = diag(v,0,...,0,7).

(Sf)n = —&nfur1 — &t fua + (77n + (2 - 5n€1)§n)fn

where fo = fyi1 := 0. The matrix A is Hurwitz if all parameters of the model are
strictly positive.

The invariant distribution to the uncontrolled process (6.4) is given by [LLR67]
ps,(a,p) = (21) V2 det(2;"%) exp (—1 ((a,p), 25" (a,p))) . (6.6)

where the covariance matrix Xz is the solution to the Lyapunov equation [LLRG7,

(2.8)]
ASy + SA" + KK* = 0. (6.7)

6.3. Friction and spectral gap. If in the chain of oscillators one chooses the friction
according to (6.5), then the spectral gap of A closes necessarily as N — oo. This is
apparent by studying
Z A=tr(A) =tr(-T) = —2+.
AEa(A)
Since we have 2N (counting multiplicity) eigenvalues with negative real parts, we

conclude that the one with largest real part decays to zero at least with rate | Re(Ag)| =
O(N7Y).

The situation changes once we apply a constant non-zero friction v := 3, = v, >
0 such that T' := diag(y,...,7) to all the particles. In this case, we find for the
determinant using the block-determinant formula

det (Qn Q12) = det(Q2Q11 — @Q21Q12) if Q11Q12 = Q12Q11
Q21 Q2

the decomposition
det(A — A1) = det(AN*T + A\ + SM 1) = 0.
This equation is equivalent to solving A\ + Y\ + p = 0 where u € o(SM~!). By

explicitly solving the quadratic equation, one can see that this equation has only
solutions with strictly negative real part if SM~! has a uniform — in the number of
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particles — spectral gap. A comprehensive discussion of the spectral gap for this model
can be found in [M19, BM19].

For our numerical simulations we do not want the closing of the spectral gap to
inflict the simulations. We therefore consider a mild constant friction parameter o
and a larger friction parameter 7; at the terminal ends of the chain. To be precise,
we choose a simulation time 7' = 10, N = 75 oscillators and v; = 10,7, = 0.25,m =
& = nn = By = By = 1. Figure 2 shows the BT bound from Theorem 1 on the left
hand side and the L? bound from 2 in the middle subplot along with the simulated
errors, again with varying reduced dimension r on the x-axis. The plot on the right
hand side shows the Hankel singular values. We can see that indeed one can reduce
the dimension of the system significantly with only getting a small error and we note
that the L? error bound seems to saturate for large r, which might be due to numerical
issues.

Ornstein-Uhlenbeck, d =150,T=10,u=0

L2 error

supremum error

Hankel singular values

10° 4
1071 4
10724
1073 4
1074 4
1075 4
106 4
1077 o
1078 4

e bound Theorem 1
e simulation Theorem 1

1011 4

e Hankel sum
bound Theorem 2
e simulation Theorem 2

10° 4
1071 4
10724
1073 4
1074 4
1075 4
107° 4

1077 4

1078

FI1GURE 2. Error analysis of the chain of oscillators when applying BT.

6.4. Stochastic optimal control. We now study the set of reachable distributions
N (0, X) for a controlled OU process (1.1a). To be precise, we are looking for a feedback
law of minimal energy

ou ) ||U||i2(QT)
Tl (0,u,00) = Jim ) (6.8)
to maintain an invariant state uy for some given ¥ > 0, namely
ps(a,p) = (2m) N det(S7?) exp (3 ((q.p), ¥ (a, p))) - (6.9)

According to [CGP16, Theorem 4] this invariant state can be attained with a control
uf = —K*I1Z;, where 11 is (any) symmetric matrix that satisfies

(A— BB IS + S(A — BB*II)* + KK* = 0. (6.10)
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In our next Proposition we show that, from the invariant distribution for the chain
of oscillators associated with some boundary temperatures 5 = (51, S ), we can reach
the invariant state associated with any other boundary temperature 5" = (51, By)-

Proposition 6.1. There exists a control that steers the chain of oscillators (6.4),
with physical temperature = (B1, Bn), to the invariant distribution N(0,3) with
temperatures ' = (51, By)- If f1 = Pn and B} = Pl then the invariant state has

covariance matrix
St 0
Sg = ( . M) (6.11)
and a solution 11 to (6.10) reads
II = diag ( B =5) 5 61) ) . (6.12)

Proof. A sufficient condition [CGP16, Theorem 4] to be able to reach a state N (0, Xg)
is that im(B) C im(K) and X solves the Lyapunov equation

YA "+ AYy + KK+ BX"+ XB" =0
for some X. We thus define diagonal matrices Xy for d;,dy € R by
X = diag(0,...,0,61, 0,...,0 ,0n).
— S——

n times n—2 times

(6.13)

It is then obvious that for a suitable choice of § and any other temperature 8’ = (5, 5y)
at the terminal ends of the chain we have due to (6.7)

AZ[;/ —+ 25/14* + KBIKZ” =0
such that by choosing ¢ such that
A KgKE —+ BﬁX:; + X(;B; = KglKE/

where we used the subscript S to emphasize the temperature profile used in the re-
spective matrix. This implies that the uncontrolled chain of oscillators (6.4) with
equilibrium state (6.6) and temperature § can be steered into the equilibrium state
(6.6) for any other temperature /3.

The form of the covariance matrix (6.11) can be directly verified by inserting it into
(6.7).

To verify (6.12), we use the fluctuation-dissipation relation oo* = %M I' and write
the symmetric matrix II as a block matrix

Iy, H12>
II = ,
<H21 122
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" ey ey
I B o ) )

which reduces to
M1 St 0
—o0*lly; —I' — o019 0 M
n 0 0 —=S-—-1I00"
O M M-t T —Io0*

0
__/31<O 00>'

From the block (12) we get
MM — S71S — S7'I; 00" = 0 such that we can choose Il = 0.
From the block (22) we get
“U(=TM — 60*IlpsM — MT — MII,00") = —o0".

By symmetry, II;5 = 0. One can check that

Bi=51)
2

At last, we may then choose II;; = 0 since this matrix does not enter in the Lyapunov
equation.

H22 -

To see that our choice of II is admissible it remains to verify that A — KK*II
is Hurwitz. This however follows immediately since A is Hurwitz and —K K™*II is
diagonal with non-positive entries.

O

Remark 3. If one wants to solve (6.10) for a general covariance matriz 33, vectoriza-
tion can be used to get
vec(AY + X A"+ KK*) = vec(BB*IIYX + XII* BB™)
= (X ® BB")vec(Il) + (BB* ® X) vec(IT*)
= (X ® BB* + BB* ® X) vec(Il),
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since we assume I to be symmetric. Note that I1 is admaissible only if the rank condition

ank A+ XA+ KK* B _ rank 0 B
B* 0/ B* 0

holds and A — BB*11 is Hurwitz (see [CGP16]).

6.5. Optimal control meets balanced truncation. We now discuss how to use
BT to steer subsystems into a designated steady state.

We again consider the high-dimensional Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (6.4), for which
we have discussed in Subsection 6.4 the convergence of

Et — ]E(ZtZt*>
to a designated covariance matrix ¥ > 0, under certain conditions.

Now, we want to study the case where we only want to find a control that maintains
a certain covariance matrix R™" 3 ¥, > 0 for an r < d-dimensional projection of our
original system. In this case, the above method does not apply immediately.

To be precise, we are interested in reaching the sub-covariance matrix >, as the
limiting covariance matrix of

Q% Q" = QE(Z:2/)Q = E((QZ:)(QZ2,)"),

where Q is a suitable projection matrix.

We can now first reduce the model to r dimensions (recall that r is the rank of Q)
using BT with observability matrix ¢' = Q and then apply the method described in
Subsection (6.4) to the reduced system (C, A, K, B) by using that

0%,0" ~E (62(62)*) .

|

| +||E (€Zczy - (©Z))| (6.14)

L2(9)> '

Thus, the covariance matrix E <ZZ§*> that the reduced process Z is supposed to

More precisely, it follows that
|E(C2)(C2)) ~ B ((CZ)(CZY)

<& (cz - czycay)

<162 ~ il (IC 2oy + | €2

maintain is the normal distribution (6.9) with (formal inverse) ©~! = C*S1C. If ©-!
has full rank, and thus 7! is the inverse of an actual matrix ¥, then this auxiliary
distribution for the reduced system can be used to compute an optimal control, as
described in Section 6.4, for the full system.
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We illustrate the above ideas in the following example.

Example 1 (Target distribution of outmost oscillators.). Let us say we want to pre-
scribe the covariance matrix of the subsystem containing only the leftmost and right-
most oscillators and accordingly choose Q@ € R**? d = 2N, with Q;; = 1, QonN =
1,95 n+1 = 1,Q40n = 1, to retain position and momentum variables, and choose all
other Q;; = 0. We can then employ BT to obtain a reduced system associated with the
original system

6.15
Y, = 07, (6.15)
The reduced system is of lower dimension r with r < d,
- — (6.16)
Y, =07,
To run a numerical stmulation we choose the sub-covariance to be
Ekk = Skk—i—S};k, Skk :diag(?),...,?)) + (|aij|), Qi NN(O,l) (617)

and compute the optimal control as described above. We have realized that it is impor-
tant to actually check the speed of convergence as [CGP16] does not say anything about
the time needed to be “close” to the stationary distribution. This can for instance be
done by looking a the smallest real part of the eigenvalues of the matrix A — BB*Y..
To evaluate the closeness to our desired target distribution, we compare the empirical
covariance f]mt to the desired covariance Y., by means of the scaled Frobenius norm
éHZA]mt — Yo||p. Figure 3 displays this measure as a function of time by simulating k
different realizations of the reduced controlled process up to T = 30. We see that we
indeed get very close to the desired target, in particular if we choose k large enough.
The time discretization of the Fuler-Maruyama scheme that we use for discretization
seems to be small enough in all trials.
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—— k=100,At=0.010
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F1GURE 3. Convergence of the reduced chain of oscillator system to the
desired target distribution.
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