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Abstract

Diffusion processes that evolve according to linear stochastic differential equations are an important
family of continuous-time dynamic decision-making models. Optimal policies are well-studied for them,
under full certainty about the drift matrices. However, little is known about data-driven control of diffusion
processes with uncertain drift matrices as conventional discrete-time analysis techniques are not applicable.
In addition, while the task can be viewed as a reinforcement learning problem involving exploration and
exploitation trade-off, ensuring system stability is a fundamental component of designing optimal policies.
We establish that the popular Thompson sampling algorithm learns optimal actions fast, incurring only
a square-root of time regret, and also stabilizes the system in a short time period. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first such result for Thompson sampling in a diffusion process control problem. We
validate our theoretical results through empirical simulations with real parameter matrices from two settings
of airplane and blood glucose control. Moreover, we observe that Thompson sampling significantly improves
(worst-case) regret, compared to the state-of-the-art algorithms, suggesting Thompson sampling explores in
a more guarded fashion. Our theoretical analysis involves characterization of a certain optimality manifold
that ties the local geometry of the drift parameters to the optimal control of the diffusion process. We
expect this technique to be of broader interest.

1 Introduction

One of the most natural reinforcement learning (RL) algorithms for controlling a diffusion process with unknown
parameters is based on Thompson sampling (TS) [I]: a Bayesian posterior for the model is calculated based on
its time evolution, and a control policy is then designed by treating a sampled model from the posterior as the
truth. Despite its simplicity, guaranteeing efficiency and whether sampling the actions from the posterior could
lead to unbounded future trajectories is unknown. In fact, the only known such theoretical result for control
of a diffusion process is for an epsilon-greedy type policy that requires selecting purely random actions at a

certain rate [2].
In this work, we consider a p dimensional state signal {@;},-, that obeys the (Ito) stochastic differential

equation (SDE)
d:Iit = (A():I?t + Bout) dt + th 5 (1)

where the drift matrices Ayp and By are unknown, u; € R? is the control action at any time ¢ > 0, and it is
designed based on values of x; for s € [0,¢]. The matrix By € RP*? models the influence of the control action
on the state evolution over time, while Ay € RP*? is the (open-loop) transition matrix reflecting interactions
between the coordinates of the state vector ;. The diffusion term in consists of a non-standard Wiener
process W, that will be defined in the next section. The goal is to study efficient RL policies that can design w;
to minimize a quadratic cost function, defined in the next section, subject to uncertainties around Ay and By.

At a first glance, this problem is similar to most RL problems since the optimal policy must balance between
the two objectives of learning the unknown matrices Ay and By (exploration) and optimally selecting the
control signals u; to minimize the cost (exploitation). However, unlike most RL problems that have finite or
bounded-support state space, ensuring stability, that x; stays bounded, is a crucial part of designing optimal
policies. For example, in the discrete-time version of the problem, robust exploration is used to protect against
unpredictably unstable trajectories [3] 4l Bl [6].



Related literature. The existing literature studies efficiency of TS for learning optimal decisions in finite
action spaces |7}, 8, @, 10} 1T, [12]. In this stream of research, it is shown that, over time, the posterior distribution
concentrates around low-cost actions [I3] 14 [I5]. TS is also studied in further discrete-time settings with
the environment represented by parameters that belong to a continuum, and Bayesian and frequentist regret
bounds are shown for linear-quadratic regulators [16] (17, I8, 19, 20} 2], 22| 23] 24]. However, effectiveness of
TS in highly noisy environments that are modeled by diffusion processes remains unexplored to date, due to
technical challenges that will be described below.

For continuous-time linear time invariant dynamical systems, infinite-time consistency results are shown
under a variety of technical assumptions, followed by alternating policies that cause (small) linear regrets [25]
20, 27, 28, 29]. From a computational viewpoint, pure exploration algorithms for computing optimal policies
based on multiple trajectories of the state and action data are studied as well [30, BT, B2], for which a
useful survey is available [33]. However, papers that study exploration versus exploitation, and provide
non-asymptotic estimation rates or regret bounds are limited to a few recent work about offline RL or stabilized
processes [34, 2] 351 [36].

Contributions. This work, first establishes that TS learns to stabilize the diffusion process . Specifically,
in Theorem [I] of Section [} we provide the first theoretical stabilization guarantee for diffusion processes, showing
that the probability of preventing the state process from growing unbounded grows to 1, at an exponential
rate that depends on square-root of the time length devoted to stabilization. As mentioned above, for RL
problems with finite state spaces, the process is by definition stabilized, regardless of the policy. However, for
the Euclidean state space of x; in , stabilization is necessary to ensure that the state and the cost do not
grow unbounded.

Then, efficiency of TS in balancing exploration versus exploitation for minimizing a cost function that has
a quadratic form of both the state and the control action is shown. Indeed, we establish in Theorem [2] of
Section [4] that the regret TS incurs, grows as the square-root of time, while the squared estimation error decays
with the same rate. It is also shown that both the above quantities grow quadratically with the dimension. To
the authors’ knowledge, the presented results are the first theoretical analyses of TS for learning to control
diffusion processes.

Additionally, through extensive simulations we illustrate that TS enjoys smaller average regret and substan-
tially lower worst-case regret than the existing RL policies, thanks to its informed exploration.

It is important to highlight that theoretical analysis of RL policies for diffusion processes is highly non-trivial.
Specifically, the conventional discrete-time RL technical tools are not applicable, due to uncountable cardinality
of the random variables involved in a diffusion process, the unavoidable dependence between them, and the
high level of processing and estimation noise. To address these, we make four main contributions. First,
non-asymptotic and uniform upper bounds for continuous-time martingales and for Ito integrals are required
to quantify the estimation accuracy. For that purpose, we establish concentration inequalities and show
sub-exponential tail bounds for double stochastic integrals. Second, one needs sharp bounds for the impact of
estimation errors on eigenvalues of certain non-linear matrices of the drift parameters that determine actions
taken by TS policy. To tackle that, we perform a novel and tight eigenvalue perturbation-analysis based on the
approximation error, dimension, and spectrum of the matrices. We also establish Lipschitz continuity of the
control policy with respect to the drift matrices, by developing new techniques based on matrix-valued curves.
Third, to capture evaluation of both immediate and long-term effects of sub-optimal actions, we employ Ito
calculus to bound the stochastic regret and specify effects of all problem parameters. Finally, to study learning
from data trajectories that the condition number of their information matrix grows unbounded, we develop
stochastic inequalities for self-normalized continuous-time martingales, and spectral analysis of non-linear
functions of random matrices.

Organization. The organization of the subsequent sections is as follows. We formulate the problem in
Section [2] while Algorithm [I] that utilizes TS for learning to stabilize the process and its high-probability
performance guarantee are presented in Section [3] Then, in Section[d] TS is considered for learning to minimize
a quadratic cost function, and the rates of estimation and regret are established. Next, theoretical analysis
are provided in Section [} followed by real-world numerical results of Section [6} Detailed proofs and auxiliary
lemmas are delegated to the appendices.



Notation. The smallest (the largest) eigenvalue of matrix M, in magnitude, is denoted by A (M) (A (M)).
For a vector a, ||a| is the ¢3 norm, and for a matrix M, |M]|| is the operator norm that is the supremum of | Mal|
for a on the unit sphere. N (u,) is Gaussian distribution with mean p and covariance . If p is a matrix
(instead of vector), then IN (u,Y) denotes a distribution on matrices of the same dimension as u, such that
all columns are independent and share the covariance matrix . In this paper, transition matrices A € RP*P
together with input matrices B € RP*? are jointly denoted by the (p + ¢) X p parameter matrix 6 = [4, B]T.
We employ V (A) for maximum (minimum). Finally, a < b expresses that a < agb, for some fixed constant ay.

2 Problem Statement

We study the problem of designing provably efficient reinforcement learning policies for minimizing a quadratic
cost function in an uncertain linear diffusion process. To proceed, fix the complete probability space
(Q,{F};>0,P), where Q is the sample space, {F; },~ is a continuous-time filtration (i.e., increasing sigma-fields),
and P is the probability measure defined on F.

The state comprises the diffusion process x; in , where 0 = [Ay, Bo]T e RPHDXP js the unknown
drift parameter. The diffusion term in follows infinitesimal variations of the p dimensional Wiener process
{W;},~o- That is, {W,},., is a multivariate Gaussian process with independent increments and with the
stationary covariance matrix Yy, such that for all 0 < 57 < 59 <7 < o,

We, =Wl N ([00] (2 —t1)Zw Opxp _ (2)
WS2 - Wsl OP ’ OPXP (82 - sl)EW
Existence, construction, continuity, and non-differentiability of Wiener processes are well-known [37]. It is
standard to assume that Y is positive definite, which is a common condition in learning-based control [33] [34]
2, 35] to ensure accurate estimation over time.

The RL policy designs the action {u.;},-, based on the observed system state by the time, as well as the
previously applied actions, to minimize the long-run average cost

T
. 1 T Q: Q
lim su —/ x! u { t] dt, for = [ r e 3
T—>oopT [t t]Qut Q :Iu Q. (3)
0

Above, the cost is determined by the positive definite matrix @, where Q, € RP*?P Q, € R1*1 Q,, € RP*9,
In fact, @ determines the weights of different coordinates of x;,u; in the cost function, so that the policy
aims to make the states small, by deploying small actions. The cost matrix ) is assumed known to the policy.
Formally, the problem is to minimize by the policy

w =7 (Q (@ hocpe (Ushococs) - (4)

Without loss of generality, and for the ease of presentation, we follow the canonical formulation that sets
Qzv = 0; one can simply convert the case @z, 7# 0 to the canonical form, by employing a rotation to
@y, w [38, B9, 40, 41]. It is well-known that if, hypothetically, the truth 8¢ was known, an optimal policy mopt
could be explicitly found by solving the continuous-time algebraic Riccati equation. That is, for a generic drift
matrix 0 = [A, B]T, finding the symmetric p X p matrix P (0) that satisfies

ATP(0)+P(@)A—-P(0)BQ,'B"P(0)+Q, =0. (5)

This means, for the true parameter 8y = [Ay, BO]T, we can let P (6g) solve the above equation, and define the
policy
Topt - U = —Q;lBJP (90) Iy, Vit > 0. (6)

It is known that the linear time-invariant policy mops minimizes the average cost in [38, [39] 40, [4T].

Definition 1 The process in is stabilizable, if all eigenvalues of A = Ay + BoK have negative real-parts,
for a matriz K. Such K, A are called a stabilizer and the stable closed-loop matrizx.



We assume that the process (1) with the drift parameter g is stabilizable. Therefore, P (6g) exists, is unique,
and can be computed using continuous-time Riccati differential equations similar to , except that the zero
matrix on the right-hand side will be replaced by the derivative of P (0) [38, 89, [40, 41]. Furthermore, it is
known that real-parts of all eigenvalues of Ag = Ay — BoQ, ' By P (6o) are negative, i.e., |X (exp (Zot))| <1,
which means the matrix exp (Zot) decays exponentially fast as ¢ grows [38] 39, 40l 41]. In the sequel, we use
and refer to the solution P (0) for different stabilizable 8. More details about the above optimal feedback
policy can be found in the aforementioned references.

In absence of exact knowledge of 69, a policy 7 collects data and leverages it to approximate Top in @
Therefore, at all (finite) times, there is a gap between the cost of 7, compared to that of wept. The cumulative
performance degradation due to this gap is the regret of the policy 7, that we aim to minimize. Technically,

whenever the control action u; is designed by the policy 7 according to , concatenate the resulting state and

input signals to get the observation z;(7) = [mtT uy ]T. If it is clear from the context, we drop 7. Similarly,

z1(Topt) denotes the observation signal of wopt. Now, the regret at time T is defined by:

T

Rege (1) = [ (@ 22@)| - @ 22mapo)] )t

0

A secondary objective is the learning accuracy of g from the single trajectory of the data generated by 7.
Letting 8; be the parameter estimate at time ¢, we are interested in scaling of HOt — HOH with respect to t, p,

and q.

3 Stabilizing the Diffusion Process

This section focuses on establishing that Thompson sampling (TS) learns to stabilize the diffusion process .
First, let us intuitively discuss the problem of stabilizing unknown diffusion processes. Given that the optimal
policy in @ stabilizes the process in , a natural candidate to obtain a stable process under uncertainty of
the drift matrices Ag, By, is a linear feedback of the form u; = Kx;. So, letting A = Ay + BoK, the solution

_ t _
of is the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process @; = eAtxg + [eA(=)dW, [37]. Thus, if real-part of an eigenvalue
0

of A is non-negative, then the magnitude of &; grows unbounded with ¢ [37]. Therefore, addressing instabilities
of this form is important, prior to minimizing the cost. Otherwise, the regret grows (super) linearly with
time. In particular, if Ay has some eigenvalue(s) with non-negative real-part(s), then it is necessary to employ
feedback to preclude instabilities.

In addition to minimizing the cost, the algebraic Riccati equation in provides a reliable and widely-used
framework for stabilization, as discussed after @ Accordingly, due to uncertainty about g, one can solve (5|

and find P (5), only for an approximation 0 of 0y. Then, we expect to stabilize the system in by applying

a linear feedback that is designed for the approximate drift matrix 0. Technically, we need to ensure that all
eigenvalues of Ay — ByQ@,, 1BTPp (5) lie in the open left half-plane. To ensure that these requirements are met

in a sustainable manner, the main challenges are R
(i) fast and accurate learning of 8g so that after a short time period, a small error 8 — 6 is guaranteed,

(ii) specifying the effect of the error 0— 6o, on stability of Ag — BOQJIETP (5), and

(iii) devising a remedy for the case that the stabilization procedure fails.
Note that the last challenge is unavoidable, since learning from finite data can never be perfectly accurate, and
so any finite-time stabilization procedure has a (possibly small) positive failure probability.

Algorithm [If addresses the above challenges by applying additionally randomized control actions, and using
them to provide a posterior belief D about 6p. Note that the posterior is not concentrated at 6o, and a
sample 0 from D approximates 8¢, crudely. Still, the theoretical analysis of Theorem |1] indicates that the
failure probability of Algorithm [I] decays exponentially fast with the length of the time interval it is executed.
Importantly, this small failure probability can shrink further by repeating the procedure of sampling from D.
So, stabilization under uncertainty is guaranteed, after a limited time of interacting with the environment.



To proceed, let {w,}r_, be a sequence of independent Gaussian vectors with the distribution w,, ~
N (O,Uilq), for some fixed constant o,. Suppose that we aim to devote the time length 7T to collect
observations for learning to stabilize. Note that since stabilization is performed before moving forward to the
main objective of minimizing the cost functions, the stabilization time length 7 is desired to be as short as
possible. We divide this time interval of length 7 to k sub-intervals of equal length, and randomize an initial
linear feedback policy by adding {wy,}, _,. That is, for n = 0,1,--- ,k — 1, Algorithm [1f employs the control
action

1
ut:K(lft+wn, for E §t< Ma (7)
K K

where K is an initial stabilizing feedback so that all eigenvalues of Ag + By K lie in the open left half-plane. In
practice, such K is easily found using physical knowledge of the model, e.g., via conservative control sequence
for an airplane [42] [43]. However, note that such actions are sub-optimal involving large regrets. Therefore,

they are only temporarily applied, for the sake of data collection. Then, the data collected during the time

interval 0 < ¢t < 7 will be utilized by the algorithm to determine the posterior belief D.-, as follows. Recalling

the notation z] = [33;'— Juy ], let fig, EQ be the mean and the precision matrix of a prior normal distribution on

6o (using the notation defined in Section |1 for random matrices). Nonetheless, if there is no such prior, we
simply let fip = 0(p4q)xp and Yo = I;4. Then, define

T T
S, =SS0+ /zsz;—ds, for = i;l Sofio + /zsdw;— . (8)
0 0

Using S, € Retox@+a) together with the mean matrix ji,, Algorithm (1 forms the posterior belief
Dy = N (fir, S51) (9)

about the drift parameter 6p. So, as defined in the notation, the posterior distribution of every column
i=1,---,p of Bp, is an independent multivariate normal with the covariance matrix X!, while the mean is

the column 7 of jir. The final step of Algorithm |1]is to output a sample 0 from D.,.

Algorithm 1 : Stabilization under Uncertainty

Inputs: initial feedback K, stabilization time length 7
forn=0,1,--- ,k —1do

while ntk ! <t<(n+ 1)t ! do

Apply control action u; in

end while
end for
Calculate ¥, i according to
Return sample 6 from the distribution D, in @D

Next, to establish performance guarantees for Algorithm [1} let us quantify the ideal stability by
Co = —log X (exp [Ag — Bo@,,' By P (6o)]) - (10)

By definition, (g is positive. In fact, it is the smallest distance between the imaginary axis in the complex-plane,
and the eigenvalues of the transition matrix Ag = Ag — BoQ;; ' By P (o), under the optimal policy in @ Since
6 is unavailable, it is not realistic to expect that after applying a policy based on 0 given by Algorithm
real-parts of all eigenvalues of the resulting matrix Ay — BoQ;, 1BTp (é\) are at most —(g. However, (o is
crucial in studying stabilization, such that stabilizing controllers for systems with larger (o can be learned
faster. The exact effect of this quantity, as well as those of other properties of the diffusion process, are formally

established in the following result. Informally, the failure probability of Algorithm [I] decays exponentially with
/2,



Theorem 1 (Stabilization Guarantee) For the sample 0 given by Algorithm let £+ be the failure event
that Ag — BOQJIETP (5) has an eigenvalue in the closed right half-plane. Then, if & > T2, we have

(Ew) Aoy, 1AG" [T
(Sw) Vo vk Ve

log P(£,) S — (11)

>|| 1>~

The above result indicates that more heterogeneity in coordinates of the Wiener noise renders stabilization
harder. Moreover, using , the term 1 A {o” reflects that less stable diffusion processes with smaller (g, are
significantly harder to stabilize under uncertainty. Also as one can expect, larger dimensions make learning to
stabilize harder. This is contributed by higher number of parameters to learn, as well as higher sensitivity
of eigenvalues for processes of larger dimensions. Finally, the failure probability decays as 7'/2, mainly
because continuous-time martingales have sub-exponential distributions, unlike sub-Gaussianity of discrete-time
counterparts [44], [45] [40].

4 Thompson Sampling for Efficient Control: Algorithm and Theory

In this section, we proceed towards analysis of Thompson sampling (TS) for minimizing the quadratic cost in
, and show that it efficiently learns the optimal control actions. That is, T'S balances the exploration versus
exploitation, such that its regret grows with (nearly) the square-root rate, as time grows. In the sequel, we
introduce Algorithm [2 and discuss the conceptual and technical frameworks it relies on. Then, we establish
efficiency by showing regret bounds in terms of different problem parameters and provide the rates of estimating
the unknown drift matrices.

In Algorithm [2] first the learning-based stabilization Algorithm [I]is run during the time period 0 < ¢ < 7.
So, according to Theorem I the optimal feedback of 00 stabilizes the system with a high probability, as long as
Ty is sufficiently large. Note that if growth of the state indicates that Algorithm [I] failed to stabilize, one can
repeat sampling from D, ;. So, we can assume that the evolution of the controlled diffusion process remains
stable when Algorithm [2]is being executed. On the other hand, the other benefit of running Algorithm [I] at
the beginning is that it performs an initial exploration phase that will be utilized by Algorithm [2| to minimize
the regret.

Then, in order to learn the optimal policy mopt With minimal sub-optimality, RL algorithms need to cope
with a fundamental challenge, commonly known as the exploration-exploitation dilemma. To see that, first
note that an acceptable policy that aims to have sub-linear regret, needs to take near-optimal control actions
in a long run; u; ~ —Q, ' By P (60) z;. Although such policies exploit well and their control actions are close
to that of mopt, their regret grows large since they fail to explore. Technically, the trajectory of observations
{2}, is not rich enough to provide accurate estimations, since in z; = [@/,u, |, the signal u; is (almost)
a linear function of the state signal x;, and so does not contribute towards gathering information about the
unknown parameter 9. Conversely, for sufficient explorations, RL policies need to take actions that deviate
from those of mopt, which imposes large regret (as quantified in Lemma . Accordingly, the above trade-off
needs to be delicately balanced; what we show that TS does.

Algorithm [2[is episodic; the parameter estimates @,, are updated only at the end of the episodes at times

. 9T
{70}~ while during every episode, actions are taken as if 6, = [An, Bn} is the unknown truth 6y. That
is, for 7,1 <t < T,, using P (én) in , we let uy = —Q, 1BTP (0 > x;. Then, for eachn=1,2,---

time 7, we use all the observations collected so far, to find E,.n, i, according to (8)). Next, we use them to
sample 0 from the posterior D, in @
The episodes in Algorithm |2| are chosen such that their end points satisfy

Tn+l — Tn+l — Tn

"~ < sup

<@ < oo, (12)
Tn n>0 Tn

0<a< inf

n>0

for some fixed constants «, @. Broadly speaking, (12| . ) lets the episode lengths of Algorithm I scale properly to
avoid unnecessary updates of parameter estimates, while at the same time performing sufficient exploration.
To see that, first note that since S, grows with 7, the estimation error 0 — 09 decays (at best polynomially
fast) with 7,. So, until ensuring that updating the posterior yields to significantly better approximations, it



will not be beneficial to update it, sample from it, and solve . So, the period 7,41 — 7T, that the data up
to time 7, is utilized, is set to be as long as a7,. On the other hand, the above period cannot be too long,
since we aim to improve the parameter estimates after collecting enough new observations; 7,41 < (1 + @) 7.
A simple setting is to let a = @, which yields to exponential episodes T,, = 7o (1 + @)". Note that for TS in
continuous time, posterior updates should be limited to sufficiently-apart time points. Otherwise, repetitive
updates are computationally impractical, and also can degrade the performance by preventing control actions
from having enough time to effectively influence.

Algorithm 2 : Thompson Sampling for Efficient Control of Diffusion Processes

Inputs: stabilization time 7
Calculate sample 50 by running Algorithm [1] for time 7
forn=1,2,--- do

while 7,1 <t < T, do

Apply control action u; = —QJIEIAP (én_l) Ty

end while R

Letting X-,, iy, be as (8), sample 6, from D, given in (9)
end for

We show next that Algorithm [2] addresses the exploration-exploitation trade-off efficiently. To see the
intuition, consider the sequence of posteriors D, . The explorations Algorithm |2 performs by sampling 6.,

from D, depends on f],n. Now, if hypothetically A (f].,.n) is not large enough, then D, does not sufficiently

~ ~yn—1

concentrate around fi,, and so 6, will probably deviate from the previous samples {01} . So, the algorithm
i=1

explores more and obtains richer data z; by diversifying the control signal ;. This renders the next mean

i +1) grow faster than before. Thus, the next

fir,,, amore accurate approximation of 8o, and also makes A (E

posterior D, ., provides a better sample with smaller estimation error §n+1 — Bg. Similarly, if a posterior is
excessively concentrated, in a few episodes the posteriors adjust accordingly to the proper level of exploration.
Hence, TS eventually balances the exploration versus the exploitation. This is formalized below.

Theorem 2 (Regret and Estimation Rates) Parameter estimates and regret of Algorithm@ satisfy

X (Zw)
A(Zw)

Reg (T) < (A(Zw)+03,) o+

log(l+a@) (p+qp 7,2

A

~ 2
Hen*OOH lOng7

A PO e
A

(Ew) log(a+1A(Q)°

In the above regret and estimation rates, and similar to Theorem [I, A (Xw) /A (Zw) reflects the impact of
heterogeneity in coordinates of W, on the quality of learning. Also, larger log(1 + @) corresponds to longer
episodes which compromises the estimation. Further, p(p + ¢) shows that larger number of parameters linearly
worsens the learning accuracy. In the regret bound, |P (6o)|/A(Q) indicates effect of the true problem
parameters 6g, Q. Finally, (X Ew) + 072”) T captures the initial phase that Algorithmis run for stabilization,
which takes sub-optimal control actions as in

5 Intuition and Summary of the Analysis

The goal of this section is to provide a high-level roadmap of the proofs of Theorems [I| and [2| and convey the
main intuition behind the analysis. Complete proofs and the technical lemmas are provided in Appendices [A]
and [B] respectively.

Summary of the Proof of Theorem The main steps involve analyzing the estimation (Lemma [4)),
studying its effect on the solutions of (Lemma, and characterizing impact of errors in entries of parameter
matrices on their eigenvalues (Lemma . Next, we elaborate on these steps.



We show that the error satisfies H§ — 6o H < p(p+q)t/2r=1/2 (Lemma. More precisely, the error depends

mainly on total strength of the observation signals z;, which are captured in the precision matrix .-, as well
as total interactions between the signal z; and the noise W; in the form of the stochastic integral matrix

T — ~
J z;dW . However, we establish an upper bound A (E;l) < 771, that indicates the concentration rate of

0

the posterior D (Lemma . Similarly, thanks to the randomization signal w,, the signals z; are diverse
enough to effectively explore the set of matrices 6 = [A, B]T, leading to accurate approximation of g by the
posterior mean matrix fi-. Then, to bound the error terms caused by the Wiener noise W,, we establish the
rate p(p + q)'/?7'/? (Lemma . Indeed, we show that the entries of this error matrix are continuous-time
martingales, and use exponential inequalities for quadratic forms and double stochastic integrals [45] [44] to
establish that they have a sub-exponential distribution.

BTP(8) - BI P (60)| < pip+
q) 271/ (Lcmma. So, letting 4 = Ay — ByQ BT P (é) and Ay = Ay — BoQ BJ P (8o), it holds that
|4 — 4| < p(p+q)/2771/2. Next, to consider the effect of the errors on the eigenvalues of A, we compare
them to the eigenvalues of Ay, which are bounded by —(p in . To that end, we establish a novel and tight
perturbation analysis for eigenvalues of matrices, with respect to their entries and spectral properties (Lemmal[5]).
Using that, we show that the difference between the eigenvalues of A and Ay scales as (1V /2|4 — ZOH)UT,
where 7 is the size of the largest block in the Jordan block-diagonalization of Ap. Therefore, for stability of A4,
we need HA — AOH < p~ 2 (1 A¢P), since r < p. Note that if Ay is diagonalizable, = 1 implies that we can
replace the above upper bound by 1 A {p. Putting this stability result together with the estimation error in the
previous paragraph, we obtain .

Moreover, the error rate of the feedback satisfies a similar property;

Summary of the Proof of Theorem To establish the estimation rates, we develop multiple intermediate
lemmas quantifying the exact amount of exploration Algorithm [2] performs. First, we utilize the fact that
the bias of the posterior distribution D, depends on its covariance matrix X, , as well as a self-normalized
continuous-time matrix-valued martingale. For the effect of the former, i.e., (i;i/ 2)7 we show an upper-bound
of the order 7, /4 (Lemma @) To that end, the local geometry of the optimality manifolds that contain drift
parameters 0 that has the same optimal feedback as that of the unknown truth 8¢ in @ are fully specified
(Lemma @, and spectral properties of non-linear functions of random matrices are studied. Then, we establish a
stochastic inequality for the self-normalized martingale, indicating that its scaling is of the order p(p + ¢) log T,
(Lemma. Therefore, utilizing the fact that 6,, — i, has the same scaling as the bias matrix jir, — 6o, we
obtain the estimation rates of Theorem 2l

Next, to prove the presented regret bound, we establish a delicate and tight analysis for the dominant effect
of the control signal u; on the regret Algorithm [2|incurs. Technically, by carefully examining the infinitesimal
influences of the control actions at every time on the cost, we show that it suffices to integrate the squared

~ ~ 2
deviations |u; + Q7 'B] P (Bn x;|| to obtain Reg (T) (Lemma. We proceed toward specifying the effect
of the exploration Algorithm [2| performs on its exploitation performance by proving the Lipschitz continuity of
the solutions of the Riccati equation with respect to the drift parameters: HP (én) - P (00)‘ < Hén — 6 H

(Lemma . This result is a very important property of that lets the rates of deviations from the optimal
action scale the same as the estimation error, and is proven by careful analysis of integration along matrix-valued
curves in the space of drift matrices, as well as spectral analysis for approximate solutions of a Lyapunov
equation (Lemma. Thus, the regret bound is achieved, using the estimation error result in Theorem

6 Numerical Analysis

We empirically evaluate the theoretical results of Theorems [1| and [2| under three control problems. The
first two are for the flight control of X-29A airplane at 2000 ft [42] and for Boeing 747 [43]. The third
simulation is for blood glucose control [47]. We present the results for X-29A airplane in this section,
and defer the other two examples to the appendix. The true drift matrices of the X-29A airplane are



Ao = —15.20 —2.60 1.11 0.00 1.3430 0.2345
0= 6.84 —0.10 —0.06  0.00 0.0897 —0.0710
0.00 1.00 0.07 0.00 0.0000 0.0000

Qv = 0.1 I, where I, is the n by n identity matrix. To update the diffusion process x; in , time-steps
of length 10~ are employed. Then, in Algorithm [1} we let o, = 5,k = [73/2], while 7 varies from 4 to 20
seconds. The initial feedback K is generated randomly. The results for 1000 repetitions are depicted on the
left plot of Figure [I] confirming Theorem [I| that the failure probability of stabilization, decreases exponentially
inT.

On the right hand side of Figure[]} Algorithm [2]is executed for 600 second, for 7,, = 20 x 1.1". We compare
TS with the Randomized Estimate algorithm [2] for 100 different repetitions. Average- and worst-case values of
the estimation error and the regret are reported, both normalized by their scaling with time and dimension,
as in Theorem [2] The graphs show that (especially the worst-case) regret of TS substantially outperforms,
suggesting that TS explores in a more robust fashion. Simulations for Boeing 747 and for the blood glucose
control in Appendix [D] corroborate the above findings.

—0.16  0.07 —1.00 0.04 —0.0006  0.0007
} ., By = [ . Further, we let Xw = 0.25 I, Q, = I,, and

100
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Figure 1: For the X-29A flight control problem, percentage of stabilization for 1000 runs of Algorithm []
is plotted on the left. The graphs on the right depict the performance of Algorithm [2| (blue) compared to

—~ 2
6.

Randomized Estimate policy (red) [2]. The top graph plots the normalized squared estimation error,

divided by p(p + q¢)7rn 1/2 log T, versus time, while the lower one showcases the regret Reg (T'), normalized by
p(p+ q)Tl/ 2]logT. Curves for the worst-case among 100 replications are provided for both quantities, as well
as for the averages over all replicates.

7 Concluding Remarks and Future Work

We studied Thompson sampling (T'S) RL policies to control a diffusion process with unknown drift matrices.
First, we proposed a stabilization algorithm for linear diffusion processes, and established that its failure
probability decays exponentially with time. Further, efficiency of TS in balancing exploration versus exploitation
for minimizing a quadratic cost function is shown. More precisely, regret bounds growing as square-root of
time and square of dimensions are established for Algorithm [2] Empirical studies showcasing superiority of TS
over state-of-the-art are provided as well.

As the first theoretical analysis of T'S for control of a continuous-time model, this work implies multiple
important future directions. Establishing minimax regret lower-bounds for diffusion process control problem is
yet unanswered. Moreover, studying the performance of TS for robust control of the diffusion processes aiming
to simultaneously minimize the cost function for a family of drift matrices, is also an interesting direction



for further investigation. Another problem of interest is efficiency of TS for learning to control under partial
observation where the state is not observed and instead a noisy linear function of the state is available as the
output signal.
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Organization of Appendices

This paper has four appendices. First, we prove Theorem [I] in Appendix [A] together with multiple lemmas
that the proof of the theorem relies on, and their statements and proofs are provided in Appendix [A] as well.
Similarly, the proof for Theorem [2] together with intermediate steps, all are presented in Appendix [B] Then,
Appendix [C] consists of statements and proofs of other results that are used for establishing both theorems.
Finally, empirical simulations beyond those presented in Section [6] are presented in Appendix

A Proof of Theorem [1]

For analyzing the estimation error, we establish Lemma |4} which under the condition & > 72 provides that
with probability at least 1 — 9,

p+a)* X(Ew) Vol
T2 A (Zw) Ao

Hé-eOH <2l 1+ |K])? log (@)

)

Note that in the proof of Lemma[4] results of Lemmas 1] 2} and [3] are used.
Therefore, Lemma (12| implies that for solutions of , with probability at least 1 — ¢, it holds that

[P ()~ pon)] LT REO N g (1),

Note that we get the same expression as the right-hand-side above, as an upper bound for BTP (5) — By P(6o) H

So, letting
A=Ay BQ;'BTP (é) , Ay = Ay — BoQ: BJ P (8o),
we obtain
- = p2g X (Zw) V o2 3 pgK
_ < [Pe w pyk
14 =0l £ 4 F Sy s (o D o (557 (13)

with probability at least 1 — 4.

Next, to consider the effect of the above errors on the eigenvalues of A, we compare them to that of
Ay. Note that real-parts of all eigenvalues of Ay are at most —Cg, as defined in . So, using the result
and the notation of Lemma |5 for all eigenvalues of A being on the open left half-plane it suffices to have
AZO (Z - ZO) < {o. Also, in lights of Lemma suppose that r is the size of the largest block in the Jordan

block-diagonalization of 4. So, implies that if
|4 -4 r 2 (1A G"),

then Algorithm (I successfully stabilizes the diffusion process in . Thus, shows that the failure probability
of Algorithm [1} P(€;), satisfies

quX(EW)\/U2 3 pgK 1/9
EA2Z " w14 K log [ —— ) > Y2 (1 .
T A(zw)/\ogu( KD o P )~ (11"

Finally, » < p together with log (pgk) < 71/2 lead to the desired result.
In the remainder of this section, technical lemmas above are stated and their proofs will be provided.

A.1 Bounding cross products of state and randomization

Definition 2 For a set S, let 1{S} be the indicator function that is 1 on S, and vanishes outside of S.

Lemma 1 In Algorithm fort >0, define the piecewise-constant signal v(t) below according to the random-
1zation Sequence Wy, :

v(t):nz:l]l{mgt<(n+l)7-}wn. (14)

13



Then, with probability at least 1 — 0, we have

/ Tds— Q—BO an
0

-
2
2,y At 1/2.1/2 pq T 3/2 Kq
< (0w+>\(EW)) 1+/H€ Hdt (pq 1271/ 10g5+Q|:1+K_/2:| /2 log 6)

Proof. First, after plugging the control signal u; in and solving the resulting stochastic differential equation,

we obtain
t t

x, = oy + /ez(t*S)dWS +/ez(t*S)B0v(s)ds. (15)
0 0
This implies that

T

wtv(t)—rdt = (I)l + (DQ + @37

where

T o1 (nJrl)'rlf-e_1

b, = /e frgu(t Tdt Z / etdt xowz,
0 n=0 nTKr 1L

t o1 (n+D)Tr™t ¢

by = //e =)aWo(t) dt = / /eA(t_s)dWSdt w,,
0 0 n=0 nrr—1 0

d; = e (t*S)Bov(s)dsv(t)Tdt.

o
o\

To analyze @1, we use the fact that every entry of ®; is a normal random variable with mean zero and variance
at most

Y O . 2
o2 / eMtdt| Jaol® < o2 /HeAt dt | ol
= nrTr=! 0

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — ¢, it holds that

.
o] S | [ [
0

dt | [zl pqlog(%q). (16)
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Furthermore, to study ®5, Fubini Theorem [37] gives

(n+1)‘rn’1 t nrr ! (n+1)‘rn*1
/ /eZ(t—s)dWSdt — / / eZ(t—nrnfl)dt eZ(n'rnfl—s) dW,
nTr=1 0 0 nTr—1

(n+)7Tet [ (n+1)TRr!
+ / / A=) at | dw,

nTr -1 s

mrr !

- F Z eZ(nfm)Tn_l / 6Z(m‘rn_lfs)dvvs
m=1

(m—1)Tk—1

(n+1)rr~1!
+ / GsdWy
nrr—1!
(n+1)Te™t . (n+)Tr™t
where the matrix F' = / eAlt=nTr" ) dt does not depend on s or n, and the matrix G = Ik eAlt=s)dt,
nrr—1 s
does not depend on n, since nTk ™! < s < (n+ )7L
So, letting e;,7 = 1,--+ , p, be the standard basis of the Euclidean space, conditioned on the Wiener process
{Wy} s, for every j =1,--- ¢, the coordinate j of e;r ®, is a mean zero normal random variable. Thus, given

{Ws}s;oa with probability at least 1 — 4, it holds that
1
(ejégej)z < var (e;régej‘]:(Wo:TD log 5
Now, to calculate the conditional variance, we can write

1 2
var (e;r‘I)er‘f(Wo;f)) T

( t 2

k—1 Kk—1 n

> =" |ef / /eA(t_s)dWsdt <> < ﬁmm) +a?|,
w n=0 1

nrr—1 0 n=1 m=
where
mrr !
Tl -1 =X —-1_ .
ﬂm,n _ e;I'FeA(n m)TK / eA(m‘rn é)dWS7
(m-1)TKr-1
(n+1)Tr 1!
an = e / GdW,.
nTr—1

To proceed, define the matrix H = [H,, ], where for 1 <m,n < k — 1, every block H,, ., € RIXP ig

A 1

T An—m)Tr™
H, ., =e; Fe ( )

3

for m < n, and is 0 for m > n. Then, denote

Tl 1
f eA(-rrc 7s)dW5
0

27kt

ATk 1—5)
r= mf_l ‘ ]

- _
f 6A (T—s) dW,

[(k—1)Tk~?!
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to get

5 (3 ) =ty < 3o
n=0 \m=1
Now, for the matrix H, we have [48] [49]:

-

k-1 2 % 2
vt 5 () < (meo ) 5 ]l
n=1

n=1 0

dt

Note that thanks to the independent increments of the Wiener process, the blocks of I' are statistically
independent. Further, by Ito Isometry [37], every block of I' is a mean-zero normally distributed vector with

the covariance matrix
—1
TK

/ ez(fnfl—s)zwez—r(‘rnfl—s)ds.
0

So, according to the exponential inequalities for quadratic forms of normally distributed random variables [45],
it holds with probability at least 1 — §, that

— 1
ITI? < peX (Zw) (T71) log 5

Thus, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

k—1 1
> (3 ) < / ) 3
n=0

k—1

Similarly, the bound above can be shown for > a2. Hence, we obtain the corresponding high probability
n=1

bound for a single entry e/ ®se; of ®5, which together with a union bound, implies that

|92] < 0upg/? / [ ]ae ) X ()12 712108 (22, (1)

with probability at least 1 — .
Next, according to Fubini Theorem, ®3 can also be written as

S

//ez(sft)Bov() s) " dtds = // Als=1) B v(t)v(s) " dsdt.
00 0

t

Thus, we have
203 = //ezlt_slBov(t A s)u(sVt) " dtds.
00

Recall that the signal v(t) in is piecewise-constant, with values determined by the randomization sequence
wy. So, the above double integral can be written as a double sum

o1 r—1 (n+1)7 " (m+) TR !

205 = Y Y / Al =sldsdt | Bywmpnw,h o,

n=0 m=0 _1 _1
nTK mTK

_ B B _
— ZZ pAlm—n|Tr / /e“”t*‘“'dsdt BoWmanWpyn-

n=0 m=0 0 0
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Thus, we have

2B — BOan = 04 + O3, (18)
for

TK/ilTK/il K
o, = / / ez‘t_s‘dsdt—7'2m_21q BOanwI,

0o 0

Tl TR™
5 = / / eAlt=sl gsdt Z Z ( A(m—n)TR" Bown )

n=0 m=n+1

To proceed, we use the following concentration inequality for random matrices with martingale difference
structures, titled as Matrix Azuma inequality [46].

Theorem 3 Let {\Iln} 1 be a dy x da martingale difference sequence. That is, for some filtration {F, }n 0

the matriz ¥,, is .Fn-measumble, and E [ n .7:",1} = 0. Suppose that |V,| < o, for some fixed sequence
{Jn}izl, Then, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

g‘l’ (Z‘7> d1+d2

So, to study ®4, we apply Theorem [3[to the random matrices ¥,, = w,w," awlq, using the trivial filtration
and the high probability upper-bounds for |, < |w,|* 4 02;

2

[T, <O’n—0' (1—|—qlog7>

T 1Tt
/ / (eAIt*SI — Iq)dsdt < 713k 73,
0 0

to obtain the following bound, which holds with probability at least 1 — §:

as well as the fact

K
o1 % ol e 2 (14 0 52). (19)

On the other hand, to establish an upper-bound for ®5, consider the random matrices

k—1
= -1
\I/n _ E <6A(m7n)'rn BOwanTn) ,
m=n+1

subject to the natural filtration they generate, and apply Theorem [3] using the bounds

.

; ”

el <o g7t | [ [e]de) 1Boloatos
0

together with

TK TK
/ / eAlt=sldsdt <7272
0 0
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Therefore, Theorem [3| indicates that with probability at least 1 — §, it holds that
T At 2 3/2 Kq
D5 < i / He Hdt | Bolloi,qlog 5
0

Finally, put 7 , , , and together, to get the desired result.

A.2 Bounding cross products of state and Wiener process
Lemma 2 In Algorithm[1], with probability at least 1 — 8, we have

t

/mdeI /H At

0

dt | (N (Zw) + o2 )p(p+q)1/271/2log (P(;])
Proof. First, according to , we can write

.
/wtthT = + Dy + Py,
0

where

P, = /ethodW:,
0
T t

Dy, = //eA( *) Bov(s)dsdW, ,
0 0
T t

Dy = //eA(t“"’)dWSthT.
0 0

Now, according to Ito Isometry [37], similar to 7 we have

o) s X" | [ |7t ) 1ol foatos (7).
0

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

with probability at least 1 — §. Moreover, in a procedure similar to the one that lead to , one can show

that with probability at least 1 — 4, it holds that
@2l 5 / H At ’dt ()2 oupg /272 log (295(1)

Therefore, we need to find a similar upper-bound for ®3. To that end, Ito formula provides
d (e’ZSWs) — _Ae A W.ds + e~ A dW,.
Therefore, integration gives

t t
/e‘zsdws = e_ZtWt + Z/e_zswsds,
0 0
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t _
which after rearranging and letting ¥y = [ eAt=5)dW,, leads to
0

t t
U,W = / At=gw, | W] = wW,W] +4 / A=)V, ds | W]
0 0
Now, since d¥; = dW,, Tto Isometry [37] implies that d¥U,dW, = Swdt. So, apply integration by part and
use the above equation to get

T

T T T T
3 = /\Iztdwj = /d(wtwj) - /Wtqu —/d\IltthT
0 0 0 0
- T
= U, Wl - / W dW/ | — Swr
0
T T T
= W,W.+4 /eZ(Tﬂ)Wsds wl - /WtthT — ST,
0 0

T
Therefore, every entry of ®3 is a quadratic function of the normally distributed random vectors W, [ AT =)W ds.
0

Note that we used the fact that
T

W, W :/d(wtwj) = /WtthT + /WtdwtT + SwT.
0 0 0

Thus, exponential inequalities for quadratic forms of normal random vectors [45] imply that for all
i,7=1,---p, it holds that

1
(e ®5e;)” S pE [ (e] @se;)”] 10g? . (26)
since E [e;r@g,ej] = 0. So, it suffices to find the expectation in . For that purpose, we use Ito Isometry [37]

to obtain:
2

E[(e] ®5)°] = E /ej\ptejzwd(z@”?w) —E / T w, s || at
0 0
T T t 2
< ejTEwejE /(eiT\Ift)zdt zejTZWejE / ej/ez(t_s)dws dt
0 0 0

To proceed with the above expression, apply Fubini Theorem [37] to interchange the expected value with
the integral, and then use Ito Isometry again:

T t 2 T t 2

E / e / At=)qw, | dt / E||e / A Pa(xy Pw) | | de
0 0 0 0

t

= /eiT /ez(tfs)ZWeZT(tfs)ds e;dt
0

0
T

— =T
T As A s
€; /e Ywe °ds | e;T.
0

IN
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Therefore, yields to

P P o
2 75 7TS p
|@5)* < Z (ef @3e;)” < Z ejTZWejeiT /6A Swet *ds | e; | Tplog? 5
i,j=1 ij=1 0
= tr(Zw)tr /eZSZweZTst pT log2§
0
, 2
< (Zw)? / A \ds | pr logQ‘g. (27)
0

Finally, putting , 7 and together, we obtain the desired result.

]
A.3 Concentration of normal posterior distribution in Algorithm
Lemma 3 In Algom'thm letting A = Ay + ByoK, suppose that
T B , 3 ) , )
r 2 | [ lewo@s)|*ds | (X(Sn) +021B0l") 0+ ) log 5. (28)
0
K 0’2 KQq
2> Tw B (1V|K])qlog —*. 9
7 R T Pl (VKD gl (29)

Then, for the matriz i,. mn , with probability at least 1 — § we have

A(S) zr (@ Aez) (1K)
Proof. First, we can write the control action in as u; = Ky + v(t), for the piecewise-constant signal v(t)
in . Then, the dynamics in provides
de, = (Zwt + Bov(t)) dt + dW,.
Therefore, similar to , one can solve the above stochastic differential equation to get

t

t
T, = etho + /ez(t_s)dWS + /ez(t_S)Bov(s)ds.
0 0

So, using the exponential inequalities for quadratic forms [45], with probability at least 1 — §, it holds that

A k—1
_ 2 _ T 1
‘wT _ eAwaH <X /eAsZWeA *ds + o2, Z J.BoBJ J| <p+p1/2 log 5) , (30)
0 n=0
where
(n+1)rr~1!
Jp = e ds.

nrk—1

Furthermore, an application of Ito calculus [37] leads to dx;dx; = dW;dW, = Ywdt. Now, by defining the
matrix valued processes

t t t

o, = /wsw;rds, M, = /mdeST —l—/ar:sv(s)TBOTds,
0 0 0
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we obtain
d (mtm:) xidx, +dr,x] + deidx,
= I ((Zwt + Bo’l)(t)) dt + th)T
+ ((Amy + Boo(t)) dt + dW,) @, + Swdt

— d®,A +Add, + dM, + dM," + wdt.

Thus, after integrating both sides of the above equality, we obtain
7T —
OA + AD, + My + M| + 13w + zozy — T4 = 0.

Because all eigenvalues of A are in the open left half-plane, we can solve the above equation for ®;, to get
o, = /exp (As) [M; + M, +tSw + zox) — 2] | exp (ZTS) ds. (31)
0
Next, putting Lemma Lemma and together, as long as holds, with probability at least 1 — §

we have
A (M.,. + M,T +T7Xw + ccochT — m,mi) 1A Zw) .

Thus, implies that A (®,) 2 7A(Zw). To proceed, consider the matrix S, in (8), which comprises
two signals x;,v(t). The empirical covariance matrix of the state signal is studied above, while for the
piecewise-constant randomization signal v(t) in , we have

t o1 (n+)Tr™?t "
/U(S)U(S)Tds = E / wpw, ds = 7K™ g Ww, .
0 n=0 k-1 n=0

Thus, according to Theorem [3] similar to we have

Kk—1

T 2 1/2 2 3/2 K4
anwn — ko2 1| < kY262 qlog / 5
n=0

.
_ OP OP _ 2 OPXP OPX(I
HT_/[”(S)] [U(S)] ds =Ty {qup Iy |7

0

leads to n
[Hr | S o%qlog®? =5, (32)
because k > T2,
Next, using z, = [ccsT, KT + U(S)T]T, the matrix i.,. can be written as
I " Opxp O
v |1p P 2 [Ypxp VUpxgq
Y= {K} D, {K} + 710, {qup . } + F- + H., (33)
where
—_ Ip Op Op T Ip
i (M - L(J i L}<s> = k] )
0
However, Lemma and k > 72 give a high probability upper-bound for the above matrix:
Y Ppq Kq
17,0 S VKD ((Sw) +02) (pa 272108 2L + glog?2 B2 (34)
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In the sequel, we show that with probability at least 1 — ¢, it holds that

A ([H e [7] 2 o 0]) 27 () nod) (1 IKP)

0q><p Iq

which, according to , , and , implies the desired result. To show the above least eigenvalue inequality,
we use A (P,) 2 7A(Xw) to obtain

T
[P Ip 2 Opo Op><q > 2 Ip KT
)\<|:K:| o, |:K:| +T0oy |:Oq><p Iq =T (A(EW)/\UUJ)A K KKT—f—Iq .
However, block matrix inversion gives

1\ ! _
NI 5[ KT N _s([KTE+L, KT
“\|K KK'+1, K KK'+1I, -K I, ’

-1
that is clearly at least (1 + | K ||2) , apart from a constant factor. Therefore, we get the desired result. W

A.4 Approximation of true drift parameter by Algorithm

Lemma 4 Suppose that 0 is giwen by Algorithm . Then, with probability at least 1 — &, we have

p+q>1/2X(Ew)\/O’
T2 ASw) Ao

[o-eof < &

2 K
31+ 1) log (757) (35)

Proof. First, consider the mean matrix of the Gaussian posterior distribution. Using the data generation
mechanism dx; = BOthdt + dW,, we have

T T T T
e = EAI,__I /zsdal:;r = i;l /zsz;rdSHO + /zde;r =0¢ — i;l 0o — /zSdW;r ,
0 0 0
where we used the definition of iT in . Now, the sample 0 from D, can be written as 5,. = lr + i; 1/ 2<I>,

where & ~ N (0(p+q)xp, Ip+q) is a standard normal random matrix, as defined in the notation. So, for the
error matrix, it holds that

T

‘ |60 + /zsdwsT +‘
0

~ ~ 1/2
|6 - o] <= |

$-1
E‘r

|-

To proceed towards bounding the above error matrix, use

o= (e [ o

T T T

/zsdwj < (1VI[E]) /:cdeST + /v(s)dwj,
0 0 0

to obtain

To proceed, note that with probability at least 1 — §, we have

+
2] < p(p + g) log PEFD

Now, by putting this together with the results of Lemma Lemma and , we get the desired result.
|
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A.5 Eigenvalue ratio bound for sum of two matrices

Lemma 5 Suppose that M, E are p x p matrices, and let M = T ~'AT be the Jordan diagonalization of M.
So, for some positive integer k, we have A € CP*P = diag (Aq,- -, Ag), where the blocks Ay, -+, Ay are Jordan
matrices of the form

Ao 1 o --- 0 0
0o XN 1 o --- 0
A= o : Lot lecrm
o o0 --- 0 Ao 1
0 O o --- 0 X

Then, let r = max 7 < p, and define Ap(E) as the difference between the largest real-part of the eigenvalues
of M + E and that of M. Then, it holds that

Aw(E) < (1v /2| Eleond (1) (36)

where cond (T) is the condition number of I': cond (T') = A (FTF)1/2 A (FTF)A/Q.

Proof. Since the expression on the right-hand-side of is positive, it is enough to consider an eigenvalue A
of M + E which is not an eigenvalue of M, and show that R (\) — log A (exp (M) is less than the expression
on the RHS of . So, for such A, the matrix M — AI, is non-singular, while M + E — Al is singular. Let
the vector v # 0 be such that (M + E — AI,) v = 0, which by Jordan diagonalization above implies that

v=—-T""(A—X)"'TEw. (37)

Then, A = diag (A1, -+, Ax) indicates that A — A\ and (A — AI) are block diagonal, the latter consisting of
ﬂwbbd$dmg@A1_ALJ—ﬁu-JAk_ALQ—j.
Now, multiplications show that

A=X)"" A=) o A=)
- —1 oy \Tritl

OV S : ! ﬁ)
0 » 0 @f&rl

Therefore, according to the definition of matrix operator norms in Section [I} we obtain
2 \2
WM—A%)“grOVM—&\).

Putting these bounds for the blocks of (A — AI)™" together, leads to

1 < H(A _ M)—1H||r||||F*1H||EII
< rY2cond (D) ||E| @% (TN = )\i|")—1
< r1/2¢ond @) ||E| (1 A (§R()\) — logX(exp (M)))r)—1

To see the last inequality above, note that if R(\) — log A (exp (M)) is positive, then it is larger than all the
terms |\ — \;|, for i = 1,--- k. Thus, for

R(A) =log\(exp(M + E)),

we obtain . [ |
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B Proof of Theorem [2

To establish the rates of exploration Algorithm [2| performs, we utilize Lemma [8, which indicates that
R R Tn R 172 B R
Iir, ~ 60l < [£2172]|8172 [T | £A(E.,)"" (bo+ X (S logR (S, ))
0

1/2

Now, gives logX(irn) < log 75, while Lemma |§| provides A (i‘r) > 2 A(Zw). Moreover, since

E.lr/2 (0 u.,n) is a standard normal (p + ¢) X p matrix, we have

ST N (Ew) T (p(p + ¢) log(pg)) /2 .

- ~
Hen - Hr,

Thus, we obtain the desired result for the estimation error.
2

To proceed toward establishing the regret bound, Lemmal|7|shows that we need to integrate ‘

w +Q, Bl P <§n> @y
over the stabilized period of Algorithm 2} 7o <t¢ < T

Reg (T) S (N (Sw) +02) To—i—/Hut—i—Q 'B) P(Hg)thth.

To

Further, according to , for 7,1 < T < T,, we have

‘K (é}) _K (HO)HZ.

n—1
/Hut—&-Q BO 00 th dt<)\ EWZTi+1_Ti)
=0

To

On the other hand, Lemma [I2) implies that

R 3
|5 (8:) - K 80)] 5 m

6: — 60| .
Thus, we have

n—1
logT»
4pp+qg (Tit1—T4) 1/;
=0 T

%

A(Ew)? P (60)]°
A(Ew) A (Qa)* A(Qu)

Thus, according to (12)), we obtain the desired regret bound result in Theorem

Reg (T) < ()\(Ew)—i-a )To+

B.1 Geometry of drift parameters and optimal policies

Lemma 6 For the drift parameter 61, and for X € RP*PY € RP*9  define
_ At T At
Agl(x,y)_P(al)Y+/e , [M(X,Y) P(01)+P(01)M(X7Y)]e Bidt,
0

where Ay = Ay — B1Q By P (61) and M (X,Y) = X —YQ,'B P(61). Then, N, (X,Y) is the directional
derivative of BT P (0) at 1 in the direction [X,Y]. Importantly, the tangent space of the manifold of matrices
6 € RP*(+9) that satisfy B' P (8) = B P (61) at 8, contains all matrices X,Y that Ag, (X,Y) = 0.

Proof. First, note that according to the Lipschitz continuity of P () in Lemma the directional derivative
exists and is well-defined, as long as |[P (01)| < co. However, Lemma [11| provides that P (01) is finite in a
neighborhood of 8y, and so the required condition holds. Below, we start by establishing the second result to
identify the tangent space, and then prove the general result on the directional derivative.
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To proceed, let @ = 01 +¢ [X,Y]" be such that BT P (6) = B P (61), and denote K (61) = —Q; B P (61).
So, the directional derivative of P (61) along the matrix [X, Y]T can be found as follows. First, denoting the
closed-loop transition matrix by A = A — BQ; BT P (0), since

A'PO)+PO)A+Q,+K(0) QK (6)=0,
we have

(A1 +€X + YK («91))T P(0)+P(0) (A1 +eX + €YK (61))
— Q. —K(01)" QuK (61) =4, P(6,) + P (61)4A,.

For the matrix £ = lim e~ (P () — P (81)), the latter result implies that

e—0
A E+EA + (X +YK(6:) P(61)+P(81) (X + YK (81)) = 0.

Then, since all eigenvalues of Aj are in the open left half-plane, the above Lyapunov equation for E leads to
the integral form
E = /eﬂt ((X +YK(01) P(61)+P(61) (X + YK (91))) At gy
0

On the other hand, K (8) = —Q;' BT P () gives

1 1
0=lim— (BTP(6)~ B/ P(6:)) = lin — [(BT — B]) P(6) - B (P(6:) — P(8))],
e—0 € e—0 €
which, according to the definitions of E, M (X,Y’), implies the desired result about the tangent space of the
manifold under consideration.
Next, to establish the more general result on the directional derivative, we use the directional derivative of

P (8) in (65):
At T Ayt
et (P(61)[X + YK (01)] + [X + YK (6:)]' P(6:1))e™dt.
0
Finally, since the directional derivative for BT is Y, for BT P (), by the product rule it is Ag, (X,Y), which
finishes the proof. |

B.2 Regret bounds in terms of deviations in control actions

Lemma 7 Let u; be the action that Algorithm[3 takes at time t. Then, for the regret of Algorithm[3, it holds
that

Reg (T) < (N(Sw) +02) 7o||K + Q. By P (60)|

T
+ /”“t+QllBoTP(Oo)thQdH'xi}TP(Oo)l“*T,

To
where x%, is the terminal state under the optimal trajectory mops in (6)).

Proof. First, denote the optimal linear feedback of mopt in (6) by w; = K (6p)x;, where K (6p) =
—Q, ' BoP (60). According to the episodic structure of Algorithm [2| for 7,, <t < 7,1, denote

K,=-Q;'B'P (én) .

We first consider the regret of Algorithm [2] after finishing stabilization by running Algorithm [I} i.e., for
79 <t <T. Fix some small € > 0, that we will let decay later. We proceed by finding an approximation of the
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regret through sampling at times 7 + ke, for non-negative integers k. To do that, denote N = [(T — 7¢)/€],
and define the sequence of policies {7;},_, according to

~ uy = Ky t < To+i€
L w, =K (6)z; t> 70+ ie

That is, the policy 7; switches to the optimal feedback at time 7¢ + ie. So, the zeroth policy g corresponds
to applying the optimal policy mopt after stabilization at time 7¢, while the last one 7y is nothing but the
one in Algorithm [2} that we denote by 7, for the sake of brevity. As such, we have Regz (7)) = 0, and the
telescopic summation below holds true:

=

Regz (1) = Y (Regz,,, (T) — Regz, (7). (38)

i

I
=3

Now, to consider the difference Regz,, , (T') — Regz, (T), for a fixed 7 in the range 0 < i < N, denote
t1 = 7o + ic and let a:f’i,m;”“ be the state trajectories under 7;, 7w; 1, respectively. By definition, we have

ac?T = azfi“, for all t < t1. So, we drop the policy superscript and use x;, to refer to the states of both of
them at time ¢;. Therefore, as long as t; <t < t; + ¢, similar to , the solutions of the stochastic differential
equation are

t
zF = Moty +/eZO(t_S)dWS,

t1
t

ZFH = eZ(tftl)mtl_i_/eZ(tfs)dWs’

t1

where Ag = Ag + BoK (8p) and A = Ag + BoK;, are the closed-loop transition matrices under 7; and 7,41,
respectively. To work with the above two state trajectories, we define some notations for convenience:

My = Qu+K(60)" QuK (o),
Ml = Qm"‘KtlQuKtla

Y = ajer—l - mfia

E, = EZ(tftl) . 620(1541)'

Thus, letting
t

7, = / [BZ(t—s) _ eZg(t—s):IdV\VS7
t1

it holds that y; = Eyaxy, + Z; + O (62). Further, for the observation signal z; and the cost matrix @ defined in
Section [2} we have

fe R 2 RNt

/ (HQI/QZt (Tl'z‘+1)H —HQl/QZt (M)H )dt

ty

t1+€

~. T = ~ T =

- / [(mf + yt) My (:BZT + yt) — ] Mowfl]dt

ty

t1+e

~ T = =

= / [:c;" Sal + 2y Myl + y;eryt} dt, (39)

ty
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where S = My — My = K Q. K, — K (80)' QuK (60).
On the other hand, for t > t; + €, the evolutions of the state vectors are the same for the two policies and

we have
t

T Ao(t—ty1—e€) .7 Ao (t—
xTi = eMoli—t E)wt1+€+ / eAot=)dw,.
t1+e

Therefore, the difference signal becomes

and we obtain

yp = eoltmhre {x;iiel - ‘”ff%e} =Mty o= MY, L@y, + Ziy
T
172, (=~ 2 /2 (=~
|@ 2z G| - |@/22 &)

2
)dt
t1+e

= / [(w;" +yt> My (wtl —l—yt) —xy Mowtl]dt

= / (207 MowT -+ y] Moy dt. (40)
t]-‘rE

Now, after doing some algebra, the expressions in and lead ro the following for small e:

Reg,?i+1 (T) — Regz, (T) = (a:ZFtlwtl + Qw;rlgtl) e+ O (62) ,

where
T
F, = S+ / (2H;ezg(3‘“> (Qgg + K (80) QuK (00)) ez"(s_tl))ds 1O,
T " s
g = / H e =) (Q, + K (80)" QuEK (60)) / AC=IaWw, |ds+ 0 (e,
ty ty
S, = K} QuK: — K (60)" QuK (80),
H,, = By(K; —K(60)).

Thus, as € tends to zero, by 7 we have
T
R _ T T
eg~ (T) — Regz (10) = / (act Fixy + 2z, gt)dt, (41)
To

where Fy, g; are the above expressions, without the O (€) terms.
Next, by , the quadratic expression in terms of the matrix F; can be equivalently written with

F, =S, + H, P(6o)+ P(60) H, — H, E; — E,H;,

where
o0

B = / ¢A5 (=) D eAo(s=0) g — A5 (T=1) p (g ¢A0(T—1)
T
Note that in the last equality above, we again used . Now, after doing some algebra similar to the expression

in , we have
Si + H, P (680) + P (60) H; = (K; — K (80)) " Qu (K; — K (80)),
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which in turn implies that

T T T
2
/:ctTthtdt = / HQ}/Z (K; — K(Oo))th dt — Q/a:tTEthmtdt. (42)
To To To

To study the latter integral, suppose that z; is the state trajectory under the optimal policy mopt in @,
and define & = x; — z;.Note that gives dx; = (Ao + Ht) xidt + dW,, as well as dz; = Agx;dt + dW,.
Thus, we get d¢, = H,x,dt + Ap&,dt, using which, we have the following for ¢, = e~ 40t¢,:

dor = d (Mg ) = e dg, — Ape Mdt = e Hyydt.
Above, we used the fact that the matrices e_ZOt,ZO commute. So, it holds that

e BEHxdt = o %0 TP (0,) T dp,
. N . _
= aj M TTOP(8g) e di, + ol e TP (B0) ™ T dipy

— — 1 — —
= :cheAOT(Tft)P (80) e Tdyp, + §d [(ptTeAOTTP (6o) eAOTgpt] .

In the above expression, writing the solution of the stochastic differential equation as in , we have
T
eZO(Tft):c: =ah — /ez"(Tfs)dWS,
t

which gives

2] B Hya dt = zx:TeZt?(T*t)P(ao)eZoncpt+d[%T eKoTTP(eo)eZoT@t}

T T

= -2 /eZO(T_S)dWS P (6o) eZOngot

t

+ Qx}TP (6o) eZOngat +d [go;reZgTP (6o) eAUTgot}

T T

= -2 /eZO(Tfs)dWs P (0o) eZOTdcpt

t
+ d [(xT + GZOTSOt)T P (6o) (:v*T + 6A°Tsot)] )

where the latest equality holds since the differential of the constant term x% P (8¢) x%- is zero. Next, integration
by part yields to

T /T T T T
[ [aaan.) pontTan = ~( [mTaw, | Poe) e,
To t 0
T
+ /@;reAOTTP (60) e T aw,
To

Now, note the following simplifying expressions: First, by definition, we have x7. + eAoT

and

or =z +ér =xT

*
zpte o

T
ZOT(PTO _ x; + ezo(Tft)(mTo —x* ) _ eZO(Tft)wTO + /ezo(Tfs)dWS’
To
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is the terminal state vector under the policy 7 that switches to the optimal policy mopt after the time 7o,

T _ _
because [ e T=9)dW = % — eA"(T_"")a:f,‘_O. Finally, according to Lemma |8, we have
To

T T 1/2

T
_ _ _ 2 — 2
/gptTeAJTP (6o) e T=1) gy, < /HeAO(T_t)&H dt log/ HeAO(T_t)@H dt.
T 0 To

0

Putting the above bounds together, we obtain

T T
_ 2
2 / e B Hyadt — 23 P (8g) 2 < [ || (mt)H dt. (43)
To To

To proceed toward working with the integration of @, g;, employ Fubini Theorem [37] to obtain

T T
To

To

T
- / / / TH Ao (S’t)MeZ“(S’“))dsdtqu.

T0oTo U

x] H %o (S_t)MeZO(S_“))qudsdt

e
’ﬁ #\w

Now, denote the inner double integral by y,'

u

// :I:THT AJ (s— t)MOeZo(s—u)>det:/(m;r (Kt_K(a())) PtTu)d

To U 0

where
T

Pl =B / Ao (5=8) Ao (5= gg.

T
Now, let 87 = [ [yu|’du, and employ Lemma [§] to get

To

T T
/wjﬁtdt = /yIqu =0 (6;/2 logl/2 5T) . (44)
To To

Thus, we can work with S7 to bound the portion of the regret the integral of =, g; captures. For that purpose,
the triangle inequality and Fubini Theorem [37] lead to

T u
// | Py (K — K (69)) :Bt||2dtdu

T T

- / 2T (K, — K (80))" /PtTqudu (K, — K (80)) | dt
0

t

Br

IA

T T

/ P Py..du / I(K, — K (80)) | dt.
t

0

IA

29



T
We can show that A (f PtTuPtyudu> <1
t

T T
X / Pl Pdu)| < / 1P, |2 du
t
T|| T 2
< //7TS ) Myeo = ds| du
t u
2 n ’
< /Hezg(u_t)H /ezj(s—u)MerO(s—u)ds du
t u
<

T
— 2
1P @) [ [t aus
t

Above, in the last inequality we use . Note that the last expression is a bounded constant, since all
eigenvalues of Ay are in the open left half-plane.
Thus, according to , it is enough to consider

T

Br < / (K, — K (80)) (|, (45)

0

in order to bound the portion of the regret that the integration of =, g; contributes.

While the above discussions apply to the regret during the time interval 7o < ¢ < T, we can similarly
bound the regret during the stabilization period 0 < ¢t < 7g. The difference is in the randomization sequence
wp,n =0,1,---, which is reflected through the piece-wise constant signal v(¢) in . Therefore, it suffices to
add the effect of v(t) to the one of the Wiener process Wy, and so Xw will be replaced with (ZW + O'%U)Z

Regz (T0) < (Sw +02) 7o||[K — K (60)|”. (46)

Finally, 7 , , , , and together, we get the desired result. |

B.3 Stochastic inequality for continuous-time self-normalized martingales

Lemma 8 Let z; = [:B;r, U, } be the observation signal and Zt be as in . Then, for the stochastic integral

fz dW/, we have

A (@:it_l@t) < pA (Zw) [log det £, — log det f]o] . (47)

Proof. We approximate the integrals over the interval [0, ¢] through n equally distanced points in the interval,
and then let n — oo. So, let e = [¢/n], and for K =0,1,--- ,n — 1, consider the matrix

k
[5S T
Mk = EZO —+ Zzifzie'
=0
Using the above matrices, for k = 1,--- | n, define oy = zzeMk__llzke. Thus, we have

det My = det [My_1 (I + M; " zkez),)] = det (My_1)det (I + M, " zpez),) .
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Now, M,;_llzkez; is a rank-one matrix, and so p + g — 1 eigenvalues of I + M,;_llzkez; except one are 1, and
one eigenvalue is 1 + ag. So, it holds that

det Mk 1+
= Q.
det Mk—l §
Next, it is straightforward to show that
—1 T a7-1
_ -1 _ My "1 Zkezp My
M7t = (M1 + zpez,, = i .
k ( k—1 ke k:e) k-1 1+ ZZEM];jlzke
Therefore, we have
2
T a1 T Ty-1 aj, det My, — det My_4
ZpeM) " Zhe = 2z (Mk?*l + zkﬁzke) Zke = Ok — 1+ ap - det M,
However, since for all « € R we have 1+ a < e, we obtain
zgeMk_lzkE < logdet My — logdet My_1. (48)

To proceed, let Fj, be the sigma-field generated by the Wiener process up to time ke:
Fr =F (W,,0<s<ke).

k
Further, define L = > z;. (W(Hl)e - Wie)T'
i=0

So, we have
E[LI M L) =E [E [L] M L 7] | = B [E [wl v e 7]
where Uy, = Li_1 + 2je (Wipa1ye — Wie) |- Since Ly_; is Fj-measurable, we get
E [Ly My Ly
= E[LL M Lt + B [(Weernye = Wae) 21 M 2 (Woene = Wio) T |7 |
= E[Li_{ M 'Li_1 + (20 M}, " Z1e) €Sw]

where in the last line above we used Fjp—measurability of zg., M}, as well as the independent increments
property and the covariance matrix of the Wiener process. So, implies that

XN(E[Lf M Li]) = N (E [Li_y MY Li—1]) < eX(Zw) (log det (eMy) — log det (eMy,—1)) .
Thus, summing over k = 1,--- ,n, we get
hy (E [L; (eM,) ™" LnD < X (Sw) (log det (€M, — log det (eMp)) .

Now, consider A (LTTL (eMn)_1 Ln). Since L, (eMn)_1 L,, is positive semidefinite, its largest eigenvalue can be

upper-bounded by its trace, which implies that

EX(L7 (M) La)] < Elor (L] (M) 1)
L

I
o+
!
I/
=
b‘
S
‘o
5

I
S
/N
&=
h
C
o
8
L

h
S
N—

< pA(Zw) (logdet (eM,,) — logdet (eMy)),

where we used the fact that the linear operators of trace and expected value interchange.
Thus, Martingale Convergence Theorem [37] implies that

X (L; (eM,) ™" Ln> < X (Sw) (log det (M) — log det (eMp))

Finally, as n tends to infinity, € shrinks and we obtain the desired result. |
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B.4 Anti-concentration of the posterior precision matrix in Algorithm

Lemma 9 In Algorithm@ we have the following for the matriz f).rn that is defined in :

liminf 7 1/2\ (if) >\ (Sw).

n— 00

Proof. First, we define some notation. Recall that durlng the time interval 7, <t < 7,41 correspondlng to
episode i, Algorithm |2 I uses a single parameter estimate 0 So, for i =0,1,---, we use ®;, K;, A; to denote the
sample covariance matrix of the state vectors of episode i, and the feedback and closed-loop matrlceb during
episode i:

Tit1
o, = / wtw:dt,
Ti
K = —Q;'B[P(0;).
A, = A+ ByK;.
So, it holds that
n—1
if,,, = i\:‘ro + Z qu)zL;r7 (49)
i=0
where L; = [II(% .

Now, consider the matrix ®;. Note that according to the bounded grows rates of the episode (from both
above and below) in , both 7;41 — 7; and 7; tend to infinity as ¢ grows. Thus, in the sequel, we suppose
that the indices n, i, j, k that are used for denoting the episodes, are large enough. Similar to , we have

o0

o, = /ezis |:(7'2‘+1 — 7)) Sw 4+ M; + M, + a:T:cI - :c.,iﬂa::iﬂ} Al *ds,
0

where
Ti41

M; = / x, dW, .
Ti
So, using the fact that the real-parts of all eigenvalues of A; are negative and so ., 41 can be bounded with

exp (Zi(Ti_i_l — Tl)) Z,, similar to , as well as Lemma |2 we obtain the following bounds for the largest
and smallest eigenvalues of ®;

oo

(Tiv1 — T)A(Sw) A /eZiSerSds , (50)

(Tiv1 — T (Zw) 7H€A
0

On the other hand, for the parameter estimates at the end of episodes, similar to , we have

>
&
2V

>
&
N

Ti
SY2 (0 00) = SV (0~ ir,) + 57177 | 00+ / 2 dW]
0
Note that by the construction of the posterior D, in @D, for the first term we have f}}.{Q (é\, — //Zn) ~
N (0,Ip44). Further, for the second term, Lemma together with lead to

T

2;11/2 —6¢ +/zdeST <(p+q)log*?r
0
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Therefore, we have
542 (8:~ 60)|| < (0 + a) 105" 7.

However, using the relationship between in and ®g,--- ,P;_1 in , we can write
. T N B /A
(p+0)*log i 2 (0~ 00) Sr. (8:—60) = (0:—00) | L;@;L]| (8:~60),
j=0

which according to the bound in implies that

i—1

—~ 2
ASw) Y (41— Tj)HLjT (Oi - 90) H S (p+q)?log 7.
=0

Clearly, the above result indicates that for j < ¢, it holds that
(p+q)*logT;

H(é\i_OO)TLj A(Zw) (Tj41 —75)

Next, we employ Lemma [f] to study hoe Algorithm [2] utilizes Thompson sampling to diversify the matrices
Ly,Ly,---. To do so, we consider the randomization the posterior D,, applies to the sub-matrix of the
parameter estimate corresponding to the input matrix B;. That is, we aim to find the distribution of the

]. Since 8; — fr, ~ N (0, fl_,__il), we have

w2 e]) - (0 [5,)

2
S

(52)

OPXQ

I

0,001 /4 0,01 "
_ |Ypxa T ~ pXq
5= ] (0 n) v (0]

where [i;}} . is the g x ¢ lower-left block in i;}:

L[ B
O LEL B

Note that f].,.o is a positive semi-definite matrix. Therefore, it suffices to show the desired result for

random p X ¢ matrix (éz — ﬁ.,.)

(53)

f).,.n — f].ro, and so in the sequel we remove the effect of f].,.o by treating 7o as 0. So, to calculate the inverse
E;il, we apply block matrix inversion to
i—1 i—1 T
_ =] 5] 2% 34K
Yo = ‘111 2| = | 7=0 J=0
T |:§ :| [i ] i—1 i—1 T ’
Tilay Ti] 99 Z K;®; Z qu)jKj
7=0 7=0
to obtain
~ ~ 1-1 o 1—1 1~ ~ 11
5, = ) B Bl B
“ln 11 11 12 21 11
~ ~ -1~
R I A I
P12 11 12
271i| — Q4_1
[ Tilog v
~ ~ ~ -1 r.
o = [, [, 5 L
22 21 11 12

The smallest eigenvalue of ZA?.,.i is related to that of ;. On one hand, since Q;l is a sub-matrix of ZA);}; ie.,
A (Qt_l) <A (i;}), which implies that A (;) > A (f].,.> Now, we show that the inequality holds in the
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opposite direction as well, modulo a constant factor. Suppose that v € RP*Y is a unit vector, v = [v

1 € RP) and vy € RY. So, after doing some algebra as follows, we have

v, v v

i

{f).,.] 1/1Jr21/;r {i.r] 1/2+V; {f).,.] Vs
11 12 22

~ ~ ~ -1 .
= v {E,—i] v+ 2] {Zn] {E.,.i] [Eﬂ.] vy
11 11 11 12
~ ~ 1-1lr. o o1=1 .
ot 5], ] ), ] e
21 11 11 11 12
~ ~ ~ -1~
T I N S
22 21 11 12
o 1-lra T
_ <yl+[z,i] [2,1] VQ) [27
11 12
+ VQQiI/Q.

~ -1~
1 (e Bl 50, 0)
11 11 12

T ]’

)

~ i—1 ~
For the matrix [Z.,.,i] = Y ®;, the smallest eigenvalue lower bounds in lead to A ([Z.,.J ) e
1n = 1

7;A(Zw). Thus, in order to show the desired smallest eigenvalue result for i,.n, it suffices to consider

~ -1~
unit vectors v for which |v + [Z.rl} [En] vl ST, /4 holds. For such unit vectors v, the expressions
11 12
N i—1 N i—1
[Eri} = > ®; and [Zri} = Y ®,K], as well as Lemma [11f that indicates that the matrices K; are
11 j=0 12 j=o0

bounded, || needs to be bounded away from zero since || + 2| = |v|
A@) 22 (50) 229,

Otherwise, the desired result about the eigenvalue of ﬁ,ﬂ holds true.
By simplifying the following expression, we get

2o, Thus, we have

i—1 1 T a1l
S (K] - [2,} [z,.] o, (KT - [27} [2,]
; J “111 ‘112 J ‘111 ‘112
7=0
1—1 1—1 _1
_ . T _ H . S
= Y KK =Y K =] 5],
7=0 7=0
i—1 . T i—1
_ S 5 KT
([2”}11 [ZTIL ) ik +Z
7=0 7=0

However, we have

ie.,

(54)

(55)



We use the above expression to relate the matrices g, 1, -+ to each others. First, let ¥y, ¥q,--- be a
sequence of independent random ¢ X p matrices with standard normal distribution

U, ~ N (qup7 Iq) . (56)

Then, since {i;}] o Qi_l and , we can let F; = 9;1/2\1114. Further, for j,k=0,1,---, denote the B-part
of the differences fi, — fi; by

Hyj = [OqvaIq] (1k — ﬁ])
Note that the above result together with give

[Ogxps Io] (B — 65 ) = His + 02wy — 02w,

We will show in the sequel that the above normally distributed random matrices are the effective randomizations
that Thompson sampling Algorithm [2] a%ilies for exploration. For that purpose, using the directional derivatives

and the optimality manifolds in Lemma |6} we calculate K} — K; according to Hy; + Q,lc/ 2 Ql/ 2\11 Plugging
in the expression for Ag, (X,Y) in Lemma [6] for

~ T
X, Y]=6, -6, ,
we have

07 [LT ek—a)P(§)+P(

< (p+q)2 IOng:
Y ACW) (T —T5)

D)
v
~—~

D

kSl

|
N
N—
4‘
~
I;l
(9]
=

&

=

d
T )y r@) 6 0) [y @) (o o)

Putting the above two portions of Ag, (X,Y) together, since Uy, ¥, are independent and standard normal
random matrices, implies that the latter portion of Ag, (X,Y) is the dominant one. Thus, according to
Lemma |§| and the expression for the optimal feedbacks in @7 we can approximate Kj — K in by

7Q;1 (ij + Q]:l/Q\I/k — Qj_l/Q\I/j) P (é}) .

—~ —11:—1
We use the above approximation for the matrix [ - ] Z Py (K; — Ki) in . letting the episode number

i grow. So, the following expression captures the limit behav1or of the least eigenvalue of ETn in Algorithm E

Qu2,0 Hy, + 920, -0V %0,
. udmwu n J k J J
Im = Z Z P (6) ( — )
n FAY J : n
- 1/2, ~1/2 T
Tj+1 — T Z ( ) Hk] +Q _Qj \I/j (57)
T (Zw) TJ+1_TJ P ot/ ’

where L

n—1
oy, = [Z @i] Dy
1=0

The equation in provides the limit behavior of the randomized exploration Algorithm [2[ performs for
learning to control the diffusion process. More precisely, it shows the roles of the random samples from the

posteriors through the random matrices (2,;1/2\I!;€7 for k =0,--- ,n— 1, which render the limit matrix in a
positive definite one, as describe below.
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n—1__
Note that since > ®; = I,,, the expression
i=0

n—1 —1/2 —1/2 T

— ~ Hy, +Q U — Q. v
Z@kp(aj)< L )
k=0 T

n

-
is a weighted average of the random matrices 7'71/4 (ij + Q,:lmlllk — Qj_l/z\llj) . Moreover, according to the

discussions leading to and , the matrix (7,41 — Tj)’lq)j converge as j grows to a positive definite
matrix, for which all eigenvalues are larger than A (Xw), modulo a constant factor. On the other hand, because
the lengths of the episodes satisfies the bounded growth rates in , the ratios 7, (741 — ;) are bounded
from above and below by o" =7 and @(a@+1)" 77!, and their sum over j = 0,--- ,n —1is 1. A similar property

1/47';1/4. So, the expression on the right-hand-side of

of boundedness from above and below applies to 7
is in fact a weighted average of

n—1 —1/2 —-1/2 T
~ Hy, +Q Wy — Q70
Z@kp (9_7) < 2 u 7'_1/4 ! ]> )

k=0 n

forj=0,---,n—1.

-
Note that by the distribution of the random matrices in , all rows of T,l/4 (ij + Q;l/zkllk — Q;l/Q\Ilj
are independent normal random vectors, implying that these random matrices are almost surely full-rank.
Therefore, 7, 1 20 converges to a positive definite random matrix, which according to implies the desired

result.
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C Auxiliary Lemmas

C.1 Behaviors of diffusion processes under non-optimal feedback

Lemma 10 Let g,ﬁ be an arbitrary pair of stabilizable system matrices. Suppose that for the closed-loop
matric A = A 4+ BK, we have A (exp (A)) < 1, and P satisfies

A PLPA+Q, + KTQuK =0.

Then, it holds that

pop(@)+ [ (k4050 (8)) (Quic+ 5P (0)) Tar

0

Proof. Denote K (5) = —Q;léTP (5) and 4 = A + BK (5) So, after doing some algebra, it is easy to
show that the algebraic Riccati equation in (5] gives
~T

A P(§)+P(§)i+Qm+K<§)TQuK(§).

~N T ~ ~
Now, let ® = K 'Q,K — K (0) QK (0), and subtract the above equation that P (0) solves, from the

similar one in the statement of the lemma that P satisfies, to get
(Z—i)TP(é) +P(§) (Z—il) vA (P—P(é)) v (P—P(é))ZJr@ —0. (58)
Because A (exp (Z)) < 1, by solving for P— P (5), we have
P—P (6) - 7eATt (cb n [K K (§>]T BTP ((3) 4P (5) B [K K (é)D Atdt,
0

where the fact Z—j =B [K - K (5)} is used above. Then, using BTp (5) =—Q.K (5), it is straightforward

to see
(1= % (9)) @u(x-x(3))

_ <1>+[K—K(é)}TETP(é\)+P(§)§{K—K(§)}, (59)

which leads to the desired result. m

C.2 Behaviors of diffusion processes in a neighborhood of the truth

Lemma 11 Letting o be as defined in , assume that

H§||Bo||||P(00)||< 7 A|P<e>o>||)' (60

Hé—oo

Then, for the Riccati equation in which is denoted by P (0), we have HP (5) H S|P (6o)|. Furthermore,
for any eigenvalue X of A — EQ;léTP (é), it holds that R (\) < —A(Qz) | P (80)] "
Proof. First, let us write Ag = Ag — BoQ,, !By P (80) and

A, = A—BQ;'Bj P(8p) = Ay + E1,
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where By = A — Ay — (§ - BO) Q;'By P (6p). Since r < p, implies that E; satisfies

1B S v~ 2 [Gon1)"

So, letting M = Ag in 7 Lemma [5[leads to the fact that all eigenvalues of exp (Zl) are inside the unit-circle.
Therefore, all eigenvalues of Zliare on the open left half-plane of the complex plane. Now, in Lemma let
K =-Q;'Bj P(8p) and A = A}, to obtain the matrix denoted by P in the lemma. Since P satisfies

Q.+ K'Q.K =4, P— PA, = —A, P — PAy — E] P — PE;,

writing Lemma for A = Ay, but replacing Q, with Q, + E] P + PE;, we have

o0

P = /eth Q. + K'QuK + B P+ PE] et gy,
0
However, according to , we have
[ee]
P(6y) = /eAOTt Q. + KTQ, K] e'dt. (61)
0

Thus, it holds that

P =P (6)+ /erTt [E] P+ PE;] e™tdt,
0

which leads to

n — 2
IPI < 1P 60)] + 212117 [ [

0

2 o
dt < 1. So, by Lemma we have HP (H)H < ||P| £ [P (80)],

We will shortly show that 2| E4| [ Hez"t
0

which is the desired result.

To proceed, denote the closed-loop matrix by A =A- EQ_léTP (5), and let the p dimensional unit
vector v attain the maximum of Hexp(Z)y , i.e., ‘exp (A) H Hexp H Then, for @ (instead of @g)

implies that
o0 ~ o~

[P@)] = vr (@)= [Tt o p(6) Bai'BTP (6)] Fvar

0

N T~ ~ ~
Therefore, A (Qz + P (0) BQ;'B'P (0)) > A(Qz), together with the fact that the magnitudes of all

eigenvalues are smaller than the operator norm, imply that for an arbitrary eigenvalue A of A, we have

P60l 2 [P (6)] = 2@ [ ra, (62
0

which leads to the second desired result of the lemma. To complete the proof, we need to establish that
o 12 ~

(I Hert dt < 1/2. For that purpose, if we write for ¢ instead of 6, the condition in implies
0

the above bound. ]
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C.3 Perturbation analysis for algebraic Riccati equation in
Lemma 12 Assume that holds. Then, we have

[P (5) - pow)] < DL

0 (V[ BT P (@) |66

Proof. First, fix the dynamics matrix é\, and let C be a linear segment connecting ¢ and 0:

C= {(1 ~ )8 +a§}

0<a<l

Let 61 € C be arbitrary. Then, the derivative of P (0) at 61 in the direction of C can be found by using

the difference matrices F4 = A— Ay, Eg = B— By. Denote E = [EA,EB]T. Then, we find P (03), where
05 = 01 + €F, for an infinitesimal value of €. So, we have

P (01) B2Q, ' B, P (61)
€P (01) EpQ, ' By P (61) + P (61) B1Q,' By P (61)
O (%) +eP (61) EgQ, "B P (01) + €P (61) B1Q, "EL P (61) + P (61) B1Q, ' B P (61).

Therefore, we can calculate P (03) BoQ;' B, P (62). To that end, let P = P (63) — P (6;), write P (62) in
terms of P, P (01), and use the above result to get

P (02) B2Q,, ' B, P (02)
(62) B2Q;, ' By P+ P (62) B2Q;, ' By P (61)
||P||2> + P (61) B2Q,'B; P+ PByQ,' B, P (61) + P (61) B2Q,' B, P (61)

P
- 0 (

O (IPI?) + P (61) B2Q; ' B P + PB>Q; ' B P (61)

O (%) +€P (61) EpQy" B) P (61) +€P (61) B1Q, ' E P (61)
+ P(61) B1Q,'B/ P (61). (63)
Again, expanding Ay = A; + E4 and P (02) = P (01) + P, it yields to

A; P (62) + P (62) Ay

= Ay P(0:1)+ Ay P+ P(0:) Ay + PA,
A[P(6;)+€¢EjP(61)+ Ay P

+ P(61) A, +€P(01) Ea + PA,.

To proceed, plug in the continuous-time algebraic Riccati equation in for 61,02 below in the above
expression:

AJP(02) +P(02) As = P (62) BoQ, By P (02) + Qu,
A[P(61)+P(61) A1 = P(6:1)B1Q;'B) P (61) + Q.

So, we obtain
AJ P (02)+ P (03) Ay — A P(81) — P (61) A
= €E,P(01)+¢P(01)Ea+PAy + AP
= P (02) B2Q,'B, P (62) — P(01) BiQ, "' B P (61)
= O(IPP) + P(61) B2@,'B] P+ PB2Q, B P (61)
+ O(€) +€P(61) EpQ,' By P(6:1) +€P(61) B1Q,'EL P (61),
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where in the last equality above, we used . Now, rearrange the terms in the above statement to get an
equation that does not contain any expression in term of 8. So, it becomes

0 = [A] —P(61) B2Q,'By | P+ P [Ay — BoQ, ' By P (61)] fo(npn“') NG
+ €EiP(01)+€P(01)Ea— P (0,) EpQ, B P(81) — P (01) BiQ,'ELP (61).

Next, to simplify the above equality, define the followings:

D = Ay—ByQ,'B; P(61),
K(01) = —-Q,'B P(61),
R = ¢P(6y) EA+EBK(01)} +6[K(01)TEg+E}]P(01)—0(62).

So, writing our equation in terms of D, K (61), R, it gives
0=D"P+PD-0 <||P||2) +R. (64)

The discussion after @ states that all eigenvalues of A; = A; — BnglBlTP (61) lie in the open left
half-plane. Therefore, if € is small enough, real-parts of all eigenvalues of D are negative, according to Lemma [5}
Therefore, implies that

X(P) <A /eD”ReDtdt < IIRII/H@DtHth-
0 0

So, as € decays, R vanishes, which by the above inequality shows that P shrinks as € tends to zero. Further, as
€ decays, D converges to Ay. Thus, by , we have

oo

lim e 1P = /elet (P (61) [Ea + EpK (61)] + [Ea + EpK (61)]" P (01)) Mitdy, (65)

e—0
0

Recall that the above expression is the derivative of P (0) at 61, along the linear segment C. Thus, integrating
along C, and Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality imply that

|2(8) ~P©0)| = [6- 0] sup 1P @011 v 15 @) / 7
6,eC

Finally, using Lemma , and , we obtain the desired result. |
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D Numerical Results

In this section, we provide further empirical results illustrating the performance of Algorithm [2|in the settings
of flight control, as well and blood glucose control. First, we provide box plots depicting the distribution of the
normalized squared estimation error and the normalized regret of Algorithm 2] for X-29A airplane. Note that
the corresponding worst- and average-case curves are presented in Figure [I] Then, Figures [3 and [ provide the
corresponding curves of estimation and regret versus time as well as the box-plots, for Boeing 747. Finally, we
present similar empirical result for learning to control blood glucose level. As shown in the presented figures,
Thompson sampling Algorithm [2 clearly outperforms the competing reinforcement learning policy.
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Figure 2: The performance of Algorithm [2f (blue) compared to Randomized Estimate policy (red) [2] for flight
~ 2
6 — 6o

divided by p(p + q)T;l/2 log 7, at times 100, 200, 300, 400, 500, and 600 for 100 replications. Similarly, the
lower graph showcases the distribution of the regret Reg (T'), normalized by p(p + ¢)T/?logT.

control of X-29A airplane. The top box-plots are for the normalized squared estimation error,

Figure [2] depicts the box plot corresponding to Figure [I] that is for the flight control of X-29A airplane at
2000 ft. In the following experiments, we keep the setting given in Section [f] for the cost and noise covariance
matrices, and compare Algorithm [2|to Randomized Estimate policy [2].

Next, the empirical results of the flight control problem in Boeing 747 airplane at 20000 ft altitude are
provided [43]. The true drift matrices of the Boeing 747 are

—-0.199 0.003 —0.980  0.038 —0.001  0.058
A — -3.868 —0.929 0471  —0.008 B — 0.296 0.153
7 | 1.591  —0.015 —0.309 0.003 |’ 7 10012 —0.908
—0.198  0.958 0.021 0.000 0.015 0.008

Then, the blood glucose control problem is studied [47, [50]. The true drift matrices are

191 -2.82 0091 —0.0992
Ao = [1.00 —-1.00 0.00 |, Bp= | 0.0000
0.00 1.00 —1.00 0.0000

Note that from a practical point of view, worst-case behavior are of crucial importance in this problem.
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Figure 3: The performance of Algorithm [2[ (blue) compared to Randomized Estimate policy (red) [2] for the
. 2
6 — 00|

divided by p(p + ¢)Tn 1/2 log 7, for 100 replications. Similarly, the lower graph showcases the regret Reg (T),
normalized by p(p 4+ ¢)T*/?1log T.

flight control of Boeing 747 airplane. The top graph plots the normalized squared estimation error,
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Figure 4: The performance of Algorithm [2| (blue) compared to Randomized Estimate policy (red) [2] for the
~ 2
6 — 00|

divided by p(p + q)’r;l/2 log 7, at times 100, 200, 300, 400, 500, and 600 for 100 replications. Similarly, the
lower graph showcases the regret Reg (T'), normalized by p(p + ¢)T"/?log T

flight control of Boeing 747 airplane. The top graph plots the normalized squared estimation error,
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Figure 5: The performance of Algorithm [2| (blue) compared to Randomized Estimate policy (red) [2] for the

the blood glucose control. The top graph plots the normalized squared estimation error,

~ 2
6, — BOH divided by

p(p+q)Tn 1/2 log T, for 100 replications. Similarly, the lower graph showcases the regret Reg (T'), normalized

by p(p+¢)T*/?log T.
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Figure 6: The performance of Algorithm [2| (blue) compared to Randomized Estimate policy (red) |2] for the

the blood glucose control. The top graph plots the normalized squared estimation error,

~

2
6, — 6, H divided

by p(p + q)TT_Ll/2 log T, at times 100, 200, 300, 400, 500, and 600 for 100 replications. Similarly, the lower
graph showcases the regret Reg (T'), normalized by p(p + ¢)T/?logT.
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