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Abstract

With the outstanding performance of policy gradient (PG) method in the reinforce-

ment learning field, the convergence theory of it has aroused more and more interest re-

cently. Meanwhile, the significant importance and abundant theoretical researches make

the stochastic linear quadratic (SLQ) control problem a starting point for studying PG in

model-based learning setting. In this paper, we study the PG method for the SLQ prob-

lem in infinite horizon and take a step towards providing rigorous guarantees for gradient

methods. Although the cost functional of linear-quadratic problem is typically nonconvex,

we still overcome the difficulty based on gradient domination condition and L-smoothness

property, and prove exponential/linear convergence of gradient flow/descent algorithm.

Keywords: Stochastic linear-quadratic control, nonconvex optimization, linear state feedback,

policy gradient method, global convergence

1 Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL) [Sutton and Barto, 2018] recently has an outstanding performance

in a wide variety of applications. In particular, RL has been skilful in handling large scale and
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challenging multistage decision making problem which is uaually computationally intractable

through interacting with the environment sequentailly, such as playing Atari [Mnih et al., 2013,

2015], AlphaGo/AlphaZero [Silver et al., 2016, 2017], autonomous driving [Levine et al., 2016]

and quantitative finance[Nevmyvaka et al., 2006].

With the success of RL, an increasing amount of research has been centered on the theo-

retical understanding of important issues in RL, including but not limited to algorithm inter-

pretability, computational efficiency, and convergence analysis. On a line of research, [Wang

and Zhou, 2020, Wang et al., 2020] innovatively devise an exploratory formulation of system

dynamics with continuous state and control spaces. By means of stochastic calculus, they show

that the optimal feedback control distribution for linear-quadratic problem is Gaussian. Their

findings interpret why Gaussian exploration is widely adopted in RL and spark a new line of

this research direction. Further to say, under the exploratory formulation mentioned above,

Yanwei Jia and Xun Yu Zhou study policy gradient algorithom[Jia and Zhou, 2022b]temporal

difference method[Jia and Zhou, 2022a] and q-learning[Jia and Zhou, 2023] for reinforcement

learning in continuous time and space.

Another recent line of research is to approach the reinforcement learning method from the

perspective of policy optimization (PO) which provides a conceptual framework for learning-

based control. This idea as a guiding principle in present paper has been stated in [Hu et al.,

2023, Recht, 2019]. Under the interdisciplinary connection of control theory and RL, the PO

formulation of control problem provide a solid foundation for the convergence/complexity theory

in RL which catches more and more attention in recent years. In this direction, the linear

quadratic regulator, as a foundational and essential class of optimal control problems, has been

widely used in testing the effectiveness of RL algorithms. Moreover, the evaluation results are

usually without loss of generality, since a wide range of nonlinear problems can be approximated

by the linear problem. In present paper, we consider the following stochastic linear quadratic

(SLQ) optimal control problem in infinite horizon with the random initial state.

Given a complete probability space (Ω,F ,F,P) satisfying the usual condition, on which a

standard one-dimensional Brownian motion {B(t)|t ≥ 0} is defined. F = {Ft}t≥0 denotes the

natural filtration of Brownian motion augmented by all the P-null sets in F and an independent

σ-algebra F0. Consider the following time-invariant controlled system denoted by [A,C;B,D]

for simplicity.: dX(t) = [AX(t) + Bu(t)]ds + [CX(t) + Du(t)]dB(t) t ≥ 0

X(0) = ξ0
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with quadratic cost functional

J (ξ0;u(·)) = E

∫ +∞

0

[
X(t)TQX(t) + u(t)TRu(t)

]
dt.

Throughout the paper A,C ∈ Rn×n; B,D ∈ Rn×m and Q ∈ Sn
+; R ∈ Sm

+ are given constant

matrices. The initial state X(0) = ξ0, valued in Rn, is a F0-measurable random variable.

The study of the linear quadratic problem has a long history. The seminal works about

deterministic model can be traced back to [Kalman, 1960, Kalman et al., 1960], while the

pioneering works about the stochastic one is started by [Wonham, 1968]. After nearly a cen-

tury of thorough study, the interrelated theory has been effectively established and advanced

(see, e.g. [Anderson and Moore, 1990, Bensoussan, 1982, Davis, 1977, Yong et al., 1999],and

the references therein). In the literature, for a SLQ problem in infinite horizon, the optimal

control can be witten as linear function of state, and the optimal state feedback gain can be

obtained through the solution of the related stochastic algebraic Riccati equation (SARE). In

addition, [Rami and Zhou, 2000] use linear matrix inequalities (LMIs) to solve the SARE via

a semidefinite programming and its duality.

Related work. As an ”end-to-end” approach, the gradient methods are popular and

efficient tools for learning feedback control problem. With the successful application of policy

gradient algorithm in many fields, an increasing attention has been paid to its convergence

theory in recent years. Since the optimal control of the SLQ problem can usually be expressed

by linear function of system state which naturally implies parameterization between policies.

This significant advantage makes the SLQ problem a starting point of studying PG on model-

based learning setting.

In this direction, a great challenge is that the cost functional of linear-quadratic problem

is typically nonconvex, both in finite and infinite horizons, deterministic and stochastic dynam-

ics. [Fazel et al., 2018] first overcame the difficulty based on gradient domination condition

and almost-smoothness condition, and proved global convergence of gradient methods based on

infinite horizon LQR problem with random initial state from the perspective of discrete-time.

Bu drew similar conclusions on initial-state independent formulation[Bu et al., 2019] and gen-

eralized it to continuous-time analog [Bu et al., 2020]. Furthermore, [Mohammadi et al., 2019]

transformed the continuous-time linear quadratic regulator problem into a convex optimization

problem through change of variables, and proved exponential/linear convergence of gradient-

flow/descent algorithms. In comparison with the former, [Fatkhullin and Polyak, 2021] used

the technique which fits for both state and output cases. They established similar results on

state feedback, meanwhile, obtained convergence of stationary points for output feedback based

on L-smoothness of the objective function.
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All of the aforementioned researches were in the setting of infinite horizon and deterministic

dynamics, meanwhilethere also existed some works running over a finite-time horizon[Hambly

et al., 2021]. In addition, in the case of linear-quadratic optimal control problem with stochastic

dynamics which is characterized by SDEs, [Li et al., 2022] solved infinite horizon SLQ prob-

lem by policy iteration method which only needs partial information of the system dynamics.

[Giegrich et al., 2024] studied the global linear convergence of PG methods for finite horizon

exploratory SLQ problem.

Contribution. Most of the results on the convergence of the gradient method for state

feedback were known for the discrete-time case or the continous-time but deterministic case.

Inspired by the abovementioned related work, we focus on policy gradient (PG) method for

infinite-horizon SLQ problem with rigorous convergence proof in present paper. It is nontrivial

to generalize the corresponding proofs and conclusions to the stochastic dynamics setting.

The stabilizers of the system [A,C;B,D] can only be characterize by the Lyapunov Equation.

Compared with the deterministic case, the lack of the relationship between the feasible set and

eigenvalues of the coefficient matrix in SDEs poses novel challenges for researches on the SLQ

problem. Meanwhile, we focus on the stochastic system state with controlled diffusion term. It

is different from [Giegrich et al., 2024, Wang et al., 2021] in which the diffusion is uncontrolled.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In section 2, we focus on the PO formu-

lation of SLQ problem and transform the according PO problem into a matrix optimization

problem with equality constraints. In section 3, we discuss the properties of feasible set and ob-

jective function. The Gradient domination property and L-smoothness property provide solid

theoretical foundations for the proof of convergence in section 4. The gradient flow described

by ordinary differential equation (ODE) convergence exponentially to optimal control for SLQ

problem, meanwhile the gradient descent method that arises from the forward Euler discretiza-

tion of the corresponding ODE convergence linearly to optimal policy. Finally, we provide a

numerical example in section 5.

Notation. Let Rk denote the k-dimensional Euclidean space; We use Rk×n to denote

the set of all k × n real matrices; Sk denote the set of symmetric matrices of order k; All the

symmetric positive semi-definite (resp., positive definite) matrices are collected by Sk
+ (resp.,

positive definite Sk
+); Tr(·) denotes the trace of a square matrix; ∥ · ∥ denotes the spectral

norm of a matrix; ∥ · ∥F is its Frobenius norm; λ1(·) (resp., λk(·)) denotes the minimal (resp.,

maximal) eigenvalue of a square matrix of order k; A ≻ B(resp., A ⪰ B) means that the matrix

A-B is positive (resp., semi-)definite.
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2 Preliminaries and problem statement

2.1 Mean-Square Stabilizability

In the literature on stochastic control problem, the problem SLQ in infinite horizon need to

consider additional stabilizability conditions which also play an important role in this paper.

Definition 2.1. A feedback control u(t) = KX(t), where K is a constant matrix, is called

mean-square stabilizing if for every initial state X(0), the solution of the following equation

dX(t) = (A + BK)X(t)dt + (C + DK)X(t)dB(t)

satisfies limt→+∞ E[X(t)⊤X(t)] = 0.

Definition 2.2. The system [A,C;B,D] is called mean-square stablizable if there exists a mean-

square stabilizing feedback control of the form u(t) = KX(t) where K is a constant matrix. In

this case, K is called a stabilizer of the system [A,C;B,D].The set of all mean-square stabilizers

is denoted by K := K([A,C;B,D]).

Next, we present the equivalent conditions in verifying the stabilizability that will be used

in this paper. From another point, the following theorems also characterize the existence of the

stabilizers for system [A,C;B,D], please refer to [Rami and Zhou, 2000, Theorem 1] or [Sun

and Yong, 2018, Lemma 2.2].

Theorem 2.1. The system [A,C;B,D] is mean-square stabilizable if and only if there is a

matrix K such that for any matrix Λ there exists a unique solution P to the following matrix

equation:

(A + BK)⊤P + P (A + BK) + (C + DK)⊤P (C + DK) + Λ = 0.

Moreover, if Λ ≻ 0 (respectively, Λ ⪰ 0), then P ≻ 0 (respectively, P ⪰ 0). In this case, the

matrix K ∈ Rm×n is a stabilizer of the system [A,C;B,D].

Theorem 2.2. The system [A,C;B,D] is mean-square stabilizable if and only if there exist a

matrix Y and a symmetric positive definite matrix P(
AP + PA⊤ + BY + Y ⊤B⊤ CP + DY

PC⊤ + Y ⊤D⊤ −P

)
≺ 0

In this case, the matrix K = Y P−1 is a stabilizer of the system [A,C;B,D].
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2.2 Problem statement

In this section, we focus on the PO formulation of SLQ optimal control problems in an infinite

horizon with the following assumptions.

• The system [A,C;B,D] is mean-square stablizable;

• The cost weighting matrices Q,R is positive-definite;

• Σ0 := EX(0)X⊤(0) is positive-definite.

Based on the study of problem SLQ, the optimal control u∗(·) admits a static linear state

feedback representation:

u∗(t) = K∗X(t).

where K∗ = (R + D⊤PD)−1(B⊤P + D⊤PC), the matrix P ∈ Sn
+ can be obtained by solving

the related SARE. Therefore, for problem SLQ, linear static feedback is a very natural and

straightforward candidate form of control, as specified by a constant matrix K ∈ Rm×n:

u(t) = KX(t).

Then the state dynamics is given by

dX(t) = (A + BK)X(t)ds + (C + DK)X(t)dB(t).

Meanwhile, the cost functional can be rewritten as

J(K) := E

∫ +∞

0

X(t)T (Q + KTRK)X(t)dt.

The notation J(K) just emphasizes that the corresponding performance criterion depends

only on K when the model is known. It is obvious that this function is well-defined for the set

of stabilizing feedback controller, see [Rami and Zhou, 2000, Remark 4]. Meanwhile, different

from the deterministic case[Bu et al., 2020], we have

Dom(J(K)) := {K|J(K) < +∞} = K([A,C;B,D]),

see [Rami and Zhou, 2000, Remark 5] for details.

Thus, when the controller is linearly parameterized, the above SLQ problem can be for-

mulated as a policy optimization problem of the form

min
K∈K

J(K). (2.1)
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In addition, suppose PK ∈ Sn
+ satisfies the following Lyapunov equation:

(A + BK)⊤PK + PK(A + BK) + (C + DK)⊤PK(C + DK) + Q + K⊤RK = 0. (2.2)

It follows that J(K) can be written as:

J(K) = EX(0)TPKX(0) = Tr(PKΣ0),

see [Rami and Zhou, 2000, Lemma 5] for the proof. Hence we transform the policy optimization

problem (2.1) into a matrix optimization problem with equality constraints :

min
K

J(K) = Tr(PKΣ0) (2.3a)

(A + BK)⊤PK + PK(A + BK) + (C + DK)⊤PK(C + DK) + Q + K⊤RK = 0. (2.3b)

3 The properties of feasible set and function

In order to explore the convergence of gradient methods deeply, we will discuss the properties

of feasible set and function in this section.For the policy optimization formulation of SLQ, the

intractable analysis difficulties lie in the non-convexity of feasible set. The specific example is

given in Appendix B. For a general non-convex optimization problem, gradient method may not

converge to theglobal minimal. However, in SLQ PO problems, several important properties

make global convergence possible. The relevant results are stated as follows.

3.1 The properties of set

In the learning problems for feedback control synthesis, the topological properties of the set of

stabilizers are of utmost important. In a sense, these properties can determine the advantages

or limitations of the learning type algorithoms. For example, when the set of stabilizers is

disconnected with at least two connected components, gradient-based algorithms may just

converge to local minimum point, since local search algorithms usually cannot jump between

connected components. At this time, the performance of algorithms depends heavily upon the

selection of initial values, which deviates from our desired outcome. Fortunately, the feasible

set K is connected for the LQR PO problem, as we shall see below.

Lemma 3.1. The feasible set K is connected.

Proof. By Theorem 2.2, K ∈ K if and only if there exist a matrix Y and a symmetric positive

definite matrix P (
AP + PA⊤ + BY + Y ⊤B⊤ CP + DY

PC⊤ + Y ⊤D⊤ −P

)
≺ 0,
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and K = Y P−1.

Denote the set

H :=

{
(Y, P ) : P ≻ 0,

(
AP + PA⊤ + BY + Y ⊤B⊤ CP + DY

PC⊤ + Y ⊤D⊤ −P

)
≺ 0

}

By [Dullerud and Paganini, 2013, Proposition 1.12, Page 50], the set H is convex and thus

connected. In addition, it is known that K is the continuous image of H through the map

(Y, P )→ Y P−1. Therefore, K is connected.

Lemma 3.2. For any K0 ∈ K, the sublevel set K0 := {K|J(K) ≤ J(K0)} is compact.

Proof. Let PKi
be the solution to the corresponding Lyapunov equation (2.3b) associated with

Ki; then,

J(Ki) = Tr(PKi
Σ0) = Tr(YKi

(Q + Ki
⊤RKi))

≥ λ1(YKi
)λ1(R)∥Ki∥2F ≥

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)∥Ki∥2F
2(∥A∥+ ∥B∥∥Ki∥F )

(3.1)

where YKi
be the solution of the following dual Lyapunov equation:

(A + BKi)YKi
+ YKi

(A + BKi)
⊤ + (C + DKi)YKi

(C + DKi)
T + Σ0 = 0

The last inequality is based on Lemma A.5.

The compactness property is established by showing that K0 is bounded and closed. Now

suppose that K0 is unbounded, i.e. ∃K ′ ∈ K0 s.t. ∥K ′∥F → +∞. Based on Inequality (3.1),

J(K
′
)→ +∞, which is impossible. Therefore, the sublevel set K0 is bounded. In addition, the

continuity of function J(K) implies that the set K0 contains all of its limit point. Hence, the

sublevel set K0 is compact.

Corollary 3.1. The function J(K) is coercive i.e. J(K) → +∞ if ∥K∥F → +∞[Bauschke

and Combettes, 2019, Definition 11.10].

Corollary 3.2. For any K ∈ K0,

∥K∥F ≤
2∥B∥J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥
∥B∥

. (3.2)

Proof. Consider furmula (3.1) as a quadratic equation with respect to ∥K∥F .

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)∥K∥2F − 2∥B∥J(K)∥K∥F − 2∥A∥J(K) ≤ 0

8



Bounding its largest root we obtain an explicit expression:

∥K∥F ≤
∥B∥J(K) + ∥B∥J(K)

√
1 + 2∥A∥λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)

∥B∥2J(K)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)

≤ 2∥B∥J(K)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥
∥B∥

≤ 2∥B∥J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥
∥B∥

.

(3.3)

3.2 Gradient expression

In order to fully illustrate the gradient method, we need to explicitly write out the gradient

expression. Therefore, we start to analyze the differentiability of the function J(K).

Lemma 3.3. The gradient of J(K) is

∇J(K) = 2
[
RK + BTPK + DTPK(C + DK)

]
YK

where YK is the solution to the following Lyapunov equation:

(A + BK)YK + YK(A + BK)T + (C + DK)YK(C + DK)T + Σ0 = 0

In order to simplify, denote M := RK + BTPK + DTPK(C + DK). Then the gardient can be

expressed by ∇J(K) = 2MYK.

Proof. Consider the following Lyapunov equation:(
A + B(K + ∆K)

)⊤
PK+∆K + PK+∆K

(
A + B(K + ∆K)

)
+
(
C + D(K + ∆K)

)⊤
·

PK+∆K

(
C + D(K + ∆K)

)
+ Q + (K + ∆K)⊤R(K + ∆K) = 0.

(3.4)

Subtracting Equation (2.3b) from Equation (3.4). Accurate to the first order in ∆K, the

increment of the Lyapunov equation (2.3b) is:

(A + BK)T (PK+∆K − PK) + (PK+∆K − PK)(A + BK) + (C + DK)T (PK+∆K − PK)(C + DK)

+ ∆K⊤(B⊤PK + D⊤PK(C + DK)) + (PKB + (C + DK)⊤PKD)∆K + ∆K⊤RK + K⊤R∆K = 0.

Then,

J(K + ∆K)− J(K) = Tr
(

(PK+∆K − PK)Σ0

)
= 2Tr

[(
RK + BTPK + DTPK(C + DK)

)
YK∆KT

]
.

9



Here the second equality operator is based on Lemma A.3, and YK is the solution to the

following Lyapunov equation:

(A + BK)YK + YK(A + BK)T + (C + DK)YK(C + DK)T + Σ0 = 0

Therefore,

∇J(K) = 2
[
RK + BTPK + DTPK(C + DK)

]
YK

3.3 L-smoothness property

In this section, we focus on the L-smoothness property of function J(K), i.e. its second direc-

tional derivative is bounded by a constant L which only depends on model parameters and K0.

To avoid operating with tensors or vectorization, we shall derive the action of the Hessian by ex-

ecuting Pearlmutter algorithm[Pearlmutter, 1994] which is widely known in the implementation

of poligy gradient algorithms.

Lemma 3.4. For any E ∈ Rm×n, the action of Hessian ∇2J(K)[E,E] is given by

1

2
∇2J(K)[E,E] = ⟨

(
R + D⊤PKD

)
EYK , E⟩+ 2

〈 [
B⊤P

′

K + D⊤P
′

K(C + DK)
]
YK , E

〉
,

where P
′
K satisfies,

(A + BK)⊤P
′

K + P
′

K(A + BK) + (C + DK)⊤P
′

K(C + DK) + M⊤E + E⊤M = 0

Proof. Note that P
′
K(K) is the differential of the map K → PK(K). It is obviuos that the

differential P
′
K(K) satisfies

(A + BK)⊤P
′

K(K)[E] + P
′

K(K)[E](A + BK) + (C + DK)⊤P
′

K(K)[E](C + DK)

+M⊤E + E⊤M = 0

In the same way, Y
′
K(K) satisfies

(A + BK)Y
′

K(K)[E] + Y
′

K(K)[E](A + BK)⊤ + (C + DK)Y
′

K(K)[E](C + DK)⊤

+BEYK + YK(BE)⊤ + DEYK(C + DK)⊤ + (C + DK)YK(DE)⊤ = 0

Denote P
′
K := P

′
K(K)[E]; Y

′
K := Y

′
K(K)[E]. By the product rule, we have,

1

2
∇2J(K)[E,E] =

〈 [
RE + B⊤P

′

K + D⊤P
′

K(C + DK) + D⊤PKDE
]
YK , E

〉
+ ⟨MY

′

K , E⟩

Then applying Lemma A.3, we obtain

1

2
∇2J(K)[E,E] = ⟨

(
R + D⊤PKD

)
EYK , E⟩+ 2

〈 [
B⊤P

′

K + D⊤P
′

K(C + DK)
]
YK , E

〉

10



Remark. The Hessian matix is positive define at the global minimum K⋆, since P
′
K⋆ = 0 and

∇2J(K⋆)[E,E] = 2⟨
(
R + D⊤PK⋆D

)
EYK⋆ , E⟩.

Theorem 3.1. The function J(K) is L-smooth on K0. Specifically, for any K ∈ K0, the

following statement holds:

|∇2J(K)[E,E]| ≤ L∥E∥2F

with constant

L =
2J(K0)

λ1(Q)

[
λn(R) +

J(K0)∥D∥2

λ1(Σ0)
+

(
∥B∥+ ∥C∥∥D∥+

2∥B∥∥D∥2FJ(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥∥D∥2F
∥B∥

)
ξ

]
,

where

ξ =

√
nJ(K0)

λ1(Σ0)

 µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)
+

√(
µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)

)2

+
λn(R)

λ1(Q)

 ,

µ̃ = ∥B∥+ ∥D∥∥C∥F +
2∥B∥J(K0)∥D∥2

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥∥D∥2

∥B∥
.

The full proof is deferred to Appendix C.1.

3.4 Gradient domination property

Gradient domination condition, also known as Leanski-Polyak- Lojasiewicz condition was pro-

posed in [Lezanski, 1963,  Lojasiewicz, 1963, Polyak, 1963]. It can serve as a suitable alternative

to convexity in non-convex optimization problems [Karimi et al., 2016].

Theorem 3.2. Let K∗ be an optimal policy. For any K ∈ K0, J(K) satisfies the gradient

domination condition, i.e.

J(K)− J(K∗) ≤ µ∥∇J(K)∥2F

where µ > 0 is given by

µ =
4J(K0)

λ1(R)λ1(Q)λ1(Σ0)2

(
∥A∥+

∥B∥2J(K0)

λ1(R)λ1(Σ0)

)2

This theorem can be proved by analyzing the increment of Lyapunov equation (2.3b). The

full proof is deferred to Appendix C.2.

Remark. Note that if ∇J(K) = 0, then K is an optimal policy. This conclusion is the moti-

vation for choosing a random initial state X(0), i.e. the Positive definiteness of EX(0)X(0)T

ensures that all stationary points are globally optimal.
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4 Gradient methods and convergence analysis

In this section, we prove the convergence of the gradient methods based on gradient domination

property and L-smoothness property.

In continuous case, we consider the following gradient flow characterized by the ordinary

differential equation, it can be seen as a continuous-time analog of the gradient descent method.

K̇t = −∇J(Kt) K0 ∈ K (4.1)

Theorem 4.1. For every K0 ∈ K, there exists a solution Kt for all t ≥ 0. Meanwhile we have

that:

a. The cost functional J(Kt) is monotone non-increasing. And the trajectory {Kt}t≥0 can

be contained in the sublevel set K0.

b. ∇J(Kt)→ 0 when t→ +∞, and the following convergence rate bound holds

min
0≤t≤T

||∇J(Kt)||2F ≤
J(K0)

T
.

c. The sequence {Kt}t≤0 converges to the global minimum point K∗ at a exponential rates:

J(Kt)− J(K∗) ≤ (J(K0)− J(K∗)) e
− t

µ ,

∥Kt −K∗∥F ≤ 4µ
√
L(J(K0)− J(K∗))e

− t
2µ .

The value of µ and L, which corresponds to the representation in Theorem 3.1 and 3.2,

are determined by system parameters and initial condition K0.

In discrete case, we consider the following gradient descent method

Kn+1 = Kn − αn∇J(Kn). (4.2)

where αn denotes the stepsize of the n-th iteration.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose K0 ∈ K is stabiling. For any 0 < αn ≤ 2
L
, discrete method generates

a nonincreasing sequence:

J(Kn+1) ≤ J(Kn)− αn

(
1− Lαn

2

)
||∇J(Kn)||2F , (4.3)

and then we have Kn ∈ K0 for all n. In addition, if ε1 ⩽ αn ⩽ 2
L
− ε2 for ε1, ε2 > 0, then

∇J(Kn)→ 0, and the following convergence rate bound holds with C = ε1ε2L
2

:

min
0≤n≤k

||∇J(Kn)||2F ≤
J(K0)

C(k + 1)
.
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Meanwhile, we have the linear convergence:

J(Kn)− J(K∗) ≤ qn (J(K0)− J(K∗)) , ∥Kn −K∗∥2F ≤ cqn, 0 ≤ q < 1.

The proofs of convergence closely parallel the deterministic analogue, please refer to The-

orem 4.1 and 4.2 in [Fatkhullin and Polyak, 2021]

5 Simulation

In this section, we simulate a numerical example to show the performance of the above gradient

methods. First, we need to make a choice of stepsize for the gradient method. In present

paper, We use the classical and efficient Barzilai-Borwen method[Fletcher, 2005, Raydan, 1993]

to estimate the stepsize.

Let n = 2; m = 1, and set

A =

[
0.3 0.7

−0.9 0.5

]
, B =

[
0.2

0

]
, C =

[
0.05 0.03

0.05 0.02

]
, D =

[
0.05

0.06

]
,Σ0 =

[
3 0

0 1

]
.

The coefficients in cost functional are

Q =

[
3 0

0 2

]
, R = 1.25.

By implementing Algorithm 1, We choose the initial stabilizing controller as K0 = [−6, 3].

The value of ϵ in Algorithm 1 is set to 10−3. Finally, Figure 1 illustrate the convergence of

gradient descent method and the following relative error is less than ϵ in 10-15 iterations.

Relative error =
J(Kn)− J(K∗)

J(K0)− J(K∗

Finally we obtain

P ∗ =

[
61.1422 −35.7578

−35.7578 81.6610

]
, K∗ = [−8.3854, 4.7642]
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Algorithm 1: Gradient descent method

input : K0 ∈ K, γ ∈ (0, 1), ϵ = 10−3

output: K∗ and P ∗

1 Initialization;

2 Union(FindCompress) while ∥∇J(Kn)∥F ≥ ϵ do

3 Solve Lyapunov Equation:

(A+BKn)⊤PKn +PKn(A+BKn)+(C+DKn)⊤PKn(C+DKn)+Q+K⊤
n RKn = 0;

4 Solve the dual Lyapunov Equation:

(A + BKn)YKn + YKn(A + BKn)T + (C + DKn)YKn(C + DKn)T + Σ0 = 0;

5 ∇J(Kn)← 2
[
RKn + BTPKn + DTPKn(C + DKn)

]
YKn ;

6 sn−1 ← V ec(Kn −Kn−1), yn−1 ← V ec(∇J(Kn)−∇J(Kn−1));

7 αn ← sn−1
⊤sn−1/sn−1

⊤yn−1;

8 Gradient step: Kn+1 ← Kn − αn∇J(Kn);

9 if J(Kn+1) ≥ J(Kn) then

10 αn ← γαn;

11 repeat the Gradient step.

12 end

13 end

14



Figure 1: The performance of gradient descent method

A Some helpful lemmas

First, we give two lemmas related to matrix operations.

Lemma A.1. Let X, Y ∈ Rm×n. Then for any α > 0,

X⊤Y + Y ⊤X ⪯ αX⊤X +
1

α
Y ⊤Y.

Lemma A.2. For all positive semidefinite X, Y ∈ Rn×n, it holds that

λ1(X)Tr(Y ) ≤ Tr(XY ) ≤ λn(X)Tr(Y )

Then, we state some lemmas in connection with the Lyapunov equation under the as-

sumption that the system [A,C;B,D] is mean-square stabilizable. Denote AK = A + BK;

CK := C + DK

Lemma A.3. Let P and Y be the solution of the dual Lyapunov equations

A⊤
KP + PAK + C⊤

KPCK + Λ = 0

AKY + Y A⊤
K + CKY C⊤

K + V = 0

Then Tr(PV ) = Tr(Y Λ).

Lemma A.4. Let P1 and P2 be the solution of the according Lyapunov equations:

A⊤
KP1 + P1AK + C⊤

KP1CK + Λ1 = 0

A⊤
KP2 + P2AK + C⊤

KP2CK + Λ2 = 0.
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If Λ1 ≻ Λ2, P1 ≻ P2

Lemma A.5. Consider the Lyapunov matrix equation:

A⊤
KP + PAK + C⊤

KPCK + Λ = 0

It then follows that

λ1(P ) ≥ λ1(Λ + C⊤
KPCK)

2∥AK∥

B Non-convexity of the set of mean-square stabilizer

Let

A =

(
3 0

−5 1

)
B =

(
−2 4

10 −1

)
C =

(
0 0

0 0

)
D =

(
0.00001 0.00001

0.00001 0.00001

)
,

and

K1 =

(
−1 1

0 3

)
K2 =

(
−9 4

−10 5

)
.

The matrix K1 ∈ K; K2 ∈ K. But

1

2
K1 +

1

2
K2 =

(
−5 2.5

−5 4

)
/∈ K

C Properties of J(K)

C.1 L-smoothness

Theorem C.1. The function J(K) is L-smooth on K0. Specifically, for any K ∈ K0, the

following statement holds:
1

2
|∇2J(K)[E,E]| ≤ L∥E∥2F

with constant

L =
J(K0)

λ1(Q)

[
λn(R) +

J(K0)∥D∥2

λ1(Σ0)
+

(
∥B∥+ ∥C∥∥D∥+

2∥B∥∥D∥2FJ(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥∥D∥2F
∥B∥

)
ξ

]
,

where

ξ =

√
nJ(K0)

λ1(Σ0)

 µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)
+

√(
µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)

)2

+
λn(R)

λ1(Q)

 ,

µ̃ = ∥B∥+ ∥D∥∥C∥F +
2∥B∥J(K0)∥D∥2

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥∥D∥2

∥B∥
.
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Proof. It follows from Lemma 3.4 that

1

2
|∇2J(K)[E,E]| ≤ |⟨REYK , E⟩|+ |⟨D⊤PKDEYK , E⟩|+ 2|⟨B⊤P

′

KYK , E⟩|

+2|⟨D⊤P
′

KCYK , E⟩|+ 2|⟨D⊤P
′

KDKYK , E⟩|

• The first term on the right-hand side of the inequality

First,

J(K0) ≥ J(K) = Tr(PKΣ0) = Tr(YK(Q + K⊤RK))

≥ Tr(YK)λ1(Q + K⊤RK) ≥ λn(YK)λ1(Q + K⊤RK) ≥ λn(YK)λ1(Q)

i.e.

λn(YK) ≤ J(K0)

λ1(Q)

Second,

⟨REYK , E⟩ = Tr(REYKE
⊤) ≤ λn(R)Tr(EYKE

⊤) ≤ λn(R)λn(YK)∥E∥2F ≤
λn(R)J(K0)

λ1(Q)
∥E∥2F

• The second term on the right-hand side of the inequality

First,

J(K0) ≥ J(K) = Tr(PKΣ0) ≥ λ1(Σ0)Tr(PK) ≥ λ1(Σ0)λn(PK)

i.e.

λn(PK) ≤ J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)

Second,

⟨D⊤PKDEYK , E⟩ = Tr(D⊤PKDEYKE
⊤) = Tr(PKDEYKE

⊤D⊤)

≤ λn(PK)Tr(D⊤DEYKE
⊤)

≤ λn(PK)λn(D⊤D)Tr(YKE
⊤E)

≤ λn(PK)λn(D⊤D)λn(YK)Tr(E⊤E)

= λn(PK)λn(YK)∥D∥2∥E∥2F

≤ J(K0)
2∥D∥2

λ1(Q)λ1(Σ0)
∥E∥2F

• The third term on the right-hand side of the inequality

First,

∥BEYK∥F =
√

Tr(BEYKYKE⊤B⊤) =
√
Tr(B⊤BEYKYKE⊤)

≤
√
λn(B⊤B)Tr(YKYKE⊤E) ≤

√
λn(B⊤B)λn(YKYK)Tr(E⊤E)

= ∥B∥ · ∥E∥F · λn(YK) ≤ J(K0)∥B∥
λ1(Q)

· ∥E∥F
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Second,

⟨B⊤P
′

KYK , E⟩ = ⟨P ′

K , BEYK⟩ ≤ ∥P
′

K∥F · ∥BEYK∥F ≤
J(K0)∥B∥
λ1(Q)

· ∥E∥F∥P
′

K∥F

• The penultimate term on the right-hand side of the inequality

First,

∥DEYKC
⊤∥F =

√
Tr(DEYKC⊤CYKE⊤D⊤)

≤
√

λn(D⊤D)Tr(C⊤CYKE⊤EYK)

≤
√
λn(D⊤D)λn(C⊤C)Tr(YKYKE⊤E)

≤
√
λn(D⊤D)λn(C⊤C)λn(YKYK)Tr(E⊤E)

= ∥D∥ · ∥C∥ · ∥E∥F · λn(YK)

≤ J(K0)

λ1(Q)
· ∥D∥ · ∥C∥ · ∥E∥F

Second,

⟨D⊤P
′

KCYK , E⟩ = ⟨P ′

K , DEYKC
⊤⟩ ≤ ∥P ′

K∥F · ∥DEYKC
⊤∥F ≤

J(K0)

λ1(Q)
· ∥D∥∥C∥∥E∥F∥P

′

K∥F

• The last term on the right-hand side of the inequality

First,

∥P ′

KD∥F =
√

Tr(P
′
KDD⊤P

′
K) =

√
Tr(P

′
KP

′
KDD⊤) ≤

√
λn(P

′
KP

′
K)Tr(DD⊤) ≤ ∥P ′

K∥F∥D∥F

Meanwhile,

∥DEYKK
⊤∥F ≤

J(K0)

λ1(Q)
· ∥D∥ · ∥K∥F · ∥E∥F

Second,

⟨D⊤P
′

KDKYK , E⟩⟨P
′

KD,DEYKK
⊤⟩ ≤ ∥P ′

KD∥F ·∥DEYKK
⊤∥F ≤

J(K0)

λ1(Q)
·∥D∥2F∥K∥F∥P

′

K∥F∥E∥F

• Consider ∥P ′
K∥F

Denote αΛ = M⊤E + E⊤M . Meanwhile,

M⊤E + E⊤M

=
[
RK + B⊤PK + D⊤PK(C + DK)

]⊤
E + E⊤ [RK + B⊤PK + D⊤PK(C + DK)

]
= K⊤RE + E⊤RK + PKBE + (BE)⊤PK + C⊤PKDE

+ (DE)⊤PKC + E⊤D⊤PKDK + K⊤D⊤PKDE

⪯ αK⊤RK +
1

α
E⊤RE + β1P

2
K +

1

β1

E⊤B⊤BE + β2C
⊤PKPKC

+
1

β2

E⊤D⊤DE + β3E
⊤D⊤PKPKDE +

1

β3

K⊤D⊤DK
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Let P̃
′
K satisfies

(A + BK)⊤P̃
′

K + P̃
′

K(A + BK) + (C + DK)⊤P̃
′

K(C + DK) + αΛ = 0

Let’s divide the above equation by α > 0

(A + BK)⊤

(
P̃

′
K

α

)
+

(
P̃

′
K

α

)
(A + BK) + (C + DK)⊤

(
P̃

′
K

α

)
(C + DK) + Λ = 0

Next, we will discuss how to choose α, β1, β2 and β3 such that
P̃

′
K

α
⪯ PK . That is to say, we will

focus on an appropriate choice of α, β1, β2, β3 guarantees that the inequality Λ ⪯ (Q+K⊤RK)

holds. Therefore, Define

F (α, β1, β2, β3) =
1

α
E⊤RE + β1P

2
K +

1

β1

E⊤B⊤BE + β2C
⊤PKPKC +

1

β2

E⊤D⊤DE

+ β3E
⊤D⊤PKPKDE +

1

β3

K⊤D⊤DK − αQ

Obviously,

F (α, β1, β2, β3) ⪯
1

α
λn(E⊤RE)I + β1λn(P 2

K)I +
1

β1

λn(E⊤B⊤BE)I + β2λn(C⊤PKPKC)I

+
1

β2

λn(E⊤D⊤DE)I + β3λn(E⊤D⊤PKPKDE)I +
1

β3

λn(K⊤D⊤DK)I − αλ1(Q)I

Because,

λn(E⊤RE) ≤ Tr(E⊤RE) ≤ λn(R)∥E∥2F
λn(E⊤B⊤BE) ≤ Tr(E⊤B⊤BE) ≤ λn(B⊤B)Tr(E⊤E) ≤ ∥B∥2∥E∥2F
λn(C⊤PKPKC) ≤ Tr(C⊤PKPKC) ≤ λn(PKPK)Tr(C⊤C) ≤ ∥PK∥2∥C∥2F
λn(E⊤D⊤DE) ≤ Tr(E⊤D⊤DE) ≤ λn(D⊤D)Tr(E⊤E) ≤ ∥D∥2∥E∥2F
λn(E⊤D⊤PKPKDE) ≤ Tr(E⊤D⊤PKPKDE) ≤ λn(PKPK)λn(D⊤D)Tr(E⊤E) ≤ ∥PK∥2∥D∥2∥E∥2F
λn(K⊤D⊤DK) ≤ Tr(K⊤D⊤DK) ≤ λn(D⊤D)Tr(K⊤K) ≤ ∥D∥2∥K∥2F

Consider the matrix

F1(α, β1, β2, β3) =

(
1

α
λn(R)∥E∥2F + β1∥PK∥2 +

1

β1

∥B∥2∥E∥2F + β2∥PK∥2∥C∥2F

1

β2

∥D∥2∥E∥2F + β3∥PK∥2∥D∥2∥E∥2F +
1

β3

∥D∥2∥K∥2F − αλ1(Q)

)
I

Denote µ = ∥B∥+ ∥D∥∥C∥F + ∥D∥2∥K∥F , when we choose

α =
µ∥PK∥+

√
µ2∥PK∥2 + λ1(Q)λn(R)

λ1(Q)
∥E∥F
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β1 =
∥B∥∥E∥F
∥PK∥

β2 =
∥D∥∥E∥F
∥PK∥∥C∥F

β3 =
∥K∥F

∥PK∥∥E∥F
we have

F (α, β1, β2, β3) ⪯ F1(α, β1, β2, β3)

i.e.

P
′

K ⪯ P̃
′

K ⪯ αPK ⪯ αλn(PK)I

Because

∥K∥F ≤
2∥B∥J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥
∥B∥

.

We have

µ ≤ ∥B∥+ ∥D∥∥C∥F +
2∥B∥J(K0)∥D∥2

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥∥D∥2

∥B∥
:= µ̃

Also because

∥PK∥ = λn(PK) ≤ Tr(PK) ≤ Tr(PKΣ0)

λ1(Σ0)
=

J(K)

λ1(Σ0)
≤ J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)

Then,

α ≤

 µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)
+

√(
µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)

)2

+
λn(R)

λ1(Q)

 ∥E∥F
Finally, we obtain the bound on the Frobenius norm:

∥P ′

K∥F ≤
√
nJ(K0)

λ1(Σ0)

 µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)
+

√(
µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)

)2

+
λn(R)

λ1(Q)

 ∥E∥F
Denote

ξ :=

√
nJ(K0)

λ1(Σ0)

 µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)
+

√(
µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)

)2

+
λn(R)

λ1(Q)


Therefore,

1

2
|∇2J(K)[E,E]| ≤ J(K0)

λ1(Q)

[
λn(R) +

J(K0)∥D∥2

λ1(Σ0)

+

(
∥B∥+ ∥C∥∥D∥+

2∥B∥∥D∥2FJ(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥∥D∥2F
∥B∥

)
ξ

]
∥E∥2F

i.e.

|∇2J(K)[E,E]| ≤ L∥E∥2F

with constant

L =
2J(K0)

λ1(Q)

[
λn(R) +

J(K0)∥D∥2

λ1(Σ0)
+

(
∥B∥+ ∥C∥∥D∥+

2∥B∥∥D∥2FJ(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥∥D∥2F
∥B∥

)
ξ

]
,
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where

ξ =

√
nJ(K0)

λ1(Σ0)

 µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)
+

√(
µ̃J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(Q)

)2

+
λn(R)

λ1(Q)

 ,

µ̃ = ∥B∥+ ∥D∥∥C∥F +
2∥B∥J(K0)∥D∥2

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥∥D∥2

∥B∥
.

C.2 Gradient domination property

Theorem C.2. Let K∗ be an optimal policy. For any K ∈ K0, J(K) satisfies the gradient

domination condition, i.e.

J(K)− J(K∗) ≤ µ∥∇J(K)∥2F

where µ > 0 is given by

µ =
4J(K0)

λ1(R)λ1(Q)λ1(Σ0)2

(
∥A∥+

∥B∥2J(K0)

λ1(R)λ1(Σ0)

)2

Proof. Let K∗ be an optimal policy. Let PK∗ be the solution of the following Lyapunov equa-

tions:

(A + BK∗)⊤P ∗
K + P ∗

K(A + BK∗) + (C + DK∗)⊤P ∗
K(C + DK∗) + Q + K∗⊤RK∗ = 0. (C.1)

Subtracting the above equation from Equation (2.3b),

(A + BK∗)⊤(PK − PK∗) + (PK − PK∗)(A + BK∗) + (C + DK∗)⊤(PK − PK∗)(C + DK∗)

+M⊤(K −K∗) + (K −K∗)⊤M − (K −K∗)⊤(R + D⊤PKD)(K −K∗) = 0

By the Lemma A.1, for any α > 0, we have

M⊤(K −K∗) + (K −K∗)⊤M ⪯ αM⊤M +
1

α
(K −K∗)⊤(K −K∗)

Take α = 1
λ1(R+D⊤PKD)

, then

M⊤(K −K∗) + (K −K∗)⊤M − (K −K∗)⊤(R + D⊤PKD)(K −K∗)

⪯ 1

λ1(R + D⊤PKD)
M⊤M

Let X be the solution to

A⊤
K∗X + XAK∗ + C⊤

K∗XCK∗ +
1

λ1(R + D⊤PKD)
M⊤M = 0
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By the Lemma A.4, PK − PK∗ ⪯ X. Therefore,

J(K)− J(K∗) = Tr [(PK − PK∗)Σ0] ≤ Tr(XΣ0)

=
1

λ1(R + D⊤PKD)
Tr(YK∗M⊤M)

≤ λn(YK∗)

λ1(R)
Tr(M⊤M)

≤ λn(YK∗)

4λ1(R)λ2
1(YK)

∥∇J(K)∥2F

(C.2)

According to Lemma A.5, we have:

λ1(YK) ≥ λ1(Σ0)

2∥A + BK∥
≥ λ1(Σ0)

2(∥A∥+ ∥B∥∥K∥F )
. (C.3)

It follows from corollary 3.2 that

∥K∥F ≤
2∥B∥J(K0)

λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)
+
∥A∥
∥B∥

.

J(K) = Tr(PKΣ0) = Tr(YK(Q + K⊤RK))

≥ λ1(YK)λ1(R)∥K∥2F ≥
λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)∥K∥2F

2(∥A∥+ ∥B∥∥K∥F )

(C.4)

J(K) = Tr(PKΣ0) = Tr(YK(Q + K⊤RK))

≥ λ1(YK)λ1(R)∥K∥2F ≥
λ1(Σ0)λ1(R)∥K∥2F

2(∥A∥+ ∥B∥∥K∥F )

(C.5)

In addition, in the proof of the L-smoothness property, we have

λn(YK∗) ≤ J(K0)

λ1(Q)

Therefore,

J(K)− J(K∗) ≤ 4J(K0)

λ1(R)λ1(Q)λ1(Σ0)2

(
∥A∥+

∥B∥2J(K0)

λ1(R)λ1(Σ0)

)2

∥∇J(K)∥2F
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exponential convergence of gradient methods over the nonconvex landscape of the linear

quadratic regulator. In 2019 IEEE 58th Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pages

7474–7479. IEEE, 2019.

Hesameddin Mohammadi, Armin Zare, Mahdi Soltanolkotabi, and Mihailo R Jovanović. Con-
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