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Abstract

We study the simultaneous actuator selection and controller design problem for linear quadratic
regulation over a finite horizon, when the system matrices are unknown a priori. We propose an online
actuator selection algorithm to solve the problem which specifies both a set of actuators to be utilized
and the control policy corresponding to the set of selected actuators. Specifically, our algorithm is a
model based learning algorithm which maintains an estimate of the system matrices using the system
trajectories. The algorithm then leverages an algorithm for the multiarmed bandit problem to determine
the set of actuators under an actuator selection budget constraint and also identifies the corresponding
control policy that minimizes a quadratic cost based on the estimated system matrices. We show that the
proposed online actuator selection algorithm yields a sublinear regret.

1 Introduction

In large-scale control system design, the number of actuators (or sensors) that can be installed is often limited
by budget or complexity constraints. The problem of selecting a subset of all the candidate actuators (or
sensors), in order to optimize a system objective while satisfying a budget constraint is a classic problem
referred to as actuator (or semsor) selection (e.g., [36, 19, 28, 31, 37, 29, 35, 38]). However, most of the
existing work on this problem assumes the knowledge of the system model when designing the actuator (or
sensor) selection algorithms. In this work, we are interested in the situation when the system model is not
known a priori (e.g., [22]). In such a case, the existing algorithms for the actuator selection problem and the
corresponding analysis tools do not apply.

Specifically, we study the simultaneous actuator selection and controller design problem for a finite-horizon
Linear Quadratic Regulation (LQR) setting (e.g., [2]). The goal is to select a subset of actuators under a
cardinality constraint, while minimizing the quadratic cost function over the finite horizon. We assume that
the system model is not known a priori to the designer. Since the system model is not known, an online
setting of the problem is natural, where we aim to solve the actuator selection and controller design problem
over multiple rounds and there is a cardinality constraint on the set of selected actuators in each round of
the problem. After the completion of each round, the LQR cost incurred by the selected actuators and the
designed controller for that round is revealed. This setting corresponds to the episodic setting in reinforcement
learning (e.g., [32, 24]). In order to solve the problem, we provide an online algorithm and characterize the
regret of the algorithm. The notion of regret is a typical metric to characterize the performance of online
optimization algorithms in an unknown environment (e.g., [8, 20]).

A major challenge in our problem is that in order to obtain a solution to the problem, the online actuator
selection algorithm needs to specify both the set of selected actuators and the corresponding control policy.
Since the system matrices are not known, it is not possible to directly use the well-known formula for the
optimal LQR control policy (e.g., [6]), given a set of selected actuators. In order to tackle this challenge,
the online actuator selection algorithm that we propose and the corresponding analysis combines ideas from
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model based learning algorithms for LQR (e.g., [12, 9]) and online algorithms for the multiarmed bandit
problem (e.g.,[5]). Specifically, during certain rounds of the actuator selection (and controller design) problem,
the proposed online algorithm focuses on estimating the system matrices. In other rounds of the problem, the
online algorithm first uses an algorithm for the multiarmed bandit problem as a subroutine to select the set
of actuators and then determines the corresponding control policy based on the estimated system matrices.
By finding an appropriate frequency of these rounds, we show that the online actuator selection algorithm
achieves a regret of O(v/T), where T is the number of rounds in the actuator selection problem and O(-)
hides logarithmic factors in 7.

Related Work

Actuator selection and sensor selection in control systems have been studied in the literature extensively. Due
to its combinatorial nature, the problem has been shown to be NP-hard in general (e.g., [38]). Therefore, much
work in the literature provides approximation algorithms to solve the problem with performance guarantees
(e.g., [28, 34, 18]), often leveraging results from combinatorial optimization (e.g., [27, 7]). However, most of
the previous work assumes the system matrices to be known, which is a departure from our work. Exceptions
are [16, 30], where the authors studied an online sensor selection problem, however, for the estimation of a
static random variable. The goal there is to minimize the estimation error of the static random variable using
sensor measurements, where the objective function associated with the estimation error is not specified a
priori. The authors considered a similar episodic setting to the one that we described above and proposed
an online sensor selection algorithm with regret analysis. Another related work is [15], where the authors
considered an unknown continuous-time linear time-invariant system without stochastic input and studied the
problem of selecting a subset of actuators under a cardinality constraint such that a metric associated with
the controllability of the system is optimized. The authors proposed an online actuator selection algorithm
and showed that the algorithm will select the optimal set of actuators after a finite number of time steps.

The LQR problem with unknown system matrices (without the actuator or selection selection component)
has been widely studied recently as a benchmark for reinforcement learning (e.g., [1, 11, 14, 33, 17, 26]). The
setting in this direction closest to ours is the so called model based learning, where the algorithms estimate
the system matrices using the system trajectories and design the control policy based on the estimated system
matrices. This way of designing the control policy is also known as the certainty equivalence approach (e.g.,
[4]). Specifically, the authors in [10, 25] provided an online algorithm for the LQR problem with unknown
system matrices and showed that the regret of the algorithm is (’j(\/ﬁ ), where N is the number of time
steps in the LQR problem and O(-) hides logarithmic factors in N. Note that the authors in [1, 11, 10, 25]
considered the infinite horizon LQR setting. We extend the analyses and results in [25] to the finite horizon
LQR setting when solving the problem considered in this paper.

Contributions

We formulate an online actuator selection and controller design problem for LQR over a finite horizon, when
the system matrices are not known a priori. In order to solve the problem, we propose an online actuator
selection algorithm which specifies both the set of selected actuators and the corresponding control policy.
Specifically, the online actuator selection algorithm maintains estimates of the system matrices using the
system trajectories. Moreover, the online actuator selection algorithm uses an algorithm for the multiarmed
bandit problem as a subroutine to select the set of selected actuators and then determines the corresponding
control policy based on the estimated system matrices. We analyze the regret of the proposed algorithm and
show that the regret is (’j(\/f ) with high probability, where T is the number of rounds in the problem and

O(+) hides logarithmic factors in T. When analyzing the regret of our algorithm, we also extend the certainty
equivalence approach proposed in [25] for learning LQR over an infinite horizon to the finite-horizon setting.

Notation and terminology

The sets of integers and real numbers are denoted as Z and R, respectively. The set of integers (resp., real
numbers) that are greater than or equal to a € R is denoted as Z>, (resp., R>,). For a real number a, let
[a] be the smallest integer that is greater than or equal to a. The space of n-dimensional real vectors is



denoted by R™, and the space of m x n real matrices is denoted by R™*™. For a matrix P € R"*", let PT,
Tr(P), and {o;(P) : i € {1,...,n}} be its transpose, trace, and set of singular values, respectively. Without
loss of generality, let the singular values of P be ordered as o1(P) > --+ > 0,(P). Let ||-|| denote the ¢ norm,
ie., ||P|| = 01(P) for a matrix P € R"*", and ||z|| = Va Tz for a vector z € R". Let ||P| = /Tr(PPT)
denote the Frobenius norm of P € R™*™. A positive semidefinite matrix P is denoted by P = 0, and P > Q
if and only if P — @Q > 0. Let ST (resp., S, ) denote the set of n x n positive semidefinite (resp., positive
definite) matrices. Let I denote an identity matrix whose dimension can be inferred from the context. Given
any integer n > 1, we define [n] = {1,...,n}. The cardinality of a finite set A4 is denoted by |.A|.

2 Problem Formulation and Preliminaries
Consider a discrete-time linear time-invariant system

Tpy1 = Axy, + Buy + wy, (1)

where A € R™*™ is the system dynamics matrix, z; € R™ is the state vector, B € R"*™ is the input matrix,
ug € R™ is the input vector (i.e., control policy), and wy is a zero-mean white Gaussian noise process with
covariance W for all k € Z>.

2.1 Linear Quadratic Regulation

Given the system in Eq. (1) and a length N € Z>; of the time horizon, the goal of the LQR problem over a

finite horizon is to find control policies ug, u1,...,ux_1 that solve
N—1
min E[( Z z Qrk + u;—Rkuk) + xI,Qfo] ) (2)
UQ,.., UN—1
k=0
where the expectation is taken with respective to wg, ..., wy_1. We assume that Q, € S} and Rj € ST, for

all k€ {0,1,...,N — 1}, and Qy € S™. It is well-known that the optimal solution to Problem (2) has the
following form (e.g., [6, Chapter 3|):

iy = Kpzy, Vke{0,1,...,N —1}, (3)
where the gain matrix Kj € R™*" is given by
Ky =—(B"Pyy1 B+ Ry) !B Py A, (4)
and where P, € S” in Eq. (4) is given by the following recursion:
P,=A"Po1A— AP, B(B"Poy 1B+ Ry) BT Py A+ Qu (5)

initialized with Py = Q. Thus, when the system matrices are known, one can obtain the optimal solution
to the LQR problem (i.e., Problem (2)) using Egs. (3)-(5). Also note that the optimal control policy given by
Eq. (3) is a linear state-feedback policy. Given an initial condition g, the corresponding minimum cost of
Problem (2) can be obtained as

N-1

J(x0) = xg Pomo + »_ Tr(PeaW). (6)
k=0

Suppose that the system matrices A € R"*™ and B"*™ are unknown to the system designer. As we described
in Section 1, we consider a standard episodic setting in reinforcement learning (e.g., [32, 24]), corresponding
to the LQR problem defined in Eq. (2), and we aim to solve the LQR problem for a number of T' € Z>;
rounds (i.e., episodes) in an online manner.



2.2 Online Actuator Selection and Controller Design

Let G £ [g] be the set that contains all the candidate actuators. Denote B = [By --- B,|, where
B; € R"*™i for all i € G with } ;o m; = m. For any i € [q], B; corresponds to a candidate actuator for the
system given by Eq. (1) that can be potentially selected and installed. In each round ¢ € [T] of the LQR
problem defined in Eq. (2), we consider the scenario where only a subset of actuators out of all the candidate
actuators is selected to provide inputs to the system given by Eq. (1), due to, e.g., budget constraints. After
the completion of each round ¢ € [T7], the system is reset to an initial state.

Now, consider any round ¢ € [T], and suppose that a set of actuators S C G is selected in round ¢, where

S ={i1,...,ig} with |S| = H, and where H € Z>, is a cardinality constraint on the set of actuators that can
be chosen in round ¢. We denote by Bg £ [Bil -+ By H} the input matrix associated with the actuators
T
in S, and denote by u(t) = [(ul(:), o (ul(:) )T} the control policies of the actuators in S at time
11 1H

step k € {0,1,..., N — 1} in round ¢ € [T], where u,(c)i € R™: is the control input provided by actuator i € S.
Based on the set S C G of selected actuators, the system dynamics in round ¢ € [T] can then be written as

xg}rl = Az t) + Bsu(t) + w(t) (7)
for k € {0,1,...,N — 1}, where ac;:) and w,(:) are the state and noise at time step k in round ¢, respectively.
Similarly, we assume that w( ) is a zero-mean white Gaussian noise process with E[w](:)(w](f))w = W for
all k € {0,1,...,N — 1}. As we mentioned above, the system state is reset to a starting point after the

completion of each round. For simplicity, we assume throughout this paper that ;v(()t) =0 for all t € [T)].!

Next, for any round ¢ € [T] and any & C G (with |S| = H), we denote u(t) = (u étg,ugfzs, ... au%)—1,8)7
and define the following (quadratic) cost (associated with round ¢ when the set of actuators S is chosen to
provide ug)):

N-1
Jt(S,ug)) _ ( Z x;:)TQu)gC}(c (t)TR(t) <t> ) i x%>TQ§t)x%)7 (8)

k=0

where Q®), Q;t) € §% and R® ¢ S, are the cost matrices during round ¢, and Rg) € ST'$ (with ms =
> _ics Mi) is a submatrix of R® that corresponds to the set S.? Here, we focus on the scenario where the
cost matrices QY and R®) are time-invariant within any round ¢ € [T], but can be different across different

rounds. Throughout this paper, we assume that Q) ng) and R® are known for all ¢ € [T]. Note from
Eq. (8) that the cost function of round ¢ € [T, i.e., Ji(-), depends on both the actuators selected in round ¢
and the inputs provided by the selected actuators in round ¢.

2.3 Regret of Online Algorithm

We now aim to design an online algorithm such that at the beginning of each round ¢ € [T, the algorithm
decides a set of selected actuators S; C G (with |S;| = H) for round ¢ and a corresponding control policy

ugt) = (u (()t?st gt‘)st ug\t,) 1.s,) provided by the actuators in S;. Letting z®) & (mét),:vgt), e ,gcg\t[)) for all
t € [T}, the decision of the online algorithm is made based on: (a) the system state trajectories z(1), ... (=1,
and (b) all the previous decisions made by the algorithm, i.e., (Sy,...,S;—1) and (ufsll), e ‘(Stt i))

One can show, using the arguments in Section 2.1, that for a given set of selected actuators SCGin
round ¢ € [T], the optimal control control policy that minimizes E[Jt(S , ug))] is given by

s = Kjsal!) vke{0,1,..., N~ 1}, 9)

INote that our analysis can be extended to the case when xé )~ N(0,%p), as one may view x(()t) as w(t) in the analysis.

2That is, the matrix RES) is obtained by deleting the rows and columns of R(!) indexed by the elements in the set B \S.
3Since we have assumed that Q(t> Q(t and R(®) are known, we see from Eq. (8) that Jq(S1, ug )) s Je—1(Se—1, “g, 11))
are also available to the online algorlthm



where K lgtzg € R™s*"™ ig the gain matrix given by
Kl(:g = — (B¢ P/Sr)l sBSJFRESt))ilB P1521 s, (10)
and P,E% € S satisfies the following recursion:
Py =QU+ATP(), A~ ATRY), sBs(BIP), sBs + RY) " BE R, 54, (11)

initialized with P](\Z)S = ng). Recalling the assumption that xét) = 0, we have from Egs. (6) and (8) that
Jy(S) & rmnE[Jt (S, ull Z Te(P), sW). (12)

Note that when the system matrices A and B are unknown, one cannot directly use Eq. (10) to obtain the
optimal control policy ﬁ](f)s for a given S C G in round ¢ € [T].

Based on the above arguments, we now introduce a metric to characterize the performance of the online
algorithm that we propose to solve the actuator selection and controller design problem defined in Section 2.2.
Specifically, we use A to denote a general online algorithm for the problem. In order to characterize the
performance of algorithm A, we first define J* to be the optimal cost of the following optimization problem:

51131}2% <1> <T> [ZJt St’us ] (13)

Ysp

where J; (S, ugt)) is defined in Eq. (8). Note that J, is the minimum expected accumulative costs that one
will incur under the cardinality constraint on the set of actuators that can be chosen in each round. Using
(12), we can rewrite (13) as

T N—1 o
min Tr Pt
s.t. 8 C g, |St| =HVte [T],

where P,gi)l, s, is given by Eq. (11). We then define the following performance metric of Algorithm A:

RA—EA[ZT: T(Ss,u) }—Jﬂ (14)

where (Si,...,S87) is the sequence of the sets of actuators chosen by Algorithm A, (u 31), R ug;)) is the
correspondlng sequence of control policies chosen by Algorithm A, and E 4[-] denotes the expectation with
respect to the potential randomness of algorithm A, which we shall discuss in detail later. Note from Eq. (14)
that R4 is obtained by comparing the actual accumulative cost incurred by algorithm A after T rounds
against the minimum expected accumulative cost (e.g., [1, 10]). Also note that R4 defined in Eq. (14) is
known as the regret of Algorithm A, and is a typical performance metric for online algorithms (e.g., [8, 1]).

3 Controller Design Using Certainty Equivalence Approach

As we described in Section 2.3, an online algorithm for the actuator selection and controller design problem
needs to decide a set of selected actuators S; C G (with |S;| = H) for any round ¢ € [T] and a corresponding
control policy ufs) (uétgt ugt?st “S\r) t) provided by the actuators in &;. In Section 3, we focus on the

controller design part of the onhne algorlthm that we will propose, i.e., how the online algorithm identifies



the control policy u(t) (u(()t?s, “(1t‘)st ugf,) 1.s) given that a set of actuators S C G is selected. Later in

Section 4, we will present the overall onhne algorlthm.

For the controller design, we leverage the certainty equivalence approach, which has been studied for
the LQR problem over an infinite horizon with unknown system model (e.g., [11, 25]). Specifically, in the
certainty equivalence approach, we design a control policy based on estimated system matrices, denoted as A
and B. Naturally, the performance of the resulting certainty equivalent controller depends on the estimation
errors |A — Al and ||B — B. In the following, we extend the analysis in [25] for the certainty equivalence
approach for LQR over an infinite horizon to the finite-horizon setting of interest to us.

Suppose that a set of actuators S C G (with |S| = H) is chosen to provide control inputs in round ¢ € [T7.
Recall that the optimal control policy is given by “1(:28 =K ,(Ct‘)sx,(g ), where K ,(:3,5 given in Eq. (10) depends on
the system matrices A and B. Since A and B are unknown a priori, we first leverage the system trajectories,
including the state and input history, to obtain the estimated system matrices A and B.* The certainty
equivalent controller for the finite-horizon LQR problem is then given by

uls = Kisal!) vke{0,1,...,N—1}, (15)
where ®) ®) O\ 5T po)
(T ’S t )y —1 A t n
Ky's = - (BB, sBs + Rs)) " BSBY, A, (16)

and P,Ets € S satisfies the following recursion:
20— QU 4 AT Py A~ ATEY, Bs(BIEY, sBs + RY) T BI B, oA (a7)
k,S k+1,8 k+1,8PS\Psgy1,8PS S S k41,84

initialized with ]51(\;)8 = ng). In other words, we obtain K’ (t) based on the estimated system matrices A and

ES, and apply the resulting control policy “Eﬂt)s =K lg zga:,(:) to the true system corresponding to the matrices

A and Bs. Moreover, we denote the cost associated with & and uk s =K ,i )Sx,(:) as

J(8) = E[(S,ud)], (18)

where J;(S, ug)) is defined in Eq. (8). Using similar arguments to those in, e.g., [6, Chapter 3|, one can show

that
N—

H

Tr P}§+1 sW); (19)
k=0

where P,g 5 satisfies the following recursion:
Pl = QU+ K RSEs + (A + BsKg) TR, 5(A + BsK('y), (20)

initialized with PN s = Q(t).

Next, we aim to characterize the performance of the certainty equivalent controller given in (15). To this
end, we will provide an upper bound on jt(S) — Ji(S) in terms of the estimation error corresponding to A
and B, where J;(S) is defined in Eq. (12).

3.1 Perturbation Bounds on Relevant Matrices

Suppose that |4 — A|| < e and ||B — B|| < € with € € Rs. In this subsection we provide upper bounds
on HKIE% — IA(,(:E;H nd HP(t lgt.)s |, where K,gtzg (resp., K,gtzg) is given by Eq. (10) (resp., Eq. (16)), and
P,it‘)s (resp., ]5,5%) is given by Eq. (11) (resp., Eq. (17)). Recall that we have assumed that the matrices
QW, ng) € 8%, and R® ¢ ST, are known for all ¢ € [T']. We will make the following mild assumptions on
these matrices.

4We will provide more details on how we obtain A and B in Section 4.



Assumption 1. We assume that (a) Qsct) €St forallte[T); and (b) 0,(QW) > 1 and 0,n(RM) > 1 for
all t € [T7.

Note that assuming o, (Q®)) > 1 and o,,(R®) > 1 is not more restrictive than assuming Q*) € S? and

R® ¢ ST, . This is because multiplying both sides of Eq. (8) by a positive constant does not change K,(:B;

given by Eq. (10). In order to simplify the notations in the sequel, for all S C G, we denote

(t)
I's = max max I'} "¢, 21
§ T Ny M )
and 5
I's=1+Ts, (22)
where

t t t
T = max {| A, IBIl, | PS5, 15 g1}

Moreover, we denote

_ (t) (®)

00 max{g%al(Q ),g%m(Qf )}, 23)

or = maxa; (RY).
te[T]

We have the following result whose proof is provided in Appendix A.

Lemma 1. Consider any S C G, any t € [T] and any k € [N]. Let € € R>¢ and D € Ry be such that
De < 1/6. Suppose that |A — A|| < ¢, |Bs — Bs|| < ¢, and ||P,§t‘)g - Plgt) || < De, and that Assumption 1
holds. Then,
¢ o (t =
N s L (24)

and

1P, s — PV, sl < 200%07De, (25)
where Ts is defined in Eq. (22), and og is defined in (23).

To proceed, we introduce the following assumption on the controllability of the pair (A, B) of the system
in Eq. (1); similar assumptions can be found in, e.g., [10, 25].

Assumption 2. For any S C G with |S| = H, we assume that the pair (A, Bs) in the system given by
Eq. (1) satisfies that 01(Ce,s) > v, where £ € [n — 1], v € R5¢ and

Cé,S £ [BS ABS AzilBS] .

If Assumption 2 is satisfied, we say that the pair (A4, Bs) is (¢, v)-controllable (e.g., [25]). Note that if
(A, Bs) is controllable, (A, Bs) can be (¢, v)-controllable for some ¢ € [n — 1] that is much smaller than n. For
example, supposing that rank(Bgs) = n, then (A, Bs) is (1, v)-controllable. Furthermore, one can check that
a sufficient condition for Assumption 2 to hold is that for any s € G, the pair (A, By) is (¢, v)-controllable.
Denoting .

Cos= (B, ABs -~ ABs vSCG,

we have the following lower bound on o, (Css) from [25].

Lemma 2. [25, Lemma 6] Consider any S C G. Suppose that |[A— A|| < e and ||Bs — Bs|| < e, where
€ € R>g. Under Assumption 2,

on(Crs) 2 v —el?B 7 (|Bs| +1),
where B = max{1,e + || A }.

We see from Lemma 2 that if ¢ is small enough, then ¢,(Css) > 0, i.e., rank(Cps) = n and the pair
(A, BS) is controllable. We then have the following result whose proof is included in Appendix A.



Lemma 3. Consider any S C G with |S| = H and any t € [T]. Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 hold, and that
— <ean s — Bs|| < g, where ¢ € R>g. en, for a € — iy € Lo, < , it holds
A—-A d||Bs — B h R>g. Then, for all k € {N —~¢ Z>o,v¢ < N}, it hold

that (t) H(t) t)
|Pes — Prsll < Hl(c,ss’ (26)

under the assumption that € is small enough such that ,ug)se <1 with

s £ 320820 (14 w1+ | Bs )| Pl max{og, ol (27)
where B = max{1,e + ||A||}, and 0g,or are defined in (23).

Let us further denote . ~
s = 3202 82D (1 + YT max{og, or}. (28)
Now, combining Lemma 1 and Lemma 3 yields the following result, which provides upper bounds on

HK,S‘)S — K,g%” and ||P,§i)9 — PIE?SH for all k. The proof of the following result is included in Appendix A.

Proposition 1. Consider any S C G with |S| = H. Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 hold, and that || A — Al <e,
||Bs — Bs|| < ¢, where ¢ € R>g. Then, for all k € {0,1,..., N}, it holds that

||P1§,t39 - P,g%H < (200%0R) " pse, (29)

under the assumption that € is small enough such that the right hand side of (29) is smaller than or equal to
1/6, where I's is defined in Eq. (22), or is defined in Eq. (23), and us is defined in Eq. (28). Moreover, for
all k € {0,1,...,N — 1}, it holds that

1K — K5 < 30%(200%0m) e, (30)

under the same assumption on €.

3.2 Perturbation Bound on Cost

Supposing that [|A — Al < e and 1B — B|| < e with & € Ry, in this subsection we provide an upper bound
on Ji(S) — Ji(S), where J(S) and Ji(S) are defined in Eqgs. (12) and (18), respectively. We begin with the
following result; the proof is included in Appendix A.

Lemma 4. Consider any S C G and any t € [T]. Let x,(:) be the state corresponding to the certainty

equivalence control u,(:g = K,ﬁtgxl(f), i.e., asgf_i)rl =(A+ Bgf(lit‘)s)xg) + w,(:), where w,(f) is the zero-mean white
Gaussian noise process with covariance W for all k. Then,

N—-1
Ji(S) = 1(8) = > ]E{xz(:)TAK;Et,)sT(R(t) + BE Py sBs)AKy sz |, (31)
k=0

where AK,?‘)S £ IA(,(;‘)S - K,it‘)s.

To proceed, consider any S C G and any t € [T]. For all ky,ke € {0,1,..., N} with ks > k1, we use
\I’(t)

Ko (8) to denote the transition matrix corresponding to A + BSKI%, ie.,

Uik, (8) = (At BsK(), 5)(A+ BsKy), 5) -+ (A+ BsK{)), (32)
and <I>,(€';)’k1 (S) & I if ky = ko, where K,gt‘)s is given by Eq. (10). Similarly, we denote
i), (8) = (At BsK(), 5)(A+ BsK(), ) (A+ BsK{) ). (33)

and i),(:;’kl (S) & I'if ky = ko, where K ,gt‘)s is given by Eq. (16). We then have the following results; the proofs
are included in Appendix A.



Lemma 5. Consider any S C G with |B| = H and any t € [T]. Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 hold. Then,
there exist finite constants (s € R>1 and ns € R with 0 < ns < 1 such that ||<I>l(fz)’k1 S| < Csngrkl for all
ki, ko € {O,l,...,N} with ko > k1.

Lemma 6. Consider any S C G with |S| = H and any t € [T]. Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 hold, and
that ||K,St35 —K,g%” < e forallk € {0,1,...,N — 1}, where ¢ € Rsg. Let (s € R>1 and ns € R with

0 <ns <1 be such that | @, (S)I| < Csne™" for all ki ks € {0,1,... N} with ky > k. Then, for all
ki, ko € {0,1,. .. ,N} with ko > ky, it holds that

A 1
180, (S)] < (52 kb, (34)

under the assumption that ¢ < m

Now, combining Lemmas 4 and 6, and recalling Proposition 1, we obtain the following result.
Proposition 2. Consider any S C G with |S| = H and any t € [T]. Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 hold,
and that ||A — Al| <e and ||B — B|| < ¢, where e € Rsg. Let (s € R>1 and ns € R with 0 < ns < 1 be such

that || @}, (S)|| < Csn2™ for all ky,ky € {0,1,..., N} with ky > ky. Then, it holds that

- 4min{n, ms}N ~ ~
Ji(S) — Ji(S) < {1 - 775} @ o1 (W) (og +T%) (3rg(2orgaR)f*1u5)252, (35)
S
under the assumption that
1—ns = -0, -1
< ——TIg°(2 r
€= 6||BS||CS ( 0 SUR) /J’S ) (36)

where Ji(S) and Ji(S) are defined in Egs. (12) and (18), respectively, mgs = Y ics Mi, OR is defined in (23),
and Ts is defined in Eq. (21) with Ts = T's + 1.

() (t)T] for all k € {0,1,..., N — 1}. Recalling that

Proof. First, we provide an upper bound on E Elx,,
= 0. Considering any k € [N — 1], one can show via

we have assumed that x(t) = 0, it follows that Z( )
Eq. (7) that

S = (A4 BsKY, )5 (A+ BsK(Y, )T+ W,
which implies that

where ‘i/,(fll’i(S) is defined in Eq. (33). Now, under the assumption on ¢ given in (36), we can apply the

upper bound on ||\i/§f)z (S)|| in Lemma 6 and obtain

: 1+775
1B < (WG D=5
i=1

n(W)G S401( 1]

<
-1 (1+?7$)2 1_778

One can also show via Eq. (31) in Lemma 4 that

N—-1
Ji(8) — 7(S) < STISPINIRY + BE P Bs||AKY (S)]5-
k=0

Moreover, under the assumption on & given in (36), we can also apply the upper bound on ||[AK ,it)(S)H in
Proposition 1, where AIA(,S&) (8) € R™s>*™ Also noting that ||A[§',gt) (S)H% < min{n,mS}HAK,(f) (8)|I?, and
recalling the definition of I's, we can then combine the above arguments together and obtain (35). |



4 Algorithm Design

In this section, we formally describe the online algorithm that we propose for the actuator selection (and
controller design) problem. Recall from our discussions in Section 2.3 that an online algorithm for the actuator
selection problem needs to decide the set of selected actuators for each round ¢ € [T] and the control policy
corresponding to the set of selected actuators. In Section 3, we have introduced the certainty equivalence
approach to choosing the control policy when a set of actuators is selected for a given round ¢ € [T]. In order
to select the set of actuators for each round ¢ € [T], we will leverage an online algorithm for the multiarmed
bandit problem introduced in [5, Section 8] (i.e., the Exp3.S algorithm). To better present our results,
we briefly review the Exp3.S algorithm for the multiarmed bandit problem and the corresponding regret
analysis from [5].

4.1 Exp3.S Algorithm for Multiarmed Bandit

Consider the multiarmed bandit problem in which at the beginning of each round ¢ € [T], we need to choose
an action from a finite set Q of possible actions. Choosing i; € Q for round ¢ € [T] incurs a cost, denoted
as y;(t), which is revealed at the end of round ¢. An instance of the multiarmed bandit problem is then
specified by a number of rounds 7', a finite set Q of possible actions, and costs of actions y(1),...,y(T) with
y(t) = (yi(t),...,yjg/(t)) for all t € [T], where y;(t) € [0,] (with y, € R-¢) denotes the cost of choosing
action 4 in round ¢, for all ¢ € [T] and for all ¢ € Q. An online algorithm Aj, for the multiarmed bandit
problem now needs to decide an action i; € Q for each round i € [T, based on all the available information
so far, i.e., iy and y;, (t') for all ¢ € {1,...,¢t — 1}. In particular, it was shown in [5, Corollary 8.2| that for
T 2 (iy,...,ir), the Exp3.S algorithm yields the following regret bound:

any sequence of actions i
T
Ry (i") £ En [Z Yi, } - Z Yi, (t)
=1

\QIT
< yh(iT)\/]QIT1 T)+2 37
Yb |Q|T log(|Q|T) + 2yse Toe(|OTT)’ (37)

where Ej;[] denotes the expectation with respective to the randomness of the Exp3.S algorithm,” and
W) 21+ {1 <0< T ip #iga}l- (38)
See [5, Section 8| for more details about the Exp3.S algorithm.

Remark 1. As shown in [5], the regret bound in (37) holds under the assumption that for any i € Q and
any t € [T], y;,(t) does not depend on the previous actions chosen by the online algorithm, i.e., i1,,...,4i¢—1.
Other than this assumption, y;(t) can be any real number in [0, ], and there is no statistical assumption on

We will call the Exp3.S algorithm as a subroutine in our online algorithm for the actuator selection
problem described in Section 2.2. Specifically, we let the set of possible actions Q corresponding to the
Exp3.S algorithm contain (lfl‘) actions, where recall that G is the set of candidate actuators and H is the
cardinality constraint on the set of selected actuators in each round ¢ € [T]. Each action in Q now corresponds
to a set S C G with |S| = H. Suppose that the set S; C G with |S¢| = H is selected by Exp3.S in round

t € [T], and that a control policy ug) (uétzgt ugtgt ug\t}) 1.s,) 1s chosen for the actuators in S;. We then

feedback the cost J; (St, ug, ) defined in Eq. (8) as the cost that Exp3.S would incur by choosing (the action
corresponding to) S;.

4.2 Online Actuator Selection Algorithm

We are now ready to formally introduce the online algorithm (Algorithm 1) to solve the actuator selection
problem defined in Section 2.2. We will make the following assumption on the noise process wy in the system
given by Eq. (7).

5Specifically, the Exp3.S algorithm chooses the action ; for any round ¢ € [T] in a random manner [5].
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Assumption 3. We assume that (a) for all distinct k1,ke € {0,1..., N —1} and for all distinct t1,ts € [T,

the noise terms w,(fll) (¢ 2) are independent; and (b) the covariance of wl(:) satisfies W = 021, where

S Rzo.

and w,,

Assumption 3(b) is made here for simplicity. Our analysis in the remaining of this paper can be extended
to wy, with general covariance matrix W, by considering o1 (W) and o, (W) in the analysis. Recall that
G = [¢] and that at most H € Z>; actuators can be selected in each round ¢ € [T']. We also rely on the
following assumption; similar assumptions can be found in, e.g., [11, 25, 10, 9].

Assumption 4. We assume that there exists a partition G = Uie[p]gq; such that |G;| < H and there is a
known stabilizable Kg, € R™%*™ with ||[(A+ Bg,Kg,)*|| < (onk for any k € R>q and any i € [p], where
mg, = Zjegi m;, Co € R>q and np € Ryg with 0 < g < 1.

i

Note that under Assumption 2, such a stabilizable Kg, is guaranteed to exist for any ¢ € [p]. Moreover,
similarly to our arguments in the proof of Lemma 5, the stability of the matrix A + Bg, Kg, ensures via the
Gelfand formula (e.g., [21]) that such finite constants {; > 1 and 0 < 19 < 1 exist. Now, for all ¢t € [T}, all
ke {0,1,...,N —1} and all S C G, we denote

t
A% = [o07 Wf5] (39)
where ;v(t) is the state of the system at time step k in round ¢, and u( ) is the input provided by the set S of
actuators at time step k in round ¢. Also recall that we denote u(t) (u ((Jtzg, “(1t‘)st ug\t[) 1.s)- The online

algorithm for the actuator selection problem is then given in Algorlthm 1, which uses the Exp3 S algorithm
and Algorithm 2 as subroutines, where

r £ max { max||Kg, |, 1}. (40)
j€lp]

Algorithm 1 Online actuator selection algorithm

Input: Parameters 71, A, T, and Kg, for all ¢ € [p] from Assumption 4.
1: Set n. = [VT/(11p)], 72 = (T — nemip)/ne, and Ty ; = 1.
2: for i =1 to n. do
3: for j =1to pdo

4: Set Ti,jjq = Ti,j + 7.
5: Set Ti+1,1 = Ti7p+1 + To.
6: for i =1 to n, do
7 for j =1 to pdo
8: for t =T; ; to T; j41 — 1 do
9: Set S = G;.
. (t) (1) iid. (t) 2.2 -
10: Play ug’, where ;g N(Kg,x,’,20°k*I) Vk € {0,...,N —1}.
11: Obtain A(i) and B(i) from LSE(z)
12: for t = Ti7p+1 to Ti+1,l —1do
13: Select S; with |S;| = H using Exp3.S.
14: fork=0to N—-1do
15: Obtain K(té using A(i) and Bs, (i) via Eq. (16).
16: Play ujs = K}j}s 2.
17: Feedback J;(St, ul S, ) defined in Eq. (8) as the cost that Exp3.S would incur by choosing S;.

In words, Algorithm 1 divides the T rounds in the actuator selection problem into n. epochs. During
each epoch i € [n.], Algorithm 1 contains two phases, i.e., the estimation phase and the control phase,
where the estimation phase contains 7;p rounds and the control phase contains 7 rounds.® Specifically,

6Note that we assume for simplicity that ne(r1p+ 72) = T in Algorithm 1; otherwise one can change the number of rounds in
the last epoch accordingly.
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Algorithm 2 Least Squares Estimation (LSE)

Input: Current iteration index i € [n.].

1: for j =1 topdo
i Tij+1—1N-1

2 Og,(i) € argminy {AIY]F+Y > anm 0,

I=1 t=Ty,; k=0

'}
3: Obtain 4(2) by extracting the corresponding columns from @gl (i).
4: Obtain B(i) by extracting the corresponding columns from Og; (i) for all j € [p].

in lines 7-11, Algorithm 1 obtains estimates of A and B, i.e., /1(2) and B(Z) This is achieved by playing
the known stabilizable K¢, from Assumption 4 for 7, rounds and for all j € [p] and then using the least
squares estimation algorithm given in Algorithm 2. After the estimation phase, Algorithm 1 leverages the
Exp3.S algorithm in lines 12-17 to select a set of actuators S; with |S;| = H for round t. The control
policy corresponding to S is then designed based on A(i) and Bsg, (i) using Eq. (16), where Bsg, (i) denotes a
submatrix of B(i) that contains columns from B(i) corresponding to S;.

5 Regret Analysis

In this section, we provide an upper bound on the regret of Algorithm 1 defined in Eq. (14), which holds with
high probability. First, we analyze the estimation error of the least squares estimation given in Algorithm 2.
To proceed, consider any epoch i € [n.] in Algorithm 1. For any G; (with j € [p]) described in Assumption 4,

we denote
i Tijr1—1N—-1

Vo,() =M+ Y Z SR (41)

I=1 t=Ty; k=

where A € Ry, 17,5, 7} j+1 are given in Algorithm 1, and Z]it)gj is given in Eq. (39). We then have the following

result, which characterizes the estimation error of ég]. () given in line 2 of Algorithm 1; the proof is similar
to that of [10, Lemma 6] and is omitted here for conciseness.

Lemma 7. Consider any G; from Assumption 4, where j € [p]. Let Ag, (i) = Og, — égj (i), where
Og, = [A ng]. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds. Then, for any § € R with 0 < § < 1, the following holds
with probability at least 1 —§:

ndet(Vg, (4))

Tr( A, (i) Ve, (1)Ag, (1) < 4o”nlog ( 5 det(A])

)+ 20,15 Vi€ nl,

where n. is defined in Algorithm 1.

For notational simplicity in the sequel, let us denote

0 = max{|[Al|, || B[},

1—ns

—3 9 1—¢ —1
S po3200%0 g ,
5cG.1s1=H 6] Bs||Cs Ls"(200s0n) ks

Eo —

(= max (s, m= max 1ns
S8CG,|5=H "’ scg,|s|=H 7’

. 1—mns
k= max (F5+ 7),
SCG,|S|=H 2| Bsll¢s

where I's (resp., I's) is defined in Eq. (22) (resp., (21)), Cs and ns are provided in Lemma 5, and pus is
defined in Eq. (28). We have the following result, which characterizes the regret of Algorithm 1 defined in
Eq. (14).
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Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1-/ hold. Consider any 6 € Rso with 0 < § < 1. In Algorithm 1, let

FGOn()‘gz” +2(n +m)log (32(p + Nz\“zz;))_‘

[ (N —1)ed (43)
where 2021+ K202 0 SNT
= W@(ﬂ + 1)k*m + n) log . (44)
Then, for any T > mp with T > 2,
Ra=ONWT)

holds with probability at least 1 — &, where O(-) hides polynomial factors in log(T/d).

Remark 2. Note that the expression for 7 in Eq. (43) requires the knowledge of the parameters given in
(42). Such a requirement is typical in learning based algorithms for LQR with unknown system models (e.g.,
[14, 11, 10, 25, 9]). In other words, some knowledge of the (unknown) system is needed when designing the
algorithms. In fact, if we only set 71 to be greater than or equal to the right hand side of Eq. (43) (while
keeping other conditions to be the same in Theorem 1), our analysis for Theorem 1 directly yields that the
regret of Algorithm 1 is also O(\/T) with high probability. Thus, Theorem 1 provides a sufficient condition on
71 such that Algorithm 1 yields a sublinear regret in T'.

5.1 Proof of Theorem 1

First, recalling lines 8-10 in Algorithm 1, let us consider any i € [n.], any j € [p| and any T; ; <t <T; ;11 — L.
One can show that the state of the system in Eq. (7) satisfies that

2], = (A+ Bg,Kg,)a\" + Bg, 0" +w, (45)

for all k € {0,...,N — 1}, where xé) = 0 as we assumed, Kg, comes from Assumption 4, and @ ~(t) -

N(0,202K%1) with s defined in Eq. (40). In other words, u,(g,)gj in line 10 of Algorithm 1 satisfies that u,(:)gJ =
Kg, a:(t) + 15,(5) for all k € {0, .. — 1}. Note that w( ) is independent of w,(f,) for all k, k" € {0,...,N —1}.
Denote
T=A{t:Ti; <t <Tijp —1i€njepl}nT],
=[T]\T-
Let (S1,...,Sr) be the sets of actuators selected by Algorithm 1 and let (S7,...,S8%) be an optimal solution
to Problem (13). Recalling Eq. (14), the regret of Algorithm 1 (denoted as A) can then be written as

Ra=Ea| 3 (St ul)] + Ba| D Ju(Sul))] - ZT: J(S))

teT teT

(46)

where Jt(St,ug?) is defined in Eq. (8) with ug? given by Algorithm 1, and J;(S;) is given by Eq. (12).
Denoting

Ry = ]EA{Z Jt(StaU‘(s?)} = RS,

teT teT
Ry =Ea| 30 2i(Si,ul))] = 0 st uld),
teT teT
Ry =" (J(SF,u§)) — Ji(S),
teT
Ry =Y (JuSH) = 7(S))).
teT
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where .J;(S}) is given by Eq. (18). Now, one can show that R4 can be further written as
R4 = Ry+ Ry + R3 + Ry. (47)

In order to prove the (high probability) upper bound on R 4, we will provide upper bounds on R;, Rs,
R3, and R4 in the sequel. To this end, for any 0 < § < 1, we first define the following probabilistic events:

NT
£u = {||wk)H<0\/5nlog85 vie [T vhe {0, N -13},
NT ~
Ep = ||wk)H<mﬂ/10mlog8(S ,VtET,Vk‘E{O,...,N—l}},

8npdet(Vg, (7)) 2 .
< -_— 7 )
€0 = {Tr(Ag, (1) Vo, () Ag, (i) < do™nlog (=5 1 T8 ) + 20100, [, Vi € [, i € [},
i Tijy1—1N—-1 . 9
N — 1)mio . .
e { A0, Ao W= Umio 831 1,1 € [ne], Vi € o)}
=1 t=T); k=0
Letting
E=E,NEsNEGNE,, (48)

we have the following result; the proof is included in Appendix B.
Lemma 8. For any 0 < 0 < 1, the event £ defined in Eq. (48) satisfies P(£) > 1—0/2.

Next, supposing that £ holds, we characterize the estimation error associated with égj (i) given by
Algorithm 2, for all j € [p] and all i € [n.]. The proof of the following result is included in Appendix B.

Lemma 9. Consider any 0 < 0 < 1, and suppose that the event £ defined in Eq. (48) holds. For any i € [ne]
and any j € [p], it holds that |Og, (i) — Og, || < \/€3/i, where ©g, = [A  Bg,| and g¢ is defined in (42).

5.1.1 Upper bound on R;
First, from the definition of Algorithm 1, we know that R; satisfies that

ZJt St,us Z!]t S*

teT teT
<> Jt(ShUgt))-
teT

Considering any t € 7 and noting lines 8-10 in Algorithm 1, we have from Eqgs. (8) and (45) that

Ji(Si,ud)) = ( > 2TQWz Y T RY g)&) t>TQ(t) (t)

k=0

where Kg, is provided by Assumption 4. Thus, we have

N—
Ry <max{og,or} <(Z Z t) + kt);ul(ct)s ) + xg\t;)Tgcs\tf)>a
k=0

where 0g,0r € R>1 are defined in (23). Recall that u,(f)gj = ngx,(:) + QI),(:) for all k € {0,..., N — 1}, where
zf),(:) £ N(0,20%k2T) with & defined in Eq. (40). It follows that under the event £ defined in Eq. (48),

8NT
gy, || < sllzf” | + £oy [ 10m log 5
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which implies that

SNT
5

gy 1P < 262 || + 20k20%m log

Moreover, we see from (46) and the definition of Algorithm 1 that |7| = n.mp < VT 4 71p. Now, leveraging

the upper bound on ||x§:) | for all t € T and all k € {0,..., N} given by (74) in the proof of Lemma 9, one
can show via the above arguments that under the event &,

(VT + mp) (267 +1)G3
(1 —mo)?

where 79, (o are provided in Assumption 4, and ¢ is defined in (42).

NT

Ry <max{og,or} (20(9? + 1)k*0*m + 100%n) log 8 (49)

5.1.2 Upper bound on Ry

Consider any t € T and any S C G with |S| = H. Noting lines 14-16 in Algorithm 1, one can show that the
state of the system in Eq. (7) corresponding to S satisfies that

where as(()t) =0, and \if,(f)l (S) is defined in Eq. (33). Moreover, supposing that the event £ holds, we know

from Lemma 9 that ||Og, (i) — Og, || < v/€3/i < & for all i € [n.] and all j € [p]. It follows that A(i) and
B(i) obtained in line 11 of Algorithm 1 satisfy that ||A(i) — A < €0 and |B(i) — B|| < & for all i € [n.],

which also implies that ||Bs(i) — Bs|| < o for all i € [n,], where Bs(i) contains the columns of B(i) that
correspond to §. Now, one can obtain from the choice of £y in (42) and Proposition 1 that

. 1—1ns
KO — g™ vk € {0,...,N — 1},
” k,S kS”— 2HB HC { }

which also implies that
IKYSI <& Yk e{0,...,N —1},

where # is defined in (42), and K ,gté and K /it?s are given by Egs. (16) and (10), respectively. We then have
from Lemma 6 that

1+ns
15, (S < ¢s(—=8 yha—hr,

for all ky, ke € {0,..., N — 1} with ko > k1, where (s, ns are provided in Lemma 5 with 0 < H‘% < 1. One
can now use similar arguments to those for [9, Lemma 38] and show that

2
||x§:)|| < imax max w](;).
1 —ns teT kefo,...,.N-1}

Thus, under the event £ defined in Eq. (48), we have that

2o SNT
eIl < =y fonlog ==, (50)

forallt € T and all k € {0,..., N}, where (,n are defined in (42). Furthermore, we recall from Eq. (8) that
3.4 = (5 7@ RS 0

N-1
t)T (0T p(t) £-(t t )T t t
= (3@ R R RO 410 Q.
k=0
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where we use the fact that ul(f)s =K zgsr:g) in line 16 in Algorithm 1. It then follows from our above arguments

that under the event &,
2 2
0 .9 4C°o SNT

Jt(S,uS )SN(UQ+K O'R)m5nlogT (51)
To proceed, recall that we use the Exp3.S algorithm in Algorithm 1 to select S; for all ¢t € T. As we argued
in Section 4.1, each action in the Exp3.S algorithm corresponds to a set S C G with |G| = H, and the set of
possible actions Q in the Exp3.S algorithm contain (Ig‘) actions (i.e., |Q| = (Ig‘)) Moreover, the cost of the
action corresponding to S in round ¢ € [T] is given by J;(S, ug)) Thus, we can replace y, in (37) with the
upper bound in (51) and obtain that under the event &,

Ry =Bu| 30 i(Siul)] = 30 (st ul))

teT teT
. 4¢%0? |Q|T
< N(og + #%0 5nlo h(S*)\/|Q|T log(|Q|T) + 2e 52
(¢ + #n) = sgomlog ot (h(S") VIO o ([Q1T) + 26y [ = 255). (52)
with
WS =14 {1 <0< T8 £ St} (53)
where recall that (S7,...,8%) is an optimal solution to Problem (13).

5.1.3 Upper bound on Rj3

First, consider any ¢ € 7. Similarly to our arguments in Section 5.1.2, we see that J;(S7, ug?) is given by

N-1
* t t)T ()T t) £-(t t t)T t t
01850 = (X0 Q) + KRR w0 40712,
k=0

where x,(:) = 0. Applying Egs. (7) and (20), one can show that

N-1
T -
ACHS “5*) = ( x(t) (,) x(t) - (xl(ctJ)rl (t))TPlgi)l,s; (Il(ctll - wl(ct))) Q ®) (t)
k=0
N-1
DT 5t t DT (¢ t DT 5t t
= (3 O ! AL gyl 20T B, (A B
k=0
t t
+w () Pl§+)18*wl(c)) +z () Q})xSv)
N-1

)T t t )T t
(3 2007 B, 6 (A4 Bsp)al? + wf) T, oul?),

i
o

where we note that P](\,t Sr = Q . Recalling the definition of R3, we see that

N—
1= (2 (X 2l B, g4+ Bep)al? + 7B, grul?) — i)

teT k=0
—1
)T t t t)T t t
(Yl P s (A+ Bl + 0T B, u)) — PR, ). (54)
teT k=0

Now, for any ¢ € T, one can apply Eq. (20) recursively to show that
N-1
5 (t 2 ()T ok AT pd) ) \d (8 [ ox S (T [ any Bt (1) ok
Pl = (22 W07 SH@QW + KU RGE )OS ) + 80 ()P, (S18,(80),
i=k
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for all k € {0,..., N — 1}, where \ifgt,)c (87) is defined in Eq. (33). Next, suppose that the event £ defined in
Eq. (48) holds. Similarly to our arguments in Section 5.1.2, we know that with the choice of ¢ in (42),

IS0 <& Yk e{0,...,N —1},

where # is defined in (42), and K IS?S is given by Eq. (16). We also have from Lemma 6 that

1+ ns;

ko—k1
2 ) ’

15 4, (SO < G (5=

14+nss
for all ky, ks € {0,..., N — 1} with ko > k1, where (s;,ns; are provided in Lemma 5 with 0 < ¥ < 1.
For any k € {0,..., N — 1}, one can then show that

= +1s
p(t 2 26
1551l < (00 +0ri*)CE D (—5)?

=0

< (o + 03&2)1_7772,

where ¢, or are defined in (23), and ¢, n are defined in (42). Furthermore, we recall from our arguments in
Section 5.1.2 that under the event £ defined in Eq. (48),

¢ 200 8NT
il < 7= /5nlog ——,
forall k € {0,...,N —1}.
To proceed, let us denote
Vk(tg-* = P]E?l Sy (A + Bst* )Ig).

From our arguments above, we see that under &,

IVEL < 1P, s 1A + Bs; [
16 £2)9¢3 8NT
7(og EURK )¢ onlog —,
(1-=7?)(1-n) é

forall k € {0,...,N —1} and all ¢t € T, where ¢ is defined in (42), which implies that

N— o
Z z:lnv(t) ”2 < NT256U2(UQ + URH2)2192<6 5nlog 8NT
P (1 —72)2(1 —n)? 5

Noting from Assumption 3 that w(t) b N(0,02%I) for all k € {0,...,N — 1} and for all ¢ € [T], one can now
apply [10, Lemma 30] and obtain that under the event &, the following holds with probability at least 1 — §/4:

zt; kzo DTy, < 64V NT? ((UQ:;;(T):)C Vanlo SJZT. (55)

Moreover, based on our arguments above, one can apply [10, Lemma 31] and obtain that under the event
£, the following holds with probability at least 1 — §/4:

N-1 2
. o AC I6NT
ST wl (t) P;Efﬁls* w) — 2Tr(p]§218*))§8(0Q+0R/@2)1_n202\/NT(10g 5% (56)
teT k=1

Recalling the decomposition of R3 in (54), we can apply (55)-(56) together with a union bound and obtain
an upper bound on Rj3 that holds with probability at least 1 — §/2 under the event &.
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5.1.4 Upper bound on Ry

In order to provide an upper bound on R4, we use the result in Proposition 2. Specifically, as we argued in
Section 5.1.1, under the event € defined in Eq. (48), A(i) and B(i) obtained in line 11 of Algorithm 1 satisfy that
|A(i) — A|| < e0/vi and || B(i) — B|| < £0/V/i for all i € [n.], which also implies that || Bs(i) — Bs|| < e0/Vi
for all i € [n.] and all S C G with |G| = H, where Bg(i) contains the columns of B(i) that correspond to S.
Supposing that £ holds, for any ¢ € T, we then have from the choice of €y in (42) and Proposition 2 that

3
P

d ‘ow

Ji(8F) — Ji(SF) < Ds

where Dg encapsulates the factors on the right hand side of (35) before €. Recalling that we have assumed
that ne(m1p+ m) = T (see footnote 6) in Algorithm 1, we see from (46) that |T| =T — nemip = ner2. Thus,
from the definition of Algorithm 1, one can show that under the event &,

Ry = Z (Je(St) = Jo(8D)),

teT
n - n
= DTQ&‘% ~ 2 <1
<30 pashl
Pl =
where D £ Maxscg,|s|=H Ds. Since Z?;l 1/j <1+ logn., we obtain that under the event &,
Ri < DTQE%(]. + logne). (57)

5.1.5 Upper bound on R4

Finally, we combine the upper bounds on R;, Ro, R3, and R4 together. Specifically, we have provided upper
bounds on Ry, Rs, and R4 that hold under the event £ defined in Eq. (48). Moreover, we have provided an
upper bound on Rj3 that hold with probability at least 1 — d/2, under the event £. Since P(£) > 1 —6§/2 from
Lemma 8, we can further apply a union bound and obtain an upper bound on R 4 that holds with probability
at least 1 — §. Now, from the choice of the parameter 7; given by Eq. (43) and the definitions of n., 72 in
Algorithm 1, we see that 7, = O(logT/8), ne = O(VT), and 75 = O(V/T), where O(-) hides factors that are
polynomial in log(7'/d). It then follows from (49), (52), (55)-(56), and (57) that R4 = O(v/T) holds with
probability at least 1 — 4.

5.2 Discussions

Several remarks pertaining to R4 given by Theorem 1 are in order. First, we know from the proof of
Theorem 1 that R4 also contains the factors |Q| = (‘gl) and h(S*), where h(S*) is defined in Eq. (53). In
general, the factor |Q| comes from the combinatorial nature of the actuator selection problem. Noting that
|Q| < |G|H, we see that |Q| will be polynomial in |G| if H is a fixed constant. In other words, |Q| will not be
a bottleneck in R4 when the number of actuators that is allowed for each round ¢ € [T is small compared to
the number of all the candidate actuators. Moreover, supposing that Q) = Q, Q(ft) =Qy, and R® = R for
all t € [T], we see from (13) that S§ = --- = SF, which implies via Eq. (38) that h(S*) = 1.

Second, we note from the proof of Theorem 1 that R 4 contains factors that are polynomial in the problem
parameters, including n, m, ¥, k,k,0,0R, 00, fs, N. Moreover, one can show that the requirement on T, i.e.,
T > 11p, is equivalent to that T is greater than a factor that is polynomial in the problem parameters. Such
polynomial factors are scalable in the sense that when the problem parameter, e.g., the system dimension n
or the horizon length N, scales large, the factors do not grow exponentially in the problem parameter. (e.g.,
[23]).

Finally, note that the regret bound R4 = @(ﬁ) is sublinear in 7. When other problem parameters are
fixed, we have that R4/T — 0 as T — oo. In other words, the regret per round of Algorithm 1 tends to 0, as
the number of rounds increases.
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5.3 Simulation Results

In this subsection, we provide simulation results to validate the theoretical results in Theorem 1. Specifically,
we generate random matrices A and B that satisfy Assumption 2, and we set the cost matrices to be Q) =
ng) =27 and R® =T for all ¢ € [T]. We set the covariance matrix of the disturbance w,(f) to be W =1 for
all k € {0,...,N — 1} and all t € [T], and set the number of time steps in each round ¢ € [T] to be N = 5.
Now, we obtain the regret per round of Algorithm 1, i.e., R4 /T, for different values of T, where we set 7
in Algorithm 1 as 73 = O(logT'). Note that for a given value of T, we obtain the averaged R4 /T over 10
experiments. We see from Fig. 1 that R 4/T decreases and tends to 0 as T increases, which matches with our
discussions in Section 5.2.

= = ]
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Regret per round
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Figure 1: Regret per round of Algorithm 1 vs. T

6 Conclusion

We formulated an online actuator selection and controller design problem for linear quadratic regulation over
a finite horizon, when the system matrices are unknown a priori. We proposed an online actuator selection
algorithm to solve the problem which specifies the set of selected actuators under a budget constraint and
determines the control policy corresponding to the set of selected actuators. The proposed algorithm is a
model based learning algorithm which maintains estimates of the system matrices obtained from the system
trajectories. The algorithm leverages an algorithm for the multiarmed bandit problem to select the set of
selected actuators and determines the corresponding control policy based on estimated system matrices. We
showed that the proposed online actuator selection algorithm yields a sublinear regret.
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Appendix

A Proofs pertaining to the certainty equivalence approach

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

In this proof, we drop the dependency of various terms on S and ¢ for notational simplicity, while the proof

holds for any S C G and any ¢ € [T]. For example, we write P,i% as Py, and write Bs as B. To prove (24),
we first note that /

|B"P.B—-B"P,B| <|B"P.B-B"P.B||+|B"P.B—-B'P.B| +|B"P.B - BB,
which implies that
|B"P,B — BT B,B|
<|IB||[|Pxlle + | Bl Bl De + || BIl[| Pelle
<(T+¢)(T + De)e + (T +&)T'De + I'%e
<I%c +T?De + % < 30%De, (58)

where T' (i.e., I's) is defined in Eq. (21). The first inequality in (58) uses the fact that ¢ < De < 1, and the
second inequality in (58) uses the facts that ' > 1 and D > 1. Note that o, (R(t)) > 1 from Assumption 1.

Also recalling the definitions of K,gtf)LS and IA(,&)LS in Egs. (10) and (16), respectively, the rest of the proof
for (24) now follows from similar arguments to those for [25, Lemma 2].
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To prove Eq. (25), one can first use Eq. (16) to rewrite Eq. (17) as
Per = Q4+ KT REw o+ (A+ BEe 1) Pu(A+ By ).
Similarly, one can obtain from Eqgs. (10)-(11) the following:
P.1=Q+ K] RKj 1+ (A+BKj_1) Py(A+ BKy_1).
Now, using similar arguments to those above for (58), one can show via (24) that

|A+ BEKj_, — A— BK;_4|
<|A - A|| + | BKy-1 — BKy_1|| + | BEKy—1 — BKj_||
<e+Te+ (T +¢)3T%De < 4T De. (59)

Denoting Li12A+BK, yand L, = A+ BKj._1, we have that
1Pe—1 = Ppal < | K REy 1 — Ky RE || + | Ly PoL—1 — L PeLy]|.
Similarly, one can show that

||K,;[1RK,C,1 - K:LRKIHII
<(T' + 30°De)oy (R)3T® De + 3% Deoy (R)Te
<30 Doy (R)e(2T + 303 Le)
<6I'*0,(R)De + 9% (R) D?e2. (60)
Let us also denote ALy 1 2 Ly 1 — Li_1. Noting that ||A + BKy_1|| < I'2 and recalling (59), one can show
that
1Ly PrLi—r = Li_y PiLy||
<(IALg-al +T?)(T + De) [ ALg—s|| + (| ALy || + F*)02De + | ALy LT
<16T°D%c% 4 4T7 De + 419 D?%e? + T De + 41T De, (61)
where we use the fact that De < 1. The inequality in (25) now follows from combining (60) and (61), and
noting the facts that De < 1/6 and oy (Rg)) <og. ]

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Our proof is based on a similar idea to that for the proof of [25, Propostion 3|. To simplify the notations
in the proof, we assume that N = ¢/ for some ¢ € Z>1; otherwise we only need to focus on the time steps
from N — @f to N of the LQR problem given in Eq. (2), where ¢ is the maximum positive integer such that
N — @¢ > 0. Under the assumption that N = ¢, we need to show that (26) holds for k € {0,¢, ..., of}. Note
that (26) holds for k = N, since PJ(\;)S = 15](\;7)5 = Qif). In the rest of this proof, we again drop the dependency
of various terms on S and ¢ for notational simplicity, while the proof works for any S C G (with |S| = H)
and any ¢ € [T]. First, for any v € Z>1 (with v¢ < N), let us consider the noiseless LQR problem for the
system given in Eq. (1), i.e., 2541 = Az + Bug, from time step v¢ to N. Let the initial state z., be any
vector in R™ with ||z+,|| = 1. Similarly to Eq. (8), we define the following cost:

p—1/¢-1
J(A, Bty n—1) = ( Z Z ijHkQ!Eij + U;rg+kRuj2+k) +rNQ N,
Jj=7 k=0
where uyp.n—1 = (Uye, - .., un—1). Again, we know from, e.g., [6], that the minimum value of J(A, B, Uye:N—1)

(over all control policies uyp.n—1) is achieved by @ = Ky sxy, for all k € {y¢,v¢+1,..., N — 1}, where K} s
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is given by Eq. (10). Moreover, we know that j(A, B, lyn-1) = x,—yrewaw, where P, can be obtained from
Eq. (11) with Py = Q.

Next, consider another LTT system given by Zp1 = Az, + By, over the same time horizon and starting
from the same initial state £, = z¢ as we described above. Define the corresponding cost as

o—10-1
J(A7 u’y[ N— 1 ( Z Z mje+ka]£+k + UJ[+kRu]Z+k> + xNQfov
=v k=0
where Uy n—1 = (Uye, ..., Un—-1). Similarly, the minimum value of J(jl, B, Ge:n—1) (over all control policies
Uye:n—1) is achieved by uj, = K’,i Sxk for all k € {vy¢,~v¢+1,. — 1}, where IA(;C,S is given in Eq. (16).

The minimum cost is given by J(4, B, ulpn_q) = J;WPA,MM, Where Pw can be obtained from Eq. (17) with
Py = Q@ ¢. Moreover, we note that

j(Aa éa ufy@:N—l) < j(‘zla Ba ﬂ’YZIN—l)7

where U, ny—1 is an arbitrary control policy and the inequality follows from the optimality of w/ SN —1-
Recalling that ¢ is assumed to be small enough such that the right-hand side of (26) is smaller than or equal
to 1, one can obtain from Lemma 2 that ¢,,(Co.s) > % 5 > 0, which implies that the pair (A, B) is controllable.
Now, one can follow similar arguments to those for the proof of 25, Proposition 3| and show that @¢.,e—1 can
be chosen such that &,y =z, for all ¢’ € {y,7+1,...,¢}. It then follows from the above arguments that

p—1¢—1
T B T AT A ~T ~ T T
(E,YZP,Y[.%,YZ — l',ygp.ygl'.yg < ( E E le—i—kaijrk + uj“_kRUngrk — sz+kajE+k — uﬂ+kRuJ—g+k). (62)
J= k=0

One can further follow similar arguments to those for the proof of [25, Proposition 3] and show that tys.n—1
in Eq. (62) can be chosen such that the following holds:

. 1
m:yrzpfyfx'yé - x:yrzp’yll"yf < 5#7[57 (63)

under the assumption that $s,.e < 1, where 4 (ice., Mgtg)’ s) is defined in Eq. (27). Now, reversing the roles

of (A, B) and (A, B) in the arguments above, one can also obtain that

L 1Pl
= 2P

.’L‘IZP,MQL\,@ — x;rgP gxﬁfg (64)

under the assumption that 2 /i Hﬁ”’”a < 1.7 Note from Eq. (11) and Assumption 1 that P, = Q = I,,, and
note that (63) and (64) hold for any =, € R™ with ||z¢|| <1 as we discussed above. It then follows from
(63) that A\;(Pye) < A (Pye) 4 1, ice., || Pyell < || Pyell + 1 < 2||Pye||. Hence, we have from (63) and (64) that
Al(pﬂ,g — Pyy) < pyee and Ay (Py — ]57@) < pyee, which further implies (26). [ |

A.3 Proof of Proposition 1

Similarly to the proof of Lemma 3, we assume for simplicity that N = ¢ for some ¢ € Z>1; the proof will
follow similarly if this assumption on N does not hold. Note that o > 1 (from Assumption 1), and that

e is assumed to satisfy that (200%0z) " *use < 1/6. Recalling the definition of /‘Eet)s in Eq. (27), one can

then show that u(t) e <1forall ke€{0,1,..., N}, which implies via Lemma 3 that HP;Et‘)s — ﬁ,g%” < u,(fzss
and thus (29) holds, for all k € {0,¢,,...,¢l}. Now consider any v € [p]. Since ,u,(fe),ss < 1/6 and

M(th)s > 1, we have from Lemma 1 that ||P(e 15~ vf 1S|| < (QOFSO'R)/J,(YZ)’SE < 1/6, where the second

"Note that the proof technique in [25] is for the infinite-horizon (noiseless) LQR problem, which can be adapted to the
finite-horizon setting studied here. The details of such an adaption are omitted for conciseness.
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inequality again follows from the assumption on €. Repeatedly applying (25) in Lemma 1, we obtain that
HPW(Z is ™ P t) sl < (20T%0R) use for all j € [¢ — 1]. Thus, we have shown that (29) also holds for all
ke {75 -7 7 E [¢],7 € [¢ —1]}. Combining the above arguments together completes the proof of (29) for
all k € {0,...,N}. The proof of (30) now follows from similar arguments to those for (24) in the proof of
Lemma 1. ]

A.4 Proof of Lemma 4

For notational simplicity, we again drop the dependency of various terms on ¢ and S in this proof. First,
we let J(xy) be the cost of using the optimal control gain K}, given in Eq. (10), starting from the state xy,

where z;, (i.e., a:g)) is the state at time step k& when the certainty equivalence control uy = Kjozp is used

for all &’ € {0,1,...,k — 1}. Therefore, we have from our discussions in Sections 2.1 that
N-1
J(xx) = xf Pexy + > PepW, (65)
i=k

where Py, (i.e., Py s) is given by Eq. (11) with Py = Q. Since o = 0 as we assumed, we have from Egs. (12)
and (65) that J(zg) = J;(S). Denoting cx = ) Qr) + u] Ruy, where uj, = Kjxr, we can rewrite Jt(S)
defined in Eq. (18) as
N-1
=E|:( Ck)-‘rw;QfCUN]
k=0

It now follows that

N—-1
Ji(S) = Ji(S) = E[( cx + J (k) — J(ax)) + x;Qfo} ~ J(wo)
N
- E{( e + J(Tpr1) — J(xk>)] (66)
k=0

To obtain Eq. (66), we use the telescope sum and note from Eq. (65) that J(zn) = 2Qsxn. Next,
considering a single term in the summation on the right hand side of Eq. (66), we have

E[Ck + J(l‘k+1) — J(Ik)} = E[I;(Q + [A(JRKk)xk + l‘;+1pk+1$k+1 — Izpkl‘k — Pk+1W:|.

Noting that x5+1 = (A + BKk)xk + wj, and recalling that wy is a zero-mean white Gaussian noise process,
we then obtain that

E[ck + J (@) — J(xk)] - E[x;(Q + K REy)wy, + oy (A+ BKy) " Pea(A+ BERy) — Pk)g;k} . (67)
Since Py satisfies the recursion in Eq. (11), one can use Eq. (10) and obtain
P.=Q+ K] RKy, 4+ (A4 BK}) " Pyy1(A + BKy).
Using similar arguments to those in the proof of [14, Lemma 10|, one can now show that
E[ck + () — J(xk)] - E[I,IAK,I(R ¥ BTPkBT)AKka:k}, (68)

where AK}, = K;, — Kj. Tt then follows from Eqs. (66) and (68) that Eq. (31) holds, completing the proof. M
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A.5 Proof of Lemma 5

First, under Assumptions 1-2, we know from, e.g., [3, 6], that K(gt‘)s — Két) as N — oo, where Ké% is given

by Eq. (10) and Kg) is given by
K = —(BIPYBs + RY) ' BIPY A, (69)
where P‘ét) € 8%, satisfies the following Ricatti equation:
PP = QW+ ATPY A ATPY Bs(BIPY Bs + RY) ' BL P A. (70)

We also know from, e.g., [3, 6], that p(A + BSKét)) < 1.
Thus, we see that given any 6 € R, there exists a finite constant N(d) € Zx>1 such that ||K,S?S - Két) | <6
for all 0 <k < N — N(§). Denoting AIA(,E% = K,S?S — Kg), we have

A+ BsK{"(8) = Ls + BsAK"(S),

where Ls = A+ BsKét). Since p(Ls) < 1 as we argued above, we have from the Gelfand formula (e.g., [21])
that there exist finite constants ¢; s > 1 and 0 < 1,5 < 1 such that ||(A + BsKg))kH < <t75’r]f’3 for all kK > 0.

Now, choosing § = 2”13_5%, one can then show via our arguments above and Lemma 10 in Appendix C that

L+ 0,8 \ky
12 (S < Grs (),

for all kg < N — N(6) and k1 < N — N(§) with ke > k;. Next, let us define

(t)
{t.s = max { (”\pj’i(s)” tN-N@)<i<j< N}.

#)] i

We then have that

z L4168\ jy—
19, ()] < max{Cs, Gs H—5 )27,

for all k1, ks € {0,1,..., N} with ks > k1. Note from Lemma 11 in Appendix C that | K{'s — K| < sl =
with 95 £ ¢sCs(Ts + HPg)H)I‘s(l + 2||Pét)\|F?§), where s, (5, n%s are finite constants with 0 < n < 1
and T is defined in Eq. (21). One can then show that N(6) = 280/%s) yhere § = 175 Since

_ - log n’s 2[|Bs|IGt,s
|A+ BsKY|| < T%, where T's is defined in Eq. (22), we obtain that

2 log(8/vs)
2FS ) log nis

<~t,8 <(

)

1+ns

which implies that 5@5 is a finite constant (that does not depend on k1, k2). Setting (s = max,¢z) max{&tyg, (s}

14+n:,s
2

and 75 = max¢[7] , we complete the proof of the lemma. [ |

A.6 Proof of Lemma 6
Recall the definition of \i/g;)’kl (8S) (resp., Wg;kl (8)) in Eq. (32) (resp., Eq. (33)), and note that

A+ BsK\'s = A+ BsK{'"s + Bs(K\'s — K'%),

for all k € {0,1,...,N — 1}. The proof now follows from Lemma 10 in Appendix C. |
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B Proofs pertaining to the regret bound

B.1 Proof of Lemma 8

First, we know from Assumption 3 that w(t) N N(0,02I) for all k € {0, .. — 1} and for all t € [T]. One

can then apply [9, Lemma 34| and obtain that P(£,,) > 1—4/8. Similarly, recalhng that w(t) N N(0,20%K2T)
for all k € {0,...,N — 1} and for all ¢ € [T, one can apply [9, Lemma 34| and obtain that P(&z) >1—-46/8.
Next, for any j € [p], we have from Lemma 7 that with probability at least 1 — ¢/(8p),

8npdet(Vg, (7))

Tr(Ag, (i) TV, (1)Ag, (1)) < 4o*nlog ( 5 det(M)

)+ 200,13 Vi€ n.].

Applying a union bound over all j € [p], we obtain that P(€g) > 1 — /8.
Finally, recalling Eq. (45), for any ¢ € [n.], any j € [p| and any T;; < t < T; j4+1 — 1, we denote a

sigma field ]-",5 = a(x(()t),ué )g, a:,(c), u,(:)g ) for all k € {0,..., N — 1}, where u,(ﬂ)g = ngng) + uNJ,(f) with

@1(:) Lid. N(0,202K%I). Note that for any k € [N — 1], Zl(:)g, = [xl(f)T u,(f)gT} is conditional Gaussian given
.7-',5?1, ;- One can then use similar arguments to those for [10, Lemma 34| and show that

0.2

:
Blzis, 500, 170 = 5

%k,G;%k,G; 1

)

for all k € [N — 1]. Now, noting from the choice of 7 in Eq. (43) that 71 > 200(m + n) log 96”61’ , one can
apply [9, Lemma 36] to show that for any 7 € [n.] and any j € [p], the following holds with probability at
least 1 — d/(8nep):

i Tij+1—1N—-1

> S Y (N nict

I=1 t=Ty; k=0

Applying a union bound over all i € [n.] and all j € [p] yields that P(E,) > 1 —§/8.
Combining the above arguments together and applying a union bound over &,, £z, o, and &,, we
complete the proof of the lemma. |

B.2 Proof of Lemma 9

Consider any ¢ € [n.] and any j € [p]. First, under g, we have

8npdet(Vg, (7))
5 det(\)
8npdet(Vg, (7))
5 det(\)
8npdet(Vg, (7))
5 det(\)

Tr(Ag, (1) Vg, (1) Ag, (1)) < 40*nlog ( ) + 21186, 1I3

< 40’nlog ( ) + 2Amin{n,n 4+ mg, }/Og, 12

< 40*nlog ( ) + 2 n¥?, (71)

where Ag, (i) = ég]. (i) — Og,, mg, = Zz’egj m; and ¥ is defined in (42). Next, under &,, we have

i Tij+1—1N-1

UEES 3D ol oF

I=1 t=T,,; k=0
. (N — 1)1i0? I
- 80

Combining (71) and (72) together and rearranging terms, we obtain

80 8np det(Vg, (7))

2 NN E AP S
[AG; ()" < JAG; ()7 < mioc? (N —1) (4" ”k’g( 5 det(\)

) + 2/\m92>.
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Next, we aim to provide an upper bound on ||Vg, (7)||. We see that

i Tijy1—1N-1

Vo, <a+3> S ST I (73)
k=0

I=1 t=T,; k=
T .
where z,(:)gj = {xff)—r ug)gﬂ with u,(:)gJ = Kg, x,(f) + 11),(:) and ﬁ),it) K N(0, 202K21), where & is defined in

Eq. (40). Noting Eq. (45) and recalling from Assumption 4 that ||(4 + Bg, Kg,)*|| < Con§ for all k € Rxo,
where 0 < ng < 1, one can now show that (e.g., [9, Lemma 38])

Go

T < —— max max B ,ﬁ)(t) +w(t) ,
ol < g2 max (B, +wl?)

forallt € T and all k € {0,..., N}, where T is defined in (46). Thus, under £, we have

. Co SNT SNT
Hx?H < 1_no(19',‘<<7\/1Omlog 3 +U\/5n10g 5 )
NT
< 1&(1%0\/ 10m + ov'5n)4/log 8 5
— o
SNT
< 1 Con \/20192/<202m + 1002n4/log . (74)
= 1o

Since Hz,(:)gj I < ng)H + Hul(f)g7 <@+ l<;)||33,(ct)|| + HzD;(:)H, one can combine the above arguments and show

that under &,
1 NT NT
=g, I < O+ K)o ratm ¢ 1002"\/10g87 + oy 10mlog >
L] 1 — 770 6 6

where 2 is given in (42). Plugging (75) into (73), we obtain
Vg, ()| < A+im1 Nz,

which implies that

g SLIMTE W) g (AL In Na)ymes e
5 det(M) & 3

8 8npiTi N
(g, + ) 1o (12 4 SN
8 SnT'N
< (m—l—n)log(%-&-%),

where the second inequality follows from the fact that pimy < pne7; < T. Combining the above arguments
together, one can show via the choice of 7 in Eq. (43) and algebraic manipulations that ||AG;(i)|° < e2/i,
which completes the proof of the lemma. |

C Technical Lemmas

Lemma 10. Consider a sequence of matrices My, My, ..., where My € R™*™ for all k > 0, and a sequence
of matrices Ao, A1, ..., where A € R™*"™ and ||A;]] < e for all k > 0. Suppose that there exist { € Rsg and
n € Ryo such that

[ My 1 Migy—a - - My, || < ¢n*27", (76)

for all ki, ko € Z>o with ka > k1. Then, the following holds:
(Mpy—1 + Dpy1)(Mpy—2 + Dpy—2) - -+ (Mg, + Ag,) < C(Ce+n)*=27", (77)
for all ki, ko € Z>o with ky > k.
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Proof. First, one can expand the left hand side of (77) into 2¥2=*1 terms. For all r € {0,1,... ks — k1}
and for all s € {1,2,..., (kikl)}, let G, s denote a term in the expansion whose degree of A; is r and

whose degree of M; is k — r, where (kQ;kl) is the number of terms in the expansion with the degree
of A; to be r. For instance, the term My, 1A, oMy 30y —aMp,—5 - - - My, may be denoted as Gy s for

k
se€e{1,2,..., (kikl)}. Under the above notation, the left hand side of (77) can be written as Z’::O E(T) Grs.

s=1
From (76), we also note that ||G, || < ¢"Fin*1=*2="¢". This is because the A;’s in the term G, s split the
M’s in G, s into at most r + 1 disjoint groups, and ||A;|| < € for all ¢ € Z>(. For instance, we see that
My 1Dy oMy, 301, aMp, 5+ My, < 3n*27%17222, The rest of the proof then follows from the proof
of [25, Lemma 5]. [ ]

Lemma 11. Consider any S C B with |S| = H, any t € [T] and any k € [N]. Denote APS}S = PIE% - Pét),
where P,g% and Pét) are given by Eqs. (11) and (70), respectively. Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 hold. Then,

AP = (LHNH(Ps = PO (S), (78)

where Ls 2 A+BsKY | and H\Ilg\t,)k(S)H < s for all k € [N], where s € Rxg is a finite constant. Moreover,
suppose that | B& APy, sBs| < 1/2. Then,

1K) s = KN < 9sCs(Ts + 1P INTs (1 + 2| PS T8 *, (79)
where T's is defined in Eq. (21), and (5, ns are finite constants with (5 > 1 and 0 < n < 1.

Proof. Under Assumptions 1-2, one can use similar arguments to those in [3, Chapter 4.4] and prove Eq. (78)

and the boundness of ||<I>§\t,)k(8)|| In the remaining of this proof, we again drop the dependency of various
matrices on ¢t and S for notational simplicity. Using Egs. (10) and (69), we have

|Ky—1 — K| =|(R+B"P.B)"'B"P,A— (R+ B'"PB)'B"PA|,
which implies that ||K;_; — K| = HAf(k_l + AK},_1]|, where
AKy_ 1 =(R+B"P.B)"'BT (P, - P),

and
AKy1=((R+B"P.B)™' —(R+B'PB)"")B'P. (80)
Recalling from Assumption 1 that o,(R) > 1, one can then show that
IAK -1 || < |B[|AP]- (81)

Next, note that R+ BT PyB = R+ B' PB+ B" AP, B, where |[BTAP,B|| <1/2 and 6,(R+ B'PB) > 1.
Omne can now apply the results in [13, Section 7] and obtain that

|BTAPB||

B"P.B)™' — (R+B"PB)7!| < '
(1 + 5 B) (R+ )< on(R+ BTPB)(0,(R+ BTPB) — ||[BTAP,BJ)

It follows that
I(R+BTP,B)~"' — (R+ BTPB) ™' < 2|BTAP,B||,

which implies via Eq. (80) that

IAK,_1| < 2| PB||BTAP,B. (82)
Combining (81) and (82) yields
1KY, s — K& < (IBsl| + 20 P91 Bs P |A PSS (83)

Recalling that p(Ls) < 1 (e.g., [3, 6]), we know from the Gelfand formula (e.g., [21]) that there are finite
constants (5 > 1 and 0 < (5 < 1 such that ||LEX || < ¢5n¥ for all &’ > 0. Thus, plugging (78) into (83) and
recalling the definition of I's in Eq. (21), we obtain (79). [ ]
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