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Abstract
We consider the problem of controlling a stochas-
tic linear system with quadratic costs, when its
system parameters are not known to the agent –
called the adaptive LQG control problem. We
re-examine an approach called “Reward-Biased
Maximum Likelihood Estimate” (RBMLE) (Ku-
mar & Becker, 1982) that was proposed more
than forty years ago, and which predates the “Up-
per Confidence Bound” (UCB) method as well as
the definition of “regret” (Lai & Robbins, 1985b).
It simply added a term favoring parameters with
larger rewards to the estimation criterion. We
propose an augmented approach that combines
the penalty of the RBMLE method with the con-
straint of the UCB method (Abbasi-Yadkori &
Szepesvári, 2011), uniting the two approaches
to optimization in the face of uncertainty. We
first establish that theoretically this method re-
tains O(

√
T ) regret, the best known so far. We

show through a comprehensive simulation study
that this augmented RBMLE method considerably
outperforms the UCB and Thompson sampling
approaches, with a regret that is typically less than
50% of the better of their regrets. The simulation
study includes all examples from earlier papers as
well as a large collection of randomly generated
systems.

1. Introduction
Consider a linear dynamical system (Åström, 2012) in which
system evolution is given as xt+1 = Axt + But + wt+1,
where xt ∈ RN is the system state at time t, ut ∈ RN is
the control applied at time t by an “agent” (Sutton & Barto,
2018), and wt is i.i.d. Gaussian noise at time t. (A,B) are

1Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Texas
A& M University, College Station, TX, USA. 2Department of
Electrical and Computer Engineering, Indian Institute of Sci-
ence, Bengaluru, India.. Correspondence to: Akshay Mete <ak-
shaymete@tamu.edu>.

system matrices that describe the system dynamics. The
instantaneous cost incurred at time t is a quadratic function(
xTt Qxt + uTt Rut

)
of the current state and control. The

goal of the agent is to minimize the expected value of the cu-
mulative costs

∑T
t=1

(
xTt Qxt + uTt Rut

)
incurred during T

steps. This objective serves the purpose of keeping the sys-
tem state close to the origin by using minimal control energy.
The controller/agent has to attain this goal without knowing
the parameter θ := (A,B). Let J?(θ) denote the optimal
average LQG cost when the true parameter is equal to θ, and
is known to the agent. The goal is to choose ut adaptively
on the basis of the information collected during system op-
eration, so as to minimize the expected “regret” (Lattimore
& Szepesvári, 2020)

T∑
t=1

(
xTt Qxt + uTt Rut

)
− T J?(θ)

This is called the adaptive LQG control problem.

In this work we use an approach called “Reward-Biased
Maximum Likelihood Estimate” (RBMLE) that was first
proposed more than four decades ago for the problem of
online learning (Kumar & Becker, 1982; Kumar, 1983a;
Mete et al., 2021). We begin by giving a brief description of
RBMLE. Consider a system with state space X, an action set
U , and with controlled transition probabilities pθ?(i, j;u)
for i, j ∈ X and u ∈ U dependent on an unknown pa-
rameter θ?. The goal is to maximize a long-term average
reward lim infT→∞

1
T

∑T−1
t=0 r(x(t), u(t)), where x(t) and

u(t) are the state and action at time t. The parameter θ? is
not known; all that is known is that it belongs to a known set
Θ. If one knew θ?, one could take action u(t) = πθ

?

(x(t)
at time t, where for each θ ∈ Θ, πθ denotes a stationary
policy that is optimal if the parameter is θ. In the absence
of knowledge of θ?, one could employ a “certainty equiv-
alent” approach where one simply makes an estimate of
θ? at time t, and simply use the action in state x(t) that
would be optimal if θ? were the true parameter. Specifi-
cally, let θ̂(t) ∈ ArgMaxθ∈ΘΠT−1

t=0 pθ(x(t), x(t + 1);u(t))
be the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) of θ? at time
t, πθ(·). Then, under the certainty equivalent approach, the
action taken at time t is u(t) = πθ̂(t)(x(t). Mandl (Mandl,
1974) was the first to analyze this CE approach. Rec-
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ognizing that CE generally suffers from being unable to
converge to θ? unless one can distinguish θ? from other
θs irrespective of what action is taken in what state, he
showed that if pθ(i, ·;u) 6= pθ′(i, ·;u) for all θ 6= θ′, then
θ̂(t) → θ?. Borkar and Varaiya (Borkar & Varaiya, 1979)
performed a further analysis of the CE rule, and showed
that one only obtains a certain “closed-loop identifiabil-
ity” property, i.e., if θ̂(t) → θ̂(∞) denotes the limiting
value of the ML estimates under the CE rule, then the sys-
tem dynamics associated with the parameter, controller tu-
ple (θ̂(∞), πθ̂(∞)) are the same as that of (θ, πθ̂(∞)), i.e.,
pθ̂(∞)(i, j, θ̂(∞)(i) = pθ?(i, j, θ̂(∞)(i) for all i, j ∈ X .
The problem is that as the parameter estimates begin to con-
verge, exploration ceases, and one ends up only identifying
the behavior of the system under the limited actions being
applied to the system. One misses out on other potentially
valuable policies. Since the limiting policy πθ̂(∞) need not
be an optimal long-term average policy for the true system
θ, the CE rule leads to a sub-optimal performance. Indeed
this problem goes by various names in different fields, the
dual control problem (Feldbaum, 1960; Wittenmark, 1995),
the closed-identifiability problem (Borkar & Varaiya, 1979;
Berry & Fristedt, 1985; Gittins et al., 2011), or the problem
of exploration vs. exploitation (Lattimore & Szepesvári,
2020).

This problem was resolved without resort to forced explo-
ration in (Kumar & Becker, 1982).

the following indistinguishability condition holds the prob-
lem of “insufficient exploration,” i.e. there is a positive
probability with which the MLE θ̂t does not converge to θ,
and hence asymptotically it applies sub-optimal controls.

how it was discovered in (Kumar & Becker, 1982) that when
maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) is inherently biased
towards parameters for which the optimal rewards is less
than the true optimal rewards, and how it proposed RBMLE
as a natural solution to overcome this bias. Let J(π, θ)
denote the average LQG cost when a stationary control
policy π is applied to the linear system with parameter θ.

This exploration-exploitation problem (or equivalently the
dual control problem) was finally resolved in the work.
Their approach is summarized as follows. (Kumar & Becker,
1982) begins by observing that J?(θ̂(∞) ≥ J?(θ). To
see why this is true, we note that since (θ̂(∞), πθ̂(∞))

and (θ, πθ̂(∞)) induce the same stationary probability dis-
tribution on the state-space, we have that J(πθ̂(∞), θ) =

J(πθ̂(∞), θ̂(∞)) = J?(θ̂(∞)). However, since πθ̂(∞)

might not be optimal for θ, we have J?(θ) ≤ J(πθ̂(∞), θ).
Upon combining these, we obtain J?(θ̂(∞)) ≥ J?(θ). This
relation shows the following fundamental property of the
ML estimates when they are also used for generating con-
trols: the estimates are inherently biased towards those pa-

rameters that have a higher operating cost than the true
parameter value. After making this fundamental observa-
tion, (Kumar & Becker, 1982) proposed to counteract this
bias by providing a bias in the likelihood objective function
in the reverse direction, i.e. by favoring those θ which yield
a larger optimal reward or equivalently those θ which have
a smaller value of optimal average cost J?(θ). More specif-
ically, the RBMLE algorithm they developed generates a
reward biased MLE by solving the following problem at
each time t:

θ(t) ∈ arg min
θ∈Θ

α(t) [f(J?(θ))]

+

t−1∑
s=1

L(xs, us, xs+1; θ), (1)

whereL(x, u, y; θ) denotes the negative log-likelihood prob-
ability associated with the system state transitioning to state
y when control u is applied in state x, and the true parameter
is θ. f(·) is any strictly increasing function, α(t) > 0 is a
biasing parameter that must be chosen so as to satisfy the
following two desired properties:

(i) it should be sufficiently large enough so that asymptot-
ically RBMLE does choose parameters θ(t) that have a
larger optimal reward than under θ. If this were not the case,
then the resulting learning algorithm would suffer from the
same drawbacks as that of the CE rule of (Mandl, 1974).

(ii) α(t) should also not be too large so that the ML estimates
are asymptotically inconsistent.

They showed that in order for (i), (ii) to be satisfied, we
should let α(t) = o(t), and limt→∞ α(t) =∞. The result-
ing RBMLE algorithm was shown to attain the same average
cost performance as the case when θ is known, in which
case the agent can compute and use the optimal stationary
policy. In the parlance of machine learning community, the
limiting normalized regret (Lai & Robbins, 1985b; Latti-
more & Szepesvári, 2020; Auer et al., 2002) (normalized by
operating time T ) vanishes.

RBMLE is the first algorithm that did not resort to “forced
exploration” in order to solve the adaptive control /RL prob-
lem. It attained this by introducing the idea of favoring pa-
rameters that yield better performance, which is now known
as the principle of “optimism in the face of uncertainty” (Lai
& Robbins, 1985b; Agrawal, 1995; Auer et al., 2002) Since
its introduction in (Kumar & Becker, 1982), RBMLE has
been applied to solve a variety of online learning prob-
lems. As an example, it has been used to learn optimal
policies for more general MDPs (Kumar, 1982; Kumar &
Lin, 1982; Borkar, 1990), LQG systems (Kumar, 1983a;
Campi & Kumar, 1998a;b; Prandini & Campi, 2000), LTI
systems (Bittanti et al., 2006), non-linear systems (Kumar,
1983b), ergodic problems (Stettner, 1993), control of diffu-
sions (Borkar, 1991; Duncan et al., 1994). These works only
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showed that RBMLE yields the optimal long-term average
performance.

After the seminal works (Kumar & Becker, 1982; Kumar,
1982; Kumar & Lin, 1982) in the field of adaptive con-
trol, the work (Lai & Robbins, 1985a) studied in detail the
multi-armed bandit (MAB) problem, and introduced the
notion of “regret” in order to characterize the performance
of a learning algorithm for MAB. Regret of an algorithm
is the difference between the expected rewards earned by
the algorithm, and the mean reward of an optimal arm times
the operating time-horizon. Clearly, regret is a much finer
metric to judge the performance of a learning algorithm
as compared with the long-term average reward. (Lai &
Robbins, 1985a) showed that asymptotically the optimal
regret scales as O(log T ), and also developed an “Upper
Confidence Bounds” (UCB) algorithm that assigns an index
to each arm, and then plays the arm with the highest value
of the index. This index is an optimistic estimate, i.e. a
high-probability upper-bound, of the true (but unknown)
mean reward of that arm. Since the work (Lai & Robbins,
1985a), the criterion of regret has become very popular to
characterize the performance of RL algorithms. For exam-
ple UCRL (Auer & Ortner, 2007), UCRL2 (Jaksch et al.,
2010), Thompson Sampling (Brafman & Tennenholtz, 2002;
Agrawal & Goyal, 2012; Ouyang et al., 2017b).

Though the seminal works on RBMLE showed that it is opti-
mal with respect to long-term average reward, the finite-time
performance analysis for various learning tasks, or its learn-
ing regret, is an overdue topic of topical interest. Recently,
several works have addressed this issue. For example, (Liu
et al., 2020) analyzes RBMLE for MABP and shows that it
enjoys a regret that is comparable to other state-of-the-art
algorithms such as UCB and Thompson Sampling, while
the empirical performance of RBMLE is much better than
these. Similar results were obtained when RBMLE was
used to optimize rewards in the case of linear bandits (Hung
et al., 2020). The case of RL for discrete MDPs was treated
in (Mete et al., 2021). In this work we analyze RBMLE
algorithm in the context of RL for LQG control systems.

1.1. Previous Works

The seminal work on adaptive LQG control (Kumar, 1983a)
showed that the RBMLE algorithm attains the optimal infi-
nite horizon average cost asymptotically by utilizing reward-
biased estimates of the system parameters in order to gener-
ate controls. However, it assumed that the unknown parame-
ters can assume values from only a discrete set. This assump-
tion was removed in (Campi & Kumar, 1998a; Prandini &
Campi, 2000). Meanwhile, works such as (Lai & Wei, 1982;
1987; Chen & Guo, 1987) used forced exploration tech-
niques in order to ensure that the algorithm does not suffer
from the problem of insufficient exploration, i.e. the asymp-

totic estimates of the unknown parameters converge to their
true value. These are somewhat similar in spirit to the εt
greedy learning algorithm (Sutton & Barto, 2018; Auer et al.,
2002). More recently, inspired by the RBMLE principle, the
work (Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepesvári, 2011) uses the princi-
ple of optimism in the face of uncertainty for adaptive LQG
control, and derives bounds on its learning regret by build-
ing upon the techniques introduced in (Campi & Kumar,
1998b). The algorithm proposed therein is “UCB-type,” i.e.
it optimizes the function J?(θ) over a high-probability con-
fidence ball, to get an optimistic estimate of θ, and is shown
to have a regret that is bounded as Õ(

√
T ). (Ibrahimi et al.,

2012) also uses the OFU principle to address the adaptive
LQG control problem. More recently, (Dean et al., 2020a)
studies a related “sample complexity” problem associated
with LQG control, i.e. it quantifies the number of samples
required in order to generate a sufficiently precise estimate
of the parameters (A,B). However, it does this under the as-
sumption that the controls are generated in an i.i.d. manner
(which is somewhat equivalent to forced exploration). An al-
ternative approach to OFU principle for designing learning
algorithms is Thompson sampling (Thompson, 1933), or
posterior sampling. Works (Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepesvári,
2015; Ouyang et al., 2017a) considered the adaptive LQG
control problem in the Bayesian setup, and showed that the
expected regret of Thompson sampling is O(T̃ ).

Key Challenges:

Several critical questions need to be answered in order to
tailor the RBMLE to LQG control.

• The average reward optimality proved in prior RBMLE
studies for LQG control (Kumar, 1983a; Campi & Ku-
mar, 1998a;b; Prandini & Campi, 2000) is a gross
measure which implies that only the regret (defined be-
low) is o(T ), while a much stronger finite-time order-
optimal regret such as that of OFU (Abbasi-Yadkori
& Szepesvári, 2011) or Thompson Sampling (Abbasi-
Yadkori & Szepesvári, 2015; Ouyang et al., 2017a)
(both these regrets are Õ(

√
T )) is desired. What is the

regret bound of the RBMLE algorithms for adaptive
LQG?

• The above options for α(T ) described in (1) are very
broad, and not all of them lead to order-optimality of
regret. How should one choose the function α(T ) in
order to attain order-optimality?

• What are the advantages of RBMLE algorithms as
compared with the existing methods?

We make several contributions.

• We perform a finite-time performance analysis of the
RBMLE algorithm for the setup of adaptive LQR prob-
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lem. We show that its regret is Õ(
√
T ) and is compet-

itive with the OFU algorithm of (Abbasi-Yadkori &
Szepesvári, 2011).

• We reveal the general interplay between the choice of
α(t) and the regret bound.

• We evaluate the empirical performance of RBMLE
algorithms in extensive experiments. They demonstrate
competitive performance in regret as well as scalability
against the current best policies.

OFU O(
√
T )

Thompson Sampling O(
√
T )

RBMLE O(
√
T )

2. Problem Formulation
Consider the following linear system (Kumar & Varaiya,
2015),

xt+1 = Āxt + B̄ut + wt+1 (2)

where xt ∈ Rn, ut ∈ Rm are the state and the control input
respectively at time t. wt ∈ Rn represents the noise in the
system at time t. The system parameters, represented by
matrices A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×m are unknown.

The system incurs a cost ct at time t given by,

ct = xTt Qxt + uTt Rut, (3)

whereQ ∈ Rn×n andR ∈ Rm×m are known positive semi-
definite matrices, The sample-path average cost incurred by
the controller that chooses ut is:

lim sup
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=0

ct. (4)

Denote the history of states and inputs until time t by

Ft = {(x0, u0), (x1, u1), · · · , (xt, ut)}. (5)

Define zt :=
(
xTt , u

T
t

)T
and let θ̄ :=

(
Ā, B̄

)
be the un-

known system parameter. Then, the linear system (2) can
equivalently be written as

xt+1 = θ̄zt + wt+1. (6)

2.1. Assumptions

We make the following assumptions regarding the system
in (2). These have been used in earlier works on adaptive
LQG control (Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepesvári, 2011; Campi
& Kumar, 1998b).

Assumption 1. The system is controllable and observ-
able (Kailath, 1980), and there exists a known constant
positive c such that θ̄ ∈ S = S0 ∩ S1 where,

S0 =

{
θ = (A,B) | (A,B) is controllable and

(A,M) is observable where Q = MTM

}
,

S1 =

{
θ = (A,B) |trace(θT θ) ≤ c

}
.

Assumption 2. We assume that the system noise is element-
wise sub-Gaussian. Thus,

E [exp(γwt,j)|Ft] ≤ exp(
γ2L2

2
) ∀ j and ∀ t = 1, 2, . . . .

(7)
Moreover, {wt} has the following properties.

1. wt ∀ t = 1, 2, . . . , is a martingale difference sequence.

2. E[wt+1|Ft] = 0, and E[wt+1w
T
t+1|Ft] = In.

2.2. Controller Design for a Known LQG Control
System

Consider the following linear system,

xt+1 = θzt + wt+1, (8)

where θ ∈ S. Then the following facts are true (Kumar &
Varaiya, 2015). There is a unique positive definite matrix
P (θ) that satisfies the Riccati equation

P = Q+ATPA−ATPB(BTPB +R)−1BTPA. (9)

The optimal control law for this system which minimizes
the average cost (4) is given by ut = K(θ)xt, where the
“gain matrix” K(θ) is

K(θ) := −(BTP (θ)B +R)−1BTP (θ)A. (10)

The optimal average cost is

J?(θ) = trace(P (θ)). (11)

As a consequence of Assumption 1, the parameter set S is
bounded, hence one can show that P (θ) is bounded as well,
let D be a constant such that

D = sup
θ∈S
||P (θ)||2 <∞. (12)

Assumption 3. For all θ ∈ S, we have

1. ||A + BK(θ)||2 < 1, therefore there exist a positive
constant ρ such that,

ρ := sup
θ∈S
||A+BK(θ)||2. (13)

2. There exists a positive constant c0 such that,

c0 = sup
θ∈S
||K(θ)||2 <∞. (14)
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2.3. Construction of Confidence Interval

In this section, given the history Ft,we construct a “high-
probability confidence ball,” i.e., a set of plausible system
parameters that contains the true parameter θ̄ with a high
probability.

For λ > 0, define

Zt = λI +

t∑
s=0

zsz
T
s , (15)

where I is the identity matrix of dimension (n+m) ×
(n+m). The squared error of θ is given as

Vt(θ) :=

t−1∑
s=0

||(xs+1 − θzs||22. (16)

Then the L2-regularized squared error with regularization
parameter λ > 0 is given by:

Et(θ) = λ||θ||22 + Vt(θ). (17)

Let θ̂t be the L2 regularized least-squares estimate of θ̄, i.e.

θ̂t = arg min
θ∈S

Et(θ). (18)

Let Ct(δ) be the following confidence ball around θ̂,

Ct(δ) :=
{
θ : trace

(
(θ − θ̂t)TZt(θ − θ̂t)

)
≤ βt(δ)

}
,

where,

βt(δ) :=

nL
√√√√2 log

(√
det(Zt)det(λI)

δ

)
+
√
λc

2

.

(19)
Next, we show that θ̄ lies within the ball Ct(δ) with high
probability.

Lemma 2.1. Define

E1(t) =
{
θ̄ ∈ Cs(δ/4), ∀ s = 1, 2, · · · , t

}
,

E2(t) = {||xs|| ≤ dt, ∀s ≤ t} ,

where,

dt : =
1

1− ρ

(
η

ρ

)n+m [
2L

√
n log

4nt(t+ 1)

δ

+GZ
n+m
n+m+1

T βt

(
δ

4

)(2(n+d+1))−1 ]
,

η : = max

{
1, sup
θ∈S
||Ā+ B̄K(θ)||

}
,

ZT : = max
0≤t≤T

‖zt‖,

G : = 2

(
2c(n+ d)n+m+0.5

√
U

)(n+m+1)−1

,

U : =
U0

H
,

U0 : =
1

16n+d−2 max{1, c2(n+m−2)}
,

H is constant such that H > max

{
16,

4c2M2

(n+m)U0

}
,

M : = sup
Y≥0

nL

√
(n+ d) log

(
1+TY

λ

δ

)
+ λ1/2c

Y
.

Let E1 := E1(T ) and E2 := E2(T ). Then,

P (E1 ∩ E2) ≥ 1− δ

2
. (20)

Proof. See Lemma 4 in (Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepesvári,
2011).

Lemma 2.2. On the event E2(t) defined in Lemma 2.1, the
following holds,

max1≤s≤t‖xs‖ ≤ Xt = Y n+m+1
t ∀t = 1, 2, . . . ,where,

Yt := max

(
e, λ(n+ d)(e− 1),

4

(
c1 log

(
1

δ

)
+ c2 log

(
t

δ

)))
×(

log2

(
4c1 log(

1

δ
) + 4c2 log(

t

δ
)

))
,

where, c1 and c2 are problem dependant constants.

Proof. See Lemma 5 in (Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepesvári,
2011).

3. RBMLE for LQG Systems
We employ a version of the RBMLE algorithm that proceeds
in an episodic manner. Let tk denote the starting time of the
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Algorithm 1 RBMLE
Initialize: t = 0
for k = 0, 1, · · · do

Set τk = 0 and

θtk = argminθ∈S∩Ctk (δ) {Vt(θ) + α(tk)J∗(θ)} ,

while τk < 2k do
θt = θt−1

u(t) = K(θt)x(t)
τk → τk + 1 and t→ t+ 1

end while
end for

k-th episode. It lasts for 2k time steps. At time tk, it solves
the following optimization problem:

θtk = argminθ∈S∩Ctk (δ) {Vt(θ) + α(tk)J∗(θ)} , (21)

where α(t) := α0

√
t is the multiplicative pre-factor associ-

ated with the cost-bias term. Thus, θtk is the cost-biased es-
timate of θ̄ given the operational history of the system Ft. It
implements the following control policy during episode k:

u(t) = K(θtk)x(t) ∀ t ∈ [tk, tk+1).

We note the key difference between RBMLE and OFU lies
in the objective function that is being optimized at the be-
ginning of an episode. While OFU optimizes the function
J?(θ) over the confidence ball Ct(δ), RBMLE on the other
hand optimizes the function α(t)J?(θ)+Vt(θ). The second
term Vt(θ) in the objective function is responsible for a bet-
ter empirical performance of the RBMLE algorithm, which
is shown in detail in Section 5. It is an interesting question
to connect this the term Vt(θ) to a better regret bound of
RBMLE.

We note that this is slightly modified version of the RBMLE
algorithm that was proposed in (Campi & Kumar, 1998b) for
LQG systems. The algorithm of (Campi & Kumar, 1998b)
does not explicitly maintain a confidence interval. Instead it
chooses θtk as the minimizer of (21) over the set S i.e.

argminθ∈S {Vt(θ) + α(tk)J?(θ)} . (22)

In the next couple of sections, we provide guarantees on
the performance of RBMLE in terms of upper-bound on its
regret, and also demonstrate that its empirical performance
is better than other popular algorithms.

4. Regret Analysis
In this section, we focus on the theoretical analysis of the
RBMLE algorithm that was discussed in Section 3. More

specifically, we derive an upper bound on the regret of the
RBMLE algorithm. The regret of a learning algorithm for
LQG systems is defined as (Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepesvári,
2011):

R(T ) =

T∑
t=0

ct − TJ?(θ̄). (23)

The notion of regret was first introduced in (Lai & Robbins,
1985b) in context of multi-armed bandit problem. It has
been widely used for characterizing the finite-time perfor-
mance of algorithms that make sequential decisions (Lat-
timore & Szepesvári, 2020; Auer et al., 2002). Note that
minimizing the regret is equivalent to minimizing the per-
formance cost.

The following result allows us to decompose the regretR(T )
into easy-to-analyze terms.

Lemma 4.1. The regret of a learning algorithm which im-
plements u(t) = K(θt)x(t) is upper bounded as follow:

R(T ) = R1 +R2 +R3 +R4, (24)

where,

R1 =

T∑
t=0

{
xTt P (θt)xt

− E
[
xTt+1P (θt+1)xt+1|Ft

]}
,

R2 =

T∑
t=0

E
[
xTt (P (θt+1)− P (θt))xt|Ft

]
,

R3 =

T∑
t=0

{(
Āxt + B̄ut

)T
P (θt)

(
Āxt + B̄ut

)
− (Atxt +Btut)

T
P (θt) (Atxt +Btut)

}
,

R4 =

T∑
t=0

(
J(θt)− J(θ̄)

)
.

Proof. See Appendix A.

Next, we provide individual bounds on each of R1, R2, R3

and R4 on the event E1 ∩ E2.

4.1. Bound on R1

Theorem 4.2. On the event E1 ∩ E2,

R1 ≤ 2DW 2

√
2T log

8

δ
+ n

√
Bδ

where, Bδ := b log
(

4n
√
b

vδ

)
, b := v + T (cDXT )2(1 + c20)

and W = nL
√

2n log
(

8nT
δ

)
.
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Proof. The proof is the same as that of Lemma 7 in (Abbasi-
Yadkori & Szepesvári, 2011).

4.2. Bound on R2

Theorem 4.3. On the event E1 ∩ E2,

R2 ≤ 2DX2
T log2 T,

where, XT is defined in Lemma 2.2.

Proof. As defined in Lemma 4.1,

R2 =

T∑
t=0

E[xTt (P (θt+1)− P (θt))xt|Ft].

Each term in the summation is non-zero only at the end of
an episode when there is a policy change. Since there are
log2 T episodes till time T , there are log2 T non-zero terms
and each of them is bounded by 2DX2

T .

4.3. Bound on R3

Theorem 4.4. On the event E1 ∩ E2,

R3 ≤
8cX2

TD(1 + c20)√
λ

√
TβT

(
δ

8

)
log

det(ZT )

det(λI)
.

where, ZT := max0≤t≤T ‖zt‖, and βT
(
δ
8

)
is defined in

19.

Proof. The proof is the same as that of Lemma 13 in
(Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepesvári, 2011).

4.4. Bound on R4

Theorem 4.5. On the event E1 ∩ E2,

R4 ≤
√

2

α0(
√

2− 1)

(
βT

(
δ

4

)
+ λc2

)√
T .

Proof. See Appendix B.

Now that we have established upper bounds on the terms
R1, R2, R3 and R4, we can use these in conjunction with
the decomposition result of Lemma 4.1 in order to bound
the regret of RBMLE as follows.

Theorem 4.6. For any δ ∈ (0, 1) and T > 0, the regret of
the RBMLE Algorithm is upper-bounded with a probability
at least 1− δ as follows:

R(T ) ≤ O

(√
T log

1

δ

)
. (25)

where, problem dependant constants and terms logarithmic
in T are hidden.

Proof. See Appendix C

5. Empirical Performance
In this section, we evaluate the empirical performance of
RBMLE and compare it with the existing popular learning
algorithms such as OFU (Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepesvári,
2011) and non-Bayesian Thompson Sampling (Abeille &
Lazaric, 2017).

Our experiment setup is as follows: We initialize the sys-
tem state as x(0) = 0 and use the first 10 time-steps with
randomly generated inputs to initialize the estimates.

We ensure that all the algorithms utilize the same realization
of initial random inputs, and the same external noise w(t)
at each time t. More details on implementation of OFU, TS
can be found in (Dean et al., 2018). OFU is implemented
using a heuristic projected gradient descent approach. Note
that the RBMLE algorithm differs from OFU only in that it
optimizes a slightly different objective function, α(t)J?(θ)
implementation is similar.

We plot the averaged regrets along with the standard devi-
ation for a time horizon of 2000 (T = 2000) steps. Each
experiment is performed over 200 iterations. We carry out
simulation studies for the following systems, starting with
a simple example in which the system state and control in-
put are both scalars. In Figures 1 and 2, we compare the
performance of RBMLE with OFU and TS for this simple
example. It is evident that RBMLE has much lower average
regret compared to OFU and TS.

1. Unstable Laplacian System This system represents
a marginally unstable Laplacian dynamics, and has
been previously studied in (Dean et al., 2018; Abbasi-
Yadkori et al., 2019; Dean et al., 2020b; Tu & Recht,
2018). The system matrices are given as follows.

Ā =

1.01 0.01 0
0.01 1.01 0.01

0 0.01 1.01

 , B̄ = I3, Q = 10I3, R = I3

2. Chained Integrator Dynamics: In this example,
we consider a chained integrator system with 2-
dimensional states and 2-dimensional input.

Ā =

[
1 0.1
0 1

]
, B̄ = I2, Q = 10I2, R = I2 (26)

6. Concluding Remarks
We proposed the RBMLE algorithm for solving the adaptive
linear quadratic control problem. It is an alternative to the
OFU approach of (Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepesvári, 2011),
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Figure 1. Unstable Laplacian System (Regret Comparision)
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Figure 2. Chained Integrator Dynamics (Regret Comparision)

and generates a reward biased estimate of the unknown pa-
rameter by optimizing an objective function which is a mod-
ification of the log-likelihood function, one in which a bias
term is added to give a higher preference for those param-
eter values that generate higher average rewards. The key
difference between RBMLE and OFU is that they optimize
different objective functions while generating an estimate
of the underlying system parameter. OFU optimizes the ob-
jective function J?(θ), while RBMLE additionally includes
a term Vt(θ) that is representative of the log-likelihood of
making the observations given that θ is the true parameter
value. This difference is responsible for a better empirical
performance of the RBMLE algorithm, and it remains to be
seen in future works whether this additional term yields a
better regret bound for the RBMLE over the OFU or Thomp-
son Sampling.

We establish bounds on its regret, and show that it is com-
petitive with OFU. We show, via extensive simulations per-
formed for a broad range of real-world systems, that the
empirical performance of RBMLE is much better than OFU
and Thompson Sampling. Along with recent works on
RBMLE for MDPs (Mete et al., 2021), stochastic Multi-

Armed Bandits (Liu et al., 2020) and Contextual bandits
(Hung et al., 2020), this work on LQG substantiates the
case of RBMLE as a promising alternative to the much cele-
brated Upper Confidence Bound and Thompson Sampling
for model based RL problems. Hence, an important topic for
future research is analyzing RBMLE for important settings
such as that of RL for constrained MDPs (Altman, 1999),
RL for continuous spaces (Ortner & Ryabko, 2013) and
Bayesian Optimization. Developing efficient computational
procedures for RBMLE for MDPs is another challenging
open problem.
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A. Proof of Lemma 4.1
Proof. The Bellman optimality equation for LQ problem
can be written as:

J?(θt) + x(t)TP (θt)x(t) = min
u

(
xT (t)Qx(t)

+ uTRu+ E
[
x′
T
u (t+ 1)P (θt)x

′
u(t+ 1)|Ft

])
,

where x′u(t + 1) = Atx(t) + Btu + w(t + 1). Also note
that x(t+ 1) = Āx(t) + B̄u(t) + w(t+ 1).

J?(θt) + x(t)TP (θt)x(t) = x(t)TQx(t) (27)

+ u(t)TRu(t) + E
[
x′
T
u(t)(t+ 1)P (θt)x

′
u(t)(t+ 1)|Ft

]
.

(28)

Substituting x̃u(t)(t+ 1), x(t+ 1) and then using the marti-
nangle property of noise (Assumption 2), we get

T∑
t=0

{
x(t)TQx(t) + u(t)TRu(t)− J?(θt)

}
(29)

= R2 +R3 +R4. (30)

Subtracting TJ?(θ̄) from both sides, we get,

R(T ) = R1 +R2 +R3 +R4.

B. Proof of Theorem 4.5
Proof. Let tk be the time of the beginning of episode k.
Then the RBMLE algorithm implements the policy

u(t) = K(θtk)x(t) ∀ tk ≤ t < tk+1. (31)
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Note that tk = 2k. Therefore Using Lemma 4.1, we have

R4 =

T∑
t=0

(
J(θt)− J(θ̄)

)
≤
dlog2Te∑
k=1

2k
(
J(θtk)− J(θ̄)

)
≤
dlog2Te∑
k=1

2k

α0

√
2
k

(
Vtk(θ̄)− Vtk(θtk)

)
≤
dlog2Te∑
k=1

√
2
k

α0

(
Vtk(θ̄)− Vtk(θ̂k) + Vtk(θ̂k)− Vtk(θtk)

)

≤
dlog2Te∑
k=1

√
2
k

α0

(
Etk(θ̄)− Etk(θ̂k) + λS2

)

≤
dlog2Te∑
k=1

√
2
k

α0

(
||(θ̄ − θ̂k)TZ(tk)||22) + λc2

)

≤
dlog2Te∑
k=1

√
2
k

α0

(
βtk(δ/4)) + λc2

)
≤

√
2

α0(
√

2− 1)

(
βT (δ/4)) + λc2

)√
T .

C. Proof of Theorem 4.6
Proof. As shown in Lemma 4.1, the regret R(T ) is given
by:

R(T ) = R1 +R2 +R3 +R4 (32)

On the event E1 ∩ E2, we substitute the individual bounds
on R1, R2, R3 and R4 to get following bound on R(T ):

R(T ) ≤2DW 2

√
2T log

8

δ
+ n

√
Bδ

+ 2DX2
T log2 T

+
8X2

TSD(1 + C2)√
λ

√
TβT

(
δ

8

)
log

det(ZT )

det(λI)

+

√
2

α0(
√

2− 1)

(
βT (δ)) + λc2

)√
T .

Since E1∩E2 occurs with probability atleast 1−δ (Lemma
2.1), we get the desired result.


