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Abstract— In this paper we propose a framework towards
achieving two intertwined objectives: (i) equipping reinforce-
ment learning with active exploration and deliberate infor-
mation gathering, such that it regulates state and parameter
uncertainties resulting from modeling mismatches and noisy
sensory; and (ii) overcoming the huge computational cost of
stochastic optimal control. We approach both objectives by
using reinforcement learning to attain the stochastic optimal
control law. On one hand, we avoid the curse of dimensionality
prohibiting the direct solution of the stochastic dynamic pro-
gramming equation. On the other hand, the resulting stochastic
control inspired reinforcement learning agent admits the be-
havior of a dual control, namely, caution and probing, that is,
regulating the state estimate together with its estimation quality.
Unlike exploration and exploitation, caution and probing are
employed automatically by the controller in real-time, even
after the learning process is concluded. We use the proposed
approach on a numerical example of a model that belongs
to an emerging class in system identification. We show how,
for the dimensionality of the stochastic version of this model,
Dynamic Programming is prohibitive, Model Predictive Control
requires an expensive nonlinear optimization, and a Linear
Quadratic Regulator with the certainty equivalence assumption
leads to poor performance and filter divergence, all contrasting
our approach which is shown to be both: computationally
convenient, stabilizing and of an acceptable performance.

I. INTRODUCTION

The significance and proliferation of Reinforcement
Learning (RL) across various disciplines are by now self-
evident [20]. RL is an umbrella of algorithms that are rooted
in the concept of stochastic approximation [5], [20], [14]. At
its core, it tries to solve an optimal control problem through
maximizing some notion of a cumulative reward. Yet, with
this promise of RL algorithms, a tough challenge arises
when applying learned policies to real-world applications
[8]. These policies, trained in lab simulations or controlled
environments, may suffer a degradation in performance or
exhibit an unsafe behavior [14]. This stems from modeling
mismatches and discrepancies between the training environ-
ment and real-world conditions.

The field of stochastic optimal control (SOC) [6, ch. 25],
also known as dual control [21], yields two key behaviors:
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Fig. 1. A graphical overview of stochastic optimal control: the controller
is not only concerned with regulating the state estimate (mean, mode, ... etc),
but also regulating the state uncertainty (or the state estimate quality) via
driving the system through high observable regions, for instance, regions
of better signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and/or of more/better sensors. The
green and pink regions correspond to state uncertainty propagation along
two different trajectories. The trajectory in pink, resembling a trajectory
under stochastic optimal control, takes into consideration regulating uncer-
tainty, and hence, in its path to the origin, it chooses the path of higher
observability.

caution and probing [11]. Caution refers to the control
actions that prevent undesirable outcomes when the system
is under uncertainty, while probing involves actions aimed at
gathering information about the system’s uncertain parame-
ters and states. These concepts play a central role in ensuring
safety while enhancing the system’s learning capabilities and
state observability. In general, SOC is computationally pro-
hibitive, except for the simplest cases. Relying on dynamic
programming to solve such high dimensional problems is
hopeless [3], due to the curse of dimensionality.

The potential of both RL and SOC is limited by their
inherent challenges. Here, we utilize each to address the
limitation of the other. Specifically, the modeling mismatch
problems inherent to RL can be alleviated by the caution
and probing effects of SOC. Caution imposes restrictions
on the RL agent behavior under uncertainty and modelling
mismatch, acting as a safeguard against false perception.
Probing, moreover, aims to correct the modelling uncertainty
and to create an accurate perception of the environment. On
the other hand, RL, possibly together with a neural net [12]
as a function approximator, can mitigate the computational
burden of SOC. These hypothesized mutual benefits serve as
the motivation for the work we present here.

Early work in the RL community acknowledged the
need for stochastic policies when the agent has limited or
distorted access to the states [9]. The randomness intro-
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duced by stochastic policies diversifies chosen actions and
hence achieves “artificial probing” in a sense analogous
to persistence of excitation in control theory and system
identification [13]. While this method diversifies actions to
enhance learning, it may also compromise system safety and
stability. In this paper, we propose a learning architecture
that addresses RL’s vulnerability to modeling uncertainties
and aims to alleviate the computational burdens of SOC.
Therefore, we seek a controller which, unlike those with
stochastic policies, seeks deliberate probing when informa-
tion gathering is required, and does so cautiously: respecting
safety and performance conditions.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a class of discrete-time nonlinear systems de-
scribed ∀k ∈ N by,

xk+1 = f(xk, uk) + wk, (1a)
yk = g(xk) + vk, (1b)

where xk ∈ Rrx is the state vector, uk ∈ Rru is the
control input, yk ∈ Rry is the output signal, and wk ∈ Rrx ,
vk ∈ Rry are exogenous disturbances. The functions f
and g are known and differentiable in xk, and f is thrice
differentiable in uk. The stochastic processes, {vk} and
{wk}, are assumed independent and identically distributed
with continuous densities of zero means and positive definite
symmetric covariances Σw ≻ 0 and Σv ≻ 0, respectively.
These sequences are independent from each other and from
x0, the initial state, which has a continuous density π0|0
of mean x0|0 and covariance Σ0|0 ≻ 0. The functions f
and g are continuously differentiable with respect to their
arguments.

The goal is to construct a causal control law, i.e., a
control law that is only dependent upon the data accessible
up until the moment of evaluating the control action, or,
uk = uk(Zk), where Zk = {y0, . . . , yk, u0, . . . , uk−1, π0|0}.
This law has to minimize the cost functional

JN = E

{
γNx⊤NQxN

N−1∑
k=0

γk
[
x⊤k Qxk + u⊤k Ruk

]}
, (2)

where the discount factor γ ∈ (0, 1), the inputs uk ∈ U,
where U is a bounded set, and the symmetric matrices
Q ⪰ 0, R ≻ 0. The expectation and constraint satisfac-
tion probabilities are taken with respect to all the random
variables, i.e., x0, wk, and vk, for all k.

Assumption 1. (Bounded input bounded state condition):
The disturbance wk ⊂ W ⊂ Rrx and the control input uk ∈
U ⊂ Rru belonging to the bounded sets W, U, result in an
invariant compact set X, i.e., x0 ∈ X =⇒ xk ∈ X, ∀k ≥ 0.

In general nonlinear systems, as in (1a), it is immaterial
to separate states from unknown or time-varying parameters.
Using the concept of the state augmentation [10, p. 281]
the parameters of a system can be augmented in the state
vector, which, in contrast to linear systems, augmentation for
nonlinear systems does not fundamentally alter the structure

of the system; it is nonlinear both ways. Therefore, we make
no distinction between states and parameters in the following
sections, hence, regulating state uncertainty encompasses
parameter learning and modelling mismatch reduction [4].

III. BACKGROUND: STOCHASTIC OPTIMAL CONTROL

The vector xk in (1a) retains its Markovian property
due to the whiteness of {wk}k. Moreover, the observation
yk is conditionally independent when conditioned on xk;
{vk}k in (1) is also white. These assumptions are typical in
partially observable Markov decision processes [5]. Under
these conditions, the state xk cannot be directly accessed;
it can only be inferred through the observation yk, which
typically is not equal to xk. The vector xk is only a state in
the Markovian sense, that is

p(xk+1 | xk, xk−1, . . . , x0, uk, . . . , u0) = p(xk+1 | xk, uk).

For a decision maker or a control designer (or the learner
as in [9]), an alternative “state” is required. That is, from a
practical standpoint, the minimal accessible piece of infor-
mation adequate to reason about the system’s future safety
and performance. Consequently, this discussion gives rise to
the concept of the information state, which, at time-k, is the
state filtered density function πk|k = p(xk | Zk) [11]. As
an “informative statistic,” a term used by [19], it roughly
means a statistic that is sufficiently informative to enable a
desired control objective. However, the information state is
infinite dimensional in general, which renders its applicabil-
ity infeasible, computationally. In the next subsections, we
shall explain the sources of this infeasibility and provide a
framework to alleviate them.

A. Separation

Adopting the information state πk|k, a causal controller has
the form uk = uk(πk|k). This formulation of the control law
allows the interpretation of SOC as comprising two distinct
steps [7, ch. 25]:

1) Tracking πk|k, that is, a Bayesian filter that propagates
the information state [11].

2) A law that assigns a value uk to each information state
provided by the filter, such that this law minimizes (2).

In the linear Gaussian state-space model case, the infor-
mation state takes an equivalent finite dimensional charac-
terization: the state conditional mean and covariance. If the
system is unconstrained, the optimal control is indifferent to
the state covariance and is only a function of the mean. This
explains the separation principle in LQG control design [2,
ch. 8]. This separation principle differs from that in the realm
of SOC. The latter strictly denotes the two-step interpretation
listed above.

As pointed out by [21], tracking the information state πk|k
does not solve the problem; a convenient approximation to
the Bayesian filter is typically less cumbersome than finding
the SOC. The next subsection is a brief introduction to the
Bayesian filter, which is then used to construct the dynamic
programming equation for the stochastic case.



1) The Bayesian Filter: The equivalent stochastic rep-
resentation of system (1), ∀k ∈ N: the transition kernel
xk+1 ∼ p(xk+1 | xk, uk) and the measurement likelihood
yk ∼ p(yk | xk), can be achieved, similar to [17], due to the
whiteness of wk and vk.

The information state can be propagated, at least in
principle, through the Bayesian filter, which consists of the
following two steps: the time update

p(xk+1 | uk,Zk) =∫
p(xk+1 | uk, xk)p(xk | Zk) dxk, (3)

and the measurement Update

p(xk+1 | Zk+1) =

p(yk+1 | xk+1)p(xk+1 | uk,Zk)∫
p(yk+1 | xk+1)p(xk+1 | uk,Zk) dxk+1

. (4)

Notice that to move from the filtered density at time-k
to k + 1, the values of uk and yk+1 are used. To simplify
the notation, we denote πk|k = p(xk | Zk) and πk+1|k =
p(xk+1 | uk,Zk), and define the mapping

πk+1|k+1 = T (πk|k, uk, yk+1), (5)

where T maps πk|k to πk+1|k using uk in (3), then to
πk+1|k+1 using yk+1 in (4).

2) Stochastic Dynamic Programming: A causal control
law uses only the available information up to the moment
of evaluating this law. In accordance with the principle of
optimality, when making the final control decision, denoted
as uN−1, and given the available information then ZN−1,
the optimal cost can be determined as follows

min
uN−1∈U

E
{
x⊤N−1QxN−1 + u⊤N−1RuN−1+

γx⊤NQxN | uN−1,ZN−1

}
,

where the expectation is with respect to xN−1 and wN−1.
Notice that above expression, when xN−1 is random, is
solely a function of the information state πN−1|N−1; the
disturbance wN−1 is marginalized over through the expecta-
tion, and uN−1 is the decision variable of the minimization.
That is,

VN−1(πN−1|N−1) =

min
uN−1∈U

E
{
x⊤N−1QxN−1 + u⊤N−1RuN−1+

γx⊤NQxN | uN−1,ZN−1

}
. (6)

Define VN (πN |N ) = E
{
x⊤NQxN | ZN

}
. The following

are needed to derive the stochastic Dynamic Programming
equation.

Lemma 1. (Smoothing theorem [16, ch. 10]): Let (Ω,A,P)
be a probability space, and χ : Ω → R a measurable and
L1 function, i.e., E|χ|<∞, where E is the expectation (over
P). Let the σ−algebras A0 ⊂ A1 ⊂ A, then

E {χ | A1} = E {E {χ | A0} | A1} .

Corollary. The expression E {x⊤NQxN | uN−1,ZN−1},
which is finite, by Assumption 1, can be re-written as

E
{
x⊤NQxN | uN−1,Zn−1

}
= E

{
E
{
x⊤NQxN | ZN

}
| uN−1,Zn−1

}
,

= E
{
VN (πN |N ) | uN−1,Zn−1

}
.

Using the above result and (5) in (6), we have

VN−1(πN−1|N−1) =

min
uN−1∈U

E
{
x⊤N−1QxN−1 + u⊤N−1RuN−1+

γVN (T (πN−1|N−1, uN−1, yN ) | uN−1,ZN−1

}
. (7)

This is the first backward iteration of the stochastic dy-
namic programming equation, through which, a minimizing
uN−1 is assigned to each information state πN−1|N−1. This
step is repeated for all time-steps N − 2, . . . , 0.

Solving the stochastic dynamic programming equation is
computationally prohibitive, in general, primarily because
of the infinite dimensionality of the information state. In
the next section, we approximate the Bayesian filter by the
EKF, reducing the information state into a finite-dimensional
object.

IV. METHODOLOGY

In this section we outline the EKF algorithm, and its
“wide sense” (mean and covariance) approximation of the
information state. We then adapt the cost in (2) to the new
approximate wide-sense information state. A few, mainly
cosmetic, changes to this adapted cost are implemented
to make it align with the assumptions/notation of the RL
algorithm which will be outlined subsequently.

A. EKF

We replace the infinite dimensional information state πk|k
by a finite dimensional approximate one, namely, the state
conditional mean vector x̂k|k and covariance matrix Σk|k.

Let

x̂k|k = E {xk | Zk} , x̂k|k−1 = E {xk | uk−1,Zk−1} ,
Σk|k = E

{
(xk − x̂k|k)(xk − x̂k|k)

⊤ | Zk
}
,

Σk|k−1 = E
{
(xk − x̂k|k−1)(xk − x̂k|k−1)

⊤ | uk−1,Zk−1

}
.

The EKF, similarly to the Bayesian filter, consists of the
following two major steps:

• Measurement-update

x̂k|k = x̂k|k−1 + Lk
(
yk − g(x̂k|k−1)

)
,

Σk|k = Σk|k−1 − LkHkΣk|k−1.

• Time-update

x̂k+1|k = f(x̂k|k, uk), Σk+1|k = FkΣk|kF
⊤
k +Σw,

which can be combined to write,

x̂k+1|k+1 = f(x̂k|k, uk) + Lk+1

(
yk+1 − g(x̂k+1|k)

)
, (8)

Σk+1|k+1 = (I − Lk+1Hk+1)
(
FkΣk|kF

⊤
k +Σw

)
, (9)



where

Lk = Σk|k−1H
⊤
k

(
HkΣk|k−1H

⊤
k +Σv

)−1
,

Fk =
∂f(x, uk)

∂x

∣∣∣∣
x=x̂k|k

, Hk =
∂g(x)

∂x

∣∣∣∣
x=x̂k|k−1

,

and x̂0|0, Σ0|0 are the initial state x0 mean and covariance.
In general, the above conditional means and covariances

are not exact; the state conditional densities πk|k are non-
Gaussian due to the nonlinearities. Hence, x̂k|k and Σk|k
are merely approximations to the conditional mean and
covariance of xk [1]. Define

π̂k+1 = T̂ (π̂k, uk, yk+1), (10)

where the tuple π̂k = (x̂k|k,Σk|k). Here T̂ is a surrogate
approximate mapping to T in (5). The mapping T̂ applies
the steps (8) of the EKF to x̂k|k,Σk|k, using uk and yk+1,
and generates x̂k+1|k+1 and Σk+1|k+1.

B. Cost

The first two moments provided by the EKF are sufficient
to evaluate the expectation of the finite-horizon cost function
in (2), due to the quadratic stage costs.

We apply Lemma 1 to the cost (2), conditioning on
the information available at the time-step of each ad-
ditive term. That is, we write each additive term as
E
{
E {x⊤k Qxk + u⊤k Ruk | Zk}

}
. If we then write xk =

x̂k|k + x̃k, where E {x̃k | Zk} = 0, each additive term takes
the form

E
{
E {(x̂k|k + x̃k)

⊤Q(x̂k|k + x̃k) + u⊤k Ruk | Zk}
}
,

= E
{
x̂⊤k|kQx̂k|k + tr(QΣk|k) + u⊤k Ruk

}
,

after ignoring the zero mean cross-terms, and use the lin-
earity of E and the circularity of the tr (trace) operator.
Therefore we can re-write the cost (2)

JN = E
{
γN

[
x̂⊤N |NQxN |N + tr(QΣN |N )

]
+

N−1∑
k=0

γk
[
x̂⊤k|kQkx̂k|k + tr(QΣk|k) + u⊤k Ruk

]}
, (11)

and the stochastic Dynamic Programming equation (7) as

VN−1(πN−1|N−1) = min
uN−1∈U

{
x̂⊤N−1|N−1Qx̂N−1|N−1+

tr(QΣN−1|N−1) + u⊤N−1RuN−1+

γE
{
VN (T (πN−1|N−1, uN−1, yN ) | uN−1,ZN−1

}}
.

(12)

The following is a known result in SOC, which we present
to show that minimizing (11) reduces to the LQG control in
the linear case.

Corollary. (The separation principle [2]): If the system (1)
is linear, the minimizing control law is uk = Kkx̂k|k, where
Kk is the time-varying LQR gain of the deterministic (state
fully observed and noise is zero) version of the problem and
x̂k|k is the conditional mean of the Kalman filter.

Proof. This is true since in the linear case Σk|k evolves
independently of u0, . . . , uk, hence, can be omitted from
(11) when minimizing for the control law, resulting in the
canonical deterministic LQR problem. Equivalently, it can
be shown that VN−1 is only a function of x̂N−1|N−1, and
constant over ΣN−1|N−1.

In the nonlinear case however, Σk|k’s evolution depends on
the jacobians Fk, Hk, which in turn depend on uk and x̂k|k.
Therefore, a SOC takes into consideration regulating the state
uncertainty Σk|k to achieve system and filter stability, and
minimize the cost (11).

C. Deterministic Policy Gradient

Among the numerous algorithms within the scope of RL,
we opt for the Deterministic Policy Gradient (DDPG) algo-
rithm [18], in particular, its deep neural net implementation
[12]. While we find this algorithm convenient within the
context of this paper—primarily due to its ability to handle
continuous action spaces—our choice does not impose strong
preferences on the selection of other RL algorithms.

We first show that according to our assumptions and
formulation, the stage-costs in the cost function (11) are
bounded (by Assumption 1 and assuming uniform observ-
ability [15]), and hence the cost is bounded as N → ∞
(sandwiched by a geometric series), i.e. limN→∞ JN →
J∞ < ∞. Furthermore, its minimum corresponds to the
fixed point solution of (12), i.e., when VN−1 = VN = V∞
[5, ch. 7].

Having a well-defined cost and value functions over N →
∞ is important as a huge portion of RL algorithms considers
the infinite-horizon case. Another straightforward adaptation
required is that the common notation in RL is to maximize
the value, compared to minimizing the cost in optimal
control. By simply defining the reward signal as the negative
of the stage-cost in (11),

r(π̂k, uk) = −E
{
x̂⊤k|kQkx̂k|k + tr(QΣk|k) + u⊤k Rkuk

}
,

which, as discussed above, is bounded for all k.
Analogous to (12), the state-action value function Q0 [5],

Q0(π̂k, uk) = r(π̂k, uk) + γE
(
Q0(T̂ (π̂k, uk, yk+1)

)
,

which its existence is immediate from the existence of V∞.
We use a neural network control policy uk = µθ(π̂k),
where θ denotes its weights and biases. Writing the reward
representation of the cost (11) (its negative),

Jθ(π̂0) = E

{ ∞∑
k=0

γkr(π̂k, µθ(π̂k)

}
= −J∞.

The policy gradient theorems seek to find a description of
the gradient ∇θJθ which is convenient for computation. We
now present the Deterministic Policy Gradient Theorem of
[18], adapted for the case of SOC.

Theorem. (Deterministic Policy Gradient for SOC): Under
the formulation in Section II, Assumption 1, filter stability



and uniform observability (boundedness of (8)), the follow-
ing identity holds true:

∇θJθ = E
[
∇uQ0(π̂, u)∇θµθ(π̂)

]
.

Proof. By the formulation in Section II and the hypothesis
above: (i) the transition density p(π̂k+1 | π̂k, uk), induced
by the dynamics (10), is twice differentiable in uk, and
continuous in πk+1 and πk, (ii) the policy, being a neural
net, is twice differentiable with respect to its parameters
(for most activation functions), (iii) the reward function r,
being quadratic, is differentiable in all of its arguments, (iv)
the reward and the transition densities, being continuous,
themselves and their jacobians in uk, in π̂k and uk over the
compact set X × U, are bounded. The points (i)-(iv) imply
the regularity assumptions in [18, Appendix A], and hence
the result.

In DDPG [12], Q0 is also approximated by a neural
net Qψ with parameters ψ updated via temporal difference
methods. While the above gradient is used to update the
control policy neural net µθ. Algorithm 1 is the DDPG
algorithm adapted for the information state (instead of the
state). It does not include the target networks as in [12],
which can be augmented to Algorithm 1 to improve learning
stability.

Algorithm 1 Actively Learning RL via DDPG
Randomly initialize the weights θ, ψ of the neural nets
Qψ and µθ;
Initialize replay buffer R;
for episode = 1, 2, . . . do

Randomly sample an initial information state π̂0 =
{x̂0,Σ0} and a true state x0;

for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 do
Sample control actions uk = µθ(π̂k) + η where η

is an exploration noise;
Apply uk in (1a) to sample the true xk+1;
Using xk+1 in (1b), sample the true yk+1;
Using π̂k, uk and yk+1, evaluate π̂k+1 using (10);
Calculate the reward r(π̂k, uk);
Store the tuple (π̂k, uk, r(π̂k, uk), π̂k+1) in R;
Sample a minibatch {(π̂i, ui, r(π̂i, ui), π̂i+1), i =

1, . . . ,M} of R;
Set zi = r(π̂i, ui) + γQψ(π̂i+1, µθ(π̂i+1));
Update the critic network Qψ by minimizing the

loss 1
M

∑M
i=1 (zi −Qψ(π̂i, ui))

2, w.r.t. ψ;
Update the policy network µθ using the sample

average policy gradient

∇θJθ ≈
1

M

M∑
i=0

∇uQψ(π̂i, u) |u=µθ(π̂i) ∇θµθ(π̂i);

end for
end for

Remark 1. The information state π̂k contains repeated
elements, since Σk|k is symmetric [1]. We consider the upper

triangle only in Algorithm 1.

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

In this section we implement Algorithm 1 on a system with
varying state observability over the state-space R3. This sim-
ple example, although 3−dimensional, but 9−dimensional
in the information state in (10) (3 for the states and 6
for the lower (or upper) triangle of the state covariance
matrix), therefore, prohibitive for Dynamic Programming,
and results in a complicated nonlinear programming for
Model Predictive Control. Instead, we demonstrate here how
Algorithm 1 can be used to obtain a stochastic control. We
compare the resulting closed-loop behavior to that obtained
via LQG (LQG denotes an LQR with an EKF (in this
example)).

Consider the model

xk+1 =

.92 .2 −.1
0 .95 −.3
0 0 .93

xk +
00
1

uk + wk,

yk =
1

27
ELU((xk(1))

3) + vk,

where xk(1) is the first entry of xk, wk and vk obey the
assumptions listed under (1), and moreover, wk ∼ N (0,Σw)
and wk ∼ N (0,Σv)

1, where Σv = 0.2, Σw = 0.5I3×3. The
ELU function is the exponential linear unit, heavily used in
deep learning. It behaves as x when x > 0 and ELU(x) ≈
−1 for x < 0.

The choice of this system is due to its proliferation in
system identification literature, as it belongs to the emerging
Hammerstein–Wiener models, or linear dynamics composed
with algebraic nonlinearities [22]. More importantly, this
function admits variable xk to yk sensitivity, which in turn
affects the observability of the system. For xk(1) < 0, this
sensitivity vanishes, and xk is no longer observables by
the means of yk. Therefore, it is the duty of a stochastic
controller to take this into consideration: frequently seeking
xk(1) > 0 for better observability (information gathering).
Such a model can be effective in modeling deteriorating
sensors quality or signal-to-noise ratio in a certain region
of the state-space.

We use Q = I3×3 and R = 1, and a discount factor
γ = 0.95. The constraints are uk ∈ U = [−5, 5], which we
enforce by using a saturated parameterized policy.

Deterministic policy gradient methods [18] use the actor-
critic learning architecture: the actor being the control policy,
and the critic is its corresponding policy evaluation in the
shape of an action-value function. In this example, both
networks are feedforward, with one hidden layer of size
64. The actor network receives two inputs: the information
state elements x̂k|k and (the lower triangle of) Σk|k}. The
output of this network is the control uk. The critic network,
approximating the action value function, takes three input
values: both of the information state elements as well as the
corresponding control action uk, and it outputs Q0(π̂k, uk).

1The notation N (µ,Σ) denotes a Gaussian density with mean vector µ
and covariance matrix Σ.



We use mini-batch learning, with batches of size 64 of tuples
(π̂k|k, uk, rk, T̂ (π̂k, uk, yk+1)), and with learning rate 10−3.
Figure 2 shows the statistics of the normalized accumulative
reward of 50 different training trials, all started from different
randomized initial weights. The figure also shows the trial we
picked to generate the subsequent closed-loop results. These
50 training trials altogether consumed about 75 minutes in
computation, relying on an NVIDIA V-100 GPU2.

Fig. 2. The average reward of a 50 different runs of Algorithm 1 is
shown in dark blue, while the shaded area is the corresponding two standard
deviations about the average. In orange is the run with the highest terminal
reward, which its corresponding controller is used to generate the closed-
loop results below.

Fig. 3. LQG (left) vs RL dual control (right): For each figure, the
vertical axis is the magnitude of: the mean x̂k|k(1) and tr(Σk|k) which
are shown in dark blue and orange, respectively, and the true state xk(1)
shown in green.

An LQG control is first applied: uk = Kx̂k|k, where
x̂k|k is provided by the EKF and K is the LQR gain
of the deterministic version of the system. The result of
this LQG control is shown to the left of Figure 3, which
displays the true state deviation and filter divergence [1],
[10]. This divergence is caused mainly by the LQG controller
“insisting” on driving the state to the origin, making the
system vulnerable to loss of observability if the true state
xk(1) escapes to its negative side. This issue has been
handled by the RL control resulting from our approach. To
the right of Figure 3, it can be seen that our controller does
not prioritize only driving the state estimate to the origin,
but also deliberately seeking some level of observability
by continuously pushing xk(1) towards the positive side,
whenever the uncertainty measure tr(Σk|k) starts rising.

VI. CONCLUSION

The presented framework is to produce an RL agent with
attributes from SOC, namely, caution (safety) and probing
(active learning). Our approach is built on the uniform ob-
servability and filter stability assumptions which are typically

2The results of this example can be reproduced using our open-source
PYTHON/PYTORCH code: https://github.com/msramada/Active-Learning-
Reinforcement-Learning

satisfied, due to the widespread use of the EKF, which signals
its convenience. In generally, however, what qualifies as a
“sufficient” approximation to the information state is a rather
complicated question, and one might be required to adapt our
derivations to a different Bayesian filter (e.g. a particle filter),
if the EKF is not sufficient.

In addition to the uncertainty propagator, our future work
is aimed at crafting the reward signal; to generate a different
caution vs probing balance: for instance, prioritizing filter
stability (or its accuracy) by including the true (∥xk− x̂k|k∥)
estimation error or by further penalizing the state covariance
term in the reward signal.
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