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Abstract

In this paper, we revisit model-free policy search on an important robust control benchmark, namely
1 synthesis. In the general output-feedback setting, there do not exist convex formulations for this
problem, and hence global optimality guarantees are not expected. Apkarian (2011) presented a
nonconvex nonsmooth policy optimization approach for this problem, and achieved state-of-the-art
design results via using subgradient-based policy search algorithms which generate update directions
in a model-based manner. Despite the lack of convexity and global optimality guarantees, these
subgradient-based policy search methods have led to impressive numerical results in practice. Built
upon such a policy optimization persepctive, our paper extends these subgradient-based search
methods to a model-free setting. Specifically, we examine the effectiveness of two model-free policy
optimization strategies: the model-free non-derivative sampling method and the zeroth-order policy
search with uniform smoothing. We performed an extensive numerical study to demonstrate that
both methods consistently replicate the design outcomes achieved by their model-based counterparts.
Additionally, we provide some theoretical justifications showing that convergence guarantees to
stationary points can be established for our model-free p-synthesis under some assumptions related
to the coerciveness of the cost function. Overall, our results demonstrate that derivative-free
policy optimization offers a competitive and viable approach for solving general output-feedback
p-synthesis problems in the model-free setting.

Keywords: Model-free p-synthesis, direct policy search, nonsmooth optimization, zeroth-order
optimization

1. Introduction

In recent years, the empirical success of reinforcement learning (RL) has significantly impacted the
controls field, sparking increased interest in direct policy search methods. Various properties of policy
optimization (PO) have been established across many standard control benchmark problems (Hu
et al., 2023), including linear quadratic regulators (LQR) (Fazel et al., 2018; Bu et al., 2019; Malik
et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2019; Mohammadi et al., 2021; Furieri et al., 2020; Hambly et al., 2021;
Fatkhullin and Polyak, 2021; Duan et al., 2021), stabilization (Perdomo et al., 2021; Ozaslan et al.,
2022), linear robust/risk-sensitive control (Zhang et al., 2021a, 2020, 2021b; Gravell et al., 2020;
Zhao and You, 2021; Guo and Hu, 2022; Guo et al., 2023; Tang and Zheng, 2023), linear quadratic
Gaussian (LQG) (Zheng et al., 2023b,a, 2022; Hu and Zheng, 2022), and Markov jump linear
quadratic control (Jansch-Porto et al., 2020b, 2022, 2020a; Rathod et al., 2021). Many of the above
results (implicitly) rely on the fundamental connections between the nonconvex policy optimization
formulations and the existing higher-dimensional convex synthesis reformulations (Scherer et al.,
1997; Boyd et al., 1994; Gahinet and Apkarian, 1994; Scherer and Wieland, 2004). However, there
are important linear robust control problems that do not have convex reformulations in the first place.
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In this paper, we will look at one of such problems, namely the general output-feedback u-synthesis.
The p-synthesis has long been a cornerstone in robust control, dealing with systems affected by
uncertainties (Packard et al., 1993; Honda and Seiler, 2014; Zhou et al., 1996; Dullerud and Paganini,
2013). The goal of u-synthesis is to design a controller that stabilizes the closed-loop dynamics and
minimizes the so-called structured singular value (or equivalently robust performance) at the same
time. Traditional methods for addressing p-synthesis have typically centered around finding upper
bounds using D K-iteration techniques (Zhou et al., 1996). Later, Apkarian (2011) innovatively
reformulated the general p-synthesis as a nonconvex, nonsmooth, model-based policy optimization
problem such that subgradient-based search techniques can be directly applied to achieve state-of-
the-art results and even outperform D K -iteration on many examples. Dealing with the nonconvex
nonsmooth optimization in Apkarian (2011) is highly non-trivial, i.e. one needs to enlarge the Clarke
subdifferential in some novel way for the purpose of generating good descent directions. The original
work in Apkarian (2011) relies on a frequency-domain technique (which is quite similar to the
Hinfstruct solver (Gahinet and Apkarian, 2011) from the MATLAB robust control toolbox). In
principle, one can also use the gradient sampling technique (Burke et al., 2020, 2005; Kiwiel, 2007)".
In this work, we extend the nonsmooth optimization perspective on p-synthesis (Apkarian, 2011) to
the model-free setting. Notice that the model-free state-feedback p-synthesis has been previously
addressed via combining D K -iteration and a central-path algorithm that adopts robust adversarial
reinforcement learning (RARL) as subroutines for finding analytical center in the K step (Keivan
et al., 2021). However, such an approach is not directly applicable in the general output-feedback
setting. Alternatively, we examine the effectiveness of two model-free policy search strategies that
are deeply connected to nonsmooth optimization theory: the model-free non-derivative sampling
method and the zeroth-order policy search with uniform smoothing.

Our findings indicate that both methods consistently yield design solutions comparable to those
achieved by conventional model-based approaches, such as D K -iteration method. Similar to their
model-based counterparts (Apkarian, 2011), our proposed model-free methods even outperform
D K -iterations in some cases. Additionally, we provide some theoretical justifications showing that
convergence guarantees to stationary points can be established for our model-free u-synthesis under
some assumptions related to the coerciveness of the cost function. Our theoetical developments
extend recently-developed convergence/complexity results on H, policy search (Guo and Hu, 2022;
Guo et al., 2023). These outcomes underscore the potential of direct policy search via zeroth-
order optimization as a viable and competitive approach for addressing the general output-feedback
p-synthesis in the model-free setting.

2. Problem Formulations and Preliminaries

Setup of ;-synthesis. For the rest of this paper, let G denote the following linear time-invariant
(LTT) system:
Tir1 = Axy + Bywy + Bady + Buuy,
vt = Oyt + Dywwi + Dygds + Dyyus,
et = Cet + Dewwt + Deqdt + Deyut,
ys = Cyxy + Dyywi + Dyqdy + Dy uy,

©))

1. Interestingly, the H o, fixed-order optimization (HIFOO) solver (Arzelier et al., 2011; Gumussoy et al., 2009)) was
developed based on such an alternative choice of algorithms.
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Figure 1: Interconnection for Robust Synthesis

where z; € R"* is the system state, u; € R™ is the control input, d; € R"¢ is the exogenous
disturbance, e; € R"¢ is the performance signal, y; € R™ is the output measurement, v; € R™ is
the uncertainty input, and wy; € R™ is the uncertainty output. To start, we consider the standard
robust synthesis interconnection as shown in the left-side sub-figure of Figure 1. Let (G, K)
denote the feedback interconnection of G and K. The pair (v, w) satisfies the relation w = A(v),
where A is a mapping within a cone A of structured bounded linear time-invariant (LTT) operators.
The term A denotes the uncertainty set (Zhou et al., 1996; Dullerud and Paganini, 2013). The
main objective of robust synthesis is to design a controller that stabilizes the closed-loop dynamics
and optimizes the robust performance’ at the same time. However, verifying robust performance
is inherently intractable, prompting a shift in focus towards establishing an upper bound. This is
achieved by introducing a set of positive scaling functions D, each satisfying DA = AD for all
A € A. The block diagram of the scaled system is shown in the middle sub-figure of Figure 1. To
optimize this upper bound on robust performance, one eventually needs to minimize the ¢ gain
from scaled inputs (w, d) to scaled outputs (0, €) using appropriate D-scales. Therefore, the original
robust synthesis task reduces to solving the following optimization problem:

. -1
kelhep 1P TG K) D™l @

In classical p-synthesis, the optimization problem (2) is tackled via the D K-iteration approach,
which alternates between optimizing D while fixing K as constant, and then optimizing K with D
held constant. During the K -step, K is determined through an H, synthesis procedure applied to
the scaled plant outlined in (2). During the D-step, a realizable D-scaling is obtained by optimizing
D over a discrete frequency grid and subsequently fitting a transfer function D € RH,, with
D~! € RH.. While this heuristic technique can locate effective solutions in many practical
situations, the coordinate descent nature can potentially lead to unnecessary conservatism.

Policy optimization formulation. In contrast to the D K-iteration approach, Apkarian (2011)
proposed an algorithm to solve for D and K simultaneously by constructing a feedback intercon-
nection of an augmented plant and a structured controller, as shown in the right-side sub-figure of
Figure 1. This innovative approach transforms the robust synthesis problem (2) into a structured H
synthesis problem. In this framework, the augmented controller K. and the augmented plant G are

2. A controller K achieves Robust Performance of level y if for all A € A satisfying [|Alle <
system is well-posed, stable, and has the mapping from d to e satisfying ||Tg—e(A)]|oo < 7.

% , the closed-loop
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formulated as

o o

where D is defined as D := [6’ ?] — I. Specifically, we can reformulate (2) as the following policy
optimization problem

in J(Kc),
A, T @

where the decision variable K. is determined by the structural controller parameterization, the
cost function J(K,) is the closed-loop Hos norm (from [%] to [?]) for a given controller, and
the feasible set K. := {K. : Fj(G,, K.)is internally stable} just carries the information of the
closed-loop stability constraint. The above PO formulation allows very flexible choices in the
controller parameterization. For example, in the static output feedback setting and static D scaling,
the augmented controller is just parameterized by a static matrix K. In the dynamic output feedback
setting and LTI D scaling, the augmented controller has the following state-space form:

(A 0 0 By ~O 0
&r1=|0 Ap 0 |&+ | 0 Bp 0|y,
| 0 0 Ap 0 0 Bp
_ 4)
Cx 0 0 Dg 0 0
Uep = 0 Cp ~0 ft + 0 Dp ~0 Yets
L 0 0 CD 0 0 DD
where &; is the internal state for the augmented controller, B p = [Bp 0], C’D = [%D], ED =
[D%_I 8], and the decision variable K. is just the tuple (Ax, Bx,Ck, Dk, Ap, Bp,Cp, Dp). In

general, the formulation (3) provides a unified paradigm for robust control synthesis (2) by allowing
flexible choices of the augmented controller parameterization. When the system model is known,
subgradient information can be efficiently calculated for solving (3). Apkarian (2011) takes such a
nonsmooth optimization approach, leading to state-of-the-art numerical results on many examples.

Problem statement: model-free policy search. In this paper, we focus on solving (3) under the
model-free setting, i.e. the plant G is unknown. We do not even assume any prior knowledge on the
order of G, i.e. the state dimension n. can be unknown>. We are particularly interested in model-free
direct policy search which updates recursively as follows

Kt =K' —o"F", (5)

where F'™ is a descent direction generated from some simulated data of the closed-loop system
Fi(Ge, K7). If the cost J is smooth around K7, then obviously we can set F™" to be some sample-
based estimation of the gradient V.J(K'). However, the closed-loop H~, norm is typically a
nonconvex nonsmooth function of K., and can be non-differentiable over important feasible points
(e.g., stationary points) in the policy space (Apkarian and Noll, 2006a,b; Arzelier et al., 2011;
Gumussoy et al., 2009; Burke et al., 2020; Curtis et al., 2017). Advanced subgradient-based
optimization techniques are typically needed for solving such nonconvex nonsmooth PO problems.
We will study how to compute F™ in the model-free setting.

3. It is well-known that the lack of order information can cause difficulty for system identification in some cases.
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Review: Subgradient methods in the model-based setting. For readability, let us briefly review
several subgradient-based methods that have been used in the model-based setting. It is known than
the closed-loop H+, objective function (2) is locally Lipschitz* over the feasible set K. (Apkarian
and Noll, 2006b). For a locally Lipschitz function, the Clarke subdifferential exists and is defined as

0J(K.) :=conv{ lim VJ(K.) : K.; = K., K.; € dom(VJ) C K.}, 6)

1—00

where conv stands for the convex hull. Dealing with the nonconvex nonsmooth optimization in
Apkarian (2011) is highly non-trivial, i.e. one needs to enlarge the Clarke subdifferential in some
novel way for the purpose of generating good descent directions. The original work in Apkarian
(2011) relies on a frequency-domain technique (which is quite similar to the Hinfstruct solver
(Gahinet and Apkarian, 2011) from the MATLAB robust control toolbox). Alternatively, gradient
sampling methods can also generate good descent directions (Burke et al., 2020, 2005; Kiwiel, 2007).
Specifically, notice that the Goldstein J-subdifferential for a point K. € K. is defined as

9sJ(K.) := conv{Ugs e, (k)0 (KL)}, 7

where Bs(K.) denotes the ¢-ball around K, and is implicitly required to be in /.. Clearly, 0s5J (K.)
is much larger than 0.J(K). The minimum norm element of the Goldstein subdifferential provides
a good descent direction, i.e. we have J(K. — 0F/||Fll2) < J(K.) — 6||F||2 for F being the
minimum norm element of J5.J(K.) (Goldstein, 1977). Computing the minimum norm element
from the Goldstein subdifferential can be difficult, and the main idea of gradient sampling method is
to estimate a good descent direction from approximating d5.J (K ) as the convex hull of randomly
sampled gradients over Bs(K ) (this is reasonable due to the fact that a locally Lipschitz function is
differentiable almost everywhere). At every iteration step n, one can randomly sample differential
points around K, and use the convex hull formed by the gradients at those sampled points to
approximate the Goldstein subdifferential. Then the minimum norm element from this convex hull
of sampled gradients can be efficiently computed via a convex quadratic program and serves as a
good descent direction for the policy update.

3. Main Results: Model-Free Algorithms and Theoretical Justifications

In this paper, we aim to minimize the cost function (3) within the policy space directly utilizing
two distinct zeroth-order optimization methods: the non-derivative sampling (NS) and the standard
zeroth-order policy search with randomized smoothing. In addition, we assume that the state, input,
and output matrices specified in (1) are unknown, and the cost function (3) can only be inferred from
the input/output data via a “black-box” simulator of the underlying system. In particular, we employ
the model-free time-reversal power-iteration-based H, estimation methods proposed in Wahlberg
et al. (2010) for estimating the cost function value (3). Furthermore, we demonstrate theoretically
that under some assumptions, the PO problem (3) can be rewritten as another PO problem with
coercive cost function. Consequently, leveraging the techniques described in Guo and Hu (2022) and
Guo et al. (2023), we can obtain some theoretical justifications for convergence to stationary points.

4. A function J : K. — R is said to be locally Lipschitz if for any bounded set S C K., there exists a constant L such
that |J(K.) — J(K.)| < L|K. — K_||2 forall K., K, € S.
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Algorithm 1 Non-derivative Sampling (NS)

Require: initial stabilizing policy KO € K., initial sampling radius 6°, optimality tolerances
Sopt» €opt > 0, initial stationarity target € € [0, 00), reduction factors y4, p1 € (0, 1], problem
dimension d, line search parameters (3,t, ) in (0,1), and a sequence of positive mollifier
parameters defined as o™ = ag/(n + 1).
forn=0,1,2,--- do '
Independently sample { K¢} uniformly from Bs» (K7
Independently sample {2"}¢*1 uniformly from Z := []%,[-1/2,1/2]".
Compute F = arg min 1 ||F[[3s.t. F € conv{x(K2"', o™, z™1), -, x(K&™, o, 2™)}.
if || F"|| < eopt and 6™ < gy, terminate.
if ||| < €" then
set €1« e, "« psén, t" < 0, KT <~ K7, and move to the next round
else
set 071 «— g7, @t en o F /|| F7|g, and KT «— K7 — "™, where t" is
determined using the following line search strategy:
(i) Choose an initial step size t =t . = §" > ¢'. := min{t, k6" /3}
(i) If J(K? — tEF™) < J(K?) — Bt||F™|, return t" := ¢
(iii) If Kt < 7, return t"* := 0
(iv) Set t := kt, and go to (ii).
end if
end for

3.1. Non-derivative Sampling

As mentioned previously, gradient sampling (GS) is a principal optimization algorithm utilized in the
HIFOO robust control package (Arzelier et al., 2011; Gumussoy et al., 2009). In this work, given that
the system model is unknown and we have access only to estimates of the cost function (2), we adopt
the NS algorithm (Kiwiel, 2010), a derivative-free counterpart to the GS algorithm. In contrast to GS,
the NS estimates the gradient from function values via Gupal’s estimation x (K, a, z) (See (Kiwiel,
2010, Section 2) for more details on the computation of ). The NS method can be implemented as
outlined in Algorithm 1.

In the model-free setting, one has to estimate the cost function from data. As discussed in the
beginning of this section, we will use well-established H,-norm estimation methods such as the
power iteration method in Wahlberg et al. (2010) to estimate the cost values.

3.2. Derivative-free Optimization with Randomized Smoothing

Our second derivative-free method is based on the utilization of randomized smoothing techniques,
which have been widely adopted in both convex and nonconvex optimization challenges (Duchi et al.,
2012; Ghadimi and Lan, 2013). We define the uniformly randomized smoothed counterpart of J(K)
as below.

Definition 1 Given a function J that is L-Lipschitz (which may be nonconvex or nonsmooth) and a
uniform distribution P over the set {U : |U||r = 1}, the uniformly smoothed form of J, denoted as
Js, is given by

Js(Kc) = EunplJ (K + 0U)]. (®)
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Algorithm 2 Derivative-free optimization method with randomized smoothing

Require: feasible initial point K, stepsize > 0, problem dimension d > 1, smoothing
parameter 9 and iteration number NV > 1.
forn=0,1,--- ,N —1 do
Sample W™ € R™d uniformly at random over vectors such that |W | r = 1.
Compute g" = L (J(KP + SW™) — J(KP — SW™))W™.
Update K1 = K — ng™.
end for
Output: Kf where R € {0,1,2,--- | N — 1} is uniformly sampled.

This definition requires that both K. and the perturbed K. + dU remain within the feasible set
ICe, for every U drawn from the distribution IP. Recent insights from Lin et al. (2022) illustrate a
key relationship between the Goldstein subdifferential and uniform smoothing, highlighting that
VJs(K.) is an element of d5.J(K.). Under the definition of the Goldstein ¢-subdifferential (7), a
point K is a (9, €)-stationary point if dist(0,95.J(K.)) < e. Therefore, an e-stationary point of
Js(K.) is also (0, €)-stationary for the original function J(K.). One nature idea for obtaining a
(6, €)-stationary point of J(K) is to perform

K =K' —nVJs(K]) )

provided that V.J5(K,) is accessible. However, V.J5(K) is hard to compute in general. In addition,
we focus on a model-free setting where we only have the access to the estimated cost values. Building
upon the insight in (9), we compute an estimate of the gradient V.J5(K ) using a zeroth-order oracle
as outlined in Algorithm 2.

The initialization of both Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 involves establishing a feasible starting
point K, g. A typical initialization sets the D scale operator via choosing Ap, Bp, Cp matrices as
zero, and making Dp the identity matrix. For the controller K, we adopt initialization strategies
such as PO-annealing methods, as suggested in Ozaslan et al. (2022) and Perdomo et al. (2021).
Furthermore, to ensure the iterates X' and their perturbations remain within the feasible region K,
one can choose small (6°, o) for Algorithm 1 and small (3, 1) for Algorithm 2.

3.3. Theoretical Justifications

As previously discussed in Section 2, the robust synthesis problem (2) has an equivalent policy
optimization formulation (3). In this context, K. denotes the augmented controllers, integrating both
the controller K and the D scale parameters.

If one can prove that the cost function in (3) is coercive, then the existing proof arguments in Guo
and Hu (2022) and Guo et al. (2023) can be directly applied to provide theoretical justifications
on convergence to stationary points. However, as highlighted in Bompart et al. (2007), the cost
function J (K ;) might remain finite at the boundary of K., indicating situations where the system is
not internally stable yet exhibits a finite cost J(K.). The absence of coerciveness in the cost function
poses a significant challenge for establishing the convergence behavior of model-free p-synthesis.
To address this, we draw inspiration from Bompart et al. (2007) and consider the closed-loop transfer
function:
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Tstab(Ke,2) i= (2] — Aq(K.)) ™, (10)

where A (K,.) represents the closed-loop state matrix for F;(G., K.). We assume that we have
access to the following zeroth-order oracle that leads to a “regularized” optimization problem:

Kr?ei%c Jo(Kc) = max{J(K.), || Tstab(Kec, 2)|loo }» (11)
where A is a small positive parameter to be tuned. As commented in Bompart et al. (2007), this
adjustment addresses the system’s internal stability concerns, while the modified cost J.(K.) is
identical to J(K,) for any K. satisfying J(K.) > A||Tstab (K¢, 2)||oo (most K satisfies this if A is
sufficiently small). Therefore, minimizing (11) with a sufficiently small \ effectively parallels the
original policy optimization problem (3), specifically for interior points far away from the boundary
of KC.. Now, we can establish the coerciveness of the .J.(K_) in the following lemma’

Lemma 2 Suppose B := | B, Bq ‘ B, |andC := | cl ¢t ‘ C’J ]T are full rank matrices.
Then the objective function J.(K.) defined by (11) is coercive over the set K. in the sense that for
any sequence { K.}, C K. we have

J (K'Y = 400
if either | K| p — o0, or K! converges to an element in the boundary OK...

Proof First noticing that it suffices to show that || Tszas (K¢, 2) || o 18 coercive over the set KC.. Suppose
that there is a sequence { K.}, such that K! — K} € 8K,. Clearly we have p(ACl(Ki)) =1, and
there exists some wg such that the matrix (e/“01 — Ay (K., ;r)) becomes singular. Therefore, we have:

||7;tab(K£7jw)HOO = SUpP Omax ((ejwl - ACl(Ké))il)
we(0,27]

> T ((eiww — Acl(Kf:))*l) .

Notice that we have p(A(K')) < 1 for each [, and hence we have oy (6701 — Ay (K')) > 0,
i.e. the smallest singular values of (e/“°] — A, (K')) are positive for all [. By the continuity
of omin(-), we must have oy (€701 — Ay(KL)) — 0as K. — Kl € 0K,. Hence we have
Omax ((e70T — Ay(KL))™') — 400 as | — oco. Then we have ||Tgap(KL, 2)||c — 400 as
K! — K} € 8K,. The proof of J(KL) — 400 as HKé — +o0o will be given in the appendix.
|

I

Once the coerciveness is proved, we can slightly modify the existing proof techniques in (Guo
and Hu, 2022; Guo et al., 2023) to show convergence guarantees to stationary points for model-free
p-synthesis. We provide more discussions on this in the appendix. This part of extensions is actually
quite straightforward, and hence omitted here.

5. The coerciveness property does not come for free. The price is that the modification in the cost could potentially lead
to new stationary points. For simplicity, this lemma fixes D p as a constant matrix. We will relax this in the appendix.
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4. Numerical Experiments

In this section, we present the numerical study to show the effectiveness of our proposed model-free
methods across various examples.

4.1. Doyle’s Example

We start with an illustrative example from (Doyle, 1985), showing a scenario where the D K -iteration
method has difficulties in converging to the optimal solution. We will show that Algorithm 2
successfully converges to the optimal solution for this example. Consider the following system:

R U -1 1 0
G:[V 0}, where R:[O 1],U:M,V:[1 0]. (12)

This system is coupled with a controller K = ) € R and an uncertainty set A = {0 : 6 € C}. The
upper bound of the p-synthesis is defined as the following problem (given the number of complex
scalars being fewer than four, the upper bound is exactly the p value (Dullerud and Paganini, 2013)):

. . 1
I0in Mg Omax (DF(G,K)D™") (13)

where 7;(G,K) = R+UQV and D = {[29] : d > 0}. The optimization (13) can be rewritten as

. -1 d

o0 Tmax <[ /d 1]) : (14
The optimal values for () and d are Q* = 0 and d* = 0, yielding 4* = 1. Employing the DK-
iteration method, with @ fixed, the optimal d is d = /@, and with d fixed, the optimal Q is Q = d?.
Thus iteratively, solving for either d or @ will immediately converge to Q = d2. Initializing with
d® = 85 and Q" = 72, the iterates and contour lines generated by Algorithm 2 are drawn in Figure 2.
The results clearly demonstrate the convergence of Algorithm 2 to the global minimum (Q* = 0 and
d* = 0), whereas the D K -iteration terminates at the suboptimal point () = 8.485 and d = 72.
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Figure 2: Algorithm 2 iterates in policy space for Doyle’s example.
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4.2. Higher Dimension Examples

We now demonstrate the efficiency of our model-free methods on systems of higher dimensions.
Specifically, Figure 3 illustrates the relative error trajectories for systems with state dimension
n, = {10, 20,30}. The systems under consideration are structured according to Equation (1), with
the matrices (A, By, Cy) generated via the MATLAB function drss. The remaining matrices are
realized by sampling from a standard normal distribution. Given that the A matrix is stable, the initial
controller matrices (A?{, Bg{, C?(, Dg() are set to zero. Moreover, the D-scale operator matrices
(A%, BY, CY) are initially set to zero, while the DY, matrix is initialized as the identity matrix. For
all the experiments, D-scales of a state order of 1 is used. Table 1 presents a detailed results of our
model-free methods compared to MATLAB’s model-based musyn function. This shows that our
model-free methods are not only comparable to, but in certain instances outperform D K -iteration.

Table 1: Comparison of our model-free methods with model-based method

(Mg M, M, Ny My, Mee, My)  Algorithm 1 Algorithm 2 musyn

(10,1,1,1,1,1,1) 17.174 17.158  20.536
(20,2,2,2,2,2,2) 17.392 16255  18.681
(30,3,3,3,3,3,3) 38.417 37051  32.501
5 Algorithm 1 5 Algorithm 2
‘ ‘ ‘ n; =10 ‘ ‘nl =10
25 n, = 20| 25 | n, = 20|
n, = 30 n, = 30
0.5 fL 4 0.5 g
or ~ . or R drsaiia L sl o 1]
-0.5

05 I I I I I I I I I I I I
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000

Iterations Iterations

Figure 3: Left: The plot illustrates the normalized deviation of trajectories from Algorithm 1 relative
to the MATLAB musyn function outputs, denoted as ppy, across system states n, =
{10, 20, 30}. Right: The plot illustrates the normalized deviation of trajectories from
Algorithm 2 relative to the MATLAB musyn function outputs, denoted as ppx, across
system states n, = {10,20,30}. Solid lines depict the mean values, and the shaded
regions represent the 98% confidence intervals.

5. Conclusions

This paper addresses model-free p-synthesis using nonsmooth optimization and direct policy search.
We extend the nonsmooth optimization perspective in Apkarian (2011) to the general model-free
output-feedback p-synthesis setting. Numerical study and theoretical justifications are both provided
to demonstrate zeroth-order optimization as an efficient approach for model-free p-synthesis.
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Appendix

In the main paper, we presented a partial proof of Lemma 2. In the appendix, we will complete the
proof for this lemma, and provide some extra discussions on our theoretical justifications.

Completing the proof for Lemma 2: To complete the proof, we need to show that J.(K') — +o0
as | K|z — +o0. Suppose we have a sequence { K} satisfying | K|z — +oo0. It is known that

for a given K, || Tsun (KL, 2)||2, is equivalent to the following supremum expression in the time
domain:

oo
-
sup o, O¢ (15)
dl:dl|<1t§ '
where J; is governed by an LTI system as below:
1 = Aa(KDS +d}, 5=0 (16)
Here, d! := {d}, dll, -+ - } represents the disturbance sequence, which can be chosen adversarially.
Now, define:
c[A o 5 Jo Bl ~ [0 1
A._[O 0}, B._[I 0}, c._[é O} a7
where B and C are defined as
0 I Cy
B:=[ B, By|Bu] O L0 e loool|c |
I 0 O
% I 0 Cy
~——
C

Additionally, using the definition of the augmented controller K in (4) as below:

(AL 0 0 By 0 0
Ei= |0 Ah 0 |&+ |0 By 0 |ye,
0 0 A 0 0 B
AL B!
_ ‘ (18)
Ck 0 0 Die 0 0
=10 Cp 0 [&+ |0 Dh 0 |ye,
L0 0 Ch 0 0 D
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and defining K := [ él,c ZB;C ] we can show that A (K') = A+ BK'C. It can show that BK'C'
is equal to
- 0 1 -
Al BL10 0
~~1~ |0 B I 0 0 I
BE.C {I 0 0 I c 0
[0 —I 0} cl [0 -1 0] o lo o
] I 0 0 I 0 0 I ol
i Bl 07 (19)
Al 0 0
_ {0 B] [BL, 0] 0 [0 I]
= l
g o 0 [SD} 0 [0 0] wol
— l —
B cl 0 0 0 Dy | C
Kl

We can see that /K’ consists all the elements of K. except Dp and since we assume Dp is a constant
fix matrix, so if || K%|| , = +o0, then || Kl|| , = +o00. Let d' = {d},0,0, - - - } with ||d}|| = 1 such

that oax(BKLC) = HBf{éC'déH Then, we have:

00
| Toan (K jw)llZe = sup > 676
dh:|d!|<13—g
> sup 51T51 + (52T52

dtjal]<1

=1y dby dy + (Aad)” (Aad))

> di " AT Ayd)

—d\"(A+ BK'C)T(A+ BK'C)d),

= d\"(ATA+ ATBR'C + (BK'C)T A+ CTK BTBK'C)d),
> d) (TR BTBRIC)d,

= | BK.Cdy||?

> Oinin (B)Tmin (C) 0max (L)

where the inequality (1) holds since we plugged in specific d' in (16). Since B and C are full rank
matrices, then we have omin(B) > 0 and omin(C) > 0. Since || KL|| . — 400 as ! — +o0, we have

Toan (KL, jw) |2, = +oc as || KL

I
Omax(KL) — 400. Therefore,
proof. B

H  — +oo. This completes the

Relaxing assumptions. Also, it is worth mentioning that we can relax the assumptions of Lemma 2
and further remove the restictions on fixing Dp via using the following regularized cost function:
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Kmel% JC(KC) = maX{J(Kc)y)\IHTstab<K07z)H007)\ZHKCHF} (20)

where A; and A, are small positive parameters to be tuned. We have the following corollary.

Lemma 3 The objective function J.(K.) defined by (20) is coercive over the set K.

Proof As stated in the proof of Lemma 2, as K — K} € 8K,, we observe that | Tstab(Ke, 2) || 0o —
4-00. Consequently, this implies J.(K,) — 4-o0c. Moreover, when || K!|| z — 400, according to the
definition in (20), it follows that .J.(K.) — +o00. This completes the proof. |

For the above new cost function, one can change Dp in a free way, and the resultant cost function is
coercive without the extra rank assumptions in the original statement of Lemma 2.

More discussions on convergence to stationary points. As mentioned in the main paper, once
the coerciveness is proved, we can slightly modify the proof techniques in (Guo and Hu, 2022; Guo
et al., 2023) to show convergence guarantees to stationary points for model-free u-synthesis.
We provide more explanations here. Consider the constrained optimization problem ming cx, Je(K.)
with J,. being coercive. Then we can directly apply the arguments in Guo and Hu (2022) to obtain
the following facts.

1. For any v > J7, the sublevel set defined as S, := {K. € K. : J.(K.) < ~} is compact.
In addition, there exists a strict separation between S, and the complement set of /., i.e.
dist(Sy, 0K.) > 0.

2. If KO € K., then Algorithm 1 with 15, s < 1 converges to a stationary point with probability

Ol’le6 .

Furthermore, by adapting the arguments outlined in (Guo et al., 2023, Theorem 3.7), we can
construct a proof demonstrating the complexity of Algorithm 2 for finding (4, €)-stationary points.

6. This can be proved via modifying the proofs in (Guo and Hu, 2022, Theorem C.2) and (Kiwiel, 2010, Theorem 3.8).
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