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Abstract— A multi-variable adaptive controller is derived
as the explicit solution to a minimax dynamic game. The
minimizing player selects the control action as a function of past
state measurements and inputs. The maximizing player selects
disturbances and model parameters for the underlying linear
time-invariant dynamics. This leads to a Bellman equation that
can be solved explicitly for the case with unitary B-matrix
known up to a sign and no input penalty. The minimizing
policy is a dual controller that optimizes the tradeoff between
exploration and exploitation.

I. THE PROBLEM

This is a paper about adaptive control with worst-case
models for disturbances and uncertain parameters, as dis-
cussed by [CP88], [DB94] and [SI87]:

Problem: Given a number α > 0 and state dimension n,
determine

J∗(x0) := inf
µ

sup
A,B

sup
w

E
∞∑
t=0

(
|xt|2 − γ2|wt|2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Jµ(x0)

(1)

when AA⊤ = α2I , B = ±I , the state xt ∈ Rn and input
ut ∈ Rn are determined from w as

xt+1 = Axt +But + wt (2)
ut = µt(x0, . . . , xt, u0, . . . , ut−1). (3)

and the control policy µt generates a random input ut based
on measurements of x0, . . . , xt

The problem is a dynamic game, where the µ-player tries
to minimize the cost, while the (A,B,w)-player tries to
maximize it. Without uncertainty in A and B, this would
be the standard game formulation of H∞ optimal control
[BB95] and γ would serve as an upper bound on the gain
from w to x. In our formulation, the maximizing player can
choose not only w, but also the A and B. These parameters
are unknown but constant, so an optimal feedback law tends
to “learn” A,B early on, in order to exploit this knowledge
later. Such nonlinear adaptive controllers can stabilize and
optimize the behavior also when no linear time-invariant
controller can simultaneously stabilize for all parameter
values. The parameter γ still serves as a bound on the gain
from disturbances to (average) state errors.

The main contribution of this paper is to formulate an
exact solution to the Bellman equation that proves and

The author is affiliated with Automatic Control LTH, Lund University,
Box 118, SE-221 00 Lund, Sweden. He is a member of the Excellence
Center ELLIIT and Wallenberg AI, Autonomous Systems and Software
Program (WASP). Support was received from the European Research
Council (Advanced Grant 834142)

Causal
Controller µ

x+ = Ax+Bu+ w

AA⊤ = α2I , B = ±I

-

� �
�

x u

x w

Fig. 1. We want a feedback controller that works for all system parameters
within the given bounds. If α > 1, even stabilization is impossible when
restricting to linear time-invariant controllers. Nonlinear adaptive controllers
can do much better by estimating (A,B) and use the estimate for control.
The purpose of this paper is to optimize such controllers using a dynamic
game formulation.

generalizes a conjecture stated by Vinnicombe for scalar sys-
tems in [Vin04]. Related work with suboptimal bounds has
previously been published in [Ran20], [ORA18], [Ran21],
[KR22a], [KR22b].

II. NOTATION

The set of n×m matrices with real coefficients is denoted
Rn×m. The transpose of a matrix A is denoted A⊤. For a
symmetric matrix A ∈ Rn×n, we write A ≻ 0 to say that
A is positive definite, while A ⪰ 0 means positive semi-
definite. For A,B ∈ Rn×m, the expression ⟨A,B⟩ denotes
the trace of A⊤B. Given x ∈ Rn and A ∈ Rn×n, the notation
|x|2A means x⊤Ax. Similarly, given B ∈ Rm×n and A ∈
Rn×n, the trace of B⊤AB is denoted ∥B∥2A.

III. THE SOLUTION

Given α > 0, define γ∗ := α+
√
1 + α2 and

V 1
A,B(x, Z) := |x|2 − γ2

∗

∥∥∥[I A B
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z
(4)

V 0
A,B(x, Z) :=

γ2
∗ + 1

2
|x|2 − γ2

∗
2

∑
i=±1

∥∥∥[I A iB
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z

(5)

Theorem 1: Given α > 0, the value of (1) is finite if and
only if γ ≥ γ∗. For γ = γ∗, the minimal value of (1) is
(γ2

∗ + 1)|x0|2/2 and a minimizing control law (3) is

µt(x0, . . . , xt, u0, . . . , ut−1)

= argmin
ut

max
A,B,j,xt+1

V j
A,B

xτ+1,

t∑
τ=0

E

−xτ+1

xτ

uτ

−xτ+1

xτ

uτ

⊤
where maximization is over j ∈ {0, 1}, xt+1 ∈ Rn and
A,B ∈ Rn×n with AA⊤ = α2I and B = ±I , while
minimization is over random ut ∈ Rn with finite variance.
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IV. COMPRESSING PAST DATA

To prove Theorem 1, it is useful to first restate the original
problem on a form where dynamic programming can be used.
We start by observing that it is natural for the control policy
to accommodate the uncertainty in A and B by considering
historical data collected in the matrix

Zt =

t−1∑
τ=0

[
−xτ+1

xτ

uτ

][
−xτ+1

xτ

uτ

]⊤

.

This gives
∥∥∥[I A B

]⊤∥∥∥2
Zt

=
∑t−1

τ=0 |wτ |2. In fact, (1) is
equivalent to the following:

Reformulated problem: Given a number α > 0 and state
dimension n, determine

inf
η
max
A,B

sup
v,N

E

[
N∑
t=0

|xt|2 − γ2
∥∥∥[I A B

]⊤∥∥∥2
ZN+1

]
(6)

where AA⊤ = α2I , B = ±I and xt, Zt are generated by
xt+1 = vt

Zt+1 = Zt + E

[
−vt
xt

ut

][
−vt
xt

ut

]⊤
(7)

ut = η(xt, Zt). (8)

The value of (6) is denoted V∗(x0, Z0).
In this formulation, A and B do not appear in the dynam-

ics, only in the penalty of the final state. As a consequence,
no past states are needed in the control law (8), only the
current state (xt, Zt). In fact, the problem is a standard
zero-sum dynamic game [BO99], which can be addressed
by dynamic programming. However, the value is the same
as before:

Proposition 2: [Ran21] The expression (1) has the value
V∗(x0, 0). If η∗ is optimal for (6), then µ∗ defined by

µ∗
t (x0, . . . , xt, u0, . . . , ut−1)

:= argmin
ut

sup
xt+1

V∗

xt,

t∑
τ=0

E

[
−xτ+1

xτ

uτ

][
−xτ+1

xτ

uτ

]⊤


is optimal for (1).

Proof sketch. For any fixed N ≥ 0 and x0 ∈ Rn, the value
of (1) is bounded below by the expression

inf
µ

sup
A,B,w

E
N∑
t=0

(
|xt|2 − γ2|wt|2

)
, (9)

where xt, wt ∈ Rn and the sequences x and u are generated
according to (2)-(3). The value of (9) grows monotonically
with N and (1) is obtained in the limit. A change of variables
with vt := xt+1 and Zt given by (7) with Z0 = 0, shows
that (9) is equal to

inf
µ

sup
A,B,v

E

[
N∑
t=0

|xt|2 − γ2
∥∥ [I A B

]⊤ ∥∥2
ZN+1

]
(10)

where x, Z, u are generated by (7) combined with (3). The
limit of (10) is (6), so (1) and (6) must have the same value.
2

Motivated by Proposition 2, we now switch attention to
the reformulated problem (6)-(8), which turns out to have an
explicit soliution:

V. SOLUTION TO THE BELLMAN EQUATION

Theorem 3 (Explicit expression for the optimal cost):
The optimal cost of (6) is finite if and only if γ ≥ γ∗. For
γ = γ∗ it is given by the formula

V∗(x, Z) = max
A,B

max
{
V 0
A,B(x, Z), V 1

A,B(x, Z)
}
. (11)

where V 0
A,B and V 1

A,B are defined as in (5)-(4).

The theorem follows from Theorem 6 to be proved later.
The formula will be derived by value iteration, using the
following remarkable min-max result, which quantifies the
optimal exploration/exploitation tradeoff:

VI. OPTIMAL EXPLORATION/EXPLOITATION

Theorem 4: Consider x ∈ Rn, g ∈ R+ and Y ∈
Rn×(3n). Let y(A, i) :=

〈
Y,

[
A iI iA

]〉
. Then

min
u

max
A,i

max
{
E|Ax+ iu|2 + y(A, i), (g + 2)|Ax|2 − g E|u|2

}
= max

A,i
max

{
y(A, i), 2|αx|2

}
(12)

where minimization is over random vectors u ∈ Rn and
maximization is over A ∈ Rn×n with A⊤A = α2I and
i = ±1. Let (Â, î) := argmax y(A, i). Then a minimizing
argument ū of (12) is given by{

ū = −îÂx if y(Â, î) ≥ 2|αx|2

Eū = −y(Â,̂i)
2|αx|2 Âx, E|ū|2 = |αx|2 otherwise.

Remark 1. The term y(Â, î) represents infomation about
the uncertain parameters A and i based on previous data.
If y(Â, î) ≥ 2|αx|2, the minimizing argument is regarded
as the true value and the ”certainty equivalence” controller
ū = −îÂx is used. If not, a randomized component is added
to learn the parameters by ”exploration”.
Proof. Define f(x, Y ) as the value of the left hand side in
(12) and notice that

max
i

(
E|Ax+ iu|2 + y(A, i)

)
≥ |Ax|2 + E|u|2 = |αx|2 + E|u|2

f(x, Y ) ≥ min
u

max
A

max
{
|αx|2 + E|u|2, (g + 2)|Ax|2 − g E|u|2

}
= min

u
max

{
|αx|2 + E|u|2, (g + 2)|αx|2 − g E|u|2

}
= 2|αx|2,

where the minimum is attained for E|u|2 = |αx|2. Moreover,

f(x, Y ) ≥ max
A,i

(
E|Ax+ iu|2 + y(A, i)

)
≥ max

A,i
y(A, i).

Combining the two lower bounds gives

f(x, y) ≥ max
A,i

max
{
y(A, i), 2|αx|2

}
.

For the opposite inequality, two cases need to be considered:



Case 1: y(Â, î) ≥ 2|αx|2

Let ū := −îÂx. Then

max
{
|Ax+ iū|2 + y(A, i), (g + 2)|Ax|2 − g|ū|2

}
= max

{
|Ax|2 + |ū|2 + 2iū⊤Ax+ y(A, i), 2|αx|2

}
= max

{
2|αx|2 + 2iū⊤Ax+ y(A, i), 2|αx|2

}
≤ max

{
2|αx|2 + 2̂iū⊤Âx+ y(Â, î), 2|αx|2

}
(13)

= max
{
y(Â, î), 2|αx|2

}
= max

A,i
max

{
y(A, i), 2|αx|2

}
.

Case 2: 0 ≤ y(Â, î) ≤ 2|αx|2

Let ū be random with Eū = y(Â,̂i)
2|αx|2 Âx, E|ū|2 = |αx|2. Then

max
{
E|Ax+ iū|2 + y(A, i), (g + 2)|Ax|2 − g E|ū|2

}
= max

{
|Ax|2 + |ū|2 + 2iū⊤Ax+ y(A, i), 2|αx|2

}
= max

{
2|αx|2 + 2iū⊤Ax+ y(A, i), 2|αx|2

}
≤ max

{
2|αx|2, 2|αx|2

}
(14)

= 2|αx|2.

Hence, in both cases

f(x, y) ≤ max
A,i

max
{
y(A, i), 2|αx|2

}
,

so the proof is complete (except that the inequalities (13)
and (14) deserve further elaboration in future versions.) 2

VII. VALUE ITERATION

Let V (x, Z) be a real-valued function of the state (x, Z).
Define the operators F and Fu according to

FV (x,Z)

:= min
u

max
v

|x|2 + V

v, Z + E

[
−v
x
u

][
−v
x
u

]⊤
︸ ︷︷ ︸

FuV (x,Z)

.

(with value +∞ if the supremum is unbounded for all u)
and define the sequence V (0), V (1), V (2) . . . according to

V (0)(x, Z) := −γ2 min
A,B

∥∥ [I A B
]⊤ ∥∥2

Z

V (N+1)(x, Z) := FV (N)(x, Z).

Standard dynamic programming arguments (Proposition 7 in
the Appendix) gives

V (0) ≤ V (1) ≤ . . . ≤ lim
N→∞

V (N) = V∗.

This will now be used to derive the formula for V∗.

VIII. LOWER BOUND ON TH OPTIMAL COST

Define the sequence t0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 . . . by

tN+1 := 1 +
γ2α2

γ2 − tN
, t0 := 0. (15)

and let

V 0,N
A,B (x, Z) := tN |x|2 − γ2

2

∑
i=±1

∥∥∥[I A iI
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z
.

The limit is finite if and only if (γ2 − t∗)(t∗ − 1) = γ2α2

has a real valued solution t∗. In other words

4γ2α2 = (γ2 − 1)2 − (γ2 + 1− 2t∗)
2

4γ2α2 ≤ (γ2 − 1)2

2γα ≤ γ2 − 1

α2 + 1 ≤ (γ − α)2,

which happens if and only if γ ≥ γ∗.

Theorem 5 (Lower bound):

V (N) ≥ max
A,B

max
{
V 0,N
A,B , V 1

A,B

}
(16)

for all N . In particular, the value of (1) is infinite if γ < γ∗.

Remark 2. Vinnicombe [Vin04] proved for the case n = 1
that the value of (1) is finite if γ ≥ α +

√
1 + α2. He also

conjectured that the reverse implication holds. Theorem 5
shows that this conjecture was correct.

Proof. First note that

V (1) = FV (0) = max
A,B

V 1
A,B = max

A,B
max

{
V 0,N
A,B , V 1

A,B

}
,

so the inequality (16) holds for N = 1. It will now be proved
for all N by induction. Assume that the inequality holds for
some N ≥ 1. To prove that it holds also for N + 1, notice
that for arbitrary (random) u ∈ Rn we have

FuV
(N)(x, Z)

≥ Fu max
A,B

max
{
V 0,N
A,B (x, Z), V 1

A,B(x, Z)
}

= max

{
max
A,B

FuV
0,N
A,B (x, Z),max

A,B
FuV

1
A,B(x, Z)

}

FuV
0,N
A,B (x, Z)− |x|2 + γ2

∑
i=±1

∥∥∥[I A iB
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z
/2

= max
v

{
tN |v|2 − γ2

∑
i=±1

E|Ax+ iBu− v|2/2

}
= max

v

{
tN |v|2 − γ2

(
|Ax− v|2 + E|Bu|2

)}
= (t−1

N − γ−2)−1|Ax|2 − γ2E|u|2



max
B

FuV
1
A,B(x, Z)− |x|2 + γ2

∑
i=±1

∥∥∥[I A iB
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z
/2

≥ 1

2

∑
i=±1

(
FuV

1
A,iB(x, Z)− |x|2 + γ2

∥∥∥[I A iB
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z

)
=

1

2

∑
i=±1

max
v

(
|v|2 − γ2E|Ax+ iBu− v|2

)
=

1

2

∑
i=±1

E|Ax+ iBu|2

1− γ−2

= (1− γ−2)−1
(
|Ax|2 + E|u|2

)
.

Hence

min
u

FuV
(N)(x, Z)− |x|2 + γ2

∑
i=±1

∥∥∥[I A iB
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z
/2

≥ min
u

max

{
|Ax|2

t−1
N − γ−2

− γ2E|u|2, |Ax|2 + E|u|2

1− γ−2

}
=

γ2|Ax|2

γ2 − tN
= (tN+1 − 1)|x|2

= V 0,N+1
A,B (x, Z)− |x|2 + γ2

∑
i=±1

∥∥∥[I A iB
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z
/2,

so V (N+1) = minu FuV
(N) ≥ V 0,N+1

A,B and the induction
argument is complete. For the final statement, we note that
tN → ∞ when γ ≤ γ∗. Hence limN→∞ V (N) is unbounded
and the same is true for the optimal cost V ∗. 2

IX. UPPER BOUND ON TH OPTIMAL COST

Theorem 6 (Upper bound): If γ ≥ γ∗, then

V (N) ≤ max
A,B

max
{
V 0
A,B , V

1
A,B

}
for all N . When N → ∞, combination with Theorem 5 gives

V∗ = max
A,B

max
{
V 0
A,B , V

1
A,B

}
.

Proof. We prove the expression for V (N+1)(x, Z) by induc-
tion over N . It holds by definition for N = 0. Assume that
it holds for some N ≥ 0. Straightforward calculations give

FuV
1
A,B(x, Z)− |x|2 + γ2

∗

∥∥∥[I A B
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z

= max
v

{
|v|2 − γ2

∗ E|Ax+Bu− v|2
}

=
E|Ax+Bu|2

1− γ−2
∗

FuV
0,N
A,B (x, Z)− |x|2 + γ2

∗

∑
i=±1

∥∥∥[I A iB
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z/2

= max
v

{
tN |v|2 − γ2

∗

∑
i=±1

E|Ax+ iBu− v|2/2
}

= max
v

{
tN |v|2 − γ2

∗ |Ax− v|2 − γ2
∗E|u|2

}
=

|Ax|2

t−1
N − γ−2

∗
− γ2

∗E|u|2

Fig. 2. Two simulations of synchronizing curves are shown. The upper
plot is for n = 10, while the lower plot is for a n = 100. The unknown
n×n matrix is estimated using an optimized tradeoff between excitation and
exploitation. In both figures, there is also a third curve, showing the error in
the matrix estimate. The curve illustrates that the matrix convergence slows
down after synchronization, since less data is then obtained. It should be
noted that synchronization occurs after almost exactly n time steps, when
enough data has been collected to estimate all matrix directions.

V (N+1)(x, Z)− |x|2

= FV (N)(x, Z)− |x|2

≤ min
u

max
A,B

max
{
FuV

1
A,B(x, Z),FuV

0
A,B(x, Z)

}
− |x|2

= min
u

max
A,B

max

{
|Ax+Bu|2

1− γ−2
− γ2

∥∥∥[I A B
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z
,

|Ax|2

t−1
∗ − γ−2

− γ2|u|2 − γ2
∑
i=±1

∥∥∥[I A iB
]⊤∥∥∥2

Z/2

}
= max

A,B
max

{
V 1
A,B(x, Z), V 0

A,B(x, Z)
}
− |x|2

Here the critical last equality is given by Theorem 4. This
completes the induction proof. 2

X. EXAMPLE

We illustrate the theory by a simple example in Rn. A
unitary matrix A is randomly generated in Rn×n. The we
simulate the two state equations

yt+1 = Ayt

zt+1 = Azt +But + wt

with randomly generated noise wt. To synchronize z with y,
we define xt = zt − yt and apply the policy in Theorem 1.
This gives the plots shown in Figure 2 for n = 10 and
n = 100.



XI. CONCLUSIONS

An exact solution to the Bellman has been derived for an
adaptive optimal control problem, leading to optimal tradeoff
between exploration and exploitation in a dynamic setting.
The problem formulation is general enough to cover state
equations of arbitrary order, but several restrictions have
been made. These include full state measurements, absence
of control penalty and unitary B-matrix known except for
the sign. However, the basic ideas are general, so we expect
that the restrictions can be relaxed significantly in the future.
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XII. APPENDIX: MINIMAX DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING.

Basics facts regarding minimax dynamic programming are
given below for ease reference. For more details, see for
example [BO99].

Consider the following minimax optimal control problem:
Given the initial state y0, consider

V (N)(y0) := inf
µ

sup
v

N−1∑
t=0

g(yt, ut, vt) + g0(yN )

where supremum is taken over v0, v1, . . . , vN , while yt and
ut are generated as

yt+1 = f(yt, ut, vt)

ut = µt(y0, . . . , yt).

Here the control policy µ = (µ0, µ1, . . .) generates inputs ut

based on past state measurements.

Proposition 7: The value function V (N) can be computed
recursively according to V (0)(y) = g0(y) and

V (k+1)(y) = min
u

max
v

[
g(y, u, v) + V (k)(f(y, u, v))

]
, k ≥ 1.

Moreover, if maxv g(y, u, v) ≥ 0 for all (y, u), then

g0 = V (0) ≤ V (1) ≤ . . . ≤ V (N) (17)

and V (N) is upper bounded by every function V̂ satisfying

g0(y) ≤ inf
u

sup
v

[
g(y, u, v) + V̂ (f(y, u, v))

]
≤ V̂ (y) (18)

for all y.

Proof sketch. The recursive formula can be proved by induc-
tion over k. By definition, it holds for k = 0. Assume that
it holds for some k. Then

V (k+1)(y0)

= inf
µ

sup
v

k∑
t=0

g(yt, ut, vt) + g0(yk+1)

= inf
u0

sup
v0

[
g(y0, u0, v0) + inf

µ
sup
v

k∑
t=1

g(yt, ut, vt) + g0(yk+1)

]
= inf

u0

sup
v0

[
g(y0, u0, v0) + V (k)(f(y0, u0, v0))

]
,

where yt+1 = f(yt, ut, vt) for 0 ≤ t ≤ k, so the formula
holds also for k + 1.

The assumption maxv g(y, u, v) ≥ 0 gives V (0) ≤ V (1),
so the recursion gives (17).

Finally, the assumption (18) gives V (0) ≤ V̂ . Recursion
gives V (N) ≤ V̂ for all N . 2


