arXiv:2410.03221v1 [stat.ML] 4 Oct 2024

Learning to steer with Brownian noise

Stefan Ankirchner^∗, Jan Kallsen^†, Sören Christensen^‡, Philip Le Borne^§, Stefan Perko^¶

October 15, 2024

Abstract This paper considers an ergodic version of the bounded velocity follower problem, assuming that the decision maker lacks knowledge of the underlying system parameters and must learn them while simultaneously controlling. We propose algorithms based on moving empirical averages and develop a framework for integrating statistical methods with stochastic control theory. Our primary result is a logarithmic expected regret rate. To achieve this, we conduct a rigorous analysis of the ergodic convergence rates of the underlying processes and the risks of the considered estimators.

2020 MSC: Primary 93E10; secondary 60G35, 68Q32, 93C73, 93E11 key words: Data-driven stochastic control, continuous-time reinforcement learning, model-based reinforcement learning, bounded velocity follower problem, regret bounds

1 Introduction

The modern theory of stochastic control typically assumes complete knowledge of the underlying system dynamics. While significant theoretical advancements have been made in this area, see Øksendal and Sulem 2019; Fleming and Soner 2006, the practical application of stochastic control often faces challenges when the system model is uncertain or unknown. In recent years, Reinforcement learning (RL) has emerged as a promising approach to address this issue, enabling agents to learn optimal control policies through trial-and-error interactions with the environment. However, RL’s success often hinges on the availability of vast amounts of data, and the learned control policies can be difficult to interpret, especially when deep learning techniques are employed, see Sutton 2018.

To bridge the gap between fully model-based and model-free approaches, research has increasingly focused on model-based reinforcement learning. By leveraging partial knowledge of the system dynamics, this approach aims to combine the strengths of stochastic control theory with the

∗Jena University, Department of Mathematics email: s.ankirchner@uni-jena.de †Kiel University, Mathematical Department email: kallsen@math.uni-kiel.de ‡Kiel University, Mathematical Department email: christensen@math.uni-kiel.de §Kiel University, Mathematical Department email: leborne@math.uni-kiel.de ¶Jena University, Department of Mathematics email: stefan.perko@uni-jena.de

adaptability of RL. This can lead to improved learning efficiency, theoretical guarantees, and more interpretable control policies. The predominant metric used to assess the performance of learning algorithms in this context is the (expected) regret. Regret quantifies the difference between the expected cumulative cost incurred by the learning algorithm and that of an optimal policy with full knowledge of the system dynamics. This concept has become a standard in the analysis of multi-armed bandit problems and related questions, as exemplified by the comprehensive overview in Slivkins 2019.

1.1 Problem formulation

This article contributes to the ongoing research in model-based reinforcement learning by considering a long-term average version of the classical and influential bounded velocity follower problem, going back to Beneš, Shepp, and Witsenhausen 1980, see also Chapter 6.5 in Karatzas and Shreve 1991. Given an underlying standard Brownian motion W , the decision maker controls the drift b_t of the process

dX^b_t = b_tdt + dW_t, X^b_0 = x ∈ R. (1.1)

The goal is to find a control b, which keeps the object as close as possible to a set target value, say 0, at all times t, where the distance is measured with respect to the quadratic loss function. The crucial assumption here is that the drift rate b_t can only be selected from a bounded interval [θ_0, θ_1], θ_0 < 0 < θ_1. While the problem formulation in the literature was usually chosen with discounting, an ergodic criterion is more natural for our purposes, yielding

J(x, b) = lim sup_{T →∞} E^x [ 1 T ∫_T 0 (X^b_s )^2ds ] , (1.2)

which the decision maker wants to minimize. If the decision maker is fully aware of the model, then the optimal control not surprisingly turns out to be of bang-bang type: The decision maker chooses a threshold z and steers downwards (b_t = θ_0) if X_t > z and upwards otherwise (b_t = θ_1). The optimally controlled process is therefore a Brownian motion with broken drift. The quadratic loss criterion induces a candidate for the optimal threshold: z = δ =^1_{2θ0} +^1_{2θ1} , see Section 2 for the verification.

Consider a scenario where a decision-maker controls a system using a steering wheel. The goal is to learn an optimal steering strategy without knowing the precise effects of the steering on the system. In our model, this translates to uncertainty about the system parameters θ_i, i = 0, 1, preventing a direct application of the optimal threshold-based control with threshold δ. The decision-maker must simultaneously estimate these parameters and control the system effectively. However, parameter estimation is merely a means to an end. The ultimate objective is to develop a good data-driven control strategy, b. As a criterion for evaluation of different strategies, we consider the growth of the expected regret

R^b(T ) := E ∫_T 0 (X^b_t )^2 − (X^∗_t )^2dt,

where X^∗ is the optimally controlled process under full information, i.e., a Brownian motion with drift broken in δ.

1.2 Structure of the paper and main contributions

We start by solving the ergodic bounded velocity follower problem (2.2) with full information in Section 2 using a standard guess-and-verify approach based on the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation.

Section 3 presents the data-driven algorithms, which are based on the observation that the time average of a Brownian motion with broken drift leads to a consistent estimator for the unknown parameter δ. This leads to the explore-first(τ)-algorithm, which initially explores the system and then switches to a strategy based on the estimated parameter. Theorem 3.1 demonstrates that this algorithm achieves a regret rate of order √ T . Our second algorithm, Adaptive Position Averaging with Clipping, improves upon the explore-first approach by updating the parameter estimate over time. This adaptive strategy leads to a significantly faster convergence rate of order log(T ) (Theorem 3.2). These results highlight the advantages of model-based reinforcement learning. By leveraging the underlying model structure, we can develop interpretable, efficient algorithms with provable convergence guarantees. These theoretical advantages can also be underlined by numerical comparisons, which show that the method presented here requires only a fraction of the data of model-free approaches such as deep-Q learning.

The theoretical foundation of our analysis rests on understanding the convergence rates of the underlying processes to their stationary distributions and the associated estimators. These results, which may also be of independent interest, are presented in Section 4. The proofs of the regret rates are then provided in Section 5. These proofs rely on a meticulous decomposition of the regret into components related to the process’s distance from the stationary distribution and the accuracy of the estimator.

1.3 Related Literature

Regret rates in continuous-time stochastic control problems have been extensively studied, particularly in recent years. While most research has focused on linear-quadratic (LQ) problems, some studies have explored other classes. Duncan, L. Guo, and Pasik-Duncan 1999 proved asymptotic sublinear regret for LQ problems, but the exact order remains unspecified. Basei et al. 2022; X. Guo, Hu, and Zhang 2021; Szpruch, Treetanthiploet, and Zhang 2021 extended this to episodic LQ problems, providing non-asymptotic bounds. Neuman and Zhang 2023 considered propagator models and achieved sublinear regrets. Christensen, Thomsen, and Trottner 2024; Christensen, Dexheimer, and Strauch 2023; Christensen, Strauch, and Trottner 2024; Christensen and Strauch 2023 examined singular and impulsive control problems in a non-parametric, ergodic setting, obtaining sublinear regret rates of power type. However, our setting and proof techniques differ significantly from previous work.

In addition, the statistical question of ML estimation of the drift parameters of a Brownian motion with broken drift was investigated in Lejay and Pigato 2020, see also Lejay and Pigato 2019 for a relation to finance. We do not use these results here, as we are only interested in estimating δ, which is more directly possible here and provides convergence results that are easier to handle for our purposes.

2 The ergodic version of the bounded velocity follower prob- lem Let θ_0 < 0 < θ_1 be reals, W a standard Brownian motion on some probability space (Ω, F, P) and denote by (F_t)_{t≥0} the filtration generated by W and augmented by the P -null sets in F. We denote by U the set of all (F_t)-adapted [θ_0, θ_1]-valued processes such that given any initial value x ∈ R, the process dX^b_t = b_t dt + dW_t, X^b_0 = x, (2.1) fulfills sup_{t≥0} E^x [|X_t|^3] < ∞,

where we write E^x in order to underline the dependence of the expectation on the the initial state x. We can interpret X^b_t as the position of our system at time t, with the optimal position being the origin. Our goal is to find the optimal drift b such that the long term average quadratic deviation from the origin

J(x, b) := lim sup_{T →∞} E^x [ 1 T ∫_T 0 (X^b_s )^2ds ] (2.2)

is minimized for all initial values x ∈ R. The corresponding value function is given by

V (x) = inf_{b∈U} J(x, b). (2.3)

As we will see below, the initial value x has no effect on V since in the long term it does not matter where the system starts.

The solution of such ergodic control problems by means of Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equations is standard today and this also works here as usual. We are therefore looking for a real number η and a C^2 function φ that fulfill the following equation:

0 = inf_{b∈[θ0,θ1]} A^bφ(x) + x^2 − η, where A^bφ(x) := b ∂φ ∂x (x) + 1 2 ∂^2φ ∂x^2 (x). (2.4)

A short calculation shows that such a solution is given by η =^1_{4θ20} +^1_{4θ21} and

φ(x) = x (_η θ_0 − 1 2θ^3_0 ) +^{x2}_{2θ20} −^{x3}_{3θ0} , x > δ, x (_η θ_1 − 1 2θ^3_1 ) +^{x2}_{2θ21} −^{x3}_{3θ1} +^{(θ0−θ1)(θ0+θ1)3}

24θ^4_0 θ^4_1 , x ≤ δ,

where δ = 1 2θ_0 + 1 2θ_1

. (2.5)

Theorem 2.1. Let δ be defined as in (2.5) and let

b^∗(x) := { θ_0, x > δ, θ_1, x ≤ δ, x ∈ R. Then for any x_0 ∈ R there exists a unique strong solution of the SDE dX_t = b^∗(X_t)dt + dW_t with initial condition X_0 = x_0. Moreover, the Markovian control b^∗_t := b^∗(X_t), t ∈ [0, ∞), is optimal in U and the value function satisfies

V (x) = η = 1 4θ^2_0 + 1 4θ^2_1 = J(x, b^∗). Proof. We first fix an arbitrary control b ∈ U. Since the solution X of (2.1) is an Itô process, we can use Itô’s formula which yields

φ(X^b_T ) = φ(x) + ∫_T 0 ( b_sφ^′(X^b_s ) + 1 2 φ^{′′}(X^b_s ) ) ds + ∫_T 0 φ^′(X^b_s )dW_s. Since φ^′ grows as a polynomial of degree two, b ∈ U and the third moments are uniformly bounded, (∫_t 0 φ^′(X^b_s )dW_s ) t∈[0,T ) is a square integrable martingale. Hence we have

Eφ(X^b_T ) = φ(x) + E [∫_T 0 b(s, X^b_s )φ^′(X^b_s ) + 1 2 φ^{′′}(X^b_s )ds ] . We now show that η is a lower bound of the cost (2.2) by using the fact that the pair (φ, η) is a solution to the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation (2.4). We have 1 T ( Eφ(X^b_T ) − φ(x) ) + η = 1 T E ∫_T 0 (X^b_s )^2ds − 1 T E ∫_T 0 ( A^bφ(s, X^b_s ) + (X^b_s )^2 − η ) ds ≤ 1 T E ∫_T 0 (X^b_s )^2ds.

Since b ∈ U and φ grows as a polynomial of degree 3 we have lim_{T →∞} 1 T Eφ(X^b_T ) = 0.

Finally, taking the limes superior as T → ∞, we have the lower bound η ≤ J(x, b).

It follows from well-known results (see, e.g., Proposition 5.17 in Chapter 5 of Karatzas and Shreve 1991) that the SDE dX_t = b^∗(X_t)dt + dW_t has a unique strong solution (X_t) for any initial value x_0. Lemma 4.3 below entails that the process b^∗_t = b^∗(X_t)_{t≥0} lies in U. Finally, one can show that all the above inequalities become equations, so that η = J(x, b^∗), i.e. b^∗ is an optimal control and V (x) = η = 1 4θ^2_0 + 1 4θ^2_1 is the value of the control problem for all initial points x ∈ R.

3 Learning the optimal control

The optimal control function b^∗ from Theorem 2.1 assigns to any state above the threshold δ the negative drift rate θ_0 and to any state below δ the positive drift rate θ_1. More generally, for any z ∈ R we define the threshold control function

b_z(x) := { θ_0, x > z, θ_1, x ≤ z. We call the (unique) solution X^{z,s,x} of the stochastic differential equation dX^{z,s,x}_t = b_z(X^{z,s,x}_t )dt + dW_t, X^{z,s,x}_s = x (3.1) with initial value x ∈ R, s ∈ [0, ∞) and t ≥ s, a Brownian motion with broken drift.

Note that since the function b_z is bounded, measurable and locally integrable and (3.1) is a timehomogeneous SDE, the existence and uniqueness of a strong solution is guaranteed (cf. Proposition 5.17 in Chapter 5 of Karatzas and Shreve 1991).

Suppose that the agent does not know the true values θ_0 and θ_1, and hence also not the optimal threshold level δ as defined in Theorem 2.1. Moreover, assume that the agent can observe the controlled state process and thus estimate the parameter θ_0 and θ_1 and the optimal threshold level δ. It turns out that a suitable estimator for the optimal threshold level can be constructed with the time average of the state process if the state is controlled with a threshold control. More precisely, if the agent chooses the threshold control b_z for z ∈ R, then the time average^1_T ∫_T 0 X^{z,0,x}_t dt converges to z − δ, as T → ∞ (see Proposition 4.8 below). Thus one can use −^1_T ∫_T 0 X^{z,0,x}_t dt + z as an estimator of the optimal threshold δ. This motivates the following explore-first algorithm.

Algorithm (Explore-first(τ))

1. Choose τ ∈ (0, ∞). Control the state with Markovian control given by b_0 on [0, τ).

2. At τ compute the estimator

δ̂ := − 1 τ ∫_τ 0 X^{0,0,x}_s ds. 3. Control the state with b_{δ̂} on [τ, ∞).

We refer to τ as the length of the learning interval. Moreover, we denote by (Y^τ_t ) the state dynamics if the process is controlled with the explore-first algorithm and if the initial state is 0. We can rigorously define the process by combining strong solutions of SDEs. To this end let W be a Brownian motion on some probability space (Ω, F, P). Moreover, for all (z, t, x) ∈ R × [0, ∞) × R let X^{z,t,x} be the unique strong solution of the SDE (2.1) on [t, ∞) with threshold drift b_z and initial condition x. We choose versions of the solutions such that the mapping (z, t, x) → X^{z,t,x} is a measurable flow of SDEs. Now on the interval [0, τ) we set Y^τ equal to X^{0,0,0}_t , and on [τ, ∞) we set Y^τ equal to X^{δ̂,τ,X 0τ} .

The regret at any time T ≥ 0 of the explore-first is given by

R^{ex first}(T ) := E ∫_T 0 (Y^τ_t )^2 − (X^δ_t )^2dt.

Our first result is the following.

Theorem 3.1. There exists a constant C ∈ (0, ∞), depending only on θ_0 and θ_1, such that for all T ∈ (0, ∞) the regret of the explore-first with learning interval length τ = √ T satisfies

R^{ex first}(T ) ≤ C(1 + √ T ). Proof. See Section 5.

In order to achieve an optimal growth rate the explore-first needs to choose different learning interval lengths for different time horizons T . To make the algorithm independent of any time horizon, one can use the standard doubling technique: one applies the explore-first consecutively along intervals whose lengths double step by step. By doing so, one obtains an algorithm with a regret rate of the order O(log(T ) √ T ). An objection against explore-first and its doubling version is that the length of the observation interval for the estimator grows only like √ T . The following Adaptive Position Averaging with Clipping (APAC) algorithm remedies this issue by using estimations over intervals with length growing linearly in time.

Algorithm (Adaptive Position Averaging with Clipping)

1. Initialize the values k = 0, δ̂_0 = 0, τ_0 = 0 and choose K ∈ R.

2. Set τ_{k+1} = 2^{k+1} .

3. Control the state with b_{δ̂k} on [τ_k, τ_{k+1}). Denote the controlled state on [τ_k, τ_{k+1}) by X^{δ̂k} .

4. At τ_{k+1} compute the estimator

δ̂_{k+1} = δ̂_k − 1 Δτ_k ∫_{τk+1} τ_k X^{δ̂k}_s ds.

5. If the estimator δ̂_{k+1} exceeds K or −K, we set

δ̂_{k+1} ← sign(δ̂_{k+1})K.

6. Set k ← k + 1 and go to step 2.

Indeed the APAC algorithm offers a significant improvement over the explore first algorithm by mitigating the exploitation phase. For technical reasons we assume that the learner knows from the very beginning that the threshold level lies in between some −K and K respectively. The learner uses this assumption in step 5 of the APAC algorithm. Observe that one knows that δ ∈ [−K, K] holds if one knows that |θ_i| > 1/K for i = 0, 1.

Let (X^{δ̂}_t )_{t≥0} be the state process when applying the APAC algorithm. We will formally define the process (X^{δ̂}_t )_{t≥0} in Section 5. The regret at any time T ≥ 0 of the APAC algorithm is given by

R^{APAC}(T ) := E ∫_T 0 (X^{δ̂}_t )^2 − (X^{δ,0,x}_t )^2dt.

Our second result is the following.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that K ≥ |δ|. Then there exists a constant C > 0, depending on θ_0, θ_1 and K only, such that the expected regret of the APAC algorithm satisfies

R^{APAC}(T ) ≤ C(1 + log T ) (3.2)

for all T ≥ 1.

Proof. See Section 5.

4 Properties of Brownian motion with broken drift

In this section we collect some properties of Brownian motion with broken drift. The structure is as follows: We first compute the density of the stationary distribution of (3.1). Following this, we turn to the convergence rate at which the process (3.1) starting at some initial point x ∈ R becomes stationary. This will play a crucial role for providing the bounds of the regret of our algorithms that estimate the optimal switching point δ for the control b_z. Lastly, we provide a collection of useful properties of Brownian motion with broken drift.

Throughout this section we denote by X^z = X^{z,0,0} the state process controlled with threshold drift b_z starting in zero at time zero.

Lemma 4.1. The function f(x) = 1 δ̄ { e^{2θ0(x−z)}, x > z, e^{2θ1(x−z)}, x ≤ z with δ̄ =^1_2

(_1

θ_1 − 1 θ_0 ) , is the density of the stationary distribution of (3.1).

Proof. We proceed by showing that the speed measure is finite. The associated scale function to the solution of (3.1) is given by s(x) = ∫_x z exp ( −2 ∫_y z b_z(ζ)dζ ) dy = {∫_x z exp(−2(y − z)θ_0)dy, x ≥ z, ∫_x z exp(−2(y − z)θ_1)dy, x < z. The scale function is differentiable with its derivative given by s^′(x) = exp(−2(x − z)b_z(x)) and the speed measure m is given by the density x → 2/s^′(x) = 2 · exp(2(x − z)b_z(x)). Since

m(R) = 2 ∫ R exp(2(x − z)b_z(x))dx = 1 θ_1 − 1 θ_0 < ∞ is finite, by Kallenberg 2002, Lemma 33.19 we have that the density of the stationary distribution is then given by f(x) = 2 m(R) exp(2(x − z)b_z(x)) = 1 δ exp(2(x − z)b_z(x)).

Lemma 4.2. The second moment μ^2_z of the stationary distribution exists and satisfies

μ^2_z − μ^2_δ = (z − δ)^2,

where δ̄ =^1_2

(_1

θ_1 − 1 θ_0 ) is as above.

Proof. With partial integration we have ∫ x^2e^{2θ(x−z)}dx = e^{2θ(x−z)} ( x^2 2θ − x 2θ^2 + 1 4θ^3 ) + C for C ∈ R. As above let δ̄ :=^1_2

(_1

θ_1 − 1 θ_0 ) . Since e^{2θ(x−z)} ( x^2 2θ − x 2θ^2 + 1 4θ^3 ) −→_{x→∞} 0, for θ < 0, e^{2θ(x−z)} ( x^2 2θ − x 2θ^2 + 1 4θ^3 ) −→ x→−∞ 0, for θ > 0,

we have

μ^2_z = ∫_∞ −∞ x^2f(x)dx = 1 δ ∫_z −∞ x^2e^{2θ1(x−z)}dx + 1 δ ∫_∞ z x^2e^{2θ0(x−z)}dx = 1 δ (( 1 2θ_1 − 1 2θ_0 ) z^2 − 1 2 ( 1 θ^2_1 − 1 θ^2_0 ) z + 1 4θ^3_1 − 1 4θ^3_0 )

= z^2 − 2δz + θ_0θ_1(θ_0 − θ_1)(θ^2_0 + θ^2_1 + θ_0θ_1) 2(θ_0 − θ_1)θ^3_0 θ^3_1

= z^2 − 2δz + 2η + 1 2θ_0θ_1 . Now since μ^2_z − μ^2_δ = z^2 − 2δz − δ^2 + 2δ^2 = (z − δ)^2, the claim follows.

We now want to estimate the speed at which the process becomes stationary. To this end we consider the two processes X and Y satisfying the following system of stochastic differential equations d ( X_t Y_t ) = ( b_z(X_t) b_z(Y_t) ) dt + ( 1 1 ) dW_t, with X_0 = x ∈ R and Y_0 ∼ μ where μ denotes the stationary distribution of X. By standard theory, there exists a strong solution (X, Y ) satisfying the strong Markov property. For these, we consider the coupling time τ = inf{t ≥ 0 : X_t = Y_t}. Since the random variables X_t and Y_t coincide on {t ≥ τ}, the Cauchy-Schwarz and Minkowski equality yield

E[X^2_t − Y^2_t ] = E[(X^2_t − Y^2_t )1_{{t<τ }}] ≤ √ E (X^2_t − Y^2_t )^2 · √ P(t < τ) ≤ ( sup_{t≥0} √ E[X^4_t ] + sup_{t≥0} √ E[Y^4_t ] ) √ P(t < τ). (4.1) By proving that the right hand side of (4.1) is finite, we show that X converges to its stationary distribution.

We begin by showing that the moments of the solution to (3.1) exist.

Lemma 4.3. Let X = X^{z,0,x} be the solution of (3.1) with initial value x ∈ R. Then it holds sup_{t≥0} E[e^{c|Xt |}] < ∞ for c < 2 min(|θ_0| , θ_1).

Proof. By shifting the threshold z, we may assume w.l.o.g. that z = 0. For r > 0, we denote the increasing positive fundamental r-harmonic functions by ψ_r. An explicit expression can be found in Mordecki and Salminen 2019, Formula (7), from which we can easily obtain the existence of constants c_1, c_2 independent of r such that e^{cx} ≤ c_1(ψ_r(x) + 1) ≤ c_2(e^{−2θ0x} + 1), for c < −2θ_0 and r sufficiently small. As (e^{−rt}ψ_r(X_t))_{t≥0} is a positive local martingale and hence a supermartingale, we obtain Ee^{cXt} ≤ c_1(e^{rt}Ee^{−rt} ψ_r(X_t) + 1) ≤ c_1(e^{rt}ψ_r(x) + 1) ≤ c_2(e^{rt}e^{−2θ0x} + 1).

Letting r → 0 yields Ee^{cXt} ≤ c_2(e^{−2θ0x} + 1) for all t ≥ 0 if c < −2θ_0. The same line of argument with the decreasing positive fundamental r-harmonic functions by φ_r yields that Ee^{−cXt} is bounded in t if c < 2θ_1, i.e., sup_{t≥0} E[e^{c|Xt |}] ≤ sup_{t≥0} ( Ee^{cXt} + Ee^{−cXt} ) < ∞ if c < 2 min(|θ_0| , θ_1).

We now turn to the right factor of (4.1). In the next Lemma 4.4, we will show that for α ≥ 1 the coupling time satisfies E[τ^α ] < ∞. Then, Markov’s inequality yields P(τ ≥ t) ≤ E[τ^α ] t^α < ∞ for all t > 0, in particular lim_{t→∞} t^αP(τ ≥ t) < ∞. (4.2) Lemma 4.4. For every α ≥ 1, the coupling time satisfies E[τ^α ] < ∞. Proof. Using the explict expression for the speed measure from Lemma 4.1, we obtain ∫ R e^{c|x|}m(dx) < ∞ for all c < 2 min(|θ_0| , θ_1). In particular we have ∫ R |x|^{1− 1α} m(dx) < ∞ for any α ≥ 1. Since the speed measure m of X is also the speed measure of the process in natural scale s(X), the proof of Proposition 2 in Lindvall 1983 yields the desired bound E[τ^α ] < ∞ for all α ≥ 1.

In conclusion, by inserting Lemma 4.3 and (4.2) in combination with Lemma 4.4 into the inequality (4.1), and having Y_t ∼ μ, where μ be the stationary distribution of X, yields the following result.

Proposition 4.5. Let x, z ∈ R, s ∈ [0, ∞), α ≥ 1 and let X^{z,s,x} be the solution of (3.1) and μ^2_z the second moment of its stationary distribution. Then, for all α ≥ 1 there exists a constant C > 0 depending on x, z and α such that for all t ≥ s we have | E [ (X^{z,s,x}_t )^2 − μ^2_z ]| ≤ C · (t − s)^{−α/2}. Remark 4.6. With similar steps as in Proposition 4.5 one can also show | |E[(X^{z,s,x}_t ) − μ^1_z] | | ≤ C · (t − s)^{−α/2} for all α ≥ 1, t ≥ s where μ^1_z is the mean of the stationary distribution of X^{z,s,x} and some constant C > 0 depending on x, z and α.

Lemma 4.7. For all z ∈ R and s, t ∈ [0, ∞) with t ≥ s we have

E[(X^{z,s,z}_t )^2] − μ^2_z = E[(X^{0,s,0}_t )^2] − μ^2_0 + 2z(E[X^{0,s,0}_t ] + δ). (4.3)

Proof. Note that X^{z,s,z}_t = z + X^{0,s,0}_t , and that Formula (4.2) implies μ^2_z = μ^2_0 − 2zδ + z^2. Hence

E[(X^{z,s,z}_t )^2] − μ^2_z = E[(X^{0,s,0}_t + z)^2] − μ^2_0 + 2zδ − z^2 = E[(X^{0,s,0}_t )^2 + 2zX^{0,s,0}_t ] − μ^2_0 + 2zδ = E[(X^{0,s,0}_t )^2] − μ^2_0 + 2z(E[X^{0,s,0}_t ] + δ).

Proposition 4.8. Let x, z ∈ R and let μ^1_z be the mean of the stationary distribution of the solution X^z = (X^{z,0,x}_t )_{t≥0} of (3.1).

1. The mean of the stationary distribution is given by μ^1_z = z − δ. 2. It holds 1 T ∫_T 0 X^z_t dt → μ^1_z, a.s., as T → ∞. 3. For all p > 0 there exists a constant C > 0 dependent on the initial value x = X^z_0 such that E | | | | 1 T ∫_T 0 X^z_t dt − μ^1_z | | | | p ≤ C T^{p/2} , for all T ≥ 0.

4. For p = 2, there exists a constant C such that E | | | | 1 T ∫_T 0 X^{z,0,x}_t − μ^1_z dt | | | | 2 ≤ C(1 + |x|^4) T , for all T ≥ 0 and all initial values x = X^z_0 .

Proof. 1. Suppose the solution X of (3.1) starts in its stationary distribution. First note that with an easy computation it holds X^z_t^d= X^0_t + z for all thresholds z ∈ R. Since the optimal switching point δ minimizes the expected quadratic deviation from the origin, i.e. it minimizes

z → E[(X^z_t )^2] = E[(X^0_t + z)^2], (4.4)

the point δ is a root of the first derivative of (4.4) in z ∈ R. Hence it holds

0 = 2E[(X^0_t + δ)] = 2 ( μ^1_0 + δ ) . (4.5)

Now by (4.5) we have E [X^z_t ] = E [ X^0_t + z ] = μ^1_0 + z = z − δ.

2. & 3. Note that for |x| ≥ |z| we have sgn(x)b_z (x) < 0. Thus, the condition RP in Kutoyants 2004 holds and Theorem 1.16. in Kutoyants 2004 implies the almost sure convergence. The inequality follows from Proposition 1.18.

4. Let f ≡ id be the identity mapping on R and f̃(x) := f(x) − μ^1_z and define

u(x) :=

μ^1_z x θ_0 − x^2 2θ_0 − x θ^2_0 , x ≥ z, −^{μ1z x}_{θ1} − c_1^{exp((z−x)θ1)}_{θ1} +^{x2}_{2θ1} −^x_{θ21} + c_z, x < z.

(4.6)

for the constants

c_1 := ( 1 θ_0 − 1 θ_1 − δ ) 2δ, c_z := zδ ( ( μ^1_z − δ ) + 2 ( 1 θ_1 − 1 θ_0 )) + c_1 θ_1 . Note that the constants c_1 and c_z ensure that u is C^1 on R and C^2 on R \ {z}. Then an easy computation shows that u solves the Poisson equations Lu = f̃, where Lu(x) = b_z(x) ∂u ∂x (x) +

∂^2u ∂x^2 (x). Furthermore, |u(x)| ≤ C_1(1 + |x|^2), |u^′(x)| ≤ C_2(1 + |x|) for some constants C_1, C_2 > 0. With Itô’s formula it then follows ∫_t 0 f̃(X^{z,0,x}_s )ds = u(X^{z,0,x}_s ) − u(X^{z,0,x}_0 ) − ∫_t 0 u^′(X^{z,0,x}_s )dW_s.

By Lemma 1 of Veretennikov 1997 it holds

E[(X^{z,0,x}_t )^4] ≤ C(1 + x^4)

for some constant C > 0 dependent only on z.

Hence it holds E [| | | | ∫_t 0 X^{z,0,x}_s − μ^1_zds | | | | 2] = E [| | | | ∫_t 0 f̃(X^{z,0,x}_s )ds | | | | 2]

≲ E [| |u(X^{z,0,x}_s ) | |^2 ] + |u(x)|^2 + E [| | | | ∫_t 0 u^′(X^{z,0,x}_s )dW_s | | | 2]

= E [| |u(X^{z,0,x}_s ) | |^2 ] + |u(x)|^2 + E [∫_t 0 u^′(X^{z,0,x}_s )^2ds ]

≲ E [( 1 + | |X^{z,0,x}_s | |^2 )^2 ] + ( 1 + |x|^2

)_2 + E [∫_t 0 ( 1 + | |X^{z,0,x}_s | | )^2ds ]

≲ t(1 + |x|^4).

5 Proof of the regret rates

As in the previous sections we denote by μ^1_z and μ^2_z the first and second moments of X^z_t under its stationary distribution.

We begin this section by providing a useful auxiliary identity which we will later need for the analysis of the regrets of our algorithms for estimating the optimal switching point δ.

Lemma 5.1. Let x, z ∈ R with x ≥ z and ρ = inf{t ≥ 0 : x + W_t + θ_0t = z}. Then E ∫_ρ 0 (x + W_t + θ_0t)^2dt = x^3 3|θ_0| + x^2 2|θ_0|^2 + x 2|θ_0|^3 − z^3 3|θ_0| − z^2 2|θ_0|^2 − z 2|θ_0|^3

. (5.1)

Proof. We define g(x) :=^{x3}_{3|θ0|} +^{x2}_{2|θ0|2} +^x_{2|θ0|3} , x ∈ R. It is straightforward to show that g is increasing and solves the ODE

θ_0g^′(x) + 1 2 g^{′′}(x) + x^2 = 0. (5.2)

The Itô formula implies for all t ≥ 0

g(x + W_t + θ_0t) =g(x) + ∫_t 0 g^′(x + W_s + θ_0s)dW_s + ∫_t 0 (θ_0g^′(x + W_s + θ_0s) + 1 2 g^{′′}(x + W_s + θ_0s))ds.

By using (5.2) this can be simplified to

g(x + W_t + θ_0t) =g(x) + ∫_t 0 g^′(x + W_s + θ_0s)dW_s − ∫_t 0 (x + W_s + θ_0s)^2ds. (5.3) For all n ∈ N with n ≥ x let ρ_n = inf{t ≥ 0 : x + W_t + θ_0t = z or = n}. Notice that the Brownian integral in (5.3) is a strict martingale up to m ∧ ρ_n, m ∈ N, and hence its expectation at m ∧ ρ_n is zero. We thus obtain E[g(x + W_{m∧ρn} + θ_0(m ∧ ρ_n))] =g(x) − E ∫_{m∧ρn} 0 (x + W_s + θ_0s)^2ds. (5.4) Letting m → ∞, using dominated convergence on the left hand side of (5.4) and monotone convergence on the right hand side, we arrive at E[g(x + W_{ρn} + θ_0ρ_n)] =g(x) − E ∫_{ρn} 0 (x + W_s + θ_0s)^2ds. (5.5) It is well-known that for n > x P(x + W_{ρn} + θ_0ρ_n = n) = e^{θ0(n−x)} sinh((x − z)|θ_0|) sinh((n − z)|θ_0|) (see, e.g., Formula 3.0.4 in Borodin and Salminen 2002). This implies that the sequence g(x+W_{ρn} + θ_0ρ_n), n ∈ N, is uniformly integrable. Therefore, the left hand side of (5.5) converges, as n → ∞, to E[g(x + W_ρ + θ_0ρ)] = g(z). The right hand side of (5.5) converges by monotone convergence, and hence we get g(z) = g(x) − E ∫_ρ 0 (x + W_s + θ_0s)^2ds, which is equivalent to (5.1).

5.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let X = (X_t)_{t≥0} be the state dynamics if the process is controlled with the explore-first algorithm. W.l.o.g. we assume that the process starts in x = 0. Thus X_t = X^0_t = X^{0,0,0}_t for t ∈ [0, τ) and X_t = X^{δ̂,τ,Xτ}_t for t ∈ [τ, T ]. Here the threshold δ̂ is the estimate of the optimal switching point δ, defined in (2.5), using the information of the state X_t up to τ. In the following let C > 0 denote a generic constant that only depends on θ_0 and θ_1.

For T ≥ τ the regret can be decomposed into R^{ex first}(T ) = I + J + K, where I := E ∫_τ 0 (X^0_t )^2 − μ^2_δ dt, J := E ∫_T τ (X^{δ̂,τ,Xτ} t )^2 − μ^2_δ dt, K := E ∫_T 0 (μ^2_δ − (X^δ_t )^2)dt.

First note that K ≤ ∫_T 0 |E[(X^δ_t )^2] − μ^2_δ |dt. Then Proposition 4.5 yields that for all t > 0 we have |E[(X^δ_t )^2] − μ^2_δ | ≤ C/ √ t. Consequently, K ≤ 2C √ T . (5.6)

Next observe that I = ∫_τ 0 E[(X^0_t )^2 − μ^2_δ ]dt ≤ ∫_τ 0 |E[(X^0_t )^2] − μ^2_0|dt + ∫_τ 0 |μ^2_0 − μ^2_δ |dt. (5.7)

Formula (4.2) implies μ^2_0 − μ^2_δ = δ^2, and hence the second term in (5.7) is equal to δ^2τ. Again by Proposition 4.5 we have |E[(X^0_t )^2] − μ^2_0| ≤ C/ √ t for all t > 0. Consequently, the first term in (5.7) is smaller than or equal to 2C √ τ . Thus, we get

I ≤ δ^2τ + 2C √ τ. (5.8)

Next we estimate J. As previously, our aim is apply Proposition 4.5 in order to estimate E[(X^{δ̂ ,τ,Xτ}_t )^2]− μ^2_δ . We first let the process return to threshold level δ̂. More precisely, let σ := inf{t ≥ τ : X^{δ̂,τ,Xτ}_t = δ̂} ∧ T. Notice, in the case the event {σ < T } occurs, σ is the first time that X^{δ̂,τ,Xτ}_t attains the level δ̂ after τ and before the time-horizon T . Moreover, for all t ≥ σ we have X_t = X^{δ̂,σ,δ̂}_t .

We now decompose J into J = J_1 + J_2 + J_3, where

J_1 = E ∫_σ τ (X^{δ̂,τ,Xτ} t )^2dt, J_2 = E ∫_T σ (X^{δ̂,σ,δ̂}_t )^2dt − E ∫_T τ μ^2_{δ̂} dt, J_3 = (T − τ)(E[μ^2_{δ̂} ] − μ^2_δ ).

We next show that J_1 is bounded by some constant depending only on θ_0 and θ_1. To this end observe that if X^0_τ > δ̂, then on [τ, σ] the process X is Brownian motion with negative drift θ_0. The stopping time σ is thus the first passage time of a Brownian motion with drift. By the Markov property there exists a function f : R × R → R such that E [∫_σ τ (X^{δ̂,τ,Xτ} t )^2dt|F_τ ] = f(X^0_τ , δ̂),

where (F_t) denotes the filtration generated by the underlying Brownian motion driving X. For x ≥ z the function f satisfies f(x, z) = E ∫_{ρz} 0 (x + W_t + θ_0t)^2dt,

where ρ_z = inf{t ≥ 0 : x + W_t + θ_0t = z}. For x < z we have a similar representation. Lemma 5.1 implies f(x, z) ≤ C(|x|^3 + |z|^3) . Therefore, with Proposition 4.8 and Lemma 4.3 we obtain

J_1 = E[f(X^0_τ , δ̂)] ≤ C. (5.9)

In order to handle the term J_2, notice first that the strong Markov property of X implies E [∫_T σ (X^{δ̂,σ,δ̂}_t )^2dt ] ≤ E [ 1_{{σ<T }} ∫_{T +σ−τ} σ (X^{δ̂,σ,δ̂}_t )^2dt ]

= E [ 1_{{σ<T }}E [∫_{T +(σ−τ )} σ (X^{δ̂,σ,δ̂}_t )^2dt | F_σ ]]

= E [ 1_{{σ<T }} (∫_{T −τ} 0 E[(X^{z,0,z}_t )^2]dt ) z=δ̂ ]

≤ E [(∫_{T −τ} 0 E[(X^{z,0,z}_t )^2]dt ) z=δ̂ ] . Thus E [∫_T σ (X^{δ̂,σ,δ̂}_t )^2dt ] − E ∫_T τ μ^2_{δ̂} dt ≤ E [(∫_{T −τ} 0 (E[(X^{z,0,z}_t )^2] − μ^2_z)dt ) z=δ̂ ] (5.10)

By Lemma 4.7 the integrand on the right hand side of (5.10) can be simplified to E[(X^0_t )^2] − μ^2_0 + 2z(E[X^0_s ] + δ). We thus obtain E [∫_T σ (X^{δ̂,σ,δ̂}_t )^2dt ] − E ∫_T τ μ^2_{δ̂} dt ≤ ∫_{T −τ} 0 (E[(X^0_t )^2] − μ^2_0)dt + 2E[δ̂]E ∫_{T −τ} 0 (X^0_t + δ)dt. (5.11)

The first term on the right hand side of (5.11) can be estimated with Proposition 4.5 from above by C/ √ T − τ. For the second term we again use Proposition 4.8 guaranteeing E[δ̂] ≤ C and | | | | | ∫_{T −τ} 0 (E[X^0_t ] + δ)dt | | | | | ≤ C √ T − τ. We thus obtain

J_2 = E [∫_T σ (X^{δ̂,σ,δ̂}_t )^2dt ] − E ∫_T τ μ^2_{δ̂} dt ≤ 2C √ T − τ + 2C^2 √ T − τ . Finally, note that by Formula (4.2) we have J_3 = (T − τ)E[(δ̂ − δ)^2]. Again by Proposition 4.8 we have that E[(δ̂ − δ)^2] ≤ C/τ, and hence we get

J_3 ≤ C T − τ τ . (5.12)

Putting together the estimates (5.6), (5.8), (5.9), (5.10) and (5.12), we arrive at

R^{ex first}(T ) ≤ 2C √ T + δ^2τ + 2C √ τ + C + 2C √ T − τ + 2C^2 √ T − τ + C T − τ τ . (5.13)

By choosing τ = √ T on the right hand side of (5.13) we get that there exists a constant C, depending only on θ_0 and θ_1, such that R^{ex first}(T ) ≤ C(1 + √ T ).

5.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

In the following we use the notation X^z_t = X^{z,s,x}_t for the state process (X^{z,s,x}_t )_{t≥s} if the values s and x are clear from the context.

Define the sequence of estimators (δ̂_n)_{n≥0} with which we control the process (X^{δ̂}_t )_{t≥0} with X^{δ̂}_0 = x_0 ∈ R as follows X^{δ̂}_t = X^{δ̂n,τn,xn} t , t ∈ I_n, n ∈ N_0 , (5.14) with

• an increasing time sequence with τ_0 = 0, τ_{n+1} := 2^{n+1} and time-intervals I_n := [τ_n, τ_{n+1})

• initial states x_n := X^{δ̂n−1,τn−1,xn−1} τ_n , • state process X^{δ̂n,τn,xn}_t defined as the solution of (3.1) on the respective time-interval I_n,

• and lastly the sequence of estimators of the optimal control threshold δ

δ̂_{n+1} = δ̂_n − 1 Δτ_n ∫ I_n X^{δ̂n}_t dt, where Δτ_n := τ_{n+1} − τ_n and n ∈ N_0 .

Note that we have X^{z d}= X^0 + z, z ∈ R, and therefore we can rewrite the recursion of δ̂ as

δ̂_{n+1}^d= − 1 Δτ_n ∫ I_n X^0_t dt, for n ∈ N. This will play a key part in the proof of Theorem 3.2.

As for the regret of the explore-first algorithm, we would like to find a bound of the expected regret

R^{APAC}(T ) = E [∫_T 0 ( X^{δ̂}_t )_2 − ( X^δ_t )_2 dt ]

up to time T . As in Section 2 the process X^δ_t denotes the optimally controlled process starting at time 0 having the same initial value as X^{δ̂}_t . The following proof shows that the regret of the adaptive algorithm is indeed bounded and its order is lower than the previous algorithm.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. First let us fix a time horizon T > 0. Let the sequence τ_n be defined as in (5.14) for n ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N} where N := ⌈log(T + 1)⌉. Then N−1∑ n=0 Δτ_n = N−1∑ n=0 2^n = 2^N − 1 ≥ T, hence [0, T ] ⊂ ⋃_{N−1} k=0 I_n for the time-intervals I_n = [τ_n, τ_{n+1}) defined as in (5.14). We then split the regret into three parts:

R^{APAC}(T ) = E [∫_T 0 ( X^{δ̂}_t )_2 − ( X^{δ,0}_t )_2 dt ]

≤ E [_{N−1} ∑ k=0 ∫_{τk+1} τ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 − μ^2_{δ̂k} dt ] (5.15)

+ E [_{N−1} ∑ k=0 ∫_{τk+1} τ_k μ^2_{δ̂k} − μ^2_δ dt ] (5.16)

+ E [∫_T 0 μ^2_δ − ( X^{δ,0}_t )_2 dt ] . (5.17)

The three parts can be described intuitively as follows:

• Part (5.15): The cost/regret of the process not being stationary when using the estimate δ̂ as the control.

• Part (5.16): The cost/regret of using the estimate δ̂_k instead of the optimal δ, when started from the stationary distribution.

• Part (5.17): The cost/regret of the process not being stationary when using the optimal control δ.

In the following let C > 0 denote a generic constant that only depends on θ_0, θ_1 and K. We show that the term (5.16) is bounded (up to a constant) by log(T ). First, let us introduce two Brownian motions, reflected on the bounds K and −K respectively, defined by the SDEs

Y^+_t = θ_0dt + dW_t + dL^{θ0}_t ,

Y^−_t = θ_1dt + dW_t − dL^{θ1}_t ,

with initial values Y^+_0 = K and Y^−_0 = −K and local times L^{θi}_t fulfilling ∫_t 0 1_{{Y} +_{t >K}}dL^{θ0}_t = 0, ∫_t 0 1_{{Y} −_{t <−K}}dL^{θ1}_t = 0. Here the Wiener process (W_t) is the same process as in the definition of X^{δ̂}_t . Note that reflected Brownian motions with drift towards the boundary have finite p-th moments, see Borodin and Salminen 2002 Appendix 16. Notice that by construction it holds δ̂_k ∈ [−K, K]. Then, by using a comparison argument, one can show that Y^−_t ≤ X^{δ̂k}_t ≤ Y^+_t for all t ≥ 0 and hence E [ |X^{δ̂k}_t |^p ] ≤ E [ |Y^+_t |^p + |Y^−_t |^p ] ≤ C. (5.18)

For the first part (5.15) we will proceed as in the proof of Theorem 3.1 with shorter arguments. We decompose J = E [∫_{τk+1} τ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 − μ^2_{δ̂k} dt ] into two parts

J_1 = E [∫_{σk} τ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 dt ] and J_2 = E [∫_{τk+1} σ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 dt ] − E [∫_{τk+1} τ_k μ^2_{δ̂k} dt ] ,

where σ_k := inf{t ≥ τ_k : X^{δ̂k}_t = δ̂_k} ∧ τ_{k+1} is the first return time before τ_{k+1} to the threshold δ̂_k after updating the estimator to δ̂_k. W.l.o.g. suppose X^{δ̂k}_t ≥ δ̂_k. Then on [τ_k , σ_k] the state process X^{δ̂k} is a Brownian motion with negative drift θ_0.

By the Markov property we then have E [∫_{σk} τ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 dt ] = E [ E [∫_{σk} τ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 dt | |F_{τk} ]]

= E [ E ∫_{τδ̂k} 0 ( X^{δ̂k}_{τk} + W_t + θ_0t

)_2 dt ]

≤ CE [( X^{δ̂k}_{τk} )_3

+ (δ̂_k)^3 ] . Proposition 4.8 implies E[(δ̂_k )^3] < C and hence together with (5.18) we have

J_1 ≤ E [( X^{δ̂k}_{τk} )_3 + (^ δ_k )_3 ] ≤ C. (5.19)

For the second part J_2 we have by the Markov property E [∫_{τk+1} σ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 dt ] ≤ E [ 1_{{σk <τk+1}} ∫_{τk+1+σk −τk} σ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 dt ]

= E [ 1_{{σk <τk+1}}E [∫_{τk+1+σk −τk} σ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 dt | |F_{σk} ]]

= E [ 1_{{σk <τk+1}} (∫_{τk+1−τk} 0 E ( X^{z,0,z}_t )_2 dt ) z=δ̂_k ]

≤ E [(∫_{τk+1−τk} 0 E ( X^{z,0,z}_t )_2 dt ) z=δ̂_k ]

and hence as in the proof of Theorem 3.1

J_2 = E [∫_{τk+1} σ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 dt ] − E [∫_{τk+1} τ_k μ^2_{δ̂k} dt ] ≤ E [(∫_{τk+1−τk} 0 E ( X^{z,0,z}_t )_2 − μ^2_z dt ) z=δ̂_k ] . (5.20)

Now by applying Lemma 4.7 the right hand side of (5.20) simplifies to

J_2 ≤ ∫_{τk+1−τk} 0 ( E [ (X^0_t )^2 ] − μ^2_0 ) dt + 2E[δ̂_k ]E [∫_{τk+1−τk} 0 ( X^0_t + δ ) dt ] . (5.21)

For the first term of the right hand side of (5.21) we can now apply Proposition 4.5 with α > 2 ∫_{τk+1−τk} 0 ( E [ (X^0_t )^2 ] − μ^2_0 ) dt ≤ C + ∫_{τk+1−τk} 1 E [ (X^0_t )^2 − μ^2_0 ] dt ≤ C + ∫_{τk+1−τk} 1 t^{− α2} dt = C + 1 1 −^α_2 (( Δτ_k )_{1−} α_2 − 1 ) . (5.22)

Now by taking α = 3 (or larger α) the term (5.22) can be bounded by some constant for large k. We now turn to the second summand of the right hand side of (5.21). By analogous steps as in (5.22) together with Remark 4.6 we have E [∫_{τk+1−τk} 0 ( X^0_t + δ ) dt ] ≤ C. By Proposition 4.8 we also have E[δ̂_k ] < C. Hence we have J_2 ≤ C. Combining this with (5.19), we obtain that part (5.15) is bounded by E [_{N−1} ∑ k=0 ∫_{τk+1} τ_k ( X^{δ̂k}_t )_2 − μ^2_{δ̂k} dt ] ≤ N−1∑ k=0 ( J_1 + J_2 ) ≤ N−1∑ k=0 C ≤ C ( log(T ) + 1 ) . (5.23)

We show that the second part (5.16) is also bounded by C · log(T ). Note that by Proposition 4.8, part 1., it holds δ = −μ^1_0. Using this together with Lemma 4.2 and Proposition 4.8, part 4., we have Δτ_nE | | | | 1 Δτ_{n−1} ∫_{τn} τ_{n−1} X^0_t dt − μ^1_0 | | | | 2 = Δτ_nE E | | | | 1 Δτ_{n−1} ∫_{τn} τ_{n−1} X^0_t − μ^1_0dt | | | | 2| | | | | X^{0,τn−1,xn−1} τ_{n−1} ≤ C Δτ_n Δτ_{n−1} E [ 1 + ( X^{0,τn−1,xn−1} τ_{n−1} )_4]

≤ C Δτ_n Δτ_{n−1} E [ 1 + (Y^+_t )^4 + (Y^−_t )^4 ]

≤ Δτ_n Δτ_{n−1} C. Since there are ⌈log_2(T )⌉ summands in (5.16) we have E [_{N−1} ∑ k=0 ∫_{τk+1} τ_k μ^2_{δ̂k} − μ^2_δ dt ] ≤ N−1∑ k=0 2 · C ≤ 2C(log_2(T ) + 1). (5.24)

Finally, we turn to the estimation of (5.17). Note that Proposition 4.5 with α = 2 yields E [∫_T 0 ( μ^2_δ − X^{δ,0}_t

)_2 dt ] = E [∫_1 0 μ^2_δ − ( X^{δ,0}_t )_2 dt ] + ∫_T 1 E [( X^{δ,0}_t )_2 − μ^2_δ ] dt

≤ C ( 1 + ∫_T 1 1 t dt )

= C (1 + log_2(T )) . (5.25)

Combining parts (5.23), (5.24) and (5.25) we conclude (3.2).

References

Basei, Matteo, Xin Guo, Anran Hu, and Yufei Zhang (2022). “Logarithmic regret for episodic continuous-time linear-quadratic reinforcement learning over a finite-time horizon”. In: Journal of Machine Learning Research 23.178, pp. 1–34.

Beneš, Václav E, Larry A Shepp, and Hans S Witsenhausen (1980). “Some solvable stochastic control problems”. In: Stochastics: An International Journal of Probability and Stochastic Processes 4.1, pp. 39–83.

Borodin, Andrei N. and Paavo Salminen (2002). Handbook of Brownian motion—facts and formulae.

Second. Probability and its Applications. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, pp. xvi+672. isbn: 3-7643- 6705-9. doi: 10.1007/978-3-0348-8163-0. url: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-0348-8163-0.

Christensen, Sören, Niklas Dexheimer, and Claudia Strauch (2023). “Data-driven optimal stopping:

A pure exploration analysis”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.05880.

Christensen, Sören and Claudia Strauch (2023). “Nonparametric learning for impulse control problems— Exploration vs. exploitation”. In: The Annals of Applied Probability 33.2, pp. 1569–1587. doi:

10.1214/22-AAP1849. url: https://doi.org/10.1214/22-AAP1849.

Christensen, Sören, Claudia Strauch, and Lukas Trottner (2024). “Learning to reflect: a unifying approach for data-driven stochastic control strategies”. In: Bernoulli 30.3, pp. 2074–2101. issn: 1350-7265,1573-9759. doi: 10.3150/23-bej1665. url: https://doi.org/10.3150/23-bej1665.

Christensen, Sören, Asbjørn Holk Thomsen, and Lukas Trottner (2024). “Data-driven rules for multidimensional reflection problems”. In: to appear in SIAM / ASA Journal on Uncertainty Quantification, arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.06639.

Duncan, Tyrone E., Lei Guo, and Bozenna Pasik-Duncan (1999). “Adaptive continuous-time linear quadratic Gaussian control”. In: IEEE Trans. Automat. Control 44.9, pp. 1653–1662. issn: 0018-9286,1558-2523. doi: 10.1109/9.788532.

Fleming, Wendell H. and H. Mete Soner (2006). Controlled Markov processes and viscosity solutions. 2nd ed. Vol. 25. Stochastic Modelling and Applied Probability. Springer, New York, pp. xviii+429. isbn: 978-0387-260457; 0-387-26045-5.

Guo, Xin, Anran Hu, and Yufei Zhang (2021). Reinforcement learning for linear-convex models with jumps via stability analysis of feedback controls. arXiv: 2104.09311.

Kallenberg, Olaf (2002). Foundations of Modern Probability. Probability and Its Applications.

Springer New York. isbn: 9780387953137. url: https://books.google.de/books?id=L6fhXh13OyMC. Karatzas, Ioannis and Steven Shreve (1991). Brownian Motion and Stochastic Calculus. Graduate Texts in Mathematics (113) (Book 113). Springer New York. url: https://books.google.de/books?id=ATNy_Zg3PSsC.

Kutoyants, Yury A. (2004). Statistical Inference for Ergodic Diffusion Processes. Springer Series in Statistics. Springer. isbn: 9781852337599. url: https://books.google.de/books?id=np_HNZ-AhRoC.

Lejay, Antoine and Paolo Pigato (2019). “A threshold model for local volatility: evidence of leverage and mean reversion effects on historical data”. In: International Journal of Theoretical and Applied Finance 22.04, p. 1950017.

— (2020). “Maximum likelihood drift estimation for a threshold diffusion”. In: Scandinavian Journal of Statistics 47.3, pp. 609–637.

Lindvall, Torgny (1983). “On Coupling of Diffusion Processes”. In: Journal of Applied Probability 20.1, pp. 82–93. issn: 00219002. url: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3213722 (visited on 02/06/2024).

Mordecki, Ernesto and Paavo Salminen (2019). “Optimal stopping of Brownian motion with broken drift”. In: High Frequency 2.2, pp. 113–120.

Neuman, Eyal and Yufei Zhang (2023). Statistical Learning with Sublinear Regret of Propagator Models. arXiv: 2301.05157.

Øksendal, Bernt and Agnès Sulem (2019). Applied stochastic control of jump diffusions. Third.

Universitext. Springer, Cham, pp. xvi+436. isbn: 978-3-030-02779-7; 978-3-030-02781-0. doi:

10.1007/978-3-030-02781-0.

Slivkins, Aleksandrs (2019). “Introduction to multi-armed bandits”. In: Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning 12.1-2, pp. 1–286.

Sutton, Richard S (2018). “Reinforcement learning: An introduction”. In: A Bradford Book. Szpruch, Lukasz, Tanut Treetanthiploet, and Yufei Zhang (2021). “Exploration-exploitation tradeoff for continuous-time episodic reinforcement learning with linear-convex models”. In: to appear in Annals of Applied Probability, arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.10264.

Veretennikov, Alexandre Yu. (1997). “On polynomial mixing bounds for stochastic differential equations”. In: Stochastic Processes and their Applications 70.1, pp. 115–127. issn: 0304-4149. doi:

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4149(97)00056-2. url: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0304414997000562.