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Abstract

We consider the problem of controlling a possibly unknown linear dynamical system with adversarial
perturbations, adversarially chosen convex loss functions, and partially observed states, known as non-
stochastic control. We introduce a controller parametrization based on the denoised observations, and
prove that applying online gradient descent to this parametrization yields a new controller which attains
sublinear regret vs. a large class of closed-loop policies. In the fully-adversarial setting, our controller
attains an optimal regret bound of v/T-when the system is known, and, when combined with an initial
stage of least-squares estimation, T?/3 when the system is unknown; both yield the first sublinear regret
for the partially observed setting.

Our bounds are the first in the non-stochastic control setting that compete with all stabilizing linear
dynamical controllers, not just state feedback. Moreover, in the presence of semi-adversarial noise con-
taining both stochastic and adversarial components, our controller attains the optimal regret bounds of
poly(log T') when the system is known, and VT when unknown. To our knowledge, this gives the first
end-to-end /T regret for online Linear Quadratic Gaussian controller, and applies in a more general
setting with adversarial losses and semi-adversarial noise.

1 Introduction

In recent years, the machine learning community has produced a great body of work applying modern
statistical and algorithmic techniques to classical control problems. Subsequently, recent work has turned
to a more general paradigm termed the non-stochastic control problem: a model for dynamics that replaces
stochastic noise with adversarial perturbations in the dynamics.

In this non-stochastic model, it is impossible to pre-compute an instance-wise optimal controller. Instead,
the metric of performance is regret, or total cost compared to the best in hindsight given the realization of the
noise. Previous work has introduced new adaptive controllers that are learned using iterative optimization
methods, as a function of the noise, and are able to compete with the best controller in hindsight.

This paper presents a novel approach to non-stochastic control which unifies, generalizes, and improves
upon existing results in the literature. Notably, we provide the first sublinear regret guarantees for non-
stochastic control with partial observation for both known and unknown systems. Our non-stochastic frame-
work also leads to new results for classical stochastic settings: e.g., the first tight regret bound for linear
quadratic gaussian control (LQG) with an unknown system.

The non-stochastic linear control problem is defined using the following dynamical equations:

Xip1 = AuXy + Boug + wy
yi=Cix¢ + ey, (1.1)

where x; is the state of the system, u; the control, w;,e; are adversarially-chosen noise terms, and y; is
the observation. A learner iteratively chooses a control u; upon observing y;, and suffers a loss c;(x¢, uy)
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according to an adversarially-chosen loss function. Regret is defined as the difference between the sum of
costs and that of the best controller in hindsight , taken from some class of possible controllers.

Our technique a classical formulation based on the Youla parametrization Youla et al. [1976] for optimal
control, which rewrites the state in terms of what we term “Nature’s y’s ’, observations {y}*'} that would
have resulted had we entered zero control at all times. This yields a convex parametrization approximating
possible stabilizing controllers we call Disturbance Response Control, or DRC. By applying online gradient
descent to losses induced by this convex controller parametrization, we obtain a new controller we call the
Gradient Response Controller via Gradient Descent, or DRC-GD. We show that DRC-GD attains wide array
of results for stochastic and nonstochastic control, described in Section 1.2. Among the highlights:

1. We give an efficient algorithm for controlling a known system with partial observation in the non-
stochastic control model with O(v/T) regret (Theorem 2), and an algorithm with O(T2/3) regret
(Theorem 3) when this system is unknown. This is the first sublinear regret bound for either setting,
and our rate for the known system is tight, even in far more restrictive settings (Theorem 9).

2. We give the first (5(\/T ) regret bound for the classical LQG problem with an unknown system (The-
orem 5). This bound is tight, even when the state is observed [Simchowitz and Foster, 2020], and
extends to mixed stochastic and adversarial perturbations (semi-adversarial). We also give poly logT
regret for semi-adversarial control with partial observation when the system is known (Theorem 4).

3. Our regret bounds hold against the class of linear dynamical controllers (Definition 2.1), which is a
much richer class than static feedback controllers previously considered for the non-stochastic control
problem. This more general class is necessary to encompass Ho and H., optimal controllers under
partial observation, and is ubiquitous in practical control applications.

Organization: We proceed to formally define the setting (Sec. 1.1), describe our results (Sec. 1.2) ,
and survey the related literature (Sec. 1.3). Section 2 expounds the relevant assumptions and describes our
regret bound, and Section 3 describes our controller parametrization. Section 4 presents our algorithm and
main results.

Sections 5, 6, 7, and 8 prove our main theorems in the order in which they are presented. Finally, we
present concluding remarks in Section 9. Additional proofs are deferred to the appendix, whose organization
is detailed in Appendix A.1; notation is summarized in Appendices A.3 and A.3. Notably, Appendix B states
lower bounds and provides extended comparison to past work; proofs in the appendix are written for a more
general “strongly-stabilized system” setting detailed in Appendix C.

1.1 Problem Setting

Dynamical Model: We consider partially observed linear dynamical system (PO-LDS), a continuous
state-action, partially observable Markov decision process (POMDP) described by Eq. (1.1), with linear
state-transition dynamics, where the observations are linear functions of the state. Here, x;, w; € R%,
vi,e; € R%, u, € R%™ and A,, B,,C, are of appropriate dimensions. We denote by x; the state, u; the
control input, y; is the output sequence, and wy, e; are perturbations that the system is subject to. A fully
observed linear dynamical system (FO-LDS) corresponds to the setting where C, = I and e; = 0, yielding a
(fully observed) MDP where x; = y;. We consider both the setting where A, is stable (Assumption 1), and
in Appendix C, unstable systems where the controller is put in feedback with stabilizing controllers

Interaction Model: A control policy (or learning algorithm) alg iteratively chooses an adaptive control
input u; = alg,(y1.¢,u1.4-1,%¢1.4—1) upon the observation of the output sequence (yi,...y:), and the se-
quence of loss functions (£1,...¢_1), past inputs, and possibly internal random coins. Let (y>€, u€) be the
observation-action sequence from this resultant interaction. The cost of executing this controller is

T
Jr(alg) =Y l(yi® ui®). (1.2)



Notice that the learning algorithm alg does not observe the state sequence x;. Furthermore, it is unaware
of the perturbation sequence (wy, e;), except as may be inferred from observing the outputs y;. Lastly, the
loss function ¢; is only made known to alg once the control input u?'g is chosen. Morever generally, our
results extend to achieving low regret on loss functions that depend on a finite history of inputs and outputs,
namely ¢ (Yt.t—n, Up:t—n)-

Policy Regret: Given a benchmark class of comparator control policies 7 € II, our aim is to minimize the
cumulative regret with respect to the best policy in hindsight:

T T
Regrety(IT) := Jr(alg) — min Jr(r) = ; ((y7®, u7®) — min ; Ci(y7uf) (1.3)

Note that the choice of the controller in II may be made with the complete foreknowledge of the perturbations
and the loss functions that the controller 7 (and the algorithm alg) is subject to. In this work, we compete
with benchmark class of stabilizing linear dynamic controllers (LDC’s) with internal state (see Definition 2.1
and Section 2). This generalizes the state-feedback class u; = Kx; considered in prior work.

Loss and Noise Regimes: We consider both the known system setting where alg has foreknowledge of
the system Eq. (1.1), and the unknown system setting where alg does not (in either case, the comparator
is selected with knownledge of the system). We also consider two loss and noise regimes: the Lipschitz
loss € non-stochastic noise regime where the losses are Lipschitz over bounded sets (Assumption 2) and
noises bounded and adversarial (Assumption 3), and the strongly convex loss & semi-adversarial regime
where the losses are smooth and strongly convex (Assumption 5, and noise has a well-conditioned stochastic
component, as well as an oblivious, possibly adversarial one (Assumption 6). We term this new noise
model semi-adversarial; it is analogous to smoothed-adversarial and semi-random models considered in
other domains [Spielman and Teng, 2004, Moitra et al., 2016, Bhaskara et al., 2014]. In the first noise
regime, the losses are selected by an adaptive adversary; in the second, an oblivious one.

Relation to LQR, LQG, Hs and H,,: The online LG problem corresponds to the problem where the
system is driven by well-conditioned, independent Gaussian noise, and the losses £;(y,u) = y' Qy +u' Ru
are fixed quadratic functions. LQR is the fully observed analogue of LQG. The solution to the LQR (resp.
LQG) problems are known as the Hs-optimal controllers, which are well-approximated by a fixed state
feedback controller (resp. LDC). In context of worst-case control, the H., program can be used to compute
a minimax controller that is optimal for the worst-case noise, and is also well-approximated by a LDC. In
contrast to worst-case optimal control methods, low regret algorithms offer significantly stronger guarantees
of instance-wise optimality on each noise sequence. We stress that the H,, and Hs optimal control for
partially observed systems are LDCs controllers; state feedback suffices only for full observations.

1.2 Contributions

We present Disturbance Response Controller via Gradient Descent, or DRC-GD, a unified algorithm which
achieves sublinear regret for online control of a partially observed LDS with both adversarial losses and noises,
even when the true system is unknown to the learner. In comparison to past work, this consitutes the first
regret guarantee for partially observed systems (known or unknown to the learner) with either adversarial
losses or adversarial noises. Furthermore, our bounds are the first in the online control literature which
demonstrate low regret with respect to the broader class of linear dynamic controllers or LDCs described
above (see also Definition 2.1); we stress that LDCs are necessary to capture the Ho and H, optimal control
laws under partial observation, and yield strict improvements under full observation for certain non-stochastic
noise sequences. In addition, all regret guarantees are non-asymptotic, and have polynomial dependence on
other relevant problem parameters. Our guarantees hold in four different regimes of interest, summarized in
Table 1, and described below. Tables 2 and 3 in the appendix gives a detailed comparison to past work.



For known systems, Algorithm 1 attains (5(\/T ) regret for Lipschitz losses and adversarial noise (Theo-
rem 2), which we show in Theorem 9 is optimal up to logarithmic factors, even when the state is observed
and the noises/losses satisfy quite restrictive conditions. For strongly convex losses and semi-adversarial
noise, we achieve polylog T regret (Theorem 4). This result strengthens the prior art even for full obser-
vation due to Agarwal et al. [2019b] by removing extraneous assumptions on the gradient oracle, handling
semi-adversarial noise, and ensuring bounded regret (rather than pseudo-regret). We do so via a regret
bounds for “conditionally-strongly convex loses” (Section 7), which may be of broader interest to the online
learning community. B

For unknown systems, Algorithm 3 attains O(T2/3) regret for Lipschitz losses and adversarial noise,
and (5(\/T )-regret for strongly convex losses and semi-adversarial noise (Theorems 3 and 5). The former
result has been established under full observation but required “strong controllability” [Hazan et al., 2019];
the latter (5(\/T ) bound is novel even for full observation. This latter model subsumes both LQG (partial
observation) and LQR (full observation); concurrent work demonstrates that /T regret is optimal for the
LQR setting [Simchowitz and Foster, 2020]. As a special case, we obtain the first (to our knowledge) O(v/T)
end-to-end regret guarantee for the problem of online LQG with an unknown system, even the stochastic
setting!. Even with full-observation LQR setting, this is the first algorithm to attain /T regret for either
adversarial losses or semi-adversarial noise. This is also the first algorithm to obtain /T regret without
computing a state-space representation, demonstrating that learning methods based on improper, convex
controller parametrizations can obtain this optimal rate. Adopting quite a different proof strategy than
prior work (outlined in Section 8), our bound hinges in part on a simple, useful and, to our knowledge, novel
fact?: strongly convex online gradient descent has a quadratic (rather than linear) sensitivity to adversarial
perturbations of the gradients (Proposition 8.1).

Disturbance Response Control Our results are based on novel perspective on the classical Youla
parametrization, called Disturbance Response Control (DRC). DRC affords seemless generalization to partially-
observed system, competes with linear dynamic controllers, and, by avoiding state space representations,
drastically simplifies our treatment of the unknown system setting. Our regret guarantees are achieved by a
remarkably simple online learning algorithm we term Disturbance Response Controller via Gradient Descent
(DRC-GD): estimate the system using least squares (if it is unknown), and then run online gradient descent
on surrogate losses defined by this parametrization.

In Appendix C, we present a generalization called DRC-EX, or Disturbance Response Control with
Exogenous Inputs, which combines ezogenous dictated by the DRC parametrization with a nominal stabilizing
controller. This allows us to leverage the full strength of the Youla parametrization, and extend our results
to arbitrary stabilizable and detectable systems. As we explain, the classical Youla parametrization requires
precise system knowledge to implement. In constrast, our Nature’s Y’s perspective allows yields a novel
formulation which is implementable under inexact system knowledge.

1.3 Prior Work

Online Control. The field of online and adaptive control is vast and spans decades of research, see for
example Sastry and Bodson [2011], Ioannou and Sun [2012] for survey. Here we restrict our discussion to
online control with low regret, which measures the total cost incurred by the learner compared to the loss
she would have incurred by instead following the best policy in some prescribed class; comparison between
our results and prior art is summarized in Tables 2 and 3 in the appendix. To our knowledge, all prior
end-to-end regret bounds are for the fully observed setting; a strength of our approach is tackling the more
challenging partial observation case.

LAn optimal v/T-regret for this setting can be derived by combining Mania et al. [2019] with careful state-space system
identification results of either Sarkar et al. [2019] or Tsiamis and Pappas [2019]; we are unaware of work in the literature which
presents this result. The DRC parametrization obviates the system identification subtleties required for this argument.

2Robustness for the batch (fixed-objective) setting was demonstrated by Devolder et al. [2014]



Regret Rate
Setting Known Unknown
General Convex Loss O(T) O(T2/3)
Adversarial Noise (Theorem 2) | (Theorem 3)
Strongly Convex & Smooth Loss | polylogT O(VT)
Adversarial + Stochastic Noise | (Theorem 4) | (Theorem 5)

Table 1: Summary of our results for online control. Tables 2 and 3 in the appendix compare with prior work.

Regret for classical control models.  We first survey relevant work that assume either no perturbation
in the dynamics at all, or i.i.d. Gaussian perturbations. Much of this work has considered obtaining low
regret in the online LQR setting [Abbasi-Yadkori and Szepesvari, 2011, Dean et al., 2018, Mania et al.,
2019, Cohen et al., 2019] where a fully-observed linear dynamic system is drive by i.i.d. Gaussian noise
via Xpy1 = Ayx¢ + Biug + wy, and the learner incurs constant quadratic state and input cost £(x,u) =
%xTQx + %uTRu. The optimal policy for this setting is well-approximated by a state feedback controller
u; = K,u;, where K, is the solution to the Discrete Algebraic Ricatti Equation (DARE), and thus regret
amounts to competing with this controller. Recent algorithms Mania et al. [2019], Cohen et al. [2019] attain
VT regret for this setting, with polynomial runtime and polynomial regret dependence on relevant problem
parameters. Further, Mania et al. [2019] present technical results can be used to establish v/T-regret for the
partially observed LQG setting (see Footnote 1).

A parallel line by Cohen et al. [2018] establish v/T in a variant of online LQR where the system is known
to the learner, noise is stochastic, but an adversary selects quadratic loss functions ¢; at each time ¢t. Again,
the regret is measured with respect to a best-in-hindsight state feedback controller.

Provable control in the Gaussian noise setting via the policy gradient method was studied in Fazel et al.
[2018]. Other relevant work from the machine learning literature includes the technique of spectral filtering
for learning and open-loop control of partially observable systems [Hazan et al., 2017, Arora et al., 2018,
Hazan et al., 2018], as well as prior work on tracking adversarial targets [Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2014].

The non-stochastic control problem. The setting we consider in this paper was established in Agarwal
et al. [2019a], who obtain V/T-regret in the more general and challenging setting where the Lipschitz loss
function and the perturbations are adversarially chosen. The key insight behind this result is combining an
improper controller parametrization know as disturbance-based control with recent advances in online convex
optimization with memory due to Anava et al. [2015]. Follow up work by Agarwal et al. [2019b] achieves
logarithmic pseudo-regret for strongly convex, adversarially selected losses and well-conditioned stochastic
noise. Under the considerably stronger condition of controllability, the recent work by Hazan et al. [2019]
attains T2/ regret for adversarial noise/losses when the system is unknown. Analogous problems have also
been studied in the tabular MDP setting [Even-Dar et al., 2009, Zimin and Neu, 2013, Dekel and Hazan,
2013].

Convex Parameterization of Linear Controllers There is a rich history of convex or lifted parameter-
izations of controllers. Nature’s y’s is equivalent to input-ouput parametrizations Zames [1981], Rotkowitz
and Lall [2005], Furieri et al. [2019], and in Appendix C, we extend to more general parametrizations
encompassing the classical Youla or Youla-Kucéra parametrization [Youla et al., 1976, Kucera, 1975, and
approximations to the Youla parametrization which require only approximate knowledge of the system. More
recently, Goulart et al. [2006] propose a parametrization over state-feedback policies, and Wang et al. [2019]
introduce a generalization of Youla called system level synthesis (SLS); SLS is equivalent to the parametriza-
tions adopted by Agarwal et al. [2019a] et seq., and underpins the 72/3-regret algorithm of Dean et al. [2018]
for online LQR with an unknown system; one consequence of our work is that convex parametrizations can
achieve the optimal v/7T in this setting. However, it is unclear if SLS (as opposed to input-output or Youla)
can be used to attain sublinear regret under partial observation and adversarial noise.



Online learning and online convex optimization. We make extensive use of techniques from the field
of online learning and regret minimization in games [Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi, 2006, Shalev-Shwartz et al.,
2012, Hazan, 2016]. Of particular interest are techniques for coping with policy regret and online convex
optimization for loss functions with memory [Anava et al., 2015].

Linear System Identification: To adress unknown systems, we make use of tools from the decades-
old field linear system identification [Ljung, 1999]. To handle partial observation and ensure robustness to
biased and non-stochastic noise, we take up the approach in Simchowitz et al. [2019]; other recent approaches
include [Oymak and Ozay, 2019, Sarkar et al., 2019, Tsiamis and Pappas, 2019, Simchowitz et al., 2018].

2 Assumptions and Regret Benchmark

In the main text, we assume the system is stable:
Assumption 1. We assume that is p(A,) < 1, where p(-) denotes the spectral radius.

In Appendix C, we detail generalizations which apply to stabilizable and detectable, but potentially
unstable systems. For simplicty, we assume xg = 0; further, we assume:

Assumption 2 (Sub-quadratic Lipschitz Loss). There exists a constant L > 0 such that non-negative convex

loss functions ¢; obey that for all (y,u), (y'u’) € R4 *%« and for the choice R = max{||(y,u)|l2, || (¥, 0')|]2, 1},

_ /
[0 (y',0) — b(y,u)| < LR H [z B ﬁ,} and 0 < /4(y,u) < LR?.

2

Linear Dynamic Controllers Previous works on fully observable LDS consider a policy class of linear
controllers, where u; = —Kux; for some K. Here, for partially observable systems, we consider a richer
class of controller with an internal notion of state. Such a policy class is necessary to capture the optimal
control law in presence of i.i.d. perturbations (the LQG setting), as well as, the Ho, control law for partially
observable LDSs [Bagar and Bernhard, 2008].

Definition 2.1 (Linear Dynamic Controllers). A linear dynamic controller, or LDC, 7 is a linear dynamical
system (A, By, Cr, D;), with internal state §;, € R, input yi* € R% ul® € R% output uf** € R,
equipped with the dynamical equations:

Si41 = ArS + By and ub":= C.8; + Doy (2.1)

The closed loop iterates (yF,uf) are the unique sequence of iterates satisfying both the LDS dynamical
equations Eq. (1.1) with (y;,u;) = (yF,uf) and LDC dynamical equations Eq. (2.1) with yi* = y7 and
uout — uin =u”
t t £
The dynamics governing (y7,uf ) are described by an augmented LDS, detailed in detailed in Lemma C.1.
Note that the optimal LQR and LQG controllers take the above form. The class of policies that our proposed
algorithm competes is defined in terms of the Markov operators of these induced dynamical systems.

Definition 2.2 (Markov Operator). The associated Markov operator of a linear system (A, B, C, D) is the
sequence of matrices G = (Gl1);50 € (R%*4)N where GI° = D and GI) = CA™'B for i > 1. Let G,
(resp. Grcle—su) be the Markov operator of the nominal system (A,, By, Cy,0) (resp. of the closed loop
system (A 1, Brcl,es Cr cl,us Dr), given explicity by Lemma C.1). We let ||G|l¢,.0p :== D ;50 ||G[i]||op.

3This characterization captures, without loss of generality, any Lipschitz loss function. The L - R scaling of the Lipschitz
constant captures, e.g. quadratic functions whose lipschitz constant scales with radius.



Definition 2.3 (Decay Functions & Policy Class). We say ¢ : N — Ry is a proper decay function if
is non-increasing and lim,, o0 ¥(n) = 0. Given a Markov operator G, we define its induced decay function

Ya(n) =3 s, HG |lop- For proper decay funciton 1, the class of all controllers whose induced closed-loop
system has decay bounded by % is denoted as follows:

(y) = {m:Yn >0, ¥c, .., (n) <¥(n)}.

We define Ry, := 1V 4(0) and R, := 1 + g, (0), where ¢, (0) = 50 [GY [lop = 1G]l 21 0p-

Note that the class II(¢)) does not require that the controllers be internally stable (p(A,) < 1), only that
they induce stable closed-loop dynamics. The decay function captures the decay of the response of the system
to past inputs, and is invariant to state-space representation. For stable systems G, we can always bound
the decay functions by ¥g(m) < Cp™ for some constants C > 0, p € (0,1); this can be made quantitative
for strongly-stable systems [Cohen et al., 2018]. While we assume G, exhibits this decay in the main text,
our results naturally extend to the stabilized systems via the DRC-EX parametrization (Appendix C).

Regret with LDC Benchmark We are concerned with regret accumulated by an algorithm alg as the
excess loss it suffers in comparison to that of the best choice of a LDC with decay v, specializing Eq. (1.3)
with IT «+ II(%)):

Regret,(¢) := Jr(alg) — Wéﬂl&) Jr(m th (vi'8, u'®) — glnl&) th (y#,ui) (2.2)

Note that the choice of the LDC in IT may be made with the complete foreknowledge of the perturbations
and the loss functions that the controller = (and the algorithm alg) is subject to. We remark that the result
in this paper can be easily extended to compete with controllers that have fixed affine terms (known as a
DC offset), or periodic (time-varying) affine terms with bounded period.

3 Disturbance Response Control

The induced closed-loop dynamics for a LDC 7 involves feedback between the controller 7 and LDS, which
makes the cost J(m) non-convex in m, even in the fully observed LQR setting [Fazel et al., 2018].This
has motivated a long line of work to consider control parameterizations for which J(7) is convex [Youla
et al., 1976, Zames, 1981]. For non-stochastic control, Agarwal et al. [2019a] consider a parametrization
which selects inputs as linear functions of the disturbances w;, which can be exactly recovered under a full
state observation. But under partial observation, the disturbances w; cannot in general be recovered (e.g.
whenever C, does not possess a left inverse).

We propose representing our controllers with the classical Youla parametrization, which both ensures

convexity and is ammenable to partial observation. Our formulation emphasizes a novel perspective we call
“Nature’s Y’s”, which allows us to execute these Youla controllers in the non-stochastic setting.
Nature’s y’s Define y??' as the corresponding output of the system in the absence of any controller. Note
that the sequence does not depend on the choice of control inputs u;. In the analysis, we shall assume that
1Vmax; |[y?**|| < Rnat- Note that by appropriately modifying the definition of Rg,, Rnay = (14 Rg, ) Raist
is always a valid upper bound.

Definition 3.1 (Nature’s y’s). Given a sequence of disturbances (wy,e;);>1, we define the natures y’s as
the sequence y* := e, + Zt Lo ALy

Throughout, we assume that the noises selected by the adversary ensure y}'** are bounded

Assumption 3 (Bounded Nature’s y). We assume that that w; and e, are chosen by an oblivious adversary,
and that ||y;t||s < Rpa for all ¢.



Note that, if the system is stable and perturbations bounded, that y?*' will be bounded for all . The
next lemma shows for any fixed system with known control inputs the output is completely determined given
Nature’s y’s, even if wy, e; are not known. In particular, this implies that the one of the central observations
of this work:

Nature’s y’s can be computed exactly given just control inputs and the corresponding outputs of
a system.

More precisely:

Lemma 3.1. For any LDS (A, B,,C,) subject to (possibly adaptive) control inputs uy,ug,--- € R% the
following relation holds for the output sequence: y; = y*t + Zf;i Gk]ut,i.

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of the definitions of Nature’s y’s and that of a LDS. O

Disturbance Response Control In the spirit of Zames [1981], we show that any linear controller can
be represented by its action on Nature’s y’s, and that this leads to a convex parametrization of controllers
which approximates the performance of any LDC controller.

Definition 3.2 (Distrubance Response Controller). A Disturbance Response Controller (DRC), parameter-
ized by a m-length sequence of matrices M = (M) 1| chooses the control input as u} = ZT;Ol Mlslynat
We let yM denote the associated output sequence, and Jr (M) the loss functional.

Define a class of Distrubance Response Controllers with bound length and norm
M(m, B) = {M = (MU)725" [ M]lg,op < R}.

Under full observation, the state-feedback policy u; = Kx; lies in the set of DrRCs M(1, ||K||op). The
following theorem, proven in Section 5.1, states that all stabilizing LDCs can be approximated by DRCs:

Theorem 1. For a proper decay function ¢, m € TI(¢)), and any m > 1, there exists an M € M(m, Ra)
such that

Jr(M) — Jp(m) < 2LTRMRE R2 . (m). (3.1)

As ¢(m) typically decays exponentially in m, we find that for any stabilizing LDC, there exists a DRC
that approximately emulates its behavior. This observation ensures it sufficient for the regret guarantee to
hold against an appropriately defined Disturbance Response class, as opposed to the class of LDCs. Note
that the fidelity of the approximation in Theorem 1 depends only on the magnitude of the true system
response G, and decay of the comparator system G 1, but not on the order of a state-space realization.
Theorem 1b in the appendix extends Theorem 1 to the setting where G, may be unstable, but is placed in
feedback with a stabilizing controller.

4 Algorithmic Description & Main Result

OCO with Memory: Our regret bounds are built on reductions to the online convex optimization (OCO)
with memory setting as defined by Anava et al. [2015]: at every time step ¢, an online algorithm makes a
decision x; € K, after which it is revealed a loss function F} : K"+! — R, and suffers a loss of Fy[xy, ...,z p].
The policy regret is

T
Poli = ey Tp—p) — mi e
olicyRegret Z Fi(z,...,x¢—p) Iznellrcht(x, x)
t=h+1
Anava et al. [2015] show that Online Gradient Descent on the unary specialization fi(z) = Fi(x,...,x)

achieves a sub-linear policy regret bound , quoted as Proposition 5.1 in Section 5.



Algorithm: Non-bold letters My, M7, ... denote function arguments, and bold letters Mg, My, ... denote
the iterates produced by the learner. We first introduce a notion of counterfactual cost that measures the cost
incurred at the ¢! timestep had a non-stationary distrubance feedback controller My.;_j, = (M, ..., M;_p)
been executed in the last h steps: This cost is entirely defined by Markov operators and Nature’s y’s, without
reference to an explicit realization of system parameters.

Definition 4.1 (Counterfactual Costs and Dyamics). Given My, € M(m, Ry)"*1, we define

m—1
’\nat . (4] Anat
ut(Mt|Y1t : M -y,
=0

h
ye |:Mt:t7h |G, ?ﬁt} =y 4 ZGM wy (M | §155)
i=1

I [Mt:t—h | éa ?ﬁt] =t (Yt [Mt:t—h | é, ?ﬁt] u (Mt | ynat))

Overloading notation, for a given M € (M, Rn), we let yo(M | -) = y[M,...,M | -] denote the
unary (single-M) specialization of y;, and lower case f; (M|-) = F;[M,..., M|-] the specialization of F}.
Throughout, we use paranthesis for unary functions of M; € M(m, Ryp), and brackets for functions of
Mi.i_p € ./\/l(m, RM)h+1.

For known G,, Algorithm 1 compute y** exactly, and we simply run online gradient descent on the

costs fi(- | Gy, y32). When G, is unknown, we invoke Algorithm 3, which first dedicates N steps to
estimating G, via least squares (Algorithm 2), and then executes online gradient descent (Algorithm 1) with
the resulting estimate G. The following algorithms are intended for stable G,. Unstable G, can be handled
by incorporating a nominal stabilizing controller (Appendix C).

Algorithm 1: Disturbance Response Control via Gradient Descent (DRC-GD)

1 Input: Stepsize (1;)¢>1, radius R, memory m, Markov operator G.

2 Define M = M(m, Ry) = {M = (MUY 1 | M|lgy0p < Raq}

3 Initialize M; € M arbitrarily.

4 fort=1,...,T do

5 Observe y3® and determine y2t as ypat < y2'& — S Glilue,. 4

6 | Choose the control input as u® « u, (M, | ynat =yt M 372"‘2

7 Observe the loss function ¢; and suffer a loss of £ (y, u).

8 Recalling f;(+|-) from Definition 4.1,update the disturbance feedback controller as

M, 1 =Ty (Mt — N0 fy (Mt | G, ?‘fit)), where Iy denotes projection onto M.?

9 end

4.1 Main Results for Non-Stochastic Control

For simplicity, we assume a finite horizon T'; extensions to infinite horizon can be obtained by a doubling trick.
To simplify presentation, we will also assume the learner has foreknowledge of relevant decay parameters
system norms. Throughout, let dmin = min{dy, d, } and dmax = max{d,,d, }. We shall present all our results

4This step may be truncated to ypat «+ y?lg — Zf;tl—h a[i]uiﬂfi; these are identical when G is estimated from Algorithm 2,
and the analysis can be extended to accomodate this truncation in the known system case

5 To simplify analysis, we project onto the £1, op-ball M(m, R) := {M = (M[i]);igl 2 IM|ley,0p < R}. While this admits
an efficient implementation (Appendix A.5), in practice one can instead project onto outer-approximations of the set, just as a
Frobenius norm ball containing M(m, R), at the expense of a greater dependence on m.



Algorithm 2: Estimation of Unknown System

-

Input: Number of samples N, system length h.
Initialize G} = 0 for i ¢ [h).
For t=1,2,...,N, play u® ~ N(0,1,,).

Estimate GI'**) « arg min ZiV:hH |y — Z?:l e u?'ﬂ”% via least squares, and return G.

W N

Algorithm 3: DRC-GD for Unknown System

1 Input: Stepsizes (1;)¢>1, radius Raq, memory m, rollout h, Exploration length IV,

2 Run the estimation procedure (Algorithm 2) for N steps with system length h to estimate G
3 Run the regret minimizing algorithm (Algorithm 1) for T — N remaining steps with estimated Markov

operators CA}’, stepsizes (1.4~ )i>1, radius Raq, memory m, rollout parameter h.

for general decay-functions, and further specialize our bounds to when the system and comparator exhibit
explicity geometric decay, and where the noise satisfies subgaussian magnitude bound:

Assumption 4 (Typical Decay and Noise Bounds). Let C > 0, p € (0,1) and § € (0,1). We assume that
R < dmaxRE, 0% oise 102(T/0)°. We further assume that the system decay v, satisfies 3, [|CxALlop <

Yq,, and that ¥g, and the comparator ¢ satisfies 1¥(n),vg, (n) < Cp™.

We explain the above assumption, relations between parameters, and analogues for the strong-stabilized
setting adressed in Appendix A.4. For known systems, our main theorem is proved in Section 5:

Theorem 2 (Main Result for Known System). Suppose Assumptions 1 to 3 hold, and fix a decay function
Y. When Algorithm 1 is run with exact knowledge of Markov parameters (ie. G = G, ), radius Ry >
Ry, parameters m,h > 1 such that g (h+ 1) < Rg, /T and Y(m) S Raq/T, and step size gy = n =
Vdwmin/ALhRE RE v/2mT, we have’

Regrety () < LR, R% RV h2dminm - VT.

In particular, under Assumption 4, we obtain Regret,(¢v) < poly(C, ﬁ, log %) - o2 dmind?,.. T

noise max~ *

Theorem 9 in the appendix shows that /7T is the optimal rate for the above setting. For unknown
systems, we prove in Section 6:

Theorem 3 (Main Result for Unknown System). Fiz a decay function v, time horizon T, and confidence
§ € (e"T,T71). Let m,h satisfy (m) < Raq/VT and q, (h+1) < 1/10V/T, and suppose Ry > Ry and
RpatRpm > /dy +10g(1/6). Define the parameters

Cs := \/dmax + log 3 +1og(1 + Ryat). (4.1)

Then, if Assumptions 1 to 3 hold, and Algorithm 3 is run with estimation length N = (Th? Ry RuatCs)?/? and
parameters m, h, Ryq, step size ny = n = \/dmin/4LhRﬁatRé* VemT, and if T > c’h4C’§’R3MR2 + dpinm?

nat

for a universal constant c’, then with probability 1 — § — 79008’ ),
Regrety () < LR R, R2, (B2RaRuaCs)™" - T3,

In particular, under Assumption 4, we obtain Regretp () < poly(C, 02 o ﬁ, log %) AR LT?3,

6For typical noise models, the magnitude of the covariates scales with output dimension, not internal dimension

7If the loss is assumed to be globably Lipschitz, then the term RﬁatRé* Ri/[ can be improved to RnatRa, Ram.-
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4.2 Fast rates under strong convexity & semi-adversarial noise

We show that OCO-with-memory obtains improved regret the losses are strongly convex and smooth, and
when system is excited by persistent noise. We begin with a strong convexity assumption:

Assumption 5 (Smoothness and Strong Convexity). For all ¢, coss = V244(+,+) = Bloss I

The necessity of the smoothness assumption is explained further in Section 7. Unfortunately, strongly
convex losses are not sufficient to ensure strong convexity of the unary functions f;(M | -). Generalizing
Agarwal et al. [2019b], we assume an semi-adversarial noise model where disturbances decomposes as

w, = w?dv + W;toch and e = etadv + eitOCh,

where w4V and e?dV are an adversarial sequence of disturbances, and w5l and ef'°M are stochastic
disturbances which provide persistent excitation. We make the following assumption:

Assumption 6 (Semi-Adversarial Noise). The sequences w34V and e??V and losses ¢; are selected by an

oblivious adverary. Moreover, w5l ... witoh and estoch .. eStoh are independent random variables,
with E[wstoh] = 0, E[eft°?] = 0 and

E[W?tOCh (W?tOCh)T] - 0_3‘,[7 and E[e?tOCh(eitOCh)T} - 02[.

This assumption can be generalized slightly to require only a martingale structure (see Assumption 6b).
Throughout, we shall also assume bounded noise. Via truncation arguments, this can easily be extended to
light-tailed excitations (e.g. Gaussian) at the expense of additional logarithmic factors, as in Assumption 4.
For known systems, we obtain the following bound, which we prove in Section 7:

Theorem 4 (Logarithmic Regret for Known System). Define the effective strong convexity parameter

2
o o2t g2 ((omin(Ce)
T <0‘3+UW<1+IIA*II§p>> 2

and assume Assumptions 1 to 3, 5 and 6 hold. For a decay function 1, if Algorithm 1 is run with G = Gy,
radius Rypq > Ry, parameters 1 < h < m satisfying ¥g, (h + 1) < Ra, /T, a < af, ¥(m) < Rum/T,
T> amRiA, and step size 1, = =, we have that with probability 1 — 6,

at’
L?>m3d i R R: R o085 T
_ nat ¢ M (1+ & ) log = (4.3)
min {a,LR RG*} LRz )

nat

Regrety () <

In particular, under Assumption 4, we have Regretp (1) < %Zd3 (14 Bioss/L)poly(C, 02 e 1flp,log L.

max
Finally, for unknown systems, we show in Section 8 that Algorithm 3 attains optimal /7T regret:

Theorem 5 (v/T-regret for Unknown System). Fiz a decay function 1, time horizon T, and confidence
6 € (e, T71). Let m > 3h > 1 satisfy ¥([%] — h) < Ry/T and vg,(h + 1) < 1/10T, and suppose
Rm > 2Ry and Ry Ra > (dy + log(1/6))Y/2. Finally, let a > oy for ay as in Theorem /, and Cjs

as in Theorem 3. Then, if Assumptions 1 to 3, 5 and 6 hold, and Algorithm 3 is run with parameters

m, h, Ry, step sizes ny = 22, appropriate N and T sufficiently large (Eq. (8.4)), we have with probability

at’
1—6§— 1’179(10g2 T)}

L 2
Regrety () < (RHS of Eq. (4.3)) + Lmh?Rg;, R R2,.Cs\/1 + —+ %—L T

In particular, under Assumption /, we obtain

1 1
R‘EgretT (w) S pOIY(Cv La 5]OSS7 av 01210ise7 m7 IOg %) : (dfnaxﬁ + d?nax)’
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We now demonstrate how our results specialize to the LQR and LQG settings:

Example 4.1 (LQR). In the LQR setting, the observable state x; evolves as x¢11 = A,x;+ B,u;+w;, where

w; ~ N(0,02), and the associated losses are fixed quadratics I(x,u) = x' @x+u' Ru. The optimal control®

is expressible as u; = —Kx; (trivially an LDC). Our framework realizes this setting by choosing C, = I and
2

02 = 0 (observations are noiselss). The strong convexity parameter is then ay = Waloss, which
*llop

degrades with the norm of A4, but does not vanish even as A, becomes unstable. For LQR, Theorem 5
guarantees a regret of O(v/T) matching the previous results [Cohen et al., 2019, Mania et al., 2019]; the
latter too require strong convexity of the loss functions in addition to the losses being quadratic.

Example 4.2 (LQG). In the LQG setting, the state evolves as Equation 1.1, where w; ~ N(0,02,),e; ~
N(0,02), and the associated losses are fixed quadratics I[(y,u) =y ' Qy +u' Ru. The optimal control for a
known system may be obtained via the separation principle [Bertsekas, 2005], which involves the applying
the LQR controller on a latent-state estimate X; obtained via Kalman filtering. This can be expressed as
(see e.g. Mania et al. [2019, Eq.13])

Xi+1 = AXe + Bewy + Ly — Coxy); u = KXy

Hence, X;11 = AzX; for Ay = A, + B, K — LC,. This yields an LDC with D, =0, and B, = L and C =
For an unknown LQG system, Theorem 5 guarantees a regret of O(v/T).

We remark both of the above examples can be extended to the setting where G, may be unstable, but is
placed in feedback with a known stabilizing controller (Assumption 1b) via Theorems Theorems 4b and 5b;
assumption of such a stabilizing control is standard in the LQR setting. We note that for general partially-

observed stabilized settings, the strong convexity modulus is somewhat more opaque, but still yields o (\/T)
regret asymptotically.

4.3 Extensions
Our framework easily admits many extensions, which we sketch here:

e Functions of “histories”: Our OCO-with-memory framework can easily be extended to accomodate
losses ¢; which depend on histories of past outputs and inputs; that is, loss functions of the form
(Y t:t—7, Upp—r) for some fixed 7 € N. Here, we would require that ¢; satisfy appropriate Lipschitz and
quadratic growth properties (Assumption 2), and the “unary specialization” 4;(y,y,...,y,u,u,...,u)
is convex. Functions of past histories can be used to capture notions like costs that depend on rates of
change: for example if y; is the position of the system, ¢;(y¢,y¢—1) = |ly: —y¢—1|* penalizes instanteous
velocity.

e Combining Open and Closed Loop Control Policies: While our theoretical guarantees consider
a benchmark of inputs u] selected from a closed-loop LDCs (Definition 2.1), we can also allow for
open-loop components as well. For example, for a ﬁxed k € K, and fixed functions ¥q,..., Uy of
t € [T], we can compete with policies of the form uf + Z _, ;V;(t), where uf is dictacted by an LDC
m, and aq, ..., q, are arbitrary (though boudned) coefficients. In particular, we can compete with the
superpositions of LDC controllers and finite sums of open loop sine and cosine inputs. The addition
of open loop input may be useful for certain tasks, like tracking a reference signal.

e Non-linear features: In Theorem 1, we show that DRC controllers M are essentially in one-to-one
correspondence with LDC controllers w. However, rather than selecting inputs uM : Zm M [Z]ynat
we can in fact select non-linear features u}™" := =>" U, (y*t t) where Uq(-,-),..., ¥, (-, ) are
any fixed, potentially non-linear features maps Wthh themselves may vary with ¢. These feature maps

81n strict terms, this is only true for the infinite horizon case. However, even in the finite horizon setting, such a control law
(utilizing the infinite horizon controller) is at most log T sub-optimal additively.

12



can potentially provide richer controller policies, which in practice may lead to better performance on
certain control tasks (depending on the structure of the losses and noise). In particular, this can be
used as part of a pipeline where first useful control features are learned via another procedure, such as
a deep neural network.

5 Analysis for Known System

In this section, we prove Theorem 2. We begin with the following regret decomposition, for simplicity, we
abbreviate M < M(m, Ram):

T
Regrety (I(¥)) = Y 4:(y7'®, ui®) — inf Zet yT,ul) (5.1)
mell(y) ¢
m-+h T T
(Z b y?lg,uilg > + ( Z b (Y?lgvuilg) Z Fy[My.i—p | Gy, Yﬂt]>
t=m+h+1 t=m-+h+1
burn-in loss algorithm truncation error
T
+ ( Y. By | Goyii] - inf Z fi(M | Gy, y‘f?))
t=m+h+1 t m+h+1

f policy regret

MeM MeM
t=m+h+1 t=m-+h+1

T T
+< inf > (MG, ¥ - it >4 (Yiw,uy)> (5.2)

comparator truncation error

N}nfwzgt vl ult) — 1%&)) G(yf uf) (5.3)

policy approximation :=J(M)—J(x)

Here, the burn-in captures rounds before the algorithm attains meaningful regret guarantees, the truncation
errors represent how closely the counterfactual losses track the losses suffered by the algorithm (algorithm
truncation error), or those suffered by the algorithm selecting policy 7 = M. The dominant term in the above
bound in the f policy regret, which we bound using the OCO-with-Memory bound from Proposition 5.1.
Lastly, the policy approximation error measures how well finite-history policies M € M approximate LDC’s
m € TI(¢)), and is adressed by Theorem 1; this demonstrates the power of the nature’s y parametrization.
We shall now bound the regret term-by-term. All subsequent bounds hold in the more general setting
of stabilized-systems (defined in Appendix C), and all ommited proofs are given in Appendix D.1. Before
beginning, we shall need a uniform bound on the magnitude of ui'g and yf'g. This is crucial because the
magnitudes and Lipschitz constants of the losses ¢; depend on the magnitudes of their arguments:

Lemma 5.1 (Magnitude Bound). For all t, and M, My, Ms,--- € M, we ahve

max{‘ u?'g ‘ ||ut H2 , Hut (M, | yah) ||2} < Ry Ruas
alg M n
Yi yt[Mtt h|G*a ylt] <
, ny <2Rg, RmR,
max{H[ 34 , Lléw} , [ut[Mtt n | Gy, vt G, LM nat
Proof. The proof is a special case of Lemma 5.1b in the appendix. O

The above lemma directly yields a bound on the first term of the regret decomposition (5.3):

13



Lemma 5.2. We have that (burn-in loss) < 4LRE R3,RZ, (m + h)

nat

Proof. Combine Assumption 2 on the loss, Lemma 5.1, and the fact Rg, , Ry, Rnat > 1. O

The algorithm and comparator truncation errors represent the extent to which the h-step truncation
differs from the true losses induced by the algorithm:

Lemma 5.3 (Bound on Truncation Errors). We can bound
(algorithm truncation error) + (comparator truncation error) < 4LT Rg, R3(RZ,.vc, (h + 1).
Now, we turn the the f-regret. We begin by quoting a result of Anava et al. [2015]:

Proposition 5.1. For any a sequence of (h + 1)-variate Fy, define fi(x) = Fi(x,...x). Let L. be an upper
bound on the coordinate-wise Lipschitz constant of Fy, L¢ be an upper bound on the Lipschitz constant of fs,
and D be an upper bound on the diameter of K. Then, the sequence {x;}1_, produced by executing OGD on
the unary loss functions f; with learning rate 1 guarantees

T
D2
PolicyRegret := Z Fi(z,...,2¢—p) —min Fy(z,...2) < — +nT- (L?p + h2Lch).
h zell n ’ :

In order to apply the OCO reduction, we need to bound the appropriate Lipschitz constants. Notice that,
in order to apply projected gradient descent, we require that the functions f; are Lipschitz in the Euclidean
(i.e., Frobenius) norm:

Lemma 5.4 (Lipschitz/Diameter Bounds). Define Ly := Ly/mR2, R¢, R Then,
o The functions fi(- | Gy, y13') are Ly-Lipschitz

o The functions Fy[Myi—p | Gy, Y33t are Ly-coordinate-wise Lipschitz on M in the Frobenius norm
[M]le = [0, =

e the Euclidean diameter of M is at most D < 2+/dmin R -

We now bound the policy regret by appealing to the OCO-with-Memory guarante, Proposition 5.1:

Lemma 5.5 (Bound on the f-policy regret). Let diin = min{dy,dy}, andne = 1 = /dwin/ALhR}, RE, V/2mT
for allt. Then,

(f-policy regret) < QLJmhRﬁatRé*Ra\/t

Proof. From Proposition 5.1 with Ly = L. as in Lemma 5.4, and diameter D < 2v/dminr from the same
lemma, Lemma D.1, we

R%A d min

D2
(f-policy regret) < r + TLff(h2 +1)n < + T(LRZ, RE )R m(h* + 1)n.

Selecting 1) = v/dmin/2LhR2, R v2mT and bounding v/h2 +1 < V/2h concludes the proof. O

Recalling the bound on policy approximation from Theorem 1, we combine all the relevant bounds above
to prove our regret guarantee:

Proof of Theorem 2. Summing up bounds in Lemmas 5.2, 5.3 and 5.5, and Theorem 1, and using Raq > 1,
Regret(¢) < LR2,, (Rf\ARé* (m + h) + VThy/mdumn B3R, + R3Ra,va, (h+1)T + R MRg*w(m)T)
< LR?, (\/Th\/mdminRiARz 4+ R% R o, (h+1)T+ R MR&z,Z;(m)T)

= LR, R% R3,(NT (h\/WmmL VT (wG*(h S Wm))) .
’ Ra, Rm
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5.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Let (yT,u]) be the output-input sequence produced on the execution of a LDC 7 on a LDS (A, By, Cy),
and (yM,uM) be the output-input sequence produced by the execution of an Disturbance Feedback Con-
troller M on the same LDS. By Lemma C.1, the closed-loop dynamics are given by

|:XZ‘/T+1:| — |:A* +B*ch* B*Cﬂ':| |:X?:| + |:I B*Dﬂ-:| |:Wt:| (54)
27} B.C, Ar | |z7] 7 [0 Br | e’
Avr,cl Bvr,cl
yi|_| G 0]|xf I
-1 2] e o
—
C‘rr,C]

Further, define Cx 1, as the second row of Cj 1, and By c1,., and By ¢, as the first and second columns of
By 1. We then have

t—1 t—1
T E s—1 § s—1
u; = Dﬂ'et + Cfr,cl,uAmd BTK‘,Cl,eeth + C’/r,cl,uAmC] Bw,cl,wwtfy
s=1 s=1

Our argument hinges on the following claim which we establish shortly below:

Claim 5.6 (Control Approximation Identity). Define the matrices MO =D, and M1 = Cﬂ7C17uA£f;11]BmC1,e
fori>1. Then,

t—1
wp =3ty
=0

As a consequence, we have that, for uM = Z;’;Bl Mlu,_,;, we find

t—1
uf =u} 4+ Mllypet (5.6)

i=m

This, in particular, implies the following bounds.

t—1
[uf —u}| < (Z ”Cﬂ,cl.,uA:cllBﬂ,cl,e”> m?XHY?atH < P(m)Rpa
i=m

Iy7 =¥ I < Guller.opt(m) Ruae

(e
yi =y
Moreover, from Eq. (5.6), we can show that ||(uf,y7)|| < 2Rq, RamRnat, as per Lemma 5.1. Thus, from the

sub-quadratic assumption (Assumption 2),
uy — ui”
y7r M

t — Yt

Hence,

<(1+ ”G*”Zqu)q/’(m)Rnat = Ra,¥(m) Rya.-
2

16 (yT,uf) — L(y" uf")| < 2LRG, R Rua < 2LRZ, R., Rt (m).

2
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Proof of Claim 5.6.

t—

1 t—i—1
ZMZ nat _ ZM <eti + Z C*Ai—i—s—lva)

=0 s=1
t—1 t—15-1
= Mle, ;+> > (MHC, AT w,
i=0 s=1i=0
t—1 t—1s—1
= Dye; + Z CrcluAy Bracers + Dr Y CL AT Wy + Y Y (MU, A7 wy
s=1 s=1 =1
(5.7)
Let us unpack the last line:
M[i]C*Ai_l_i = CTr,cl,uAﬂ—_CllBTr cl, eC As_l_iwt—s
i B,D,C.| . iy
= Ul uAﬂ— Cll |: BWC :l A - t—s
— Az 1 B,D.C, B,.C; Ai_l_iwt_s
mebuflnd | BC, Ag 0 ’
(%)
s—1—1
where we fill the last two columns of the matrix (¢) arbitrarily, since |*™* 0 Wt! has a zero in its second
block component. Define the matrices (X,Y) = ({%* 8} , [BEDEC* BAC”] > We then recognize Ay o =

X +Y, and can thus express

MYC, A7 = Crau(X + Y)Y X [WB}

Before proceeding, observe the following identity for any positive integer n.

Xt=Y" 4> XTHX —Y)Yh

=1
Thus,
s—1
Z(M[i]C*Ai_l_i)Wtfs _ _CTK‘,CI,UXS_l |:Wtos:| + Cﬂ—,cl,u(X + Y)s—l |:Was:|
i=1

s—1 s—1
- 7D7I'C*A* Wi_s + C’Tr,cl uA BTI' clLwWi—g

7,cl

Picking up where we left off,

t—1

E nat
M yt %

=0

t—1 t—1s—1
s—1 1—
= Dﬂ'et + E Oﬂ,cl uAﬂ- 1 Prcle€t—s + D § C A Wt + E E M[Z AS Z)Wt s
s=1 s=1i=1
t—1 t—1 s—1
2 : s E E
= Dﬂ'et + CTr,Cl,uAﬂ— cl 7T cl,e€t—s + C7r cl, u T cl 7T clLwWt—s
s=1 s=1 i=0
t—1 t—1
= Dﬂ'et + E Oﬂ,cl uAﬂ- cl Brr cl,e€t—s + § C47r,cl uA.n- cl B7r clwWi—s = u?- (58)
s=1 s=1
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6 Analysis for Unknown System

6.1 Estimation of Markov Operators

In this section, we describe how to estimate the hidden system. We prove the following theorem assuming
some knowledge about the decay of G,. We defer the setting where the learner does not have this knowledge
to later work. The proof of the following guarantee applies results from Simchowitz et al. [2019], and is given
in Appendix Appendix D.2:

Theorem 6 (Guarantee for Algorithm 2). Let § € (e=7,T7Y), N,d, < T, and g, (h+1) <
universal constants c, Cest, define

h2Rnat

VN
and suppose that N > ch*C{RA, R%;* . Then with probability 1 —6 — N~ log? N Algorithm Algorithm 2 satisfies
the following bounds

1. For allt € [N], ||ug|| < Ru,est(6) := 5/dy + 210g(3/0)

2. The estimation error is bounded as

IG = Galler.op < IGO0 — G4, op + Ruesttoa, (h+ 1) < (N, 68) < 1/2max{RpmRa, , Ruest}-

1
16 For

€c(N,0) = Coegt Cs,  where Cy := \/dmax + log% + log(1 + Ryat)-

For simplicity, we suppress the dependence of e on N and ¢ when clear from context. Throughout, we
shall assume the following condition

Condition 6.1 (Estimation Condition). We assume that the event of Theorem 6 holds.

6.2 Stability of Estimated Nature’s y

One technical challenge in the analyis of the unknown G, setting is that the estimates ynat depend on the
history of the algorithm, because subtracting off the contribution of the inexact estimate G does not entirely
mitigate the effects of past inputs. Hence, our the first step of the analysis is to show that if G is sufficiently
close to G, then this dependence on history does not lead to an unstable feedback. Note that the assumption
of the following lemma holds under Condition 6.1:

Lemma 6.1 (Stability of ya%). Introduce the notation Ry(8) := 2max{ Ry est(8), RatRuat}, assume that
ea(N,0) <1/2max{RmRq,}. Then, fort € [T], we have the bounds

[ui®llz < Ru(8), 197" l2 < 2Ruats  [|¥i %] < Ruas + Ra, Ru(0)

Proof. Introduce [[u?%||2.00 := max,<; |[u?'8||y. We then have

ZGt s] alg t s]ualg

nat nat ”

ly}

=~ I
< ”G - G*”él,op Hslgf ||uzlg||2 < eG”ui;%”Z,oo (6.1)
) <
We now have that

Iy T A
- j=t—m+1

< max{Ry,est, RMm rgax 172212 }

< max{Ru ests RM(Rnat + ||G Hfl op€G||u1 St 1”2 00)}
< max{ Ry est, RARnat} + Ral|Gilley,
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Moreover, by assumption, we have e < 1/2Rnm R, , so that
||ua|g||2 o < max{ Ry est, RaRuat } + ||u1 i—1ll2,00/2
S maX{Ru,es‘w RMRnat} + i(Ru,est + RMRnat) + Huil;%_2||27oo/4
<...< 2Inax{fiu,esta RMRnat} = Eu

The bound |y7?*|la < 2Ryt follows by plugging the above into Eq. (6.1), the the final bound from

H( alg alg)H < Rnat"‘”G*HthP”ualglb oo+||utgH2 < Rnat"’(l—"_”G ||él70P)Hu = Rnat"'RG*Hu?l:% 2,00

6.3 Regret Analysis

We apply an analogous regret decomposition to the proof of Theorem 2, again abbreviating M < M (m, Ra):

m+2h+ N T T
Regret (TI( ( Z l(y alg alg)> —i—( Z Ly (y?'g,uilg) Z Fi[Mg.i—p | G, y“at]>,

t=N+m-+2h+1 t=N-+m+2h+1

estimation & burn-in loss loss approximation-error

T T
+ ( Z Ft[Mt:t—h | G7 S’\ilit] - ]\/}Ielﬁ/l Z ft(M | G ?Illatt)>

t=N+m+2h+1 t=N+m+2h+1

f policy regret

T T
. ~nat : M M
+ <MH€1§A E fu(M | G, 355 — erelﬁw § Gy ))

t=N+m+2h+1 t=N+m+2h+1

comparator approximation-error

+ 1nf Zﬁt yM uM) - é%fw)ﬁt(yt,ut) (6.2)

policy approximation :=J(M)—J()

Let us draw our attention two the main differences between the present decomposition and that in Eq. (5.3):
first, the burn-in phase contains the initial estimation stage N. During this phase, the system is excited by the
Guassian inputs before estimation takes place. Second, the truncation costs are replaced with approximation
errors, which measure the discrepancy between using G and yat and using G, and y}at.

Observe that the policy approximation error is exactly the same as that from the known-system regret
bound, and is adressed by Theorem 1. Moreover, the policy regret can be bounded by a black-box reduction
to the policy regret in the known-system cases:

Lemma 6.2. Assume Condition 6.1. Then, for ny = n o< \/dmin/LhRZ,, R VmT', we have

(f-policy regret) < VT L\/dminm mhR2, RE R

Proof. Observe that the f—regret depends only on the yP** and G sequence, but not on any other la-

tent dynamics of the system. Hence, from the proof Lemma 5.5, we see can see more generally that if
max; ||y < Ria, and [|Glle,,op < R, , then n o< Vdmin/Lh(R},)? (R’G*)zva,

(f policy regret) < Ly/dminmh?T (R, ;) 2R3,

In particular, under Condition 6.1 and by Lemma 6.1, we can take R! . < 2R,.; and R’G* < 2Rg,. O

nat
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From Lemma 6.1, ||yf|g||2 < Ruat + R, Ru < 2Rg, Ry. Assumption 2 then yields

Lemma 6.3. Under Condition 6.1, we have that (estimation & burn-in) < 4L(m + 2h + N)RQG*E?I.

To conclude, it remains to bound the approximation errors. We begin with the following bound on the
accuracy of estimated nature’s y, proven in Appendix D.3.1:

Lemma 6.4 (Accuracy of Estimated Nature’s y). Assume Condition 6.1, and let t > N + h + 1, we have
that that [|[y3** — yp2|| < 2RpmRuatec-

We then use this to show that the estimation error is linear in T, but also decays linearly in eq:

Lemma 6.5 (Approximation Error Bounds). Under Condition 6.1,
(loss approximation error) + (comparator approximation error) < LT Rg, R3(R2,.cc

Proof Sketch. For the “loss approximation error”, we must control the error introduce by predicting using
G instead of G4, and by the difference from affine term y* in y(- | G, y13') from the true natures y ypa'.

For the “comparator approximation error”, we must also adress the mismatch between using the estimated

yiat sequence of the controls in the functions fy(- | é, yiat) and the true natures y’s yP?* for the sequence
(yM uM). A complete proof is given in Appendix D.3.2 O

Proof of Theorem 5. Assuming Condition 6.1, taking N > m + h and combining Lemma 6.3 with the sub-
stituting Ry (9) < max{\/d, +1og(1/d), RmRec, }, and with Lemmas 6.2 and 6.5 and theorem 1,

R? R

dy + log(1/6 T
Regrety(v) < LR, R3, R, ((J”:‘f%%d/) v 1) N + Teg(N,8)Rpq + Vdmh2T + (m)) .

For ¢(m) < Ra/VT, the last term is dominated by the second-to-last. Now, for the constant C(d) as
in the theorem statment, and for RyatRaq > dy + log(1/5), we have (d“gzloig]g/é) V1)N 4+ Teq(N,0)Rpm <
nat ="M

(N + C(;TthMRnat/\/ﬁ). We see that if we have N = (Th?R RnatC(;)Q/?’, then the above is at most
Regret () < LR R2,R2,, ((hQTRMRnatC,;)W?’ + dmmmmT) .

Finally, since ¥, (h 4+ 1) < 1/10/T, one can check that Condition 6.1 holds with probability 1 — 3§ —
N-log®N — 1 _§_7-20T) a5 500n as T > c’h4C’§’R3Vl R2.. for a universal constant ¢/. When T > dpinm?,

nat
we can bound the above by < LR%‘*R%Rgat (thMRnath)2/3 ST2/3,

O

7 Logarithmic Regret for Known System

In this section, we prove Theorem 4. The analoguous result for the strongly-stabilized setting is proved in
Appendix E.

Theorem 4 applies the same regret decomposition as Theorem 2; the key difference is in bounding the
f-policy regret in Eq. (5.3). Following the strategy of Agarwal et al. [2019a], we first show that the persistent
excitation induces strongly convex losses (in expectation). Unlike this work, we do not assume access to
gradients of expected functions, but only the based on losses and outputs revelead to the learner. We
therefore reason about losses conditional on k& > m steps in the past:

Definition 7.1 (Filtration and Conditional Functions). Let F; denote the filtration generated by the stochas-

tic sequences { (€SP witoch)} . and define the conditional losses

fore (M| Go, y15) =E [fo(M | Gi, y15) | Feor] -
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A key technical component is to show that f;;, are strongly convex:

Proposition 7.1. For ay as in Theorem 4 and t > k> m, fur(M | Gy, y13F) is ap-strongly convez.

The above proposition is proven in Appendix F.4, with the Appendix F devoted to establishing a more
general bound for strongly-stabilized (but not necessarily stable) systems.

Typically, one expects strong-convex losses to yield log T-regret. However, only the condition expectations
of the loss are strongly convex; the losses themselves are not. Agarwal et al. [2019a] assume that access to a
gradient oracle for expected losses, which circumvents this discrepancy. In this work, we show that such an
assumption is not necessary if the unary losses are also S-smooth.

We now set up regularity conditions and state a regret bound (Theorem 7) under which conditionally-
strong convex functions yield logarithmic regret. The proof of Theorem 4 follows by specializing these
conditions to the problem at hand.

Condition 7.1 (Unary Regularity Condition (uRC) for Conditionally-Strongly Convex Losses). Suppose
that £ C R% Let f; := K — R denote a sequence of functions and (F3);>1 a filtration. We suppose f; is
L¢-Lipschitz, and max e ||[V2 fi(z)|lop < B, and that fi.(z) := E[fi(z) | Fi—x] is a-strongly convex on K.

Observe that Proposition 7.1 precisely establishes the strong convexity requirement for uRC, and we can
verify the remaining conditions below. In the Appendix, we prove a generic high-probability regret bounds
for applying online gradient descent to uRC functions (Theorem 12). Because we require bounds on policy
regret, here we shall focus on a consequence of that bound for the “with-memory” setting:

Condition 7.2 (With-Memory Regularity Condition (wmRC)). Suppose that X C R? and h > 1. We let
F, := K" — R be a sequence of L. coordinatewise-Lipschitz functions with the induced unary functions
fi(x) :== Fy(x,...,x) satisfying Condition 7.1.

Our main regret bound in the with-memory setting is as follows:

Theorem 7. Let K C R? have Euclidean diameter D, consider functions Fy and f, satisfying Condition 7.2

with k > h > 1. Consider gradient descent updates ziy1 < (2t — 41 Vii(ze)), with g, = % applied for
t >ty for some to < k, with zo =21 = --- = 2z, € K. Then, with probability 1 — 9,
T T
Z Ft(Zt, Bt—1s--- ,thh) - zlngc Z ft(z)
t=k+1 t=k+1
k+h?)L¢L. + kdL? + k5L kL? 141 D?
o o

The above bound is a special case of Theorem 8 below, a more general result that adresses complications
that arise when G, is unknown. Our regret bound incurs a dimension factor d due to a uniform convergence
argument”, which can be refined for structured K.

To conclude the proof of Theorem 4, it we simply apply Theorem 7 with the appropriate parameters.

Proof of Theorem 4. From Lemma 5.4, we can take L¢ := 4L\/ﬁRﬁatR2G* Ry and D < 2v/dR . We bound
the smoothness in Appendix E.1:

Lemma 7.1 (Smoothness). The functions fy(M | G, y13') are B5-smooth, where we define By := mRZ, R% Pioss-

9This is because we consider best comparator z for the realized losses, rather than a pseudoregret comparator defined in
terms of expectations
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3
at’

This yields that, for o < af and step sizes 7, = the f-policy regret is bounded by

< amdR2, + (md + h*)L? + mBy Ly o mL? (1 + log(e + ong%))

T) + f lo
L2 2R4 .li4 R2 h2 Bioss 1/2 1+1() +« dli2
S_, Oédei/t - naat = (( m) llo,sdst.A/l ) {1 8 71 g ( g(e ) ’ M)) }

L*midRu RE Ry [ Puoss (T +log(e + adR},)
« ’ LdRM 1)

(67

< amdR3, + (1 <h<m)

L>m>dR:  R: R? s T
< amdR3, + mat” G- M max {1, L@“}; }log (5> (T > log(e + adR2,))
o M

L?m3dR*  R%, R Bros T
< nat* ‘G, "M 1 loss 1 4 71
a N LRZ,RZ, maX{ "LdRny | B\5 ) (7.1)

nat

Therefore, combining the above with Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3, and Theorem 1,

Ya.(h+ DT | pim)T
Re R

LR% R RE. <m +h+ + (Eq. (7.1))) .

*

Applying ¥, (h+1) < Rg, /T, ¥(m) < Rap/T, and h < m, the term in Eq. (7.1) dominates.

8 /T-regret for unknown system under strong convexity

In this section, we prove of Theorem 5, which requires the most subtle argument of the four settings considered
in the paper. We begin with a high level overview, and defer the precise steps to Section 8.1. The core
difficulty in proving this result is demonstrating that the error eg in estimating the system propagates
quadratically as Te% /o (for appropriate a@ = o /4), rather than as Tec in the weakly convex case. By
setting N = /T /«, we obtain regret bounds of roughly

T 1 T logT
Regrety (1) S N+ —ea(N.0)> + —logT § \/ = + —— (8.1)
« « (6% (6%

where we let < denote an informal inequality, possibly suppressing problem-dependent quantities and loga-
rithmic factors, and use eg(N,d) S 1/V N. To achieve this bound, we modify our regret decomposition by
introducing the following a hypothetical “true prediction” sequence:

Definition 8.1 (True Prediction Losses). We define the true prediction losses as

h
yfred[Mt:t—h] — y?at + Z GLZ] s Wy—g (Mt—i | S’\?attfz)

i=1

Ftpred [Mi.t—n] =Ly (yzrt)red [My:1—n], ue (Mt | ?ﬁt)) ’

and let fPY(M) = FPY(M,..., M) denote the unary specialization, and define the conditional unary
functions ff;’zed(M) = B[P (M) | Fii).

Note that the affine term of yP™*® is the true nature’s y'°, and the inputs u,_; (M,—; | y3°,) are multi-
plied by the true transfer function G,. Thus, up to a truncation by h, yfred describes the true counterfactual

10Note that y?rEd[Mm,h} differs from y¢[My.s—p, | G, 13¢] (the counterfactual loss given the true function G and estimates

yuat) precisely in this affine term
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output of system due to the control inputs u;_; (Mt ;| et Z) selected based on the estimated nature’s y’s.
FP and fP™¢ then correspond to the counterfactual loss functions induced by these true counterfactuals.

While the algorithm does not access the unary losses f} pred directly (it would need to know yP* and G,
to do s0), we show in Appendix E.2.2 that the gradients of fP"°Y and f,(M | G, y22) are O (e¢) apart:

Lemma 8.1. For any M € M, we have that

| VA1 G, 335 = V)| < Cappro <

where we define Capprox = vVmRa, RpmR2,; (8B10ss + 12L).

As a consequence, we can view Algorithm 1 as performing gradient descent with respect to the sequence
fPd but with non-stochastic errors €, := Vf(M | G, yi2t) — VfP*4(M). The key observation is that online
gradlent descent with strongly convex losses is robust in that the regret grows quadraticaly in the errors via
é Ethl |le:||3. By modifying the step size slightly, we also enjoy a negative regret term. The following bound
applies to the standard strongly convex online learning setup:

Proposition 8.1 (Robustness of Strongly Convex OGD). Let K C R be conver with diameter D, and
let fy denote a sequence of a-strongly convex functions on K. Consider the gradient update rules z441 =

Mk (ze — met1(Vfi(z) + €1)), where €; is an arbitrary error sequence. Then, for step size ny = %,

a 6L> 6 — o
Var €K, 3 fula) = fulen) € S log(T+ ) +aDP+ 23 el = § D I - 23
t=1 t=1

t=1

For our setting, we shall need a strengthing of the above theorem to the conditionally strongly convex with
memory setting of Condition 7.2. But for the present sketch, the above proposition captures the essential
elements of the regret bound: (1) logarithmic regret, (2) quadratic sensitivity to €;, yielding a dependence
of Te%; /a, and (3) negative regret relative to arbitrary comparators. With this observation in hand, we
present our regret decomposition in Eq. (8.2), which is described in terms of a comparator M,ppx € M, and
restricted set Mo = M(Ra/2,m0) C M, where mo =[] — h:

m-+2h+N T T
RegretT(H(w))§< 3 ft(Yi"g,ui'g)>+< Yooyt - > Ftper[Mt:t—h]>a

t=1 t=m-+2h+N-+1 t=m-+2h+N-+1

burn-in loss algorithm truncation error

T T
+ < Z Ftpred [Mt:t—h] - Z tpred(Mapprx)>

t=m+2h+N+1 t=m+2h+N+1

FPred policy regret
T T
+ > P Moprx) —  inf Y AM|G,, v
t apprx t *9 y1 t

MeMg
t=N+m+2h+1 t=N-+m+2h+1

7% control approximation error

T T
. naty _ : M M
S E N SRR CUCRCEE T SR

t=N+m+2h+1 t=N+m+2h+1

comparator truncation error

f L(yy", — f ¢ , 8.2
MIEHMOZ t Yt ut elﬁ(w) (y?,uf) (82)

policy approximation :=J(M)—J()
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The novelty in this regret decomposition are the “fPred policy regret” and “y?* control approximation

error” terms, which are coupled by a common choice of comparator Mypp.x € M. The first is precisely

the policy regret on the FP™?, fP**d sequence, which (as decribed above) we bound via viewing descent on

fi(+] Gy, yha') as a running OGD on the former sequence, corrupted with nonstochastic error.

The term “y9@¢ control approximation error” arises from the fact that, even though fP**? describes (up
to truncation) the true response of the system to the controls, it considers controls based on estimates of
natures y’s, and not on nature’s y’s themselves. To bound this term, we show that there exists a specific
comparator Mapprx Which competes with the best controller in in the restricted class M that access the true
natures y’s. Proposition 8.2 constructs a controller M, Which builds in a correction for the discrepancy
between y*a* and y"2*. We show that this controller satisfies for any ¢ > 0,:

Te 2
“ypat control approximation error” 5 —S + CZ M — Mappex |- (8.3)
t

A proof sketch is given in Section 8.1.2, which highlights how we use that M overparametrizes M. Unlike
the coarse argument in the weakly convex case, the first term Eq. (8.3) has the desired quadratic sensitivity
to €%. However, the second term is a movement cost which may scale linearly in 7" in the worst case.

Surprisingly, the proof of Eq. (8.3) does not require strong convezity. However, in the presence of strong
convexity, we can cancel the movement cost term with the negative-regret term from the fPd policy regret.
As decribed above, the fP*d policy regret can bounded using a strengthening of Proposition 8.1, to

Te2
«pered policy regret” < logT + 6G

- Qa) Z M, — Mapprxnl%a

t

for appropriate strong convexity parameter «. By taking ¢ to be a sufficiently small multiple of «,

~ . . . iz
“y1at control approximation error” + ¢ fPred policy regret” logT + —G

In light of Eq. (8.1), we obtain the desired regret bound by setting N = /T /«.

8.1 Rigorous Proof of Theorem 5
8.1.1 fP*d_policy regret

We begin with by stating our general result for conditionally-strongly convex gradient descent with erroneous
gradients. Our setup is as follows:

Condition 8.1. We suppose that z,41 = k(2 — ng,), where g, = Vfi(z:) + €. We further assume that
the gradient descent iterates applied for ¢t > ¢y for some ty < k, with zg = 21 = -+ = 2, € K. We assume
that ||g;|l2 < Lg, and Diam(K) < D.

The following theorem is proven in Appendix G.
Theorem 8. Consider the setting of Condition 7.2 and 8.1, with k > 1. Then with step size 1 = at’ the

following bound holds with probability 1 — 6 for all comparators z, € K simultaenously:

Z fe(zt) — fi(zs) — < Z e t||2 122”2t Z*||2>

t=k+1 t=k+1
kL¢ + h?L.)L kdL? + kAL kL 1+1 D?
Sak.D2+( £+ ) g+ f+ ﬁ glOg( ) 1 ( +Og(§+0¢ ))
«

Observe that when €; = 0, we can take Ly = L¢ and discard the second on third terms on the first
line, yielding Theorem 7. Let us now specialize the above to bound the fP**d-policy regret. First, we verify
appropriate smoothness, strong convexity and Lipschitz condiitons; the following three lemmas in this section
are all proven in Appendix E.2.3.
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Lemma 8.2. Under Condition 6.1, ftpred(M) are 43¢-smooth, for By as in Lemma 7.1.

Lemma 8.3. Let oy as in Proposition 7.1 and suppose that

1 Oéf
€g <
9Rnat RM RG* Mxoss

Then under Condition 6.1, the losses fg,rced(M) are ay /4 strongly conve.

Lemma 8.4 (Lipschitzness: Unknown & Strongly Convex). Recall the Lipschitz constant Ly from Lemma 5.4.
Then under Condition 6.1, fP*(M) is AL ;-Lipschitz, P [My._p] is 4L; coordinate Lipschitz. Moreover,
maxarem | VI(M; Gy |la < 4Ly

Specializing the above theorem to our setting, we obtain the following;:

Lemma 8.5 (Strongly Convex Policy Regret: Unknown System). For the step size choose 1, = %, the
following bound holds with probability 1 — d:
T 2 2
re: M ¢ TC& YOXEG (N7 5)
(fPr*-policy regret) + o va% M = Mapprs[fe < (Eq. (7.1)) + —222

Proof. In our setting, z; <= My, 2z, <= Mupprx, €, and €; < Vf(M | G, yhat) — VfPrd(M). Moreover, we can
can bound the smoothness 5 < By, the strong convexity o 2 ay, and all Lipschitz constants < Ly, where
L; was as in Lemma 5.4. Using the same diameter bound as in that lemma, we see that the term on the
right hand side of Theorem 8 can be bounded as in Eq. (7.1)), up to constant factors. Moreover, in light of
Lemma 8.1, we can bound the term & Z;‘F:kH ||et\|§ from Theorem 8 by < LT(Capproxéc)?. This concludes

the proof. Lastly, we lower bound —% Zthl l|lz¢ — 2|3 by —5% ZtT:NJthrm IM: — Mappex || O

8.1.2 y"#‘_comparator approximation error

We prove the following theorem in Appendix E.3:

Proposition 8.2. Let My := M(mo, Rap/2), suppose that m > 2mg — 1+ h, g, (h+1) < Rg, /T, and
that Condition 6.1 holds. Them there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that, for all T > 0,

nat

(y"**-approx error) < 36m>R¢, Rp, R (m + Teg) max{L, L*/7}
T

2
+7 Z M = Mappex|| -
t=N+m+h+1

Proof Sketch. Let M, denote the optimal M € M, for the loss sequence defined in terms of the true y"at
and G,. First, consider what happens when the learner selects the controller M; = M, for each ¢t € [T]. By
expanding appropriate terms, one can show that (up to truncation terms), the contoller M, operating on
y13* produces the same inputs as the controller Myppex = M, + M, * (G —G,)* M, operating on yhat, where
‘*” denotes the convolution operator. Since M overparametrizes My, we ensure that M,,pr € M.
Realistically, the learner does not play M, = M, at each round. However, we can show that the quality
in the approximation for playing M, instead of M, degrades as ), ec - |M; — M,||[r. By construction,
| Mapprx — M ||F scales as eg, so the triangle inequality gives eg - [|[M: — My|lr S €2 + €6||Mi — Mapprx||F-
By the elementary inequality ab < a?/7 + 7b%, we find that the total penalty for the movement cost scales as
St es/THTIMy — Mappex||f = Tt (1+1/7)+7 >, [|M¢ — Mapprx||#; this argument gives rise quadratic
dependence on eé, at the expense of the movement cost penalty. O
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8.1.3 Concluding the proof of Theorem 5

We assume that N and T satisfy, for an appropriately large universal constant ¢/,

(8.4)

nat»

N = mh®*CsRq, RMRndt\/mT 1+ + 610“) and T > ch*CSR3,R2

Since we also have ¢q, (h + 1) < 1/10T, our choice of N ensures Condition 6.1 holds with probability
1—6— N-log®N =1 _§_ 7908 T) Combining Lemma 8.5 and Proposition 8.2 with 7 = &

we can
18>
cancel the movement cost in the second bound with the negative regret in the first:

(y"**-approx error) + ( fP**I-policy regret) < (Eq. (7.1)) + (Teg; +m) (m* R, Ry Ry max{L, & } + ‘p"“’")

(L+ (L+/iloss) )

nat

TC?
< (Eq. (7.1)) + ( N5 ym*h*Ré;, Ry, R

2
(L+ (LJD?;OSS) )

nat

TC?
< (Bq. (7.1)) + T‘sth“Ré*R R:

where in the second line we recall from Lemma 8.1 the bound Copprox S vVmRa, Ram B2, (Bioss + L), and use
ec(N,0) = Cesth%ﬁ“a; for Cs := \/almax + log% + log(1 + Rpat). In the third line, we use the assumption

that T' > m?2 from the Theorem.
From Lemma 6.3, we can bound

(estimation & burn-in loss) < 4L(m + 2h + N)Ré*ﬁi < LNR%;*RTU

where R, as in Lemma 6.1. By assumption \/d,, + 1log(1/8) < RaqRuat, we have Ry < RaqRuat- Thus,

nat_approx error) 4 (fP*d-policy regret) + (estimation & burn-in loss)

TC? L 2 /L
Sx (Eq (71)) + L <ZV5 < —'_501;)55/> + NRnatR,%\/lRé*> :

(¥
m*h* R, Ry, R

nat

For our choice of N, the above is at most

Eq 7.1 +mh2LR3 R R C’5 m1+ +ﬁloss ﬁ
M tnat ol,

Finally, similar arguments as those in previous bounds show that the truncation costs and policy approxi-

mation error are dominated by the above regret contribution under the assumptions ¢ (| % | —h) = ¥(mg) <
R, /T and Ry < Raq/2 (note that the policy approximation is for the class My = M(mo,RM/Z)), and
Ya,(h+1) < Rg,/T. O

9 Concluding Remarks

This work presented a new adaptive controller we termed Disturbance Response Control via Gradient Descent
(Drc-GD), inspired by a Youla’s parametrization. This method is particularly suitable for controlling system
with partial observation, where we show an efficient algorithm that attains the first sublinear regret bounds
under adversarial noise for both known and unknown systems.

This technique attains optimal regret rates for many regimes of interest. Notably, this is the only
technique which attains v/T-regret for partially observed, non-stochastic control model with general convex
losses. Our bound is also the first technique to attain v/T-regret for the classical LQG problem, and extends
this bound to a more general semi-adversarial setting.

In future work we intend to implement these methods and benchmark them against recent novel methods
for online control, including the gradient pertrubation controller Agarwal et al. [2019a]. We also intend to

25



compare our guarantees to techniques tailored to the stochastic setting, including Certainty Equivalence
Control Mania et al. [2019], Robust System Level System Dean et al. [2018], and SDP-based relaxations Co-
hen et al. [2019]. We also hope to design variants of DRC-GD which adaptively select algorithm parameters
to optimize algorithm performance, and remove the need for prior knowledge about system properties (e.g.
decay of the nominal system). Lastly, we hope to understand how to use these convex parametrizations for
related problem formulations, such as robustness to system mispecification, safety contraints, and distributed
control.
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A Appendix Organization and Notation

A.1 Organization

This appendix presents notation and organization. Appendix B presents a Q(\/T ) lower bound for the online
non-stochastic control problem, even with partial observant and benign conditions. It also gives a detailed
comparison with prior work, detailed in Tables 2 and 3.

Appendix C introduces the general stabilized setting, where the nominal system need not be stable, but
is placed in feedback with a stabilizing controller. All results from the stable setting (Assumption 1) extend
to the stabilized setting (Assumption 1b) with appropriate modifications. Statement which apply to the
apply specifically to stabilized setting are denoted by the number of their corresponding statment for the
stable setting, with the suffix 'b’. For example, Assumption 1 stipulates the stable-system setting, and
Assumption 1b the stabilized setting.

Appendix D adresses ommited proofs and stabilized-system generalizations of Theorems 2 and 3, which
give regret bounds for nonstochastic control for known and unknown systems respectively. Appendix E does
the same for the strongly-convex, semi-adversarial setting, namely Theorems 4 and 5. This section relies on
two technical appendices: Appendix F verifies strong convexity of the induced losses under semi-adversarial
noise, and Appendix G derives the regret bounds for conditionally-strongly convex losses (see Condition 7.1),
and under deterministic errors in the gradients(see Condition 8.1).

A.2 Notation for Stable Setting

We first present the relevant notation for the stable setting, where the transfer function G, of the nominal
system is assumed to be stable. This is the setting assumed in the body of the text.

Transfer Operators Definition (Stable Case)

G, (stable case) G = 1,50C, Ai~1B, is nomimal system (Definition 2.2)
T refers to an LDC (Definition 2.1)

GT{',CI,S*}U

transfer function of closed loop system (Lemma C.1)

M = (M) disturbance response controller or DRC (Definition 3.2)
Transfer Classes
P proper decay function if ) -, (n) < oo, 1(n) >0
Ya(n) Zizn ”G[i]”op (e.g. Ya,)-
II(%) Policy Class {7 : Vn,vq, ,(n) <¢(n)}, assuming 1 is proper
M(m, R) {M = (M) || M||ey.0p < R} (calls of DRCs)
Input/Output Sequence
4y Loss function
e, Wy output and state disturbances (do not depend on control policy)
ypat Nature’s y (see Definition 3.1, also does not depend on control policy)
y7,uf output, input induced by LDC policy m
yM uM output, input induced by DRC policy M
yle output seen by the algorithm

u’e input introduced by the algorithm
Mt DRC selected by algorithm at step ¢

u (Me | 975)
ye(M | G, yir)
Yt [Mtt h G ynat}
f(M | G, ?’fatt)
Fi [Mtt hl G ynaﬂ

counterfactual input (Definition 4.1)
unary counterfactual output (Definition 4.1)

non-unary counterfactual output (Definition 4.1)
unary counterfactual cost (Definition 4.1)

non-unary counterfactual cost (Definition 4.1)
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Radius Terms and Alg Parameters

m length of DRC

h memory off approximation to transfer function

Rnat ||y?at H S Rnat

Rg, stable case: 1V ||Gylle,,0p < Ra,

Ry LV 50 ¥(n) < Ry

R IM¢|le, op < Raq (algorithm parameter)

Ru,est = Ru,est (5) 5 V dy + 1Og F

Ry = Ru(9) Ry (9) :==2max{Ryest(0), RaRnat }

Cs V/dimax +10g 1 + log(1 + Ryat) (least squares estimation constant)

A.3 Notation for Stabilized Setting

In general, we do not require that G, be a stable matrix, but instead that G, is placed in feedback with a
stabilizing controller . In this case, we let G, denote the dynamics introduced by the feedback between the
nominal system and 7g; details are given in Appendix C; at present, we summarize the relevant notation.

A.4 Relationship Between Parameters (Assumption 4)

e In typical settings, we might imagine that (w;,e;) are a sequence of noise which are possibly bi-
ased, by have mean say at most o and subGaussian proxy o2. Then, with probability 1 — §, the
max{ || Xe, | Xwe||} < || X]lop O (1) - odlog(T/d) for any matrix X of rank at most d.

e By inflating Rg, ,¥¢, if necessary, we can take 1, (n) to be an upper bound on

O (1) Y max{| BATCllop, [ A7 Cllop}-

i>n

This together with the previous statement yields a bound of Ry.. < Rg, odlog(T/d), where d =
max{d,,dy}.

e While this parameter regimes suggest suggests that Ry, is large relative to R¢, , we recal that Ryat, R,
are upper bounds on various system norms, rather than exact characterizations any given norm. Thus,
we can satisfy the relation in the previous bullet by inflating R, .t appropriately. Note that our bound
degrade gracefully in R, a¢, so this does not force an undue increase in regret.

e The reason for the geometric decay is as follows: any stable matrix A with p(A) < 1 admits a positive
definite Lyapunov matrix P >= I, for which AT PA < (1—¢)P, for some appropriate e. This implies that,
for a suitable constant x > 0 depending on ||C||op, || Bllop, and || P||, max{||CA*"'B||, ||CA*'B||} <
k(1 —€)*1, Thus, using our inflated definition ¢, = O (1) Y, max{||BA""1C||op, | A" C|lop}, we
have that g, (n) = O (k) > ,~, K(1 —€)"* < k(1 — €)""!/e. Absorbing these other factors int ox
gives the desired geometric decrease.

e Most conditions can be relaxed up to constant factors, because online learning methods degrade grace-
fully when parameters are misspecified. The main exceptions are: (a) one needs to still choose h, m
so that ¥, (h) < 1/T, and similarly ¥(m) < 1/T. If the decay parameters are not known exactly,
then the learner must choose a larger h to be conservative. (b), for strongly convex losses, the effective
strong convexity parameter used must be *less* than the true strong convexity modulus. Lastly, (c),
parameters out to be selected so as to ensure stability in the unknown system setting (see Lemma 6.1)
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A5

Transfer Operators

Definition (Stabilized Case)

o

Gex% (y,u)

Gex—n

nomimal stabilizing controller

“control-output” produced by nomimal controller
reduces to y; in stable case

Exogenous input to controller
reduces to u; in stable case

transfer function from
exogenous inputs to system outputs and inputs
(almost equivalent to G, a1, see Definition 2.2b)

transfer function from

exogenous inputs to control-output 7;
(Definition 2.2b)

Input/Output Sequence

Vi = (Yt;ut)
|
V:g = (yt7ut)

Vit = (ype upe)

nat

n:

ex,alg
uy

up* (M | 917)

~ ~nat G nat
Vi Mt:t—h | Gex—>(y,u)7n1:t , Vi

< nat

~ at

Ft Mt:tfh | Gex_>(%u),7]1r§? , Vi
A~ =nat <nat

ft(M | GEXH(y,u)a 771“? 7vtna )

Output-Input Pair
Output-Input Pair produced by algorithm
Output-Input Pair with no exogenous input

Nature’s “control-output” under zero output

reduces to y?* in stable case

exogenous input introduced by algorithm
(not including nominal controller)
nat

Exogenous input from estimates of n
See Definition 4.1b for expression, and for below

Prediction of v; under estimated dynamics and 1

Prediction of loss under estimated dynamics and

Unary specialization of the above.

nat

nat
n .

Radius Terms

Rg

*

1v HG*,u—mHZl,op V ||G*,(yau)HZ1,op < RG*

Efficient /;,op Projection

We describe an efficient implemtation of the ¢1,0p projection step in the algorithms above. As with other
spectral norms, it suffies to diagonalize and compute a projection of the singular values onto the corresponding
vector-ball, which in this case is the ball: {(2[1): 2l =0,i > m, ZZBI |217]| oo < R}; an efficient algorithm
for this projection step is given by Quattoni et al. [2009].
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B Comparison with Past Work & Lower Bounds

B.1 Comparison to Prior Work

Tables 2 and 3 describe regret rates for existing alorithms for known system and unknown system settings,
respectively. Within each table, bold lines further divide the results into nonstochastic and stochastic/semi-
adversarial regimes. Specifically, stochastic noise means well conditioned noise that is bounded or light-
tailed, non-stochastic noise means noise selected by an arbitrary adversary, and semi-adversarial noise is
an intermediate regime described formally by Assumption 6/ 6b. Compared to past work in non-stochastic
control, we compete with stabilizing LDCs, which strictly generalize state feedback control. We note however
that for stochastic linear control with fixed quadratic costs, state feedback is optimal, up to additive constants
that do not grow with horizon T'.

Table 2: Comparison with prior work for known system. See above for explanation of relevant
settings.

Comparison with Past Work: Known System
‘Work Rate Obs. Loss Type Noise Type Comparator
] Adversarial . Disturbance &
Agarwal et al. [2019a] VT Full Lipschitz Nonstochastic State Feedback
. Adversarial ] " Stabilizing
Theorem 2 VT Partial Lipschitz Nonstochastic LDC
Cohen et al. [2018] Adversarial . State Feedback
(Known System & Noise)® VT Full Quadratic Stochastic (Pseudo-regret)
Adversarial Disturbace &
A 1 1. 1
(K garwg e;c & 8[42 (l)\I 9.b} )(a> poly log T Full Strongly Stochastic State Feedback
nown System o1se Convex (Pseudo-regret) ™
Adversarial
. Strongly . . Stabilizing
Theorem 4 polylogT | Partial Conves & Semi-Adversarial LDC
Smooth)

@) Agarwal et al. [2019b], Cohen et al. [2018] assume the knowledge of the noise model making the
assumption stronger than simply knowing the system

(®) Pgeudo-regret refers to the best comparator “outside the expectation”. It is strictly weaker than regret.

() The smoothness assumption is necessary to remove the need for the expected-gradient oracle, and can
be removed if such a stronger oracle is provided.
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Table 3: Comparison with prior work for unknown system. See above for explanation of relevant
settings.

Comparison with Past Work: Unknown System

Adversarial Disturbance &
(d) 2/3 .
Hazan et al. [2019] T Full Lipschitz Nonstochastic State Feedback
Adversarial Stabilizin
. 2/3 : : g
Theorem 3 T Partial Lipschitz Nonstochastic LDC
Abbasi-Yadkori & d (o) Fixed .
Szepesvéri [2011] et T Full Quadratic Stochastic State Feedback
2/3 FiXed .
Dean et al. [2018] T Full . Stochastic State Feedback
Quadratic
Cohen et al. [2019] Fixed
Faradonbeh et al. [2018] VT Full Qualzl(fatic Stochastic State Feedback
Mania et al. [2019]")
Adversarial
. Strongly . . Stabilizing
Theorem 5 \/T Partial Convesx & Semi-Adversarial LDC
Smooth®

ORI S identify the system, Hazan et al. [2019] assumes that the pair (A, B,) satisfies a strong contra-
billity assumption. Our Nature’s y’s formulation dispenses with this assumption.

(®) This bound is exponential in dimension d.

() The authors in Mania et al. [2019] present technical guarantees that can be used to imply T%/3
regret for the partially observed setting when combined with concurrent results. Since the paper was
released, stronger system identification guarantees can be used to establish /T regret for this setting
[Sarkar et al., 2019, Tsiamis and Pappas, 2019]. To our knowledge, this complete end-to-end result
does not yet exist in the literature.

(®) Unlike Theorem 5, smoothness is still necessary even when given access to the stronger oracle.
Alernatively, certain noise distributions (e.g. Gaussian) can be used to induce smoothness.

B.2 Regret Lower Bounds for Known Systems

We formally prove our lower bound in the following interaction model:

Definition B.1 (Lower Bound Interaction Model). We assume that x;11 = Ayx:+ B,u; +w;, where w; are
drawn i.i.d. from a fixed distribution. We assume that the learners controlers uilg may depend arbitrarily on
x; and (ug, Xs)1<s<t. For a policy class IT and joint distribution D over losses and disturbances, we define

T
> sttt - g

t=1

T

Zét(xfa u?)

t=1

PseudoRegret2%(IT, D) := Ep < E [Regret(I1)],

Informally, our lower bound states that /7 regret is necessary to compete with the optimal state feedback
controller for pseudo-regret in the fully observed regime, either when the noises are stochastic and loss is
known to the learner, or the the noises are constant and deterministic, and the losses stochastic. Formally:

Theorem 9. Let dy, =2, and d, =1, Ay = 04, x4,, B« = —e1, and Il denote the set of all state-feedback
controllers of the form u; = K,x;, for K, = v-e{. Then for the interaction Model of Definition B.1, the
following hold
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1. Fixed Lipschitz Loss & Unknown i.i.d Noise: Fiz a loss {(z,u) = |z[1]|, and a family of distri-
butions &2 = {P} over i.i.d. sequences of wy with ||w|| <2 for T > 2

inf  max  PseudoRegret38(I, D) > —1 + Q(T/?),
alg 'DE{HQ:g}@.@

where {Iy,—¢} ® P is the set of joint loss and noise distribution induced ¢y = ¢ and wy iid P.

2. 1.i.d Lipschitz Loss & Known Deterministic Noise Then there exists a family of distributions
P = {P} over i.i.d sequences of 1-Lipschitz loss functions with 0 < £,(0) < 1 almost surely such that

inf max PseudoRegret3®(I1, D) > —1 + Q(T"/?)
g DEPD{Ly—(1 01}

where P @ {Iw,—0,1)}} s the set of joint loss and noise distribution induced {y, £, ... o and
w; = (1,0) for all t.
Proof. Let us begin by proving Part 1. Let 27 denote the set of distributions P, where w;[2] = 1 for all

t, and wy[1] ixd Bernoulli(p) for ¢ > 1. Let E, denote the corresponding expectation operator, and let
PseudoRegret?g(T, p) denote the associated PseudoRegret. We can verify

_..alg _
:Lg-l [th 1ut [1]] =0, xp = {Wt[ll] U}
For ¢(x,u) = |z[1]|, we have
T
Ep[Y ¢(x75 ui®)] = Z [w[1] — ufE[1]]] -
t=1

Since wy[1] € {0,1}, we can assume u€[1] € [0, 1], since projecting into this interval always decreases the
regret. In this case, given the interaction model, w,[1] | u2'®[1] is still Bernoulli(p) distributed. Therefore,

T

T
Z [wi[1] — uf®[1]]] = Ep[Z(l —p)ui® + p(1 — uf®)]
t=1 t=1
=pT + (1 —2p)E Zua'g
=pT+(1- 2P)TEP[Zt],

where we let Z, := & Y2 u'® € [0,1]. On ther other hand, for any v € [0, 1],
ZE N<14+T{(1—pv+pl—ov)}=1+pT+ (1-2p)Tv,

where the additive 1 accounts for the initial time step. Hence,

PseudoRegrety® (T, p) > —1 + m[gﬁ}(l = 2p)T(Ep(Zy) —v) = =1+ T[1=2p[- [Ep(Z;) — I(1 — 2p = 0)].
ve

The lower bound now follows from a hypothesis testing argument. Since Z; € [0,1], it follows that there
exists an € = Q(T~1/2) such that (see e.g. Kaufmann et al. [2016])

IEp—1/24+e(Zt) — Epm1/2-e(Z1)] <

OO\\I
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Combining with the previous display, this shows that for p € {1/2 —€,1/2 + €},
PseudoRegret?®(T,p) > —1+ T|1 — 2p| Q(1) > —1 4 Q(Te) = —1 + Q(TY/?).

This proves part 1. Part 2 follows by observing that the above analysis goes through by moving the distur-

bacnce into the loss, namely ¢;(z, u) = |z[1] — e;] where e; o Bernoulli(p) and w;[1] = 0 for zero. O

C Generalization to Stabilized Systems

In this section, we consider a generalization to settings where the system may not be internally stable; that
is, where p(Ay) > 1. Throughout, we assume the system is stabilizable and detectable: a linear system is
said to be stabilizable if, in the absence of perturbations, there is a state-feedback controller that drives the
state of the system asymptotically to zero; a detectable system is one where, in absence of perturbations,
the state asymptotically tends to zero as long as the observations are all zeros. Relaxing the notions notions
of controllability and observability respectively, these requirements do not impose any conditions on the
stable modes of the system. In particular, we will employ these assumptions to guarantee the existence of a
stabilizing observer-feedback control. See Anderson and Moore [2007] for an extensive discussion.
Our general recipe is as follows:

1. We assume access to a stabilizing nominal controller my. This induces an dynamical system with
exogenous inputs, or LDC-EX (Definition C.3).

2. The LDC-EX produces a control ouput, ;. It’s “natural” version n}*" (Definition 3.1b) can be
computed from input output data, and is what is used to parametrize the controller. This formulation
is described in Appendix C.2.

3. In Appendix C.3, we formalally detail our controller parametrization for this framework, which we call
Drc-EX, or Disturbance Response Control with Exogenous inputs. We then provide the generalization
of our main algorithm, which we term DrRC-GD-EX.

4. In Appendix C.4, we detail various examples of LDC-EX parametrizations.

(a) We show that the stable setting can be recovered as a special case, as well as the static-feedback

control, and control with nominal stabilizing controllers which are themselves internally-stable
(Examples C.1 to C.3).

(b) In general, unstable systems may require internally-unstable controllers to yield stable closed-loop
dynamics. To this end, we describe an LDC-EX parametrization based on exact observer feedback
(Example C.4), which yields the classical Youla parametrization [Youla et al., 1976], and allows
us extend our results to arbitrary stabilizable and detectable systems.

(¢) The exact Youla parametrization requires full system knowledge to construct an exact observer-
feedback controller. To circumvent this, we demonstrate a convex parametrization based on
approximate observer feedback, Example C.5. This combines the classical Youla parametrization
with a perspective based on Nature’s n’s, which affords convex parametrization without an exact
observer-feedback controller.

5. Finally, in Appendix C.5, we demonstrate that all above examples of DRC-EXparametrizations are fully
expressive, in that they can approximate the dynamics of any stabilizing linear dynamic controller to
arbitrary degrees of accuracy (Theorems 10 and 1b).

C.1 Preliminaries

Going forward, it will be useful to slightly formalize our notion of Markov operators, which we shall inter-
changably refer to as transfer operators. We define
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Definition C.1 (Markov Operator). Let ¥%*dn denote the set of Markov operators G = (GI);>¢ with
Gl € R%xdn guch that |Glly,0p < 00. Given a system (A, B,C, D) with input dimension dj, and output
dimension d,, we let G = Transfer(A, B, C, D) € 9, x4, denote the system GI% = D and GI1 = CA*~'B.

Next, we state a computation of the joint evolution of a system under an LDC 7:

Lemma C.1. Let (y7,x]) be the observation-state sequence produced on the execution of a LDC m on the
LDS parameterized via (A, By, Cy). For a given sequence of disturbances (e, wy), the joint evolution of the
system may be described as

X?—Jrl _ A*+B*D7rc* B*Cw X? I B*Dﬂ. Wi
[VZ&J _{ B.C, A | |7 Tlo B, |l|e | (C.1)
—_——
A’"’Cl B'rr,cl
yi| _ | C« 0] [xf 0 I7[w
|:u?:| - {DWC* CTJ |:vzr] " {O Dr||et]” (C2)
— ——
CW’CI D'rr,cl

We refer to this dynamical system as the closed-loop system in the main paper. Finally, we define

B,D
CTr,Cl,u = [DTrC* Cﬂ'] ) B‘n’,cl,e = |: % 7r:| )
and let G'n’,cl,e%u = TranSfer(Aﬂ',clv Bw,cl,ea C‘n',cl,u7 Dﬂ')
Proof. The dynamical equations may be verified as an immediate consequence of Equation 2.1. O

Definition C.2 (Markov Operators for closed loop systems). Given an LDC 7, we define the systems,

GM —T._nD LenC. AR ) G[Z] _ Ggi]cl,uﬁy B o B,
moclu—s (yyu) i=0 7 cl + 1>0%m,cldy )P cliiny mclu—(y,u) Gz] 1 ) m,cliin +— 0
m,cl,u—u

where (Ar o, Brcl, Cr 1, Dr c1) are given by Lemma C.1. Furthernote, we define ¢ o1 = 9¢, ., as the decay

function of G c1, namely, ¥r a(n) = Ziz” Gral.

7,cl

C.2 Linear Dynamic Controllers with Exogenous Inputs (LDC-Ex)

In this section, let us set up a general stabilized parametrization. First, let us define the notion of an internal
stabilizing controller:

Definition C.3. An linear dynamic controller with exogenous inputs or LDC-EX, denoted by a policy
70 = (Arys Bros Crys Dry), as well as matrices Brg v, Cryny Drg,n, Which selects inputs u?lg according to the
following dynamics:

o o alg ex
St+1 = ArySt + Bry¥i - + Bro,ulif

o ° alg
ut = Oﬂ'ost + DTF()Yt

alg o alg
M- = CromSt + Drg ¥y
alg _ __ex o
u - =u; +u

We refer to uf™ as the ezogenous input, a; as the internal input, and u?lg as the total input. We refer to
n?'g € R% as the control-output. The control policy mp is called the nominal controller. Lastly, we also
define v2'% := (y?'%, u?'8) € R%+9u which we call the total output.
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Overloading notation, we will alternatively use m( to refer to the policy control (Ax,, Bro, Cros Do), and
to index objects associated with both 7y and the additional matrices Br,,u, Cro,n> Dro,n-

In an LDC-EX, the endogenous input 1; is chosen so that, in the absence of inputs — i.e. uf* =0 — the
joint dynamics of the system remain stable. This allows us to generalize to settings where the dynamics of
the nominal system may not be stable. For somewhat sophisticated reasons, in stabilized systems one can
be restricted by using Nature’s y’s for inputs. Instead, we will base our inputs on Nature’s 7’s, defining n}**
to be the control-output in the absence of exogenous inputs:

Deﬁnition 3.1b (Natures u’s, y’s, n’s). We define ul**, y22* and nP?* as the sequence that arises when, for
all s, uf* = 0. We set viat = (y?att7 ul®). We note that u}*,y?* coincide with uf°,y;°, whose dynamics
are given by Lemma C.1 with the policy 7 + mg.

nat (

Rather than requiring the nominal system to be stable, we will use controllers based on n;'*" (or estimates

thereof). This requires only that the g stabilize A,. Formally:

Assumption 1b (Stabilized Setting). We assume that an LDC-EX is stabilizing; namely that A o is
stable, where A, . be defined in Lemma C.1.

In order to define our DRC-EX parameterization, we need to introduce the following relevant transfer
operators. We note that the ‘A’ matrix in each of the following Markov operators is A, .1, which is stable
by the above assumption, so each of the following operators are stable:

Definition 2.2b (Markov Operators for Strongly Stabilized System). Fix an LDC-EX controller, and let
Axrg.cls Bro ol Crg.cls Dy o1 be as in Lemma C.1, with 7 <— m. Further, define

Cﬂo,cln [Dronc Cmm] Dwo,cln [O Dﬂom]

B, 0
Bﬂ'o,cl,ex = |:B :| s Dﬂ'o,cl,ex = |:I:| )
To,ex

and the transfer functions Gex—(y,u) € @(dy+du)xdu gnd Gex—n € GInxdu yig
ch—>(y,u) = TranSfer(Aﬂ'o,cly B7rg,cl,e)u Cﬂ'(],Cl? Dﬂo,cl,ex)
Gex—sy = Transfer(Ar, c1, Bry cl,exs Crg el s 0)
G (w,e)—n = Transfer(Ar, o1, Bry c1, Crgclny Drg clin)
G(w,e)%(y,u) = TranSfer(ATrmcla BTK‘Q,CI’ Cﬂ'o,cla D7r07cl)7

Gex—)y

and will decompose Gex—;(y,u) = [ ] for appropriate Gex—y € Glyxdu G, € Gluxdu,

Gex—>u

We can now write a “Nature’s y’s” representation of all relevant quantities:

Lemma 3.1b. We have the following identities for (y %, a2, u'®):

yie] _ [ve 0 ex
o alg - nat + Z ch*)(y,u)ut—i
uy
Moreover, we have the following identity for nalg.
i’ = e+ ZGL@Lnuifi

Finally, we can express Nature’s y’s, u’s and n’s as functions of the noise via

nat t t
nat .__ | ¥t _ 7] Wi nat [4] Wi—g
Vt T |:ll?at:| B Z G(wae)ﬁ(yvu) |:eti :| ’ nt - Z G(’w,e)—}n |:eti :|

i=1 i=1
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The proof of the above lemma is a consequence of computation augmenting that of Lemma C.1 com-
putation, whose proof we omit in the interest of brevity. We now state the relevant generalization of
Assumption 3, which by the above lemma and a similar computation for the mapping of (w,e) — (y,u),
holds for any bounded noise sequence:

Assumption 3b (Bounded Nature’s y, u, ). We assume that that w; and e; are chosen by an oblivious
adversary, and that ||[v}*||s := [|(yF?t, nat)||2 < Ryat and ||9)*]|2 < Rpat for all t.

C.3 Drc-Ex Parametrization and Algorithm
Let us now describe the DrRC-EX parametrization. Throughout, we will supress dependence on .

Definition 3.2b (Disturbance Response Controller with Exogenous Inputs). A Disturbance Response Con-

troller with Exogenous Inputs (DRC Ex), parameterized by a m-length sequence of matrices M = (M );7;61,

chooses the control input as u Zm L] . For a fixed M, we denote the resultant inputs, ouputs,
and control-outputs (yM, u{‘/[,nt ), and let JT( ) the loss functional. We also set v¥ = (y™ u).
Parallel to the stable setting, if Gex_,, is known exactly, one can exactly recover n}* via Lemma 3.1b.

nat

When unknown, we can approximately recover n;*} using an estimate éex_m, namely (Line 7)

t
-~ n'xt alg (4] ex
n =M — E : Gex%nutfi

Thus, we propose to use the estimates 7,*" to define our controller. Moreover, to estimate the consequence

of a given input, we also need to estimate the v; = (y** ul?) so can ascertan the baseline in the absence

of exogenous input. Thus we take

t
Gnat . _alg Al ex
v =y g Gexﬁ(ymut%.
=1

The above definitions give rise to the following counterfactual dynamics and losses:

Definition 4.1b (Counterfactual Costs and Dynamics, Stabilized Systems). Let vP*' = (yPa' upa"), and
v2at denote estimates of v, We define the counterfactual costs and dynamics
m—1 ]
i (M, | aft) =y M-
i=0
Vi |:Mt:t7h | Gex%(y u)vnlll?t7{;tnat:| =V Anat + ZGex—)(y w) ut i (Mt i | ';l\lntat i) ’
Fy [Mt:t—h | Gex—>(y, ) nlrl?t79tnat:| =t (Vt |:Mt it—h | Gex—> ,u)» ﬁlrlgt7vtnat:|)
Overloading notation, we let v¢(M; | -) := v4[My,..., M, | ] denote the unary (single M;) specialization of

vy, and lower case f; (M|-) = F;[M,..., M|] the specialization of F;. Throughout, we use paranthesis for
unary functions of M, and brackets for functions of My.;_p.

The gradient feedback controller (Algorithm 1) and estimation procedure (Algorithm 2), and DrRC-GD
algorithm for unknown algorithm (Algorithm 3) are modified in algorithms Algorithms 4 to 6, respectively.
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Algorithm 4: Disturbance Response Controller via Gradient Descent, with Exogenous Inputs (DRC-
Gp-Ex)

Input: Stepsize 7, radius R, memory m, Markov operators éex%(y,u), écx—mv rollout h.

1
2 Define M = M(m, R) = {M = (M) 1 ||[M|ls,0p < R}
3 Initialize M; € M arbitrarily.
4 fort=1,...,T do
5 | Observe v'& = (y& ul')
6 Update s, ug, ntlg as in Deﬁnition C.3
7 Estimate v,*** and 7" vi
t
~ ~ | 1
vit=v Z ch%(y u)utih neet = nit — Z GLZ)]c—W)u?ii
i=1
8 Choose the exogenous control 1nput as
e M |50 — S MY g
1=0
9 | Play total input u?® = uP™*® + @,
10 Observe the loss function ¢; and suffer a loss of ¢ (yy, uy).
11 Recalling f;(-|-) from Definition 4.1b,update the disturbance feedback controller as
M1 = g (My = m0f (Mo | Goxsys it 90 )

12 end

Algorithm 5: Estimation of Unknown System

1 Input: Number of samples N, system length h.
2 Initialize

-~ 0 i Ali ;
Gg%(y,U) [ dde'“:| ’ G‘[S’]‘H (yu) = 0(d, +d.)xdu G<[93]<%77 = 0d,xd,, 1>0

14,
3 fort=1,2,...,N do
4 | Play uy™ g ~ N(0,14,), recieve v2' = (u® y2'8) and 7'
5 end
6 Estimate (A;lel and (A:LL”L via least squares:

éiﬂ(,, u) — arg mm Z ”Valg Z Glily ex aIgH2

t=h+1
N h
A[0:h z : alg z : i cx alg
GLx—ln < arg min ||T’ G[] ||2
GO Tt i=0

7 Return Gex— (y,u)s Gex—sn-

C.4 Examples of LDC’s with exogenous inputs

Let us now provide examples of possible LDC’s with exogenous inputs my which can be used. The first three
examples (Examples C.1 to C.3) are only pertain to a subset of dynamical systems - namely those that are
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Algorithm 6: DrRC-GD-EX for Unknown System

1 Input: Stepsizes (7:)¢>1, radius R, memory m, rollout h, Exploration length N,
2 Run the estimation procedure (Algorithm 2) for N steps with system length h to estimate

Gex%(y,u% Gex—m
3 Run the regret minimizing algorithm (Algorithm 1) for T'— N remaining steps with estimated Markov

operators Gex— (y,u)s Gex—sn, stepsizes (Me4+N)e>1, radius Raq, memory m, rollout parameter h.

(a) internally stable, (b) stabilizable by static feedback, or (c) stabilized by an internally stable controller.

In general, the are certain pathological which are unstable, and cannot be stabilized by static feedback
or internally stable controller (see e.g. Halevi [1994]). For general systems, Appendix C.4.1 describes an
LDC-ex formulation based on powerful parametrization known as the “Youla parametrization” Youla et al.
[1976], also attributed to Kucera [1975], which uses an observer-feedback controller to provide an internally
stabilizing, convex controller parametrization for arbitrary systems.

Unfortunately, realizing an exact Youla parametrization requires exact system knowledge. To adress this,
we consider introduce an LDC-ex parametrization based on approzimate youla parametrization. Under mild
conditions, we shall show that these parametrizations have the same expressive power as the exact Youla
parametrization, despite allowing for inexact system knowledge.

Example C.1 (Stable System). The internally stable system case (Assumption 1) corresponds to the setting
where p(A,) < 1. Hence, we can Ay, Br,,Cro, Dr, to be identically zero, n?® = y%, corresponding to
Cron = 0and Dy, ,, = I, . This satisfies Assumption 1b because Ay, 1 = A, which is stable by assumption.
This identical to the stable system setting in the body of the paper.

Example C.2 (Static Feedback). Under static feedback, we take A, Br,, Cr, to be zero, but set D, = K
for a static-feedback matrix K € R%*d=. Again, we set n?'® = y», corresponding to Cromy = 0 and
Dy n = 1. From Lemma C.1, the closed-loop matrix A, 1 is given by A, + B,KC,. Thus, we require K
such that p(A4, + B, KC,) < 1. For general partially observed systems, it may not be the case that such a K
exists, even if the system is stabilizable (i.e. there exists a control policy my which stabilizes it). However, for
stabilizable fully observed systems, such a K is always guaranteed to exist, and can be obtained by solving
the discrete algebraic Riccati equation, or DARE [Anderson and Moore, 2007]. Observe that static feedback
reduces to the stable-system setting when K = 0.

Example C.3 (Stabilizing Feedback). More generally, we can select a stabilizing controller 7y such that
Ary, Brys Crys Dr, need not be zero, but both the internal controller dynamics, and the closed-loop dynamics
are stable. That is, p(Ax,) < 1 and p(Az,.a) < 1. Yet again, we set n2'8 = y2'%, corresponding to Cy, , = 0
and Dy, , = I. Note that this strictly generalizes Examples C.1 and C.2: Static feedback is recovered by
setting A, Br,,Cr, = 0 and D,, = K, and stable systems by setting D, = 0 as well.

C.4.1 Exact Youla LDC-Ex

As described above, certain pathological systems may not admit any stabilizing controller my satisfying
Example C.3, and thus no controllers satisfying either of the special cases Examples C.1 and C.2. However,
all stabilizable system and detectable systems do admit stabilizing controllers of the following form:

Example C.4 (Exact Observer Feedback). Consider a stabilizable and detectable system, and fix matrices
L, F that satisfy p(A, + By F) < 1 and p(A, + LC,) < 1. Exact Observer Feedback with Exogenous inputs
denotes the internal state §; via X; € R% and has the dynamics

it-‘,—l = (A* + LC*);(t - Lyt + B*uzlg

nat __ ~ alg alg _ __ex ~
0" =0~y o, W =up + FXy,
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with X; = 0. This yields an LDC-ex d,, = dy, with A, = (A« +LC,+ B, F), By, = —L, Cry, =F, Dy, =0,
Cron = Cy,and Dy, = —1.

Note that the optimal LQG controller is an observer-feedback controller. However, for this parametriza-
tion, we don’t need to know this optimal LQG controller. Rather, any observer-feedback controller will
suffice.

Lemma C.2. Under Example C.4, following identities hold:
1. GL},](%U =0 for all i > 0. In other words, ntlg =0 for all t, regardless of exogenous inpuls.

2. We have the identity.

G[i]

(w,e)—n

=Ii—o [0 Idy] + Tis0Cy(Ay 4+ LC,)! [Idz F] .

3. We have the identity
[Z _ 0 C i—1
Gex—> (yu) — Hizo |:Idu:| + ]Ii>0 |:.FT:| (A* + B*F) B*~

4. We have the identity

Gl R S 4 IS S B,F e, o
(w,e)=>(yuw) — =019 >01\g —L||-LC, A,+ BF+LC, 0 F

Moreover, via a change of basis, we can write

Gl o1 [T 0][A+BF BF e, -F
(w,e)=(yuw) — =010 >0 L 0 A, + LC, 0 F

Proof. The first four computations may be verified directly. Alternatively, Lemma C.3 suffices to establish
this while substituting (A, By, Cyx) = (A, B, C). For the last claim, a change of basis conjugating the A,

matrix by T = B ﬂ , via T‘lAWmClT suffices. L]
In particular, since p(Ays + By F), p(Ax + LC,) < 1 hold by assumption due to stabilizability and de-
tectability, all of the above systems are guaranteed to be stable.

C.4.2 Approximate Youla LDC-Ex (LDC-Ex)

The previously suggested parameterization requires exact specification of the system parameters (A, By, Cy).
However, for an unknown system, one can only hope to estimate parameters approximately. This section
details the effects of executing a Youla controller with approximate estimates of the system parameters.

Example C.5 (Approxunatc Youla LDC-Ex). An Approximate Observer-Feedback controller when given
parameter estimates A B C and executed under the influence of exogenous inputs follows:

it«kl = (1,4\4— Lé)ﬁt - LYt + Eut
ﬁt = éﬁt -

u; = ufx—l—Fﬁt.

Note that 77, depends on the history of exogenous inputs u*. Still, we can give a closed form represen-
tation of the overall system dynamics, and the map from exogenous inputs to outputs/controls:
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Lemma C.3. Set §; = Xy — x¢ and Ayou = A— A, + L(a — Cy). Then, the dynamics induced by
Ezxample C.5 satisfy that

xi+1| _ [Ac+ BoF BUF | [x n B s L I 0| |w
i1 | Ayou A+ LC| |6 B-B,| —I —L||e

——
3:Af,in BT,in
and
Yyt AC* 9 % 0 I
n,|=|C-c, C L;]Jr Il|u+ |1 e
uy F F| Lt 0 0

Denoting by G-, the Markov operator describing the map from ug* — (y:,us), we then have the identity
that

N nat li
- B e,
Proof. Let’s change variables.
Xi+1 = Auxy + BoFXy + Boup™ + wy
= (A* + B*F)Xt + B*F(st + B*ufx + wy
§t+1 = (A\—f— Lé)?t - Lyt + EF)/Et + B\u(fx
= (A+ BF)%X; + L(CX — C,x;) + Bu®* — Le,
(A+LC)R; — (A, + LC,)x; — Le; — wy + (B — B)uS
= (A+LC)o + (A— A, + L(C — C,))x; — Le; — wy + (B — B,)ut™.

011 =Xpt1 — Xpp1 = )
Once again, changing variables, we have

ﬁt :@Jt—f—(@—C*)xt—et
ut:ugx—l—F(St—l—Fxt.

C.5 Expressivity of Drc-Ex

In this section generalize the expressivity guarantee of Theorem 1 to our more general setting. To begin, let
us define a notion of an operator which translates the dynamics under the nominal controller 7wy to target
dynamics 7:

Definition C.4. Given a dynamical system 7, we say that G,,_, is a mp — 7 conversion operator if the
following under dynamics induced by any noise sequence (wy, e;): If (y7,uf) are the input-output sequence
under 7 (Lemma C.1), then the sequence defined by

EX TT—> T
= § Gl

satisfies the following for all ¢:
™ nat
y: [t—1 ueeT o
M [ ] Z Goctyat™™ ™"
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In other words, if one selects exogenous inputs u;™ ™, then one recovers the dynamics of the controller
7. Note that, it is enough to show that one recovers the dynamics of uf, since the inputs and noise to
the system uniquely determine the dynamics of y; via Eq. (1.1). With the above definition, we define our
comparator class accordingly:

Definition 2.3b (Decay Functions & Policy Class). Given an LDC-EX 7, we define the comparator class
II(¢) as the set of all 7 for which there exists a 7y — 7 conversion operator G,_,, which decay dominated
by 1: that is, ¥, . (n) < ap(n) for all n. Moreover, we define Rg, := 1V [|Gex—plley,op V |Gex—(y,u) lle1,0p5
and g, (n) == max{¥q,,_,, ., (1), Yc. ., (n)}.

With this definition in mind, Theorem 1b follows by direct analogy to Theorem 1:

Theorem 1b. Let II(v) be as in Definition 2.5b, Ry, = 1¥(0), and let Jp(M) of the strongly stabilized DRC
controller (Definition 3.2b). Given a proper decay function ¢ and © € II(v)), there exists an M € M(m, Ry)
such that

Jr(M) = Jp(x) < 2LTR, R B2, (m). (C:3)

Proof. The proof is analogous to the first part of the proof of Theorem 1, where the control approximation
identity (Claim 5.6) is built into the definition of ¢ () by assumption. We omit the proof in the interest of
simplicity. O

While quite general, Theorem 1b guarantees competition with policies whose conversion operators (II(¢))
in Definition 2.3b) have reasonable decay, and unlike Theorem 1, it does not make this explicit. Thus it
remains to show that this class II(v) is reasonable expressive.

In what follows, we will show that an analogoue holds in all of our examples. Let’s make this formal:

Definition C.5 (Convolution of Markov Operator). Let G; € 9% %4 and Gy € ¥%*xd2. We define
G = Gy ® G5 as the operator

qlil — ZG[lﬂ . G[;_j]_
=0

Theorem 10. For any policy 7, the matrix G, can be represented as follows:
1. If the system is internally stable (Example C.1), Grymn = Gr cle—u, for mo which is identically zero.

2. If the system is stabilized by static feedback mg (Example C.2), Grysr = C_Y',T(Hﬂ 0 Gry y—(y,u) 15 aS
detailed in Proposition C.1 since a static controller is internally stable too, with A, = 0. Furthermore,
since p(Aryc1) = p(Ax + BoKCy) < 1, both Grysn and Gry sy evhibit geometric decay.

3. If the system is stabilized by internally stable feedback _(Example C.3), Grosn = Grysm © Groy—(y.u)
is as detailed in Proposition C.1. In particular, both Gry—n and Gr, s (yu) evhibit geometric decay
as long as m is stabilizing, since p(Ar,) <1 and p(Arya) <1

4. If the system is stabilized by exact observer feedback (Example C.4), the G, is as detailed in Propo-
sition C.2. The latter exhibits geometric decay as long as 7 is stabilizing.

5. If the system is stabilized by inexzact observer feedback (Example C.5), then Gr,—x is as Proposition C.3
details. In particular, it is a convolution of three Markov operators of stable systems, as long as
max{p(As + B:F),p(A+ BF),p(As + LC,),p(A+ LC)} < 1.

In each of the above cases, Gr,—r is either the Markov operator of a stable system, or can be expressed by
a convolution of two (Example C.3) or three (Example C.3) Markov operators of stable systems.

Specifically, we show that there we can represent G, as an convolution of stable transfer operators.
Since a convolution of operators with geometric decay itself has geometric decay, we find that we obtain the
same expressive power as in the stable system case.
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C.5.1 Expressivity of Internally Stable Feedback

Let us begin by defining a closed form expression for the my — 7 operator that arises under internally stable
feedback:

Definition C.6 (Internally Stable Dynamical System Conversion). Given a nominal controller my given
by (Ary, Bry, Cros Dry ), and a target controller 7 given by (Ar, Br,Cr, D), and recalling the closed loop
matrix Ay o from Lemma C.1, define the matrices Ay _r, Bry—n, Crg—n DY

ATr,cl 0 B*Dﬂ- 7B*
ATF()—HT = 0 ’ Bﬂ'o—)ﬂ' = Bx 0 )
Br,C. 0] Ag, 0 0

CTF()-HT = [(Dﬂ - DTK‘())C* C‘n’ _Cﬂ'g]
and Dy = [D,r O] Define G, —r := Transfer(A, r, Bry—sns Cro—sms Do), and define:

[i _ I . 0
G oy ) = Li=0 {DWU] + iz {CWA;;lBWO] :

Finally, we define the my — 7 coversion operator

i ]
7r0~>7'r Z G 0~J>]7TG7gO y—(y,u)”

Proposition C.1. For any stabilizing m and internally stable my, the Markov operator G, defined in
Definition C.6 is the convolution of two stable Markov operators, and is a w9 — 7™ conversion operator. That
is, for all t, the exogenous inputs

t—1

u?xﬂ'(—)ﬂ'o _ Z G[z] ynat

To—T t—1°
=0

produce the input-output pairs (yT,ul) via
yi| _ [y [ x>
Lﬂ - [ P Jrz:G‘;X—%y,u)ufﬂ'ﬂ .

C.5.2 Expressivity of Observer-Feedback (Youla Parametrization)

Proposition C.2. Define the matrices

B,D, —

Ayla,‘n’ = Afr,cl; Byla,ﬂ =
B,

L:| ’ Cyla,ﬂ' = [Dﬂc* - F] ’ Dyla,ﬂ' =Dy,

Then,
Gyla,Tr = TranSfer(Ayla,‘n'a Byla,fn Cyla,Try Dyla,ﬂ')

is a mg — T conversion operator for the Youla LDC-Ex of Example C.J. That is

s—1

v v x X, T

[u%] {uﬁat} + ZGeX—%y u)ui 7T Jor w0 = ZG[la <M
j=0

The statement of the Youla parametrization is standard, though varies source-to-source. We use the
expression in cite Megretski [2004, Theorem 10.1].
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C.5.3 Expressivity of Approximative Observer-Feedback (DRC-Youla Parametrization)

Proposition C.3. Let Gyiar be as in Proposition C.2, and define G’ylam € GlutdyXdy yiq

Gihar |
1, - L=

Y

@[i]

yla,m 7

Further, define the operators

. A+ B.F 0 B, B
Gfﬁ*.Transfer<{§F_LC* JZ—FLG}’[L L},[F —F],[I O])

A, +LC, B,F-LC| [L ~
G,_,- := Transfer * TR L ) ,{* - }71 -
o ( 0 A+ BF [L] G C
Then, the transfer operator Gry—n = G:isye © C_}’yla,,r ® Gy_: is a m9 — 7™ conversion operator for the

Approximate Youla LCD-Ex of Example C.5.

C.6 Proofs of Expressivity Guarantes
C.6.1 Proof of Proposition C.1

Define
|4 BuDgy| |W o I o
Worg,t = 0 -Bﬂ_0 e; ) To,t T D7r t

From the closed loop matrices A, q1, Cry,c1 described in Lemma C.1, the nomimal system with exogenous
inputs is then described by the equations

_ b'¢ _ B «
Xi41 1= [S:] = Ay, Xt + [ O*] u + Wt
~——
B-rro,cl
yt = |:1}:li:| = Cﬂoycl)i(t + €ro,t- (C4)

We then put Eq. (C.4) in feedback with the following system via u$* = uf:

atA_;'_l = Aﬂ-atA —+ [Bﬂ- 0] S’t
H{—/
=B,
u = Cral + [D, —I|y:. (C.5)
\—Y—/
=D,
Then, the joint dynamics of Egs. (C.5) and (C.4) are given by

|:)_(t+1:| _ |:A7ro,cl +_B7T(),C1D7TC7T0,C1 BWQ,CICTF:| |:}_(t+1:| + |:I B7r0,_ch7r:| |:W7r0,t:|

aﬁ»l BT{'CT{'07C] Aﬂ-. aﬁkl 0 Bﬂ_ €.t
—
::AAw,cl BATr,cl
yi| _ | Crpa 0] [ I
[utA:| B |:D7TC7T0,C1 Cﬂ':| |:atA:| + |:D7T ot (06)
.

CAnr,cl

First, we claim that, for all ¢, the system Eq. (C.6) yields inputs an outputs equivalent to uf, u7:
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Lemma C.4. Let y; = (y¢,0;) and u? be as given by Eq. (C.6). Then, for u2 defined above,

Vt,y; = yT and 4, +ul = uf.

In particular, [ﬁ;} =y, e ud.

7 mo,cl,u—(y,u)

Proof. Let us consider the update of the state x;: x;11 = AyXpr1 + By( —|—utA) +wy = AuXpp1 —i—B*CﬂatA +
B, D;y" + w;. First, note that

u = u; + utA =D,y + C'Wa,fA = D, C,x; + Dmey.
Thus,

Xep1 = AuXpp1 + 0y + UtA + wy
= (A, + B,D;C,)x; + B,Cra2 + B, Dre; + w,

Moreover, we have that

atAJrl = Aﬂ'atA + Bry: = Aﬂ'atA + B:C.x: + B,C.e;
= AwatA + (B Cy+)x¢ + Brey.

Thus, (x;,a?) have the same evolution as (xJ,al), where a7 is the internal state of the system when placed
in feedback with 7. Thus,

yi =Cux¢ + ey =Cixy +e =y;
u; + utA =D, C.x; + C'ﬂatA + D.C,e, = D, C.x7 + Craj + D,e; = uj.

O
Next, we show that uf* can be represented as a linear function of the sequence y7° = (y™, u™):
Claim C.5. Define
~ Birg c1inD
CATr,Cl,u = [D‘n'cﬂ'o,cl C‘n’} ; BATr,Cl,e = l: mo.clin Tr:|
Then, the matrices N9 = D, Nl = C’Aﬂ,cl,uAiA*;dBAmd,e satisfy
t—1 -
il = yi'
P S e ]
i=0 t
i
Proof. Analogous to Claim 5.6, and the fact that, in the absence of utA, Y = [u’;o] . O
t

Let us now show that N is given by GWOAW:

Claim C.6. For alli >0, NEI = G%%ﬁ. As a consequence,

t—1
A_E:_i —T0 —To __ o ™0
ut - Ggrl—)ﬂ-thia where YSO - (Yt 7ut )
=0
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Proof. By definition D, = Dy, .. To establish the identity, define the block permutation matrix 7, where
the blocks correspond to the x;, S, atA states:

T:

O O~
~N O O
O ~N O

Since T? = I, it suffices to show that
TAAﬂ',ClT = A‘n'o—wr» TBA‘n',cl = BT{Q—)TA'7 TOATr,CI = Cﬂ'o—ﬂr-

Recall that

AA | = Afrg,cl + BTro,cl,inDnCTro,cl Bﬂ'o,cl,incﬂ'
m,cl «— D
BTrCm),Cl A7r-

We begin with

_ [Ay + B.D,C. B,Cr)| | [B« . 0
Amped + BroclimDrCro = |7 g e, Ay ] + [0} (D, —I] [D,r c, OJ
_A* + B*Dﬂ—OC* B*C‘n'() B*
- L BTFOC* A7T0 :| + |: O :| [(DTF - D’ITU)C* Cﬂ'o}
_ _A* + B*D,TC* 0
| BrOC Ar,

Moreover, recalling B, = [B; | 0], we have

B:Cryct = [BxDr,Cy 0] + [(Dr — Dy, )Cy  —Cry| = [BzCi 0]

Finally, since By, c1inCr = {B*OC”], we have
A, +B.D:.C, 0 B.C;,
AA = |:A7r0,cl + B‘IT(),Cl,inDAﬂ'Cﬂ'o,Cl Bm),cl,inCTr:| * ; C * A 0
el = - o YUk )
Bﬂcﬂo,cl Arr~ Bﬂ—C* 0 A7T
Thus,
A, +B,D;C, B,C. 0 A 0
TAATr,clT = B, C, Ar 0 = 0 = Aﬂ'o—)ﬂ'
Bx,C, 0 A BrCyr 0| Ary

Now, recall Cr, o1 = [DZ*C’* C?ﬂ] and By, o = {é B%ZT?:O} Then,
Carcul = [DrCrya Cx] T
= [(D7r — D )C —Chry CW] T
= [(Dr — Dry)Ci Cr —Cry] = Cryesn
and

TBar e = TBar e = [B”O*g*i“D ] T

B.,D, -B, B.D, -B,
= 0 0 |T:=| Br 0 = Broon
B 0 0 0

50



We conclude the proof by showing that §7° = (y;°,u;°) can be represented in terms of y;°:

Claim C.7. Recall G% = L;—9Dnr, + ]Iizlc’ﬁoAﬁrzl(Bm + BryuDry). Then, ui® =
consequence,

t—1

G0 — [i]
y;fo - Z GTI'U y—(y, u)yt i
i=0
Proof. Directly from the LDC equations.
In sum,
t—1 t—1t—i—1 .
A R L . -
uf =376l g =SS 6l Qb v
i=0 i=0 ;=0

which concludes the proof.

C.6.2 Proof of Proposition C.3

Consider the system

%5, = (A, + LCOX — Ly, + Byw

n; = CX} —yi
Vt+1 = AAWVt + Bmm
utAw = CAth + DATr"’t

= FX} 4+ ub™.

ZZ 1G7r0yt 1 As a

(C.7)

From Proposition C.1, the inputs u; coincide with uf for all + > 1. Thus, if we set u$* = F(X} —X;) + uf”,

the system

§t+1 = (A\—f— Lé)ﬁt - Lyt + gut

u; = Fit + ufx

U 6§t+1 — Y
also generates u; = uj. Now, let us represent the above as a system with inputs n;,u
that these can all be represented in terms of 77,22, concluding the proof.

First, we write

Ay + LCOX; — Ly + Byuy
A, + LCOX; + L + L(y: — m}) + B FX; + Boup™
A, + LCO)X; + Lnf — LC,X; + B,Fx} + B,u"
A, 4+ B,F)X; + Ln; + Byu>™,

Xt+1

(
= (
= (
= (

where we use the fact that n; = C.x; — y¢. Next, we write

§t+1 = (A\—F Lé)ﬁt - LYt + Eut
= (A+ LC)X, — Ly, + BFX} + Bu®"
= (A+ LO)X; + Ly} + (BF — LC,)X! + Bu®™,
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where in the last line we use n; = C,X; —y;. This gives that

x| _[A+BF 0 gg L [B. B [ud~
X1 BF - LC, A+LC L Lj|[n
ex i* UAW
wi=[r -r) ]+ 1o [,

Thus, letting

. A.+ B F 0 B, B _
Gf_>*.—Transfer<[§F_LC* g—&—Lé}’[L L},[F F],[I ()])

A

. u
denote the transfer operator mapping [ 7;* } — ug®, we can render
t

e )

Next, for Gyia,» := Transfer(Ayia », Byla,x, Cyla,x, Dyla,x) from Proposition C.2, we have

AT - [¢ 1 %
Us *ZGyglaJTrnJ’

j=1
giving that, for u$* defined in Eq. (C.8),
sl Gls—il e Gl Gl
T D) B e I N (C.9)
po Iy, Ti—o

To conclude, let us represent i} in terms of 7,**. Here, we use the crucial fact that the dynamics of i} are
non- counterfactual Thus, let us instead consider the following “natural” dynamics:

nat __ nat nat
x = A+ B + wy
nat

yt C *X¢ + €t
)A(?-?-tl (A 4 LC)Anat Lynat + Bunat

= Fxpat
i?itl = (A, + LC, )™ Lynat + B, unat
nm CAnat y?at

n nat | = O, %00t — ynat

From Lemma C.2, the n-dynamics under exact observer feedback do not depend on the exogenous inputs;

thus, ;" = i} for all ¢, where n*"*t is defined in Eq. (C.7). Next, we can substitute

i?itl (A + LC ) nat Lynat 4 B unat
(A + LC ) nat + L,r’nat O)A(?at + B*F)A(tnat
= (A, + LCHXRM + LnP™ + (B, F — LO)&™
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Furthermore, we can write

X?itl (A+LC) nat +Lnndt LC)A(nat + BFxndt
A_’_BF)Andt_’_Lnndt.

—~

Thus,

{x?ﬂ] _|A,+Lc, B,F-1LC
snat
0 A+ BF

Xt+1

nat L nat
X?at + L ur
Moreover,

*,nat ~ nat nat a Asnat nat
n, T =0.x = Ox™ = Ox™ + ™,

or in matrix form

nat

*,Na 11X na
' f= [C* _C} |:)A(nat:| +1- ur g
t

[H]-le- -el.4)

* ,nat Z G&]_)l] n;’lat

Hence, defining

A, +LC, B,F—LC

G, _,» := Transfer ( 0 A+ BF

nat

as the nf** — nP?* transfer operator, we see that

Thus, from Eq. (C.9), the exogenous inputs uf* from Eq. (C.8) satisfy

93 B el

s=1j5=1i=1
t —
= Z(GT—’* ® Gyla,Tr ® G*_ﬁ)[tfs]n?at.

Since ug* induces the desired inputs uf, the proposition follows.

D Regret Analysis: Non-Stochastic

While the theorems in the main paper hold for stable systems, the stated proofs and claims here hold for
the more general setting of stabilizable systems, with the following modifications:

Definition D.1 (Modifications for the Stabilized Case). The following modifications are made for the
Stabilized Setting of Appendix C:

1. We are given access to a stabilizing controller satisfying Assumption 1b

2. We replace Assumption 1 with Assumption 1b.

3. ¥, and R, are defined as in Definition 2.3b.

4. We replace Algorithm 1 with Algorithm 4, and Algorithm 2 with Algorithm 5.

(where we are granted access to a sub-optimal stabilizing controller).
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D.1 Omitted Proofs from Section 5

In this section, we present all ommited proofs from Section 5, and demonstrate that all bounds either hold
verbatim in the more general stabilized system setting, or present generalizations thereof. This ensures that
Theorem 2 holds verbatim in the more general setting as well. Before continuing, let us review some of the
notation from the stabilized setting, and how the stable system setting can be recovered:

e We use v = (y,u) € Rutdu to denote the pair of outputs and inputs on which the loss is measured.

In particular, v2'& = (y,‘?'g7 u?®), and vM = (yM uM)

e The exogenous inputs uy* reduce to the inputs u; in the stable case.

e The exogenous inputs u* are linear in p'** or estimates 77,°**; in the stable case, these correspond to
y?at’ y?at.

Next, we note that the regret decomposition is the same as in the stable case, given by Eq. 5.3. We begin
with a magnitude bound that generalizes Lemma 5.1:

Lemma 5.1b (Magnitude Bound). Recall the notation with variants Valg7 vM. Forallt, and M, My, My, --- €
M, we have

ex ,alg
max ,
2

ugx,MHz, Mt | nndt H } S RMRnat
mac { [V [Mu— | Goxos gy 15 VT IVEEIL v < 2R Ra o

ex,alg ex alg

Proof. The proofs of all these bounds are similar; let us focus on the u; va sequence. We have u, =

ZZ £ h\D M[t 8] nat - from which Holder’s inequality implies ||uy™ aIgH < RapqRyat- Then, HvtlgH [|viat 4

Zg 1 Gc[stx—iuuex alg||2 < Rnat+||Gex~>u||£1,op||uagHZ < Rnat+RG*RMRnat < 2RG RMRnatv since R./Vla RG* =
O]

We now restate the burn-in bound, which can be checked to hold in the more general present setting:
Lemma 5.2. We have that (burn-in loss) < 4LRE R3 RZ, (m + h)
We now turn to the truncation costs (Lemma 5.3):

Lemma 5.3 (Bound on Truncation Errors). We can bound

(algorithm truncation error) + (comparator truncation error) < 4LTRg, R%,R2,Vc, (h + 1).

Proof. Let us bound the algorithm truncation cost; the comparator cost is similar. Note that utex’alg =
ug*(M;). By the magnitude bound (Lemma 5.1b) and Lipschitz assumption,

T T
S 4w - > BMu | Gyl <
t=m-+h+1 t=m-+h+1
d na n |
=2LR¢g RwR t Z [Yt [Mt it—h | Gex%(y u)s T tt, ' at] yglg:|
* na l'l a
t=mth+1 ut[Mtt h | Gox— yu)7'rl1t , V at] lltg 5
t— h 1 ~[t—s X,
- 2LRG*Ranat H[ Glelu a.g} H

< 2LTRG*R¢Rnatz/)G*(h + )max [ug2|,.
se(T
By Lemma 5.1b, the above is at most 2LT Ra, R}, Ry, Ya, (b +1). O
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Next, we turn to bounding the Lipschitz constants. For this, we shall need the following bound:

Lemma D.1 (Norm Relations). For any M € K, we have

h
1My op < VMl and b 1My i, op < v/l Mae a5

Proof. The first inequality follows form Cauchy Schwartz:

m m
1M ller0p = D M lop <> [ MEH||p < v/m|| Mg
i=1 i=1
The second follows from using the first to bound

h
I?:ag{”Mt—iH@hop < max Vm||M;_illp < v/m|| My ple.

O

As a second intermediate step, we show that the maps M — y, (M | Gy, ya') and M — w, (M |

Gy, yi3t, ujdt) are Lipschitz:

Lemma D.2 (Lipschitz Bound on Coordinate Mappings). For any M, M € M(M,R),

Similarly, for any Myy_p, Mys_pn € M(M, R)"1,

Vt(M | Gex—>(y,u)7n11]3tvvgat) - Vt(M ‘ Gex—)(y,u)vn?itav?at) 5

S RnatHM - Muél,op S \/ERG*Rnat”M - M”F

nat _ nat Y nat _ nat
Hvt[Mt:t—h | Gexﬁ(y,u%nl:t » Vi ] - vt[Mtlt—h ‘ Gex%(y,u)f'h:t ) Vi ]

)

t ~
< \/ERG* Ryt SIP?LXh ||M9 - MG”F

Proof. Let us prove the bound for |[vi(M | Gex_y(y,u)s M35 VI?) = Ve(M' | Gexos (y,u)» M, VEX) |2, for time
varying My.;—p, and My.;_p are similar. We have

t—1
Vel Mat | Gty T3 VE] = Vel Mg nlls = || S Geosty (05(M | i) — w(3 | ni‘f’?))H
s=t—h
t—1 X ne X (N n
< Re, thas |[u(M | niat) — u(0 | mists)|
— L - _ M)[s—d)pnat
= Ra, max || > (M= M)
j=s—m+1 9
< FuaiRo, |M = M| < VmRuRe, M- 31| .
1,0P
where the last step uses Lemma D.1. O

We now present and prove the generalization of Lemma 5.4 to the stabilized setting:

Lemma 5.4b. Define Ly := L\/mR2, R¢ Raq. Then, the functions fi(- | Gy, y13',uld') are Ly-Lipschitz,
and Fy[Myi—p | Gy, y1at,uldt] are Lg-coordinate-wise Lipschitz on M in the Frobenius norm |M|p =
I[MO) . MUm=1)||p. Moreover, the Buclidean diameter of M is at most D < 2v/dR .

55



Proof. Let us bound the coordinate-Lipschitz constant of Fy, the bound for f; is similar.

nat]

Fy [Mt:tfh | Gex—>(y u)s nlllt » Vi
_ nat _ nat "~ nat nat
= ‘ét (Vt [Mt:t—h | Gex%(u w)s Mzt » Ve ]) - gt (Vt [Mtit—h | Gex—)(y,u)a M.V })‘

S LRnat RG* RM ‘

nat]

Ft[Mtt B | Gex—>(y u)anlt )

nat  nat Y nat _ nat
Vi [Mt:tfh | Gex%(y,u% M.t Ve } — Vi [Mt:tfh | Gex%(y,u)a’rll it Vi ]

< VLR RS R o 1M, = Wl )
t

where the last inequality is by Lemma D.2. The bound on the diameter of M follows from Lemma D.1
O

D.2 Estimation Bounds: Proof of Theorems 6 & 6b

We state a generalization of Proof of Theorems 6 for estimating both respose Gex—sy; and Gex_s(y,u):
Theorem 6b (Guarantee for Algorithm 5, Generalization of Theorem 6). Let 6 € (e, T~1), N,d, < T,
and Yg, (h+1) < \/ﬁ. Define dpax = max{d +dy,dy}, and set

2
eq(N,d) = h%at Cs,  where Cs := 14\/dmax +d, + log %, and Ry est = 3+/dy, +10g(1/9).

and suppose that N > h4C'5 2 estwaRé* + coh?d? for an appropriately large co, which can be satisfied by
taking

N > 1764(dmax + du + log(1/0))*h* R, RE_ + coh’d2.
Then with probability 1 —§ — N~ log? N Algorithm 5 satisfies the following bounds
1. e¢ <1/ max{Ryest, RmRc, }-

2. For allt € [N], |lut]] < Ru,est := 34y/dy + 1log(1/9)

3. For estimation error is bounded as

||Gex—>n - Gex—m”h,op = ||G£())(ﬁ>77 - Ge?«in”él,op + Ry estq/’G* (h + 1) < ea

] 1:h 1:h]
||Gex—>(y,u) - Gex—>(y,u)”€1,op < ||G([>X—1(y u) G([»(_) (y,u) ||£1 ,0p + Ru eqt¢G (h + 1) < €G-

Moreover, Algorithm 2 satisfies the same for G G,.

Proof. Let us focus on Algorithm 5, the bound for Algorithm 2 is the special case of @ex_%y’u) = G and
Gex%(y,u) = G,.

The first bound of the lemma is strictly numerical. Lets prove the second part of the lemma. Using
standard gaussian concentration (see e.g. Vershynin [2018, Section 4.2]):
Claim D.3. With probability 1—5/3 and § < 1/T < 1/N and § < 1/3, |lw,|| < 4v/24/d, log9 +log(3N/5) <
Ruest := 3+/dy, +log(1/68) for all t € [N]. Denote this event E-Pound,

Let us turn to the last part of the lemma. To begin, let us bound the truncation error. We have
2Ru,est
h2RyatCsvV N
1
thnat Vv N

AR

2 ~
% . Ru,cst||GL>h] - G[>h]||£1,op < wG* (h + 1)

<gq,(h+1)
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where the second inequality uses C5 > 2Ry cst, the thir uses h2Rpat > 1, and the four holds from our choice
of ¥g, (h + 1). Hence,

Ru,est||G£<>h] - @[>h]”€1,op < 6(}/2 < 1/6 (Dl)

, where the last step uses Part 1 of the lemma.
Let us now bound the estimation error. We begin by bounding |G — GE’:”]HOP. To this end, define
0 = vy — Zi:l Gy, and define A = [5;1 | -+ | 85]. Simchowitz et al. [2019] develop error bounds in

terms of the operator norm of A. In the subsubection below, we provide a simplified and self-contaned proof
of the estimation guarantees from Simchowitz et al. [2019]:

Lemma D.4 (Simplification of Proposition 3.2 in Simchowitz et al. [2019]). Then, if N is sufficiently large
that N > chd, log*(N) for some universal constant ¢ > 0, and Ey is the event that |Allop < A, then, with

probability 1 — N~lee’ (™) _ §/4

~ . 5.6
1Grs = G lop < SEAV/(B+ 1) (drma + s+ 0g(1/3)).

In particular, for h > 2, we have the simplifid bound

N . 5.6
1Grs = G llop < 7 AB/dona + i+ 10g(1/0)

Observe that for a sufficiently large constant ¢y, taking N > coh?d? implies our condition in the above
lemma N > chd, log*(N). Next, let us bound ||A||o,. We the have on the event £%:Pound;

h

Al < VN 5, = VN - NG,
18 < V¥ e 8] = V¥ v~ S~ Gl
=V I 30 G e <V (s 24 1GE o )

s>h

S \/N (Rnat + HG*>h] ||£1,op * Ru,est)

1
< VA (R + 7)) (Eq. (D.1)
S g\/ﬁRnata

where we used the assumed upper bound on g, from Plugging the above into Lemma D.4 and using
Ryat > 1 by assumption gives gives

2|Grs — G |lop

IN

7 5.6
Ruat VN - Wh\/dmax + dy + log(1/6)

14h\/dmax + dy, + log(1/0) —
VN o/

Thus, 2||GLs — G[*lzh]Hgl,op < 14h2C5/V/'N := eq(N,6), as needed.

D.2.1 Proof of Lemma D.4

We adopt the argument of Simchowitz et al. [2019], but provide a simpler and self-contained proof. Let us
focus on the Gexﬁ(u «) case, which we shall denote G for the present argument. We denote the esimtate

of chﬁ(y ) and G. Further, let U denote the matrix with rows u?;fr',% for 1 <t < N — h—1. Moreover,
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let 6; =y — 2?21 GE]ut, and let A denote the matrix with rows d; for h +1 < ¢t < N. We then have the
identity

G-G, =T U)'T' A
We can crudely bound
~ =T =T
IG = Gillop < 1T T)Hop[T Allop.-
Let us now bound the operator norm of ||ﬁTAH0p. We have that the columns of U' A are of the form

(w28 ) hr1<e<n], i€ {0.1,..., R}

Thus, by Tsiamis and Pappas [2019, Lemma A.1], and the definition of the operator norm (with S%~! :=
{v:€R% : |u]| = 1}),

=T ex,a
10 Allop < VAFT _max, (07 580)n1<0<n] o

< max  max [|(v w88, 1<ienl2

= i€{0,....h} vESdu—1

By the self-normalized martingale bounds (Abbasi-Yadkori et al. [2011, Theorem 3]), and the fact that
d; is Fi_p—1 measurable, where (F;) is the filtration generated by the random inputs, we have that with
probability 1 — §
1
(v U288, 1<i<n (AT A + X212 < 21og det(pATA + 1) + 2log(1/6)

In particular, if A? is any parameter such that the event €y := ||Al|op < A, then we have that with probability
1 — ¢ that whenever &, holds,

2||(v u e ) <eanll3 < [l(0" U?ng5t)h+1<t<N(A A+ N2

< 2logdet(y5 LATA ¢ I) + 21og(1/6)
< 2logdet(21) + 2log(1/d) = 2(dmax log 2 + log(1/9)).

So rearranging,

(v a8, ) 1<i<nll2 < Av/2(dimax log 2 + log(1/3)).

Next, by a standard covering argument Vershynin [2018, Section 4.2], we have that if Sp is an 1/5-net of

Sdu -1 , then max,cga. 1 [|(vT U881 1<ienlls < 2 maxyes, (v U881 1<i<n |2, and that we can

take log |So| < dylog9. Thus, by a union bound over v € Sy and i € {0,...,h}, the following holds with
probability 1 — §/4,

ex,al

(0 a8, ) hyr<e<nll2

| /\

\/ max + du) log 9 + log(4(h + 1)/3))

| /\

\/ max + du) 10g 9 + log(8h/6))
< 2.8/\\/dmax +d, +log(h/d),

Hence, we have that

~ — T _
1G = Gillop < 281(T V) HlopAV/ (B + 1) (dmax + du + log(h/3)).
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Finally, by constants in the argument modifing the arguments of Oymak and Ozay [2019, Lemma C.2], we
have that for any e, we can ensure that for T' > c(e)(h + 1)d, log*(Nd,,), we can ensure ||(ﬁTﬁ)*1||op <
(1 —¢€)(N — (h+1))~! with probability 1 — N~—18°N_ By enforcing N > (h+1)/4 and taking e = 1/2, we
can obtain (T U)~4p < N/2, yielding

~ —_—T — _
IG = Gllop < 5.6/(T 0)HlopAV/ (7 + 1) (dimax + du + log(h/9)),

with probability 1 —§/4 — N~ log? N o) £,.

D.3 Unknown System Regret (Section 6.3)

Let us conclude with presenting the omitted proofs from Section 6.3, and generalize to the stabilized case.
The regret decomposition is identical to Eq. (6.2), modifying the functions if necessary to capture their
nat

dependence on u}y'. Throughout, we will assume e satisfies a generalization of Condition 6.1 to the
stabilized setting:

Condition 6.1b (Estimation Condition). We assume that the event of Theorem 6b holds (i.e. accuracy
of estimates Gex_(y,u) and Gexy), which entail eq(N,0) < 1/2max{RmRg,, Ruest}, where Ryest =

Ryest(0) := 34/dy +1og(1/0). Moreover, these entail that ||@ex477||glyOp7 ||éexﬁ(y,u)||ghop < 2R, . These
also entail that max,<x |[u8|| < Ry est-

We begin with the following generalization of the stability guarantee of Lemma 6.1:

Lemma 6.1b (Stability of y¥a'). Introduce the notation Ry = 2max{Ry est, RamPBnat}. Then, for eg <
1/2max{RmRq,, Ruest} (satisfied by Condition 6.1b) the following holds t € [T,

Hu?(’algHQ S Ru: Hvzlg” S Rnat + RG*EU S 2RG*RU7

[V 2, 19 (|2 < 2Rnat,

Proof. The proof is analogous to that of Lemma 6.1, but with the following modifications. Let us sketch the
major steps in the proof: we first establish the inequality |7 — 7,22y < eq||u$s 2|20, Where we recall
the notation |[u*"8[|g 00 = maxge (1, ¢} |[u$*€[|3 introduced in the original proof. Next, we can establish

that
Hu(tex’a'g||2 < maX{Ru,estv RpmBuat} + €GRM|‘G9X—>77||£170P||uilz%—1||27°O'

By assumption, ||Gex—ylle;,op < Ra, (Definition 2.3b). Hence, for e¢ < 1/2max{RmRc,, Ruest} <

1/2Rm R, , we can recursively verify that ||ufx’a|gH2 < 2max{ Ry est; RAmPBnat}. Lastly, we can bound

[Vt — viat|ly < eq[lus™8||g.00 < Ruae under the conditon of the lemma, giving [|[v2#]] < 2||vPt|. Simi-

larly, we can bound |72 < 2|y

In the stabilized setting, we shall need to slightly modify our magnitude bounds to account for that
norms of the controls:

Lemma D.5 (Magnitude Bounds for Estimated System). Suppose that Condition 6.1b holds. Then, for any
t> N, and all M € M(m, Rapq) and Mys_j, € M(m, Ryg)" L,

), ™ (M | 35I| < 2R p Ruag

~ ~nat < nat
‘Vt [Mt:tfh | Gex—>(y,u)a7l1;t » Vi ]

‘2 < 6RG* RMRnat
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Proof. We have that [[uf*(M)[l2 = || >, P Mlgnat | < Ry max,<; |77 < 2RpqRuat by Lemma 6.1b.
The bound on u®® specializes by setting M — M,.
By the same lemma, and the fact that ||Gex— (y,u)lle;,0p < €a+[Gex— (y,u)ller,0p < 2Ra, by Condition 6.1b,

< 2Ryat + ||Gex—>(y,u)||Z1,op MEAI/Itl(aXRM)I?gg( [[uy™ (M | ';l\ln?t)”

S 2Rnat + 4RG* RMRnat S GRG* RMRnat~

S Y G, e, )

ex—>(yu) s
s=t—h

~nat S nat
Hvt |:Mt:t—h | Gex%(y u)vnl 4 s Vi j|

The bound on |y, |Mys—n | G, ?‘fi‘}} |2 is similar. O
Next, we check that the proof of Lemma 6.2 goes through in the general case

Proof of Lemma 6.2 for Stabilized Setting. The proof is analogous to the general case, where we replace the
dependence no Ry.; and R, with an upper bound on yp**, u** and mf:mx{”(;u_w||g1 op> HGu_mHg1 opt In
light of the above bounds, these quantities are also < Ry, and Rg,, up to additional constant factors,
yielding the same regret bound up to constants. O

Lastly, we establish Lemma 6.5, encompassing both the stabel and stabilized case. Given that the proof
is somewhat involved, we organize it in the following subsection.

D.3.1 Proof of Lemma 6.4/6.4b
We bound the error in estimating natures y’s and natures u’s:

Lemma 6.4b (Accuracy of Estimated Nature’s y and u and 7). Assume Condition 6.1b. Then for t >
N + h + 1, we have that

anat Atnat”Q S 3RMRnat€G

[0 = 0" ||z < 3BRmBnatec
Proof. Let us focus on ||via* — v 3t||5 ) the error bound on ||t — 722%||5 is similar. Let us use the notation
G4 to denote the restriction of a Markov operator to (GI1)f_,, and GI>4 to restrict to (GI);~,. We can
then bound:

t
”Vnat QtnatHQZ ZG[t s] uix ,alg G[t s] u:x,alg

ex—(y,u) ex— (y,u)
s=1 2
0:t—(N+1)] 0:t—(N+1
G[ +1) G[ (N+1)] . max ||u<?x,alg||
ex—)(y w) ex—(y,u) f,0p sE[N+1:] s
t—(N+1 t—N+1
+la [> ( +1)] G{> +1] . max ||uex’alg||'
ex—(y,u) ex—(y,u) top S<N

For t > N + h — 1, we have ||u®|| < 2R Ryat, and under Condition 6.1b, we have max,<y |[u®?€| <
[0:t—N+1] _ A[0:6—N+1]
ex—(y,u) ex—(y,u) 1,0p

Condition 6.1b. In addition, sincet > N +h+1,t— N+ 1> h, so

R.. Moreover, we can bound HG

< HGex—)(y,u) _Gexa(y,u) ¢ < € under
1,0P

[>t—(N+1)] Al>t—N+1] [>h] _ AN
HGex—> (y,u) Gex—)(u,u) 1,0p < ‘)Gex—)(y, Gex—)(y7 ) ,0p
[>A]
- HGexH(% ) £1,0p < wG* (h‘ + 1))
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where we use the fact that @‘[;]( N
(Definition 2.3b). Thus, all in all,

= 0fori > 0, and the fact that we define 1, (-) := max{va,, ,, ., (), ¥Ger_, ()}

anat AtnatH2 S 2RMRnat€G + wG’* (h + 1)qu,est S 3R./\/1Rnat€Ga
where the last step holds because Ry(Rnat > 1 by assumption, and that under Condition 6.1b, ¢, (h +
1)}%u,est < €G- O
D.3.2 Proof of Lemma 6.5

We prove the lemma in the more general stabilized setting, where we require the stronger Condition 6.1b
instead of Condition 6.1. For completeness, we state this general bound here

Lemma 6.5b (Approximation Error Bounds: Stabilized). Under Condition 6.1,

(loss approximation error) + (comparator approximation error) < LT Rg, R3(R2,.cc

Proof. Let us start with the loss approximation error. For ¢ > N + h + 1, and using u®(M,) = u{**%, we
have
| = ~
‘ V: € — Vi [Mt:t—h | Gex—)(y,u)a nlrI?tv vtnat]

_ ||Vnat+ZG[f s] exalg /\nat_’_ Z G[f s] exalg)”2

ex—(y,u) ex—(y, u) s
s=t—h
_ nat E [t—s ex,alg Anat 2 Alt—s ex,alg Al _
||V + Gex—) (y,u) Uy + Gexﬁ (y,u) Uy )”2 Gex—) (y,u) — 0 for i > h
t

nat  <nat [t—s exalg  Alt—s] ex,alg

< ||y Y ||2 + z :ch—> (y,u) uy ch—>(y,u)ut
s=1 2

nat _ nat nat S nat

= [V = 2 + [[vi®™ = v [l2 < 6Raq Ruarea

where we use Lemma 6.1b in the last inequality. Moreover, recalling the following bound from Lemma D.5,

Hvt |:Mt:t—h | aex%(y,u)vnln?aQtnat} ||2 S 6RG,(R./\/II%nat

)
S GRG* RMRnat + 6-R./\/l]“?»natﬁG S 9RG* RMRnata

where we use the bound e¢ < 1/2RpmRa, < Rg, /2 under Condition 6.1b and the bounds R, Rg, > 1.
Hence, we have

we have

| ~ ~
max{\|v§g|\27 Vi |:Mt:t—h | Gex%(%u)ynln?t,vtnat}

(loss approximation error)

T T
= Z g (V?Ig> Z Ft [Mt:tfh | Gex%(y u)s 771 ?ta that}
t=N+m-+h+1 t=N+m+h+1
T o~
< > 6O = G(vilMeen | oo A VD
t=N+m+h+1
T
< 9LRG* RMRnat ’ Z } Vilg — Vi [Mt:tfh | ch—)(yyu% an?t7 vtnat] ‘2

t=N+m+h+1
< B54LTRg, R3R2,.cc-
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where we used Assumption 2 and the bounds computed above.
Let us now turn to the comparator approximation error

(comparator approximation error)

T T
. ~ . M ..M
= 1\411615\/1 Z ft(M ‘ Gexﬁ(y u)anlnz%tavtnat) - 2\411615\/1 Z E (yt ) Uy )
t=N+m+h+1 t=N+m+h+1
T
M ~ ~ ~
S ﬁlea./i{/l Z ‘gt(vt ) - Zt(vt(M | Gex% (v, u)anln?t? tnat))'
t=N+m+h+1
T
S 6LTRG* RMRnat ﬁlea/)\sl Z HV?/I - Vt M | Gex% ,u)» ﬁln?tv Atnat) H2
t=N+m-+h+1

where again we use the magnitude bounds in Lemmas 5.1b and D.5, and the Lipschitz Assumption (Assump-
tion 2). Let us bound the differences between the v, terms, taking caree that errors is introduced by both the
approximation of the transfer function Gex_,(y,.) and the Nature’s 7 sequence np**. For t > N +h+1+m,
we obtain

| .

t t
n t—s na ~n t—s ~n
= [V Do G O ) (Vt D Gl M|m§t)>
s=1 s=t—h

M nat G nat
Vi *Vt(M ‘ Gex%(yu)anlt » Vi )

2

= anat vtnatHQ + ||Gex—>(y,u) - Gex—> (y,u ||€1,Opt I}IngX<t Huex(M | ﬁlnit)”

<3RmRuatec <ea <2RMmR
S2R M Fnat

t—h+1
t—s 1.
Z Gl u (M [ )

2

ZGf[:X—S) yu) EX(M | "Hdt)

s=1

= 5RM Rnat €c +

2
where we have used the magnitude bounds in Lemma 6.1b and D.5. We can further bound
t
t—s ex ~na
Z G¢[ax~> y u) (M | 711 st)

s=1

< Y. (h+ 1) max|lu (M | 757

2
<g, (h+1)2 maX{Ru,esta RymRuai},

where we use Lemma 6.1b abolve. From Conditions 6.1/6.1b, we can bound ¢g, (h + 1)Ryest < €g. And
since Ryest = 1, this implies that the above is at most 29, Ry est R Rnat < 26 RaRpat. Thus, from the
above previous two displays,

(comparator approximation error) < 6LRg, Ry Ruat - Teg R Ruar = 42LT R, RA R2, e

Viw - Vt(M | Gex—)(y u)vnl ttvvtndt)

‘2 < 7€GRMRnat7

giving

Combining the two bounds, we and using Rg,, Ry > 1,

(comparator approximation error) + (loss approximation error) < TLRq, R3(R2,.cc
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E Strongly Convex, Semi-Adversarial Regret

We begin by stating a slight generalization of the semi-adversarial model described by Assumption 6. Recall

the assumption that our noises decompose as follows:
Wy = W?dv =+ W?tOCh

e = e;xdv + eitoch

We make the following assumption on the noise and losses:

Assumption 6b (Semi-Adversarial Noise: Martingale Structure). We assume that there is a filtration
(Fi)i>0 and a matrix 3 ise € R(da+dy)* = (possibly degenerate), and o2, 02 > 0 (possibly zero) such that
the following hold:

1. The adversarial disturbance sequences (w21V) and (e?4¥) and the loss sequence /;(-) are oblivious, in

the sense that they are Fy-adapted.
2. The sequences (w5*°") and (et°°") and (F;)-adapted
3. E[estoch | 4] = 0, E[witoch | 4] = 0.
4. The noises satisfy

stoch stoch] T
E || Woen | | | F,
eitoch e?tOCh t—1

o F 0
= Ynoise = |: Od“ 0_2Idy:| .

Moreover, at least one of the following hold:
(a) The system is internally stable has no stabilizing controller gy, and o2, + 02 > 0

(b) The system is stabilized by a static feedback controller 7y (that is, A, = 0 and dim(z™) = 0), and
2
0y >0

(c) The system is stabilized by a general stabilizing controller, and o2 > 0. '!
As in thes stable setting, the strong convexity parameter governs the functions
fow (M| Go, y1550ll) = E[fi(M | Gu, y13 1) | Fooi] - (E.1)
For stabilized settings, Proposition 7.1 admits the following generalization:

Proposition 7.1b (Strong Convexity for known system). Suppose that we interact with an internally-
controlled system (Definition 2.1). Then, under assumptions Assumptions 2, 3, 5, 1b and 6b, there exists
system dependent constants Msys, Psys > 0 and ap,o > 0 such that, for h = |m/3|, k = m+2h, and m > mgys,
the functions fu, (M | Gy, y135,ub3t) are ., -strongly convex, where

Qf.m ‘= Qoss * Olsys * mbeys
In other words, the strong convexity parameter decays at most polynomially in m.

The above proposition is given in Appendix F.2.1. For general LDC-Ex controllers, we do not have
transparent expressions for agys and mPsvs. Nevertheless, we ensure that the above bound is strong enough
to ensures rates of logo(l)“” = T and VT 10g0(1)+p s where the exponent hidden by O (1) does not depend
on system parameters (so that the exponents are determined solely by psys). We make a couple remarks,
which in particular describe how pgys is often 0 in many settings:

1 This condition can be generalized somewhat to a form of “output controllability” of the noise transfer function, which can
potentially accomodate ge = 0. We omit this generalization in the interest of brevity
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1. In general, the strong convexity parameters of the system are determined by the properties of the Z-
transforms for relevant operators. A general expression is given in Theorem 11 , and the preliminaries
and definitions relevant for the theorem are given in Appendix F.1. Proposition 7.1b is proven in
Appendix F.2 as a consequence of this more general result, and Appendix F contains all details related
to establishing strong convexity.

2. In Appendix F.2.2, we show that for systems stabilized via static feedback, we can take psys = 0, and
give explict and transparent bounds on agys. This recovers the special case of internally stable systems

02 Tmin(Cy)

: _ 2
as a special case, where we can take ogys = 07 + S ENER

3. For the special case of internally systems (Proposition 7.1,), we present a smaller self-contained proof
that does not appeal to Z-transform machinery (Proposition 7.1. Note that this resut does not require
that m > mygys restriction required by Proposition 7.1b.

4. The parameter mgys is related to the decay of the system, and can be deduced from the conditions of
Theorem 11.

Theorems 4 and 5 generalize to the stabilized-system setting:

Theorem 4b (Fast Rate for Known System: Stabilized Case). Suppose assumptions Assumptions 2, 3,
5, 1b and 6b holds. Thenw with the additional condition h = |m/3| and and appropriate modifications as
in Definition D.1, Theorem j holds verbatim when oy is replaced with the stabilized analgoue o,y from
Proposition 7.1b. In particular, taking o = Q(cf,m), we obtain regret bounded by

L2 3+Psys dminR4- R4 R2 T
m. 121a,t g* M (1 + ﬁloss > ) log - (E2)
min {asys, LR, R, } LRy )

nat

Regrety (1) <
In particular, under Assumption 4, we obtain

1
701210isc’ m’ IOg %) : (dfnaxﬁ + dfnax)’

1
Regrety (1) 5 (155 1og )" - poly(C, L, Bross, —

where the exponents in the poly(-) term do not depend on system parameters, although peys does.

Again, for general stabilized system, we may suffer exponents which depend on this system-dependent
Dsys- But, as discussed above pgys may be equal to 0 in many cases of interest.
For unknown systems, we have the following:

Theorem 5b (Fast Rate for Unknown System: Stabilized Case). Suppose assumptions Assumptions 2, 3,
5, 1b and 6b holds. Thenw with the additional condition h = |m/3| and and appropriate modifications as
in Definition D.1, Theorem 5 holds verbatim when oy is replaced with the stabilized analgoue ., from
Proposition 7.1b. In particular, taking o = Q(og,m) and Assumption 4, we obtain

1
Regrety(v) < poly(C, L, fioss, — 07 logZ) (@2 VT (1L, log T)poe + (11 log TyPedd,,. ),

1
a noise’ mv o

where the exponent in psys where the exponents in the poly(-) term do not depend on system parameters,
although psys does.

E.1 Proof Details for Theorems 4 and 4b

The proof of Theorems Theorems 4 and 4b are identical, except for the difference in strong convexity
parameters in view of Proposition 7.1b and Proposition 7.1. Thus, the proof of Proposition 7.1b follows from
the proof of Proposition 7.1b given in Section 7, ammending oy to ay., where it arises.

It remains to supply a the ommited proof of the lemma that establishes smoothness of the objectives,

Lemma 7.1. We restate the lemma here to include the | Gy, y2*', u?a® encountered in the stabilized case:
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Lemma 7.1b (Smoothness). The functions fi(M | G, y13¥,uld) are By-smooth, where we define By :=

2 2
mRnat RG* ﬁloss .

Proof. For brevity, we omit | Gex—(y,u), M4, vi*'. Let Dvy[] the differential of the function as maps from
R(mdydu) _, Rdv+du  these are elements of R(Mdydu)x(dy+du)  Thege are affine functions, and thus do not
depend on the M argument.From the chain rule (with appropriate transpose conventions), and the fact that
affine functions have vanishing second derivative

Vft(M) = DVt(Vé)(Vt)
V2f(M) = Dv, - (V20)(v) - Dv{ = Buoss [[DVe12, I (E.3)

Let us now bound the norm of the differentials. Observe that ||D(u.(M)||op and ||D(y+(M)|lop are just the
Frobenius norm to ¢s Lipschitz constant of M — v¢(M) is bounded by v/mRq, Rnats via Lemma D.2. Thus
V2fi (M) = ﬁlosstG R? I, as needed. O

nat

E.2 Supporting Proofs for Theorems Theorems 5 and 5b

We now generalize to the stabilized, unknown setting. Throughout, we shall use the various magnitude
bounds on y"@ u"a* .. developed in Appendix D.3 for unknown system / Lipschitz loss setting.

For this strongly convex, stabilized, unknown setting, we generalize the true prediction losses of Defini-
tion 8.1 as follows:

Definition 8.1b (True Prediction Losses). We define the true prediction losses as

pmd[Mtt h] —Vt[Mtt h ‘ ch—)(y u)JhH?taV?at}
= “at+ZGLLyu) (M | G,
FP Mo ] = 00 (VP M)

and let fP°Y(M) = FP™Y(M, ..., M) denote the unary specialization. The corresponding conditional func-
tions of interest are

P (M) =B [P (M) | Foo]
Throughout the proof, it will be useful to adopt the shorthand vy (M) := wi(M | Gex—(y,u), M 3, Vi)
and y; (M) := y:(M | G4, y2') to denote the counterfactuals for the true nature’s y, and v{(M) := (M |
Gex—)(y,u)vnl at v 22t) denote the counterfactuals for the estimates G and 7™ and v12t. Note that uPrd

and yP™4 can be though as interpolating between these two sequences.
We shall also let DvP™® denote differentials as elements of are elements of R(mdydu)*(dy+du) “and similarly
for Dv* and Dv. As these functions are affine, the differential is independent of M-argument

)

E.2.1 Preliminary Notation and Perturbation Bounds

Before continuing, we shall state and prove two useful lemmas that will help bound the gradients / Lipschitz
constants of various quantities of interest.

Lemma E.1 (Norm and Perturbation Bounds). The following bounds hold for t > N:
(a) [DVElop < 2¢/mRuat R,

(b) V(M) = vi(M)]2 < 3vmRumBusRe, | M]|r
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(¢) IDOVP" = %)) lop < 2v/meG Ruat
(d) For all M € M, |[vP" Y (M) — ,(M)]|2 < 5RumRuatec-

Proof. Note that operator norm bounds on the differential are equivalent to the Frobenius-to-£5 Lipschitz
constants of the associated mappings. The proofs are then analogous to the proof of Lemma D.2, where
the role of y?** and G, are replaced with the appropraite quantities. For clarity, we provide a relevant
generalization of that lemma, without proof.

ohat fynat

Lemma E.2 (Lipschitz Bound on Generalized Coordinate Mappings). Let G yizt, iy be arbitrary, let
Rz = ||Glle,,0p and Ryags = max{||y?®*|| : s € [t —h —m+1:t]}. Then,

[ve(M | G, V2 @ty — vi (M | G, 5, it ||
< Rpa i R||M — M||¢, op < VMRERuae | M — M|p.

The generalized to non-unary functions of My_p.; is analogous Lemma D.2. Notice the above bound does
not depend on V' which consitutes an affine term.

. For part (a), the bound follows by bounding ||7**|| < 2Ryt by Lemma 6.1b, and applying Lemma E.2
with 772 < 7, and V' < v and G < Gex—(y,u)- {MS: from here}
In part (b), we can compute

red yhat pna yhat gna
va (M) - Vt( )HQ < ||vt(M | Gexﬁ(y,u% tﬂh tt) - Vt(M | Gexﬁ(ym) tanl tt)H2

= V(M | Gexos gy, Vi 0 — 11" )l2

Let us apply Lemma E.2 with 78 «— pnat — gpat and G « Gex—(y,u)- The associated value of Enat’t can
be replaced by an upper bound on max{np* — n23 : s € [N + 1 : ¢]}, which we can take to be 3Ry Rnatec
by Lemma 6.4b. This gives a bound of 3\FRMRnatRG |M||F., as needed.

For part (c), take mpat «— ppat G+ Gex%(y w) —Gex—(y,u) Playing the role of G, yielding a Rnat + < 2Rpat
by Lemma 6.1b and Rz < eg from Lemma D.5.

Finally, let us establish part (d). We have

[V (M) = Fo(M) 2 < [[vE> — 972 +||Z (e GUL S (M| e )|

ex—(y,u) ex—>(y,u)

< flvp - ;latnﬁnz Gnmsty) ~ Gy UM | )|

_ @l

ex—(y,u) ) Hop

< anat /\nat||2 +2RMRnatZ”
1=0

< ||V1I&1at - i’\tHatHQ + 2RMRnatEG7

ex—>(y u)

where the second to last step uses Lemma D.5. Finally, we can bound [|[v}*' — v?||y < 3R Rpatec by
Lemma 6.4b. Combining the bounds yields the proof. O

E.2.2 Gradient Error (Lemmas 8.1 and 8.1b)
Lemma 8.1b. For any M € M, we have that

|V | G, g ws) = VP )|| < Copprox e

where is Capprox = vVMRaG, R B2, (8Bioss + 12L).
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Proof. Let denote the differential of the functions as maps from R(™dvdw) respectively. Define differentials
analogously for uPd, yPred  Then,

VP (A) — VI | Gy AL T2 = DV (V1) (62" (30) — (V8)(34(2)) )

(a)
+ DV} = V0) (V) (Vi(M))
(b)

We can bound the first term via

[@lep < [|oop(a) W)~ 9,(01)

: ﬁloss . ‘
op op

()
< (QmRG* Rnat) “ Bross - (4RMRnat€G)
= 851055 \/ERG* Rpm R121at €a

where (i) uses smoothness of the loss, (i) uses Lemma E.1. To bound term (b), we use the Lipschitzness
from Assumption 2 to bound the norm of the gradient:

|(VO) (Ve (M)]|2 < Lmax{1,||vi(M)||} < 6LRG, RrmPRnat  (by Lemma D.5)

Hence, from Lemma E.1,

|8)lop < 6LRG, Rt Ry - [ D(v7"™" = 1)

op

< 6LRq, RoqRuay - 2v/megRuay = 12v/mLRa, R, Ryveq
Hence, we conclude that

VPN (M) — V(M | G, 3335, 805 || < v/mRa, RamR2, (8Bioss + 12) e

::Capprox

E.2.3 Smoothness, Strong Convexity, Lipschitz (Lemmas 8.2, 8.3/8.3b, and 8.4)
We begin by checking verifying the smoothness bound, which we recall from Section 8.1:

Lemma 8.2. Under Condition 6.1, fP*4(M) are 4 ¢-smooth, for By as in Lemma 7.1.

Proof. The proof follows by modifying Lemma 7.1b, replaced Dv} with DvP™?. By Lemma E.1 part (a), we

bound the operator norm of these differentials by twice the corresponding bound in Lemma 7.1b, incurring
an additional factor of four in the final result. O

Next, we check Lipschitznes:

Lemma 8.4 (Lipschitzness: Unknown & Strongly Convex). Recall the Lipschitz constant Ly from Lemma 5.4.
Then under Condition 6.1, fP*(M) is AL ;-Lipschitz, P [My.;_p] is 4L coordinate Lipschitz. Moreover,
maxarem | VI(M; G, 575 )|l2 < 4Ly

Proof of Lemma 8.4 . We prove the general stabilized case. Recall that for the known-system setting, the
losses fi(| Gexos(y,u)> Ma, vi?) and Fi[|] Gexos(y,u) MaY, vi™ are Ly := Ly/mR3, R R-Lipschitz and
L ¢-coordinate Lipschitz, respectively. Under Condition 6.1b, we have that ||@exﬁ(y’u)|\@hop < 2Rg,, and

moreover, by Lemma 6.1b, we have that |[v22|q, |22 < 2Ry for all s € [t], Hence, repeating the
computation of the known-system Lipchitz constant in Lemma 5.4, but with inflated norms of u}3' adn y7at,

we find that fP* (resp. FP™%) are Ly := 4L s-Lipschitz (resp. -coordinate Lipschitz). O
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Finally, we verify strong convexity in this setting. The following subsumes Lemma 8.3:

Lemma 8.3b (Strong Convexity: Unknown Stabilized System). Consider the stabilized setting, with of,m
as in Proposition 7.1b. Suppose further that the conditions of that proposition hold, and in addition,

1 af.
€g < \/ Lim
IR M Rnat RG’* MQoss
pred

Then, the functions are ft;k are Qf.m /4-strongly convex. Analogously, replacing of.m by ay in the stable

setting, the functions ftF?ZCd are oy /4 strong convex for ay as in Proposition 7.1.

Proof. Let us consider the stabilized case; the stable case is identical. Proposition 7.1b (proved in Ap-
pendix F.2.1) follows from Theorem 11, and an can be used to prove the following intermediate bound:

B ([0 (M | Gue i i) — Vi |2 iy ] > 4im

M2, VM = (M)ymgt

loss

To deduce our desired strong convexity bound, it suffices to show that M = (M)t

red na; (07 m
E[|vy" (M) = vi*|13 | Fook] > 4fa£ | M][%,

with an additional slack factor of 1/2. To begin, note the elementary inequality

1 1 1
o+ w3 = [lo]l3 + llwl3 = 2lv[llwl] > [[v]3 + w3 — 2(5 §||v||§ +3 2[|w||3)
= [lwl3/2 = [lwl3
This yields
red na

E[|[vP™ (M) = vi**|13 | Fi-i]

red na na na na na
= E[|(v}" M) = V(M | Goxes (s Mt Vi) 4+ Ve(M | Gexeos (g Mt s Vi) = Vi3 | Foi]

Y

1 n n. na
SEUVEM | Goss M5 V™) = V™[5 | Fo]
red n n:
= E[v" (M) = ve(M | Gexosy,uys M5 VRIS | Fer]

Ao [ M[f

red na; na
20(@ - E[”VF (M) - Vt(M ‘ Gex—)(y,u)vnl:ttavt t)”% | ‘Ft—k] .

(@

Moreover, by Lemma E.1 part (b), we have

vared(M) - Vt(M | chﬂ(y,u)a 77??#’?“)”% < (3RMRnatRG* me@f'

/ 2
Hence, if ¢ < %, then the term (i) is bounded by (i) < %.ZMHF’ which concludes the

proof. O
E.3 Proof of Proposition 8.2 (Approximation Error)

We prove the proposition in the general stabilized setting, where assume the corresponding Condition 6.1b
holds. Recall the set Mg := M(mg, Raq1/2), and consider a comparator

T

: M M
M, € arg Mlen./{‘/to Z Gy wt)
t=N—+m+2h+1

We summarize the conditions of the Proposition 8.2 as follows:
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Condition E.1 (Conditions for Proposition 8.2). We assume that (a) e¢ < 1/Runq, (b) m > 2mg + h, and
(©) Ya,(h+1) < Rg, /T.

Note that the first condition holds from from Condition 6.1/6.1b., and the secnd two from the definition
of the algorithm paramaters. The proof has two major steps. We begin with the following claim, which
reduces the proof to controllng the differences |[uf*(Mapprx | ¥55°) — uf* (M, | y¥4Y)|l2 between algorithmic
inputs on the y* sequence using Mappex, and on the y™** sequence using M,:

Lemma E.3. We have the bound:

T

-approx error) < 3LRG RyBuat Y mtaXhHu X(Mapprs | T524) — a® (M, | y524) ||,
t=N+m+h+1_

nat

¥

The above lemma is proven in Appendix E.3.1.
We will neglect the first mgy+ 2k terms in the above sum. Specifically, defining Ny = N +m+3h+14my,
we have

T
(y"*"-approx error) < 3LRE, RaRuay » , w maX [ (Mapprx | 125°) — ug* (M | 915 [|2
t= N1
Ny ex ~na ex na
+ 3LR%‘*RM (mo + 2h) max g (Mapprsx | 1 st) —ud (M, | 0! t)H2~

s=N+m+h+1
Moreover, by the triangle inequality and Lemmas D.5 and 5.1b
[u$ (Mapprx | 1135°) — 0g* (Mo | 915 ll2 < 3R Rnat,
giving

T
(§"*"-approx error) < BLRg, RatRuse Y miax [0 (Mappes | A125) — u* (M. | ni2) |2
t=N,

+ 9L(mg + 2h)RE Ry Rna. (E.4)

We now turn to bounding these u® differences, which is the main source of difficulty in the proof of
Proposition 8.2. The next lemma is proven in Appendix E.3.2:

Lemma E.4. Under Condition E.1, there exists an Mupprx € M(m, Raq), depending only on eq and M,,
such that for allt > m+1 and 7 > 0,

[y (M. | y75) — uf (Mapprs | 915 [l2 <

_ Roast R +77' 7 M Aoty

B R htl)d R2,¢2 (ToatfitMTT - (M i) E.5
wlmve, (h+1) + Ryeq ( 9 3 j=t rgzoﬂ hHu appec) | 715 ”2 (E5)
(truncation term) (estimation term) (movement term)

From the above lemma and Eq. (E.4), and reparametrizing 7 <« 27'/3LR%;*RMRHM, and bounding
mo + 2h < m, have

(3"*-approx error) < 3L - R% R% Ruar (TRua, (h+1) + 3m + Ryat RmTel - (14 LRE 771))

JthZN j=t r%%}frl h Hujx(Mj = Mappes [ 711357) ||2
1
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For ¢, (h+ 1) < Rg, /T, the above simplifies to

LR2 =
(y"**-approx error) < 3LR3,R¢;, Ry Teg, (1 N 7'G) +BLR3 RS, Rnat(Ru R, + 3m)

nat

T
t ~nat 12
b1 OV = Mo [ 915,
=iv1

Moreover, we can crudely bound

T T

Z ._timfaxlih Hu?x(Mj — Mapprx | ﬁf‘;t)H; < (mo + h) Z |’u§X(Mj — Mapprx | ﬁlﬂ?t)Hz
=N, j=t—mo+ t=N1—mo—h
T
= (mo + h) Z Hu;?"(Mj — Mapprx | ﬁl“?t)H;

t=N+m+2h+1

Thus, again reparametrizing 7 < 7/(mg + h), and bounding mg + h < m,

LmR? =
(Sl\nat—appI‘OX error) < SLR%R%;*RQ TE%; <1 + - G*> + 3LR3\AR%‘*Rnat(RuRG* + 3m)

nat

T

1 Y S M — Mappes | 52295 - (E.6)
t=N+m+h+1

Flnally, lel us upper bound
J J apprx ]1-] 2 — j=0 ]] 2 J apprxiig, ,Op

< 2Rnat My — Mappexly, op (Lemma 6.1D)
< 2Rt - VT M — Mapprlp - (Lemma D.1)

Thus, 7 < 7/4R2,,m, we obtain

Lm?R?,, R2 _
(y"*t-approx error) < 3LR%(R%_R2, Te% (1 + “G) + 3LR3(R%_ Ruat(RuRc, +3m) (E.7)
T
2
+7 Z 1M — Mapprxl|g -
t=N+m+h+1

Finally, let us crudely bound the abouve by

(y"*-approx error) < 36m*R3 Ry, Ré:. Teg max{L, L*/7} + 9LR3(RE_ Ruat(RuRc, +m)
T
2
+7 Z M — Mappax||f -
t=N-+m+ht1
as needed.

E.3.1 Proof of Lemma E.3
Let Mapprs, My € M(m, Rpq), and recall the shorthand

* n n red ~n n
Vi (M) = Vt(M | ch%(y,u%nlgt?"tat)v Vf (M) = Vt(M | ch%(y,u%nl:?tavt at)
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Then,

red na na red *
tp (Maper) — fe(M, | Gex—)(y,u)’ ™. ttavt ‘ ‘é p (Maper)) - Et(vt (M)
red red *
< Lmax{||vy"™ (Mappex)ll2, [ Vi (M) |2, 1} [1v7™ (Mapprx) — v (M) 2.
(a) (b)

From Lemma 5.1b, we have (b) < 2Rqg, RpmRpat- Moreover, combining with Lemma D.5, a similar
argument lets us bound (a) < Ryt + 2Rg, RamBRuat = 3R, RpmRuat. Since these upper bounds are all
assumed to be greater than one,

tpred(Maper) — fe(M, | Gex—>(y, ) ni“?, nat) < 3LRg, RmRuyat - vared(Maper) - VZ(M*)”Z (E.8)

Unfolding
h
d X =~ X
Ve (Mapprx) — M)z = Z exﬁ(y w) utfi(Mapprx | L) — ufs, (M. | miity)
i=0 2
< Rg, an:ag( ||u§fi(Mapprx | ﬁlniat i) —ugs (M, | n??ﬁt—l))ng .
Combining with Eq. (E.8) gives the bound. O

E.3.2 Proof of Lemma E.4

For simplicity, let us use G*,é for Gexﬁn,@ex%n. Since M, € M(mg, Ram/2), we have M,[f] = 0 for all
i > mg. Therefore, we can write

(M, | i) (E9)
= Z M
s=t—mo+1
t
= Z M,[ffs] (ﬁsnat + (n nat nsnat))
s=t—mgo+1
t s .
_ Z MJ(t—s] 'ﬁ;at n2|g_ZG£(s—]]u§x,alg . Z G exalg
s=t—mo+1 j=1 j=s—h
t s
_ Z i fnat 4 Z (@m G[J) ex,alg
s=t—mo+1 j=s—h
. [t—s] [s—4]
D D S R el (E.10)
J
s=t—mo+1 1<j<s—h
::uzrunc

Here, utrunc is a lower order truncation term:

Claim E.5. Fort > N +m+ 1, we have that |[u!™"¢|y < RyRma, (b +1).
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Proof. We have that \\u?x’a|g||2 < Ry, by Lemma 6.1b. This gives

t

||u§runc H _ Z M*[t_s] Z G[f—j] u;x,alg

s=(t—mo+1)4 1<j<s—h-—1
<RuBa Y. IG¥ < RuBuve. (h+1).
1<j<s—h
O
To bound the dominant term u™®" we express u;'-lg in terms of 77"2" and the controller M,:
ll;lg _ Ll;f ( ; | Anat) _ Z M[ q] Anat
g=j—mo+1
_ Z M[J q] ’\nat Z MU~ q])’
q=j—mo+1 g=j—m+1
O

where sum only over ¢ € {(j — mo)+,...,4} in the bracketed term (b) because MM =0 for n > mq since

M, € M(mg, Rp/2). Next, the equalities
ex,al X ~na
uj ag: (M |771gt)
(M, | 015") +uf (M | 7135°) — uf* (M. | 715"
uf (M, | 715") + (uf* (M — M, [ 015")

e
J
uc*
J
e
J

J
S MU | fu (M - M. | A1),

g=j—mo+1

and introducing the shorthand Ag] = Gl — G[*j ]7 we can further develop

t s
uinam — Z M,[t_s] y\ga‘c + Z A[é] u§X73|g
s=t—mgo+1 j=s—h
t b ‘7 . .
_ Z Mit—s] Sf\ga‘c + Z Z A[ij‘] MiJ—Q] ,;’\qnat
s=t—mgo+1 j=s—h q=j—mo+1

— apprx

+ Z Z Z M[t s] cx(M - M, |,’/7\1n]at) (E.ll)

s=t—mo+1 j=s—h q=j—m+1

_ err
=uy

Here, the input uj®™™ is respresents the part of the input which can be represented as u;"""™ = u$*(Mapprx |

nat) for some Mapprx € M(m, Raq); the remaining error term, u§™, will be bounded shortly thereafter.

Claim E.6 (Existence of a good comparator). Define the controller

mglhmol

Ma[«llprx = M, ]Il<m0 1+ Z Z Z M[a C]Ha+b+c iy
a=0 b=0 c=0

which depends only of M, and eg. Then,
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1. We have the identity

apprx

uy = U?X(Mapprx | ﬁfl?t)a Vt > N, (E.12)

2. [ Mapore = Maley op < ||M*||%1,opea < Rqe/d.
3. Ifm>2mg—1+hand eg < 5 (as ensured by Condition E.1), then Mapprx € M(m, Raq)
Proof. To verify Eq. (E.12),

e Zt: Mgy Zt: Z Z M Al gt

s=t—mo+1 s=t—mo+1s=j—h qg=j—mo+1

mo—1 mo—1 h mo—1

_ Z M*' Anat+ Z Z Z M[a *C]Atnaz;aerJrc)

a=0 b=0 c=0

2(m0—1)+h mo—1 h mo—1
Z < * z<mo 1 + Z Z Z M[a A[b]M[ ]Ha+b+cz> 'ﬁtllait
i=0 a=0 b=0 c=0

2(m0 1

Z M[z]prxﬁtndzt ’

Next, since | M| < Ra/2,

mo—1 h mo—1

b Riea
| Mapprs = Mallvop < 3~ 3 3 1M o |AG op |5 lop < M7, opec < =4,

a=0 b=0 c=0

which verifies point 2. Therefore, for e < 1/Rpq,

RM R 9
HMaperH < ||M*||£1’0P + ”Mapprx - M*Hh,Op < — 9 + T < Rm.
Moreover, by assumption on m > 2mg + h — 1, we have Mégﬂprx >0 for i >m > mo2(mo — 1) + h. O

Lastly, we control the error term. We shall do this incrementally via two successive claims. First, we “re-
center” uy'" arround the comparator My, rather than M,, and uses AM-GM to isolate terms ||M; — Mapprx||%:

Claim E.7. For m > 2mgy — 1+ h, the following bound holds for all T > 0

Roat RS €2, RZ 2 . 2
errH < natft A QG MG + o max HUEX(MJ’ _Mapprx | ,,hn;t H2

Hu 2 2T 2] t—mo+1—h

Proof. Using ||9;*||2 < 2Ryt (Lemma 6.1b) and ||M, ||, 0p < Raq/2 by assumption,

||uerr|| _ Z Z M[t S]A[J] ex(M — M, Anat)

s=t—mo+1j=s—h 9

<RM6GJ t%%)il h”uex M - M, |Anat H2

< Ruee e (05 (M, = Mappe | A5, + 0550 = Mupors | 5)],)
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Next, from (Lemma 6.1b) and Claim E.6, we can bound

Hu?x(M* = Mapprx | ﬁln?t)Hg < |My = Mapprx|l 2 00 r£1<ajx ||ﬁsnat||2

< 2RnatHM* - MaperHZhOP

< Bualtiycc
- 2
This yield
err RnatR.?/)\/leé L ox st
il < =S5 4 Raee _ maxe | {[uf (M — Mappes | 71557)
< RnatR,:;)\/leé' R.%\/le%v' T ¢ ex M M. 7oat)||
- 2 2T + ijztgln%}ilfh Huj (M = Mapors | 115 )H2

| 2

RyatRa+ 771 T t
2 2 tLeM n
< Rt (P ) 4 D M, Mg | 505°)

Putting things together, we have that
[uf (M. [ 315) — uf (Mappex | 91512
= ™+ uf ™ — uf (Mappes | Y15 |12

= (™ u™ o+ u = (Mappre | 9172

9"

(Eq. (E.10))
(Eq. (E.11))

= [luy™ + g™, (by Claim E.6)

< ™z + a2

-1
< RuRmtbe, (h+1) + R%ﬁé (RnatRW)

2

2

T t -
+5  max  [[u$ (M = Mappes [ 0135 -

2 j=t—mo+1—h
= (RHS of Eq. (E.5)),

as needed. [

F Establishing Strong Convexity

This appendix is devoted to establishing strong convexity of the DRC and DRC-EX parameterizations under
semi-adversarial noise, described by Assumption 6b in the previous appendix. The organization is as follows:

1. Appendix F.1 introduces the necessary preliminaries to state our bound, including the Markov opera-
tors of the dynamics that arise from an internal stabilizing controller, and the notion of the Z-transform.

2. Appendix F.2 presents Theorem 11, which describes the strong convexity of internally stabilized systems
in terms of certain functionals of the Z-transforms of relevant Markov operators. Combining with
Proposition F.1 which characterzes the behavior of these functionals, we this section concludes with the
proof of Proposition 7.1b. This section then specializes this bounds for systems with internal controllers
which are given by static feedback (Appendix F.2.2), and exact observer-feedback (Appendix F.2.3).

3. Appendix F.3 adresses the proof of Theorem 11.

4. Appendix F.4 establishes the proof of Proposition 7.1. It borrows one lemam from the proof of Theo-

rem 11, but bypasses the Z-transform to establish bounds via elementary principles.
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5. Appendix F.5 proves Proposition F.1 via complex-analytic arguments. The focus is to obtain poly-
nomial dependence in the horizon parameters, and no care is paid to specifying system-dependent
constants.

F.1 Strong Convexity Preliminaries

Transfer Functions and Z-Transforms The strong convexity modulus is most succintly described in
the Fourier domain, where we work with Markov operators and their Z-tranfsorms. We recall the definition
of an abstract Markov operator as follows:

Definition C.1 (Markov Operator). Let ¥%*dn denote the set of Markov operators G = (GI);5¢ with
Gl € Rdxdn guch that |Glly,0p < 00. Given a system (A, B,C, D) with input dimension dj, and output
dimension d,, we let G = Transfer(A, B, C, D) € 9, x4, denote the system GI% = D and GI1 = CA*~'B.

We shall also use the notation
G' = Transfer(A, B,C,D)" = Transfer(AT,CT, BT, D"),

where (AT,CT,BT,DT") is commonly referred to as the adjoint system. For an abstract Markov operator
G, its Z-transform is the following power series:

Definition F.1 (Z-Transform). For G € ¥ v, , the Z-transform is the mapping from C — Cdo*dn

G(2): 2+ Z Gl
i=0

For finite-order linear dynamical systems, the Z-transform can be expressed in closed form via:

Lemma F.1. If G = Transfer(A, B,C, D), then G(z) = D 4 C(zI — A)~'B.

Closed Loop Dynamics: For stabilized systems, the relevant Markov operators that arise correspond to
the closed-loop dyanics of the nominal system placed in feedback with the stabilizing controller 7. From
Lemma 3.1b, we recall the operators Gey_s(y,u) and Gy )y, Which satisfy:

alg nat -1
Y| _ |V [i] x
o] = [+ 2 St

and
. (4] w
nat __ i t—1
n - ;G(w,e)%n |:et—i:| .

The Markov operators in terms of which we bound the strong convexity modulus are as follows:

Definition F.2 (Markov Operators for Strong Convexity). Recall the Markov operators

ch%(y,u) = Transfer(AwO,Cl, Bﬂ'g,Cl,eX7 CTI'(],C]? Dﬂ'o,cl,ex)
G(u;,e)—)n = Tra nSfer(Aﬂ'o,cla Bwo,cla Cm),cl,n; Dﬂ'o,cl,n)

from Definition 2.2b. We define the noise transfer function as

1
GnOiSC = G(wﬁ)—ngoise € %dTIX(dw+d/u)’
where the above notation is short hand for Gﬂise = GEﬂ) e)HnEéoise for all 7. Note that Gex—;(y,) has din = dy

and do, = dy + d,, whereas G . has dy = dy and do = d, + d,,. We further define the function ¢

noise

and ¥q,,.. denote the corresponding decay functions, which are proper by Assumption 1b.

ex—(y,u)
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Here, Gex—;(y,u) describes the dependence of (y, u) on exogenous inputs u®*, and Gpeise is the transpose of
the system which describes the effect that the noise in the system has on natures y}**. Since u§*(M) is linear
in natures y, Gpoise needs to be sufficiently well conditioned (in a sense we will describe) to ensure strong
convexity. Note that ¥, above need not be full-covariance, provided that it satisfies Assumption 6b.
Moreover, since f;(M) depends on ug*(M) via the Markov operator Gex_(y,4), this operator also needs to
be sufficiently well conditioned. '?

F.2 Internally Stabilized Strong Convexity and Proof of Proposition 7.1b

The relevant strong convexity parameter is bounded most precisely in terms of what we call “H” functions,
which describe the behavior of the Z-transform G(z) of a Markov operator along the torus: T := {e*? | § €
[0, 27]}:

Definition F.3 (Hi,-Functional). Let di, < do'?, G € 9%*dn We define the H iy and Ho, functionals as

. o : ST - = 10
Humin[G] : eéﬁ){gﬂadm(G(e ) and  [|G|lu., : eg[loa}gﬂllG(e Mop-

We will show that for h,k sufficiently large, the strong convexity parameter is lower bounded by 2
Hmin [Gexﬁ(y,u)] - Hmin|Ghnoise]. Unfortunately, for certain pathological systems, one or both of these terms
may vanish. To ensure fast rates for all systems, we will need a more refined notion:

Definition F.4. Let di, < do, G € 9% and let w = (wll);5¢ denote elements of ¥ := F'*dn  with
HwH?2 =350 lwl|13 and Z-transform @. Further, define %, := {w € ¥% : ||w|l,, = 1, Wl =0, Vi > h}.
We define the #,j-functional as

1 27 .
H[h][G]2 := min —/ ||G(eL0)dJ(eL9)H§d0.
0

WEW, 27‘(

Abusing notation, we also will write Hmin [G] and other relevant functionals as a function of the Z-
transform, where convenient. We also note that, just as oyin(-) is not a norm, Hpin[-] and Hp)[-] are not
norms as well.

Having defined the relevant functions, the following bound gives us a precise bound on the relevant strong
convexity parameter. We consider the functions

JeeM | G, y15,0iE) = E[f(M | Go, yi wi) | Ferl,

where F; is the filtration from Assumption 6b. In what follows, we will adopt the shorthand fi.(M |

Gy, y¥a8 ud?). Our main theorem is as follows:

Theorem 11. Fiz, m,h and let k = m + 2h. Further, define

Qm h =

 Him) [Gex (g,))” * Himn) [Groise]”

Y4
N =N =

’ Hmin [Ge"_}(yvu)}Q ’ Hmin [C;’Ioise]2 = Oco,
Then

2
E |:Hvt(M I Gex%(y,u)vn?iav?at) - VlrflatH2 | ]:t_k:| Z am,h,k”MH%‘ Z aOOHMH%’

12Tn the full observation setting, with controllers depending directly on noise w, Agarwal et al. [2019b] only needs to verify
that (the appropriate equivalent of) chq(yyu) is well conditioned, since the noise terms w; are independent by assumption.
13The restriction di, < do is to remind the reader that, if dj, > do, then Huin[G] is identically zero.

76



provided that

(Hin)[Gex—(y,w)])
8m+h)

h) < H[m-‘rh—l] [Gnoise]

d v
o ¢ - 2(m+h)

¢Gex~>('y,u) (h) S (Fl)

noise (

Thus, if each ¢, is chosen by an oblivious adversary and is a-strongly convez, the functions fi.x(M) are
Qloss * O bk AN Qloss - Qoo StTONGlY-conver, provided that Eq. (F.1) holds.

The above theorem is proved in Appendix F.3. Some remarks are in order:

1. While m, h are algorithm parameters, k appears only in the analysis. The constraints on h reflects
how the m-history long inputs u$*(M) must be given time to propogate through the system, and the
constrain k > m + h reflects the sufficient excitation required from past noise to ensure the last m + h
natures y’s are well conditioned.

2. As we shall show in Proposition .1, the functional H[;)[G] decays polynomially as a function of h.
On the other hand, decay functions decay geometrically, so these constrains on m, h, k can always be
satisfied for h and k sufficiently large.

3. We consider G . to insure that the input dimension is greater than output dimension, as per the

noise

restriction in F'.3.

Appendix F.2.2 provides a transparent lower bound on a., when the system is stabilized by an static
feedback controller. For general controllers, however, Hmin[Gex—(y,u)] may be equal to zero. We introduce
the following condition. However, we can show that H;[G] degrades at most polynomially in h:

Proposition F.1. Let di, < d, and G = Transfer(A, B, C, D) € 94%>dn with o4 (D) > 0, or more generally,
that G is Then, there exists constants c,n depending only on G such that, for all b > 0, Hp[G] > ¢/(h+1)".

We are now in a place to prove our intended proposition:

F.2.1 Proof of Proposition 7.1b

Recall the settings h = [m/3], and k = m + 2h. First, we lower bound «, . From Proposition F.1, there
exists constances c1, ¢z > 0 and ny, ng such that Hpn) [Gex—s (y,u)] = 1M ™™ Himin)[Groise) = c2(m+h)7"2 >
55 m"2, since h < m. Thus, there exists somes agys > 0 and pgys such that a, p > aggemPes.

Now, let us show that there exist an m > msys for which conditions of Theorem 11 hold. From the
stability assumption of the stabilized system (Assumption 1b), there exists constants C' > 0 and p € (0,1)

for which ¢¢ (n) Vg, (n) < Cp™. Thus, for m >4 and h = [m/3] > m/4, we have

(Hn)[Gex—(y,w)])
8(m + h)

ex— (y,u)

Cplm/3]
8(m + [m/3])er[m/3] =

( ) ’ wGex%(y,u) (h) S

which is at most 1 for all m sufficiently large. A similar argume,tm applies to checking the bound ¥«
Himth—1][Gnoise]
2(m—+h)

h)

noise (

[IRVAN

F.2.2 Example: Static Feedback Controllers

Consider the static feedback setting (Example C.2), where we have a stabilizing controller with A,, = 0,
and 7; = y;. For consistency with conventiona notational, we set F' = D, € R%9. This includes the full
observation setting via the laws (A, + B, F), but may also include settings with partial observation which
admit a matrix F' such that (A, + B,KC,) is stable: Note that taking K = 0 subsumes full-feedback as
well. The proposition shows that a., from Theorem 11 admits a transparent lower bound:

Proposition F.2. Consider a static feedback controller with K = D, and recall as = %~7—[min[Gexﬁ(y’u)]z-
Homin |Gl i)?. Then,

noise
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1. Shoise = 021, then o > %5 mln{l ||K|| } mln{l || Bx KHO }

2. If only 02, > 0 (but Xyoise may not be positive definite), then

2 o C )2
o> T min {1, | K22} —ZminlC)7
= > Gomin (LK1} TR

3. Finally, if K =0, then
o2 02 omin(Cy)
Qoo > o Tw__TminTs)
2 2 (14| Adlop)?

Note that if owyin(Cyx) > 0, then we only need 02, > 0 to ensure as > 0. In particular, with with
C, = I, we recover the bounds from Agarwal et al. [2019b], even with stabilizing feedback. Note that, unlike
Agarwal et al. [2019b], these bounds don’t require any assumptions on the system, or any approximate
diagonalizability.'* It order to illustrate how useful it is to the represent strong convexity in terms of
Z-transform and H-functionals, we provide a proof of the above proposition

Proof of Proposition F.2. In static feedback, we have a stabilizing controller with A, =0, and set D, = K
and A = A, + B,KC,, and Ax(z) = (2I — Ag)~!. Then, we can verify

[i] — 0 Ci | yin1 [i] _ i—1
Gex—)(y,u) - Hl 0 |:I:| + H2>0 |:KO :| A B*7 G(w,e)—)'q = Hi:O [0 [] + Hi>OC*AK [O K]

< o C, Ak (2)B, 5 T «l/2 Ag(z)TCl
Gex—>(y,u) (Z) = |:I+ KC*AK(Z)B ; Gnolsc(z) = Enoise I+ BIKTAK(Z)TC*T

We now invoke a simple lemma:

Lemma F.2. Consider a matriz of the form W = [ ;14 ,] € Rii+dxd "yith Yy € Rhrxdr X 7T € Réxdr,
Then, omin(W) > = mm{l Um‘“(y)}.

Xllop

Proof of Lemma F.2. Consider |[Wol|z for v € R? with |jv]| = 1. If || Zv|]2 < 1/2]|X||op, then

11
Wollz 2 1+ XZv]z 21 = [|X]lopl Zv]z 21~ 5 = 5.

Otherwise, [Wollz > [Y 2] = ouin(Y) - | Z0]] > G o

By Lemma F.2, we see that
1 . _
Hmin[Gexa(ym)] > 5 mln{lv HKHop1}7

and if Ypoise = 021, then

Hmin[Gnmse} > = 2 mln{l ||B Kllopl}

This establishes the first result of the Proposition. Moreover, if we just have state noise o2 but possibly no

observation noise, then Hmin[Guoise] = Tmin (Cx ) Hmin[Ax] > %, where we note that o, (Ax(2)) =
1 _ 1 S 1
AT = T AxTon which is at least T axTs for z € T.

Lastly, when K = 0, we can direclty lower bound Hmin[Gex—(y,u)] > 1, and lower bound Hpin [Groise)? >
02, 0umin(Cy)*Humin [Ax]? + Hmin[I + Bl KT Ag (2)TC202 By specializing F = 0 in the argument adopted
for the previous part of the proposition, Huyin[l + B KT Ax(2)TC[] > m, and by setting K = 0,
Huin|I + B] KT A (2)TC]? = I O

4 However, to conclude strong convexity via Theorem 11, we require h — m > 0. Still, we note that these bounds apply to
more general settings where one has (a) observation noise and (b) partial observation.
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F.2.3 Example: Youla LDC-Ex with Exact Observer Feedback

In general, static feedback is not sufficient to stabilize a partially observed linear dynamic system. Let us
consider what arises from the the Youla LDC-Ex parametrization. From Lemma C.2, we have

ey Lico [0 Ia,] + LinoCa(As + LC) ! 1o, F].

(w,e)=n —

and

i 0 C* i—
GL;](a(y’u) =1T;—o [Id ] + Liso {F] (A, + B, F) 1B,.

Thus, introducing App(2) = (2I — (A + BK))~!, and Apc(z) = (21 — (A — LC))~!, we have

~ _ O C* < _ C*ABF(Z)B*
Gexﬁ(y’u)(z) = |:Idu:| + [F:| Apr(z)B, = |:Idu + FABF(Z)B*

Moreover,

G’(w’e)_m(z) = [0 Idy] + C*ALc(Z) [Idl F} s
giving

- ol ALC(Z)TC*T
Gnmse(z) - ZﬂOise [Idy + 1‘71T14LC(Z)TC’;r

From Lemma F.2, we have

= 1
Hmin|Groise(2)] > min {1, } .
(i) T

Lower bounding Cv?ex_>(y7u)(z) is a little trickier. Define X (z) = 2I — A,. We have

Iy, + FApp(2)B, =1+ F(2I — A, — B,F)'B, =1 + F(X(z) — B,F)"'B,
=1+ F(X(z) - B,F)"'B,
= —((-I) = F(X(2) + B.(-1)F)™'B,)
= (-I+FX(2)7'B,)" "

Then,

1 1

in(ly + FA B, = < )
owin(la, + FApr (D) B) = o m R 1B o < T4 1FTon 1B lon X () Ton

Substituting X (z) = (21 — A,), we have

1
2>
L+ [|Fllop | Bullop max-er || (21 — Ax)~Hlop

Hmin [Gex—)(y,u)]

In otherwise, if the eigenvalues of A, are bounded away from 1 in magnitude, then Humin[Gex—s(y,u)] > 0,
yielding a bound of ay, > 0.
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F.3 Proof of Theorem 11

The proof of Theorem 11 proceeds by first representing the strong convexity in terms of the Toeplitz operator
defined below:

Definition F.5. Let k,/,h € N with £k > h > 0, and ¢ > 0. Given a Markov operator G € ¢%*dn with
G € R%*dn let G, € R%*% denote the Markov operator with GLl] = I;<,G1. The Toeplitz operator is
defined by

gl 0 0 0 ]
g G o 0
Toeph;k,Z(G) = GLh] GL}L—H o GE] GLO] € R(k+1)dox (ht1)din
Ggh""l] GE}L] G[l] G[l]
i ng] ngr—l] ngt—h]_

We use the shorthand Toep,, ,(G) = Toepy, ;. »(G).
Our first lemma establishes strong convexity in terms of the above operator:

Lemma F.3. For any M = (M) ! we have the bound
E[[Ve(M | Gexos s mi s vi™) = Vi[5 ] Fiok] = il M I
where || M2 = 375" (|MP|J3, and
D bk = Jdum(Toepmflngrhf1,h(GeX—>(y,u)))2 : Udy(m-i-h)(Toepm+h71;k(Gr—|1—oisc))2

Next, we show that the smallest singular value of a Toeplitz operators is lower bounded by the H[G]

Lemma F.4. Let G € 9¥%*dn be a Markov operator, which in particular means ||G|s, op < 00. Further,
let £,k,h € N, with £ > 1, and k > h > 1. Finally, set ¢y = co if £ > k, and otherwise, let ¢y = (1 — 1),
cy = % — 1 for some 7 > 0. Then,

Oan(nt1) (Toepy (G))? = er M [G)? — ca(h 4+ 1)*Ya(k — h v £)?,
where Hp)[G] is as in Definition I/
The above lemma is proved in Appendix F.3.2. Theorem 11 noq follows readily:

Proof of Theorem 11 . From Lemma F.3, the functions fi.,,(M) = E[f;(M) | Fi—i] are ioss* Qy, j, 5 strongly-
convex, where

T
gm,h,k = Jdum(Toepmfl;erhfl,h(Gex—>(y,u)))2 : Udy(m-i-h) (Toepﬂ”LJrhfl;k(Gnoise))2

Applying Lemma F.4 with 7 = %7

Udum(Toepm—1;m+h—1,h(Gex—>(y,u)))2 > H[h] [Ge)c—>(y,u)]2 - 7(h + 1)2f¢)Gexﬂ(y,u) (h)2

col 3

. Taking

h+ 1(7'[[h] [CTYe><—>(y,U)])2

17[}Gex~>(y,'u) (h’) S 8 )
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we obtain
3
O-dqﬂn(—I—Oer—1;'m—i—h—1,h(C;(ex~>(y,u)))2 > ZH[h] [C;(ex~>(y,u)]2
. Further, applying Lemma F.4 with £ = k, we obtain

Od,(m+h) (Toepnz+h—1;k(Gnoise))2 > Him+h—1] [Gnoise]2 —(m+h- 1)2‘11Gnoise(k —(m+h-— 1))2-

(h)2 < 7~£['m«#h—l][C"noise]

Taking k = m+2h, it suffices that Uq, ;.. S TSRy s we obtain g, (m-r) (Toep,,+ h 1.5 (Groise))?

%H[nb-i-h] [Gnoise]2 . Thus,

3 3 1
Xk = E/H[h] [Gexs ) ifH[erhfl] [Groise)? > §H[h] [Gexs (yu0)) *Hpmth—11[Groise]” = i n k-

Since H(p)[G] > Hmin[G], we conclude that a, n > s Therefore,

| MI[E > oo || M (F.2)

2
i [HVt(M | Goxos(yau)s Mt s Vi) — V?atHZ | ]:t—k} 2 Qn bk

Finally, we observe that if f(z) = ¢(Xz + v) is a function with a random variable X and a-strongly convex
loss /, then E[f(z)] is -’ strongly convex as long as E[|| X z||3] > o/||z||3 for all z. This means that Eq. (F.2)

entails that fi.; is both ouess - m,n,k @0d Qs - Coo-strongly convex.
O

F.3.1 Proof of Lemma F.3

For simplicity, we assume that M € M(m + 1, Rpq); this simplifies the indexing. Further, introduce the
row-toeptliz operator

ToepRow,, (G) := [GIY Gl ... GlM].
Further, lets us introduce the shorthand
0vi(M) = Ve(M | Gexs(yuys iy, vi™) = vi™, uf* (M) = ug*(M | ni5).

We can directly check that

ug* (M)
uex M
6vi(M) = ToepRow;, (Gex— (y,u)) t—.1'(' )
ug* , (M)
Moreover,
us* (M) Mo pgn MIm] 0 pnat
u (M) | o MO et gl et
u(tafh(M) . . M[O] M[l] . M[m] n?jt(erh)
,r]nat
i,
= Toeph;erh(M) . 7
M i)

Letting N;"‘;& (m+h) denote the vector above, this us gives the compact representation:

ovy (M) = ToepROWh (Gex—>(y,u) )Toeph;m+h(M)N?:?t—(m+h)'
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Recall that, to establish the lemma, we wish to lower bound
E[|5ve(M)|3 | Fo-i] = apmil MIE,

where ||M||Z := 271 | MIT][2. To this end, define the random variable

N e = Nets oman) = EINGE (e | Fe—tl- (F.3)
Since N} (1), 18 uncorrelated with [N} ) | Fi—x], we have

E [Jove(a)|3 | Fik
_ 2
=E HTOepROWh(Gex—>(y7u))TOeph;erh(M)N?:%t*(meh)HQ \ -Ftk:|

_ 2
=B HToepROWh(Gex_’(yﬁu))Toeph;m+h(M)N?:6tLt—(m+h);lH2 | ]:t_k}

2
+ HToepRowh(Gexﬁ(y’u))Toeph;erh(M) -E [Nﬁ?t_(m+h);k | ]-'t_k} H2 (By uncorrelation)

_ 2

=k HToepROWh(GSX—’(W))Toeph;m+h(M)N§?t—(m+h);kHg | Ft—k]
: 2

= ||TOepROWh(Gex—>(y7u))TOeph;m+h(M)||2
X 04, (1+m+h) (E [Ngit—(mh);k(N?:?t_(m%);k)T | ]_-t_kD .

Thus, to conclude the proof, it suffices to establish that, for N#at )ik defined in Eq. (F.3), we have

tit—(m—+h);
0d, (14+m-+h) (E {N?f?—(erh);k(N?:?t—(erh);k)T ‘ }—tka 2 04, (m+1+h) (Toepm+h;k(Gn0iSC))2 (F.4)
and
2
’|ToepR0Wh(Gex—>(y,u))Toeph;m+h(M)HF > Udu(m-&-l)(Toepm;m+h,h(Gex—>(y,u)))2 (F.5)

Note that m in the above display in fact corresponds to m — 1 in the statement of the lemma, since for the
proof we assume M € M(m + 1, R) to simplify indices.
Let us now establish both equations in the above display.

Proving Eq. (F.4) Recall that G, ¢)_,, denotes the Markov operator mapping disturbances to outputs,
which satisfies by Lemma 3.1b the following

t
nat __ [4] Wi—g
M =D Gl {e“] :
i=1

Then, since Ng‘:t_(7n+h) is the component of nature’s y’s depending only on noises (wg, ;) for s € {t —k,t —
k+1,...,t}, we deduce:

nat _ toch
NYT (manyi = ToepTrans,, 1 (G w,e)—n) | (Wi ]
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where we have defined the Toeplitz Transpose operator

gl gl gt . glk-n o G
ol [k—h—1] [k—1]

ToepTrans, () = 0o GOl gl .. @ .. G
0 Gl ... G-l

Thus, letting Diag,, H(Enoisc) denote a block diagonal matrix with ¥,isc along the diagonal, we have from
Assumption 6b

B[N ok (NBE Grga) T | Fi]

. T
= ToepTrans,, .k (G(w_’e)_m) Diagy, 1 (Xnoise) ToepTrans,, ;. (G(w,e)—m)

.
= ToepTrans,, .k (G(w,e)—m . Eéoise) ToepTrans,, .k (G(w,e)—m . Eéoise)

= ToepTrans,,, ..« (Ghoise) ToepTranstrh;k(Gnoise)T,

1
where we use the convention G(w_e)_m -2

. N noise
Gl o)y Dsiser and recall the definition Greise = G(ue)sy * 5

The following fact is straightforward:
Claim F.5. For all o4(ToepTrans,, ;. (G)) = 0a(Toep,., (G ")) for all d.

denotes the Markov operator whose i-th component is
Definition F.2).

oise (
noise

Thus, combining the above with Claim F.5,
na’ na’ 2
Udy(1+m+h) (]E[Nt:ttf(erh);k(Nt:ttf(erh);k)T | ]:t*k]) > ody(1+m+h) (ToepTransm+h;k(Gr—1roise))
2
= 04, (1+m+h) (Toeperh;k(GIoisc)) )

concluding the proof of Eq. (F.4).

Proof of Eq. (F.5) This bound is a direct consequence of the following claim, which thereby concludes
the proof of Lemma F.3.

Claim F.6. Suppose that G and M are of conformable shapes. Then,

Mlo]
- M
||T0epROWh(G)Toeph;m+h(M)”F > Udu(m+1)(T°er;m+h,h(G )
Mm] v
Proof. Keeping the convention M = 0 for i > m, we can write
ToepRow,, (G) Toepy, ., 11 (M)
_ [GM MO | GO 4 GRIALOL | | SO Gl | SO Gl | Gl M[m+h_ﬂ ,
m-+h
= [N[O] | N N[m+h]] ., where NVI .= Z L, GH MU,
i=0

The above block-row matrix has Frobenius norm equal to that of the following block-column matrix,

ol E?:o HiShG[i]M[—i]
N N _ 211:0 ]IiShG[i]M[lfi]
N [mth] ZZ?:gh HiShG[i]M[m-‘rh—i] )
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which can be expressed as the product

[GIO] 0 0 0 0O ... 0 ... T [ MmO
gl Gl 0 0 0 ... ... 0 M
W=l gh-n G o o | ]
0 gh g1 . GO o .00 0
0 .. 0 g ogh-uo . go] | o |

where we have use M1 =0 for i > m. Let us denote the first m column blocks of the above matrix as X,
Letting G = ]IZ<hG£1], we have

e 0 0 0 0]
el Gl 0 0
Xm = m .n;,
G[ ] GEL 1] G[O]
_G[h—‘rm] G£lm+h—1] th]_
Mol
_ Ml . )
Then, we have that N = X, and in particular,
Mlml
Lol
— Ml
Ve > i (%) | |1
Mml

F
To conclude, we recognize X,,, are the matrix Toep,,,.,, 1, ,(G), so that

Mol
-~ Ml
HNHF 2 Od,(m+1) (Toepm;m-i-h,h(G))

A1)

F.3.2 Proof of Lemma F.4
Let G = (GI");5¢ be a Markov operator. We define its z-series as the series
= Z 27t gl
i>0
Our goal is to prove a lower bound on owin(Toepy,,(G)). Introduce a “signal” {wl1};50, and annotate the

ly-ball #, = {w : 3" w3 < 1,0l = 0,¥i > h}. Let us introduce the convention Gl = 0 for i < 0.
Then, we can express

Ormin(Toepy 4 ¢(G)? = min )

2
Toep, . o(G) (@l |

wWEWh
2
h
(i Gli—il ] F.6

2
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Let us first pass to the k, ¢ — oo limit.

Lemma F.7. Let ¢y = ¢y if £ > k, and otherwise, let ¢y = (1 —7), co = % — 1 for some T > 0. Then, for
[Glle,,0p < 00, we have

2
rnin (Toepy ¢(G)) = ¢1 min D Ty <GP — ey (h 4 1) (k — h)?,
weh ez ||jez )
where if £ > k, ¢1,¢2 sa ¢ =co = 1.
c1,co satisfy either | or,
Proof. For w € #},, we have
2 K|t o ’
| Toeps (@)@, ) = ST 1oy e GE Il
20 ||i=o )
- Z Z(G[%J] — (i jy» Gl
i=0 || =0 )
N 2
= Z Z(G[i—jl —Tti st or ik Gl
i=0 || =0 )

where in the last line we use that £ < k. Let us introduce the shorthand I; ; := I(;_j)ssori>k- Using the
elementary vector inequality [|v + w||3 > (1 —7)|jv[|3 + (1 — 1)||w||3. This gives

2 2

2 ) h o ' ) L o 4
TR ) G Sy e N o1 e I

1=0 ||7=0 9 1=0 ||7=0 9

where ¢; = (1 — 7) and ¢, = (£ — 1), and where all sums converge due to ||G||, ,0p < 1. Moreover, one can
see that if £ > k, then we can simplify the above argument and take ¢; = ¢c; = 1, as in this case

2 2 2
k

[eS) h ) h
SIS G Ty Gl | =SS0 G| = 33 LGl ]

1=0 ||7=0 9 1=0 ||5j=0 9 =0 || =0 9

>

Observe that since w has f5-norm bounded by 1, we have

h h
1Y L GBS < [ 1,0 | | T jys e GETM] (12, < L, G2,
j=0 j=0
Thus,
h 2 h 2
S S ne| <33 e, < (336,
i=0 || =0 ,  i=0j=0 i=0 j=0
2
<+ 1) [ D Iicmingeh-ny G Mop | = (h+1)*ba(C Ak — h).
i>0
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Thus, we conclude that, for any 7 > 0,

2

HToeph;k)Z(G)(w[O],..., (1] H (1-r i ZGU i) +(1_%)(hﬂ)wG(mm{e,k_h})?.

i=0 || j=0 9

Finally, since wl/l = 0 for j ¢ {0,...,h}, and GI'=7] = 0 for j > 0 and i < 0, we can pass to a double-sum
over all indices ¢, 7 € Z. O

Next, for each w € #},, we introduce

GLZL.— G*w ZG[’J
JEZ
and let G, [2] denote its Z-transform. By the convolution theorem,

G(2) = G(2)(2),

where G(2) = > ,c4 wllz" is the Z-transform induced by w. Moreover, by parseval’s indentity,

’ 1 2T . . 1 2 o
STIGEIE = o [ 1Ga(elBa0 = o [ GG )a(e 346 =y G
. 21 Jo 27 J;
i€EZ
Therefore, for ¢, ¢y as in Lemma F.7,
2

min(Toepy,; (G)) > GUIIGUI — eo(h +1)%0a (L Ak — h)?

i (Tospa(G)) > 1 iy 3|3 G At | —ealht 1wt k=

2

i G2 Z co(h+1)20a (L Ak — h)?
Clwﬂel}//f}hgﬂ 5 = ca(h 4+ 1)*Ya( )

=1 Hp G — co(h +1)*Yg (¢ Ak — h)?.

F.4 Proof of Proposition 7.1 (Strong Convexity for the Stable Case)

For stable systems — that is, systems without a stabilizing controller — we can directly lower bound bound the
strong convexity without passing to the Z-transform. This has the advantage of not requiring the conditions
onV¥¢, .., and ¥g stipulated by Theorem 11. As our starting bound, we recall from Lemma F.3 the
bound that fi,5(M) are aiogs - Q1 i Strongly-convex, where

noise

T
Qm,h,k = Udum(Toepmfl;erhth(GCX%(?J,U)))2 . Udy (m+h) (Toepﬂfwrhfl;k(C:noise))2
The followign lemma bounds the quantities in the above display, directly implying Proposition 7.1:

Lemma F.8. For any m > 1 and any k > m+h, we have that o4, (h11)(Toepy.in—1(Gexs(yw))) = 1, and

O Tmin (Cx
Tau ) (TOP 134 (Groise))? = 072 + el Cedy

Proof. In the stable case, we have that

g [ &Y
x> | Iy Tio.

Thus, for m > 1, Toep,;, _1.m+n—1,n—1(Gex—(y,u))) can be repartioned so as to contain a submatrix Iq,mxd, m-
ThUS7 O_dum(Toeph;mthfl(chﬁ(y,u))) > 1
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To lower bound de(erh)(Toepm +h71;k(Gnoise)T)2, we use the diagonal covariance lower bound X, ise =

0’2 Id” 0 . .
w e 9 . For this covariance, Gyoise takes the bform
0 UeIdy
Hi21 . (C*A[iil])TO'w_

(]
G I[i:() . IduO'e.

noise

Thus, Toep,;, j,—1.x(Gnoise) can be partitioned as a two-block row matrix, where one block is an
Oe * I(him)d, 1

X = | O(k—(mth—1))dux (mth)ds

UWToepm—i-h—l;k(G*,w 5

where G, w = I[ile*Ai_l. From this structure (and use the short hand )

de(m+h)(Toepm+h71;k(Gnoisc)T)2
= Tlmimya, (X)
= Omnyd, (Celtnemyd, + oo T0P g 14(GLw) TPy 14(GlW))

> o040y, O (m+h)d, (Toepm+h—1;k(GIw))2

It remains to lower bound o4 n)a,, (Toep,, 1.4 (G,

*,W

has an (m + h)d, x (m + h)d, submatrix which takes the form

Diag(Cy,...,C.) - PowToep,, . ,(As) | ,
———

m + h times

where we have defined

I A A% ... Ar-1
p—2
PowToepp(A) = 0 I 4 .. 4
0 0 O I

Thus,

O (m+h)d, (Toepm+h—1;k<GIw)) > Omin(Cy) 'Umin(POWToepm+h (4))
= Omin(Cy) - [|[PowToep,,, , 1,(A) ™ [lop

We can verify by direct computation that

I -A 0 0 0
PowToep(4)~! = o I -A 0 ...0 ’
0 0 0 0 I
giving [PowToep,,.(4)  flop < 1+ [Allop. Thus, 0(rpny, (ToePpi_1x(GLy)) > 225G yielding
-1
T, (mth) (TOCP, 1, (Gnoise) 1)? > 02 + 0%, (Tﬁ‘éﬁ:g) , as needed. O

F.5 Proof of Proposition F.1

The proof of all subsequence lemmas are provided in sequence at the end of the section. As we continue, set
T:={e? : 0 € [2n]} C C. For w € 4% we the following signal norms:
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Definition F.6 (Signal norms). For a complex function p(z) : z — C¢, we define

1 2m

2 10Y(12 L0

= dé =

) A GO Ry M

By Parseval’s theorem, ||lw||,, = ||@||3,, whenever [|w]|,, < co. Importantly, whenever w € #},, the signals

w are not too “peaked”, in the sense that they haved bounded H,,-norm:
Lemma F.9. Suppose that w € #j,. Then, & is a rational function, |||y, =1, and ||©]|3, < h+1.

Using this property, we show that integrating against @, for w € %}, is lower bounded by integrating
against the indicator function of a set with mass proportional to 1/h:

Lemma F.10 (Holder Converse). Let Let € (€) denote the set of Lebesque measure subsets C C [0, 2n] with
Lebesgue measure |C| > €. Then,

— : a ~ > . : . ST
HinlG) = mip 16, > o= min [ o, (6" oo

The next steps of the proof argue that the function oy, (G’(eL6'))2 can be lower bounded by a function
which, roughly speaking, cannot spend “too much time” close to zero. First, we verify that o4, (G(2)) can
only reach zero finitely many times:

Lemma F.11. Let G = (A, B,C, D) be a Markov operator from R% — R%. Suppose that dy > di,, and
o4, (D) > 0. Then, o4, (G(z)) =0 for at most finitely many z € C.

Using this property, we lower bound o (G(e*?))? by an analytic function. Recall that f : R — R is
analytic if it is infinitely differentiable, and for each & € R, there exists a radius r such that, for all § € (0, ),
the Taylor series of f converges on (z — d,z + J), as is equal to f.

Lemma F.12. There exists a non-negative, analytic, function f : R — R, which is is not identically zero

such that, for any 0 € R, omin(G(e'9))? > £(0), for all 0 € R.

Finally, we use the fact that analytic functions cannot spend “too much time” close to zero (unless of
course they vanish identically):

Lemma F.13. Let f: R — R be a real analytic, nonegative, periodic function with period 2w, which is not
identically zero. Then, there exists a constants ¢ > 0 and n € N depending on f such that the following
holds: for all € € (0,27, and any set C C [0, 27] of Lebesgue measure |C| > e, then,

/Cf(o)de > cem.

The proof of Proposition F.1 follows from applying the above lemmas in sequence. Recalling that € (2= )

A1
denotes the set of C C [0, 27] with |C] > 747 for some non-vanishing, periodic, analytic f, we obtain

)

1 = 2
G(2)] > — - mi . (G(e?))" do L F.10
Hnl6@) = - min [ o, (@) (Lemma F.10)

1
> — . min / f(6)do (Lemma F.12)
3 cet(357) Joec

c

>— min |C|" (Lemma F.13)
8T CeF(757)

C/

>
— 87

(h+1)",

for some ¢/ > 0, and n € N.
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F.5.1 Proof of Lemma F.9

Proof. Since w(z) = Zh owlz7% @(2) is rational. The bound ||@||l, = 1 follows from Parsevals identity
with 37, |wi|l; =1 for w € 7/;, The third point explicitly uses that w € %}, is an h + 1-length signal.
Namely, by Cauchy-Schwartz,

h
Al = HZzw”nz ZW Zuw 12 Il
=0

where we use that the £3 norm of w is bounded by 1. If z = €'Y, then |2¢|? = 1, so ||w(2)]]2 < VA + 1. O

F.5.2 Proof of Lemma F.10

We argue that rational functions p with unit Hs-norm and bounded H., norm must be large on a set of
sufficiently large measure:

Lemma F.14. Let | - | denote Lebesque measure. Let p be a rational function on C with ||p||ly, = 1 and
Hp||H < B. Then there exists a Lebesgue measurable C which is a finite union of intervals with Lebesgue
measure |C| > % for which

vz el |p(2)l2 =

DN | =

Proof. Let C; := {0 € [0,27] : ||p(e*?)||2 > t}, which is Lebesgue measurable by rationality of p. Then, by a
Chebyschev-like arugment,

1 1
U= ol < 5o [ e [ e
2= 0r Joee, 27 Joe(o,2n)—c,
Culsl, c|
< S e (1 - Dty
- 2m *+ 277)
< BlG]
S +t
2m

Hence, S > 1 . In particular, if we C = Cy 5, then M > as needed. O

72T — 2B7

We can now prove Lemma F.10 as follows. For each w € #4, let C,,) denote the corresponding subset of
[0, 27] guaranteed by Lemma F.14, that is [|&(e?)|2 > 31(6 € Cs. Then, for w € #4,

1 2
1 i / 1G(e")o(e?) 3d0
0

2T weWs,
1 27

G (2)w(2) I
74, (G(e"))?[|w(e”) |30

50/, oa, (G(e?))? . (%11(9 €C,))%de
L (G(e'?))2d.

04,

in

87 0ec.,

Since each set C,, C [0,27] has Lebesgue measure at least m/(h + 1), and since €(w/(h + 1)) denotes the
collection of all subsets with this property, min, ey, ||G(2)w(2)|/#.. is lower bounded by

1 2
: - (G L0 2d9
ceelin & e oa, (G(e))"do,

as needed.
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F.5.3 Proof of Lemma F.11
Proof. Next, Note that if G = (A, B, C, D), then G(z) = D+C(zI — A)~'B. Since o4, (D) > 0, there exists a

projection matrix P € R such that PD is rank d;,. Moreover, if o4, (P G’( )) =0, then oq, (G(2)) = 0, so it
suffices to show that oq, (PG(2)) = 0 for only finitely many 2. Since PG(z) € R Xdn | is square-matrix valued,
it suffices to show that determinant det(PG(z)) = 0 for at most finitely 2. Since det is a polynomial functlon7
and PG(z) has rational-function entries, (this can be verified by using Cramers rule), there exists polynomials

f,g such that det(PG(z)) = 58 for € C. This means that either det(PG(z)) = 0 for all z € C, or is

identically zero on C. Let us show that the second option is not possible. Consider taking z — oo (on the real
axis). Then lim, . G(z) = lim, ,oo D + C(2I — A)"'B = D. Hence, lim,_,, det(PG(z)) = det(PD) > 0
since o, (PD) > 0. O

F.5.4 Proof of Lemma F.12

Proof. We have the following lower bound

(C(NHC(2) = Hg:nl MG (2)"G(2)
Amin(G(2)"G(2)) = [T\ G(2)HG (=)
H?iznl )\'LC:;( )MG(z )

- (maXzET HG(Z) 13p) %
HGHz(d.r ) =9(2)

By assumption, ||G(z)||H < 00, and so ¢(z) only vanishes when det(G(2)"G(z)) does, which itself only
vanishes when Apin(G(2)7G(2)) = 0. By Lemma F.11, this means that ¢(z) is not indentically zero on T.

Now, let ¢(0) = det(G(e'!)HG(e'?)). Tt suffices to show that this function is real analytic. We argue by
expressing ¢(0) = ®o(P(0)), where ®; is a real analytic map from R — (R?)%*dn and ®, an analytic map
from (R?)%xdn — R,

Let embed : C*dn — (R2)de*din denote the cannonical complex to real embedding. We define ®(6) =
embed(G( 9). To see that ®;(f) is real analytic, we observe that the map z ~— €'’ is complex analytic, and
since G is a rational function, u — G( ) is analytic away from the poles of G. Since G has no poles u € T
(by assumption of stability /bounded Ho, norm), we conclude that z — G(e*?) is complex analytic at any
z € R. Thus, 6 ~ embed(G/(e*?)) is real analytic for § € R.

Second, given X € (R?)%*dn let ®y(X) = det((embed *(X))™(embed ! (X))). It is easy to see that
®5(X) is a polynomial in the entries of X, and thus also real analytic. Immediately, we verify that ¢(6) =
Dy (P41 (0)), demonstrating that ¢ is given by the composition of two real analytic maps, and therefore real
analytic. O

F.5.5 Proof of Lemma F.13
We begin with a simple claim:
Claim F.15. f has finitely many zeros on [0, 27].

Proof. Since f is real analytic on R, it can be extended to a complex analytic function f on a open subset
U C C containing the real line R. Since f is not identically zero on R assumption, f is not identically zero on
R, and thus by “Principle of Permanence”, f can have no accumulation points of zeros on U. In particular,
its restriction f can have no accumulation points of zeros on R. As [0, 27| is compact, f has finitely many
zeros on [0, 27]."” O

15As a proof of this fact, note that if f has no accumulation points, then for each = € [0,27], there exists an open set set
U, C R containing = which has at most 1 zero. The sets U, form an open cover of [0, 27]. By compactness, there exists a finite
number of these sets Uz, ..., Us,, which cover [0,27]. Since each Uz, has at most one zero, there are at most m zeros of f on
[0, 27].
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We now turn to the proof of our intended lemma:

Proof of Lemma F.15. Let 01, ...,0,, denote the zeros on f(#) which lie on [0, 27), of which there are finitely
many by the above argument. The Taylor coefficients of f cannot be all zero at any of these 6;, for otherwise
analyticity would imply that f would locally vanish. Thus, by Taylor’s thoerem, at each zero 6;, we have
that for some constants ¢; > 0, r; > 0, n; € N,

f(@) > Ci‘e — Hilm', Vo e R: |9 - 91‘ <7
Letting ¢ = min; ¢;, n = max; n;, and r; = min{1, min; r; }, we have that for all
f(O)>cl—6;]",VOcR:|0—6;| <r

By shrinking 7 if necessary, we may assume that the intervals I; = [0; — r, 0; + r] are disjoint, and that there
exists a number 6 such that [0, 2m +6y] D /-, I;. By periodicity, one can check then f(6) only vanishes on
[00,2m +60) at {01,...,0,} C U~ Interior(1;). Compactness of the set S := [0y, 27 + 6] — |-, Interior(I;)
and the fact that f(6) # 0 for all @ € S implies that infgcs f(6) > 0. By shrinking c if necessary, we may
assume infpecg f(0) > c. Therefore, we have shown that

VO € [0o, 2m + 6p], f(6) > £(0) :=¢c (]I (min] |60 —6;] > 7“) —I—iﬂ((@ —0;) > r)|9—9i"> .

i€[m P

Now, let € (e) denote the set of subsets C C [0y, 27 + 0p] with Lebesgue measure e. By translation invariance
of the Lebesgue measure, and periodicity of f(6), it suffices to show that, for constants ¢/, n’, the following
holds for all € € (0, 1), the following holds

min / £(0)do > e’ (F.7)
ceé(e) Joeco
In fact, by shrinking ¢ if necessary, it suffices to show that the above holds only for € € (0,2mr). Examining
the above display, we that any set of the form C := {0 : f(#) < ¢t} with |C| = € is a minimizer. Assuming
the restriction € < 2mr, this implies that the minimum (F.7) is attained by the set C. := (J, I;(€), where we
define the intervals I;(e) = [0; — €/2m, 0; + €¢/2m]. We can compute then that,

m

Oi—e/2m
f(6)do = / f(6)do
/GECE 7( ) ; 0;—e/2m 7( )

=1
m 0;,—e/2m

_ Z/ ¢|6 — 6,]"d0
i=1"0

i —€/2m

m €/2m
= Z/ cl6|™de
1=1

—e/2m

€/2m
= QCm/ |r|"de
0

2cm
—_ 2 n+1
= (e/2m)"

which has the desired form.
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G Gradient Descent with Conditional Strong Convexity

We begin by recalling Condtions 7.1, 7.2and 8.1 under which we argue the subsequent bounds. First:

Condition 7.1 (Unary Regularity Condition (uRC) for Conditionally-Strongly Convex Losses). Suppose
that K C R Let f; := K — R denote a sequence of functions and (Fi)i>1 a filtration. We suppose f; is
L¢-Lipschitz, and maxgex ||V fi(2)|lop < B, and that fi.r(z) := E[fi(z) | Fi—x] is a-strongly convex on K.

Note that, by Jensen’s inequality, fi,; are 8-smooth and L¢-Lipschitz on K. Second, we recall the with-
memory analogue:

Condition 7.2 (With-Memory Regularity Condition (wmRC)). Suppose that X C R? and h > 1. We let
F, := K" — R be a sequence of L. coordinatewise-Lipschitz functions with the induced unary functions
fi(x) == Fy(z,...,z) satisfying Condition 7.1.

Lastly, we formalize the fashion in which the iterates are generated:

Condition 8.1. We suppose that z;11 = k(2 — ng,), where g, = Vf(2) + €;. We further assume that
the gradient descent iterates applied for ¢t > ¢y for some ty < k, with 20 = 21 = --- = 2, € K. We assume
that ||g;|l2 < Lg, and Diam(K) < D.

The remainder of the section is as follows. Section G.1 proves Lemma G.1, which relates the regret on
the non-conditioned unary sequence f; to standard strongly convex %, plus additional correction for the
errors €;, the negative regret, and a correction €5'°" for the mismatch between f; and fi.r. For k = 0,
fer =t and €;%°°M is zero, recovering Proposition 8.1. Next, Section G.2 proves Lemma G.2, which bounds
theterms €'°°" in terms of a mean-zero sequence Z;(z,) depending on the comparator z,.

Next, Section G.3.1 states and proves our main high-probability regret bound for unary functions, The-
orem. Lastly, Section G.3.3 extends

G.1 Basic Regret Lemma and Proposition 8.1

We begin by proving the following “basic” inequality for the unary setting, which provides a key intermediate
regret bound adressing both conditional strong convexity and error in the gradients, as well as incorporating
negative regret:

Lemma G.1 (Basic Inequality for Conditional-Expectation Regret). Consider the setting of Conditions 7.1
and 8.1. For step size n, = =

at’

T
Vo, €K, Y fun(z) — furlz) < —

T
6L?
Z llz: — 2|3 + Tf log(T + 1)
t=k+1 —k+1

@
6
t
T T
6 2 s OéD2(kJ + 1)
+o Z llell5 — Z (M 2z, — 2,) + B —
t=k+1 t=1
where we define €6°M := V() — Viek(2)

Note that Proposition 8.1 in the body arises in the special case where k = 0. For k > 1, the error ;*®

is required to relate the updates based on Vf;(z;) to to based on Vfi.1(2;), the latter of which corresponding
to functions which are strongly convex.

Proof. Let g, := Vfi(z) + €. From [Hazan et al., 2016, Eq. 3.4], strong convexity of f;,, implies that

2(fen(2t) = fer(2)) < 2V (2 — 2) — allz — 2f3 (G.1)
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Now, we let gradient descent correspond to the update y, 11 = 2 — mt4+19,, where g, = Vi, + eitOCh + €, for
stochastic error €*°® and deterministic noise €;. The Pythagorean Theorem implies

lot41 = 213 < ll2e = 2 = ms194l3 = llze — 2ll3 + 0241 |9ell* — 2019, (20— 22), (G-2)

which can be re-expressed as

2 2
zer1 — 2|13 = ||zt — =
)= Izt ellz = Jlze = 22 — e llgel? (G-3)

291 o 2 Me+1

Furthermore, using the elementary inequality ab < % + %b2 for any a,b and 7 > 0, we have that for any
T>0

—(gp 2t — ) = — (Ve + 10N 2 — Ze) — (€, 20 — 2i)
aT 1 2
<~ (Vun + €% 20— 2) + Dl — 2B+ 5 el (G4)
Combining Equations (G.3) and (G.4), and rearranging,
ze — Ze||? = ||zea1 — 24| 1
2 (o - ) < =2l Lo malE gy L2

Nt+1
+7allz — z)* =2 <e§t°°h,zt - z*>
2 2
2t — 2 — ||z —z 1
S e <277t+1 + > leclls
Ne+1 TO
stoch

+ 7o)z — 2| =2 <et

,Zt—Z*>,

where we used ||g;]13 < 2(||Vf (2013 + ll€:l|3) < 2(L? + ||&|3). Combining with (G.1), we have

T T
Z ft;k(zt)_ft;k(z*)gé Z < ! _1_(1_T)a> Hzt—Z*Hg

t=kt1 kg1 N T
- 1 - l2k-4113
S 1 k+11l2
+ 27]t+1L2 + ( + 277t+1> ||€tH2 _ ethC} 2 — 2 4 ATl
t:;-i—l o ’ ;< ' *> M+k

Finally, let us set , = 2, 7 = £, and recall D = Diam(K) and ||V;||3 < L. Then, we have that

T T o —a T
L3>, (ml+1 - i —(1- T)a) ze—2l13 = 3 21 (/3 — 20/3) || 2¢—2.]|3, which is equal to =2 >, ||z —

Z|?
2. (& +2m41) < &, and 22?:1@4-1 m1L? <2-3L21og(T + 1)/
llzk+1l3 2

Putting things together,

T T
(0%
D7 furlee) = filz) S =5 STl — 2l + 613 log(T + 1)

t=k+1 t=k+1
T T
3 aD?(k+1
£25 fall = 3 (e - )+ S
t=k+1 t=1
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Finally, to conclude, we bound

D2(k+1 ) k+ 1aD? l<:+1 D*
DELD 23 ol < EEDDT Ex e ant 2
t=k+1

(k —|— HaD?
— Z 2 — zl13.

G.2 De-biasing the Stochastic Error

The next step in the proof is to unpack the stochastic error term from Lemma G.1, yielding a bound in
terms of a mean-zero sequence Z;(z4):

Lemma G.2 (De-biased Regret Inequality). Under Conditions 7.1 and 8.1 step size 1, = the following

oct’
bound holds deterministically for any z, € K
aD(k+1)  6L% + kLg(68 + 12L 6 —
S flen) = fle) < S22EFD) | S LGOS 1200) gy O e
2 « «o
t=k+1 t=k+1
T 0T
£ 2z - 5 e - B
t=k+1 t=1

where we define Z(z.) = (fizx = f)(ze-k) = (fur = F)(20) + (Ve = fr)(ze-1); 26k = 24)-
One can readily check that E[Z;(z.) | Fi—x] = 0.

Proof. Let z, € K denote an arbitrary competitor point. We recall that fi., = E[f; | Fi—g], and set
€N .= Vfi(2:) — Vfir(2:). Proceeding from Lemma G.1, there are two challenges: (a) first, we wish to
convert a regret bound on the conditional expectations fi.;; of the functions to the actual functions f; and
(b) the errors (e§*°? 2 — 2,) do not form a martingale sequence, because the errors €°? are correlated
with z;. We adress both points with a decoupling argument. Begin by writing

€M = Vfy(z) = Vifrr(ze) = V(fr = frr) (ze—r) + V(e = fen)(2e) = V(fe = frn) (ze—r)-

We then have that

T
Z <ethCh 2 — z*> = Z (V(fe = fea) (2t—1)s 2t—1 — 2x)
t=k+1 t=k+1
T
+ D0 (VUi = far) (z0) = Ve = fur) (eei)s 2 = 2) + (Ve = fee) (201, 2 = 20-1)
t=k+1

Since fi; and f; are L-Lipschitz and S-smooth, we have

T
Z (V(fe = fra)(ze) = V(fe = fen) (2e—k)s 20 — 20) + (V(ft — frr)(ze—r)s 26 — 2e—k)
t=k+1
T T
< Z 28|zt — zi—kll2ll2t — 2all2 + 2Lt |2t — ze—k]] < Z 2(BD + L)zt — ze—kl-
t=k+1 t=k+1
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Similarly, we decouple,

T T
D Funlz) = for(z) Z folz) = fe(z) + Y (fur = ) (ze-1) = (far — F)(2)
t=k+1 t=k+1 t=k+1

+ Y filzek) = fi(z) + frn(z) = fur(zir)-

t=k+1

Similarly, we can bound

T
Z fi(ze—r) = fe(ze) + fen(2e) — fen(ze—k) Z 2L¢ ||z — 2|l

t=k+1 t=k+1

Putting the above together, we find that

T T
Z frie(z) = fun(z) + Z <€,S:t00h Z — Z* Z fe(ze) — fe(zs)
t=k+1 t=k+1 t=k+1
(4)
T T
+ > (for = NEr) = (fon = H(z) + (Ve = far) zer)s 2 = 20) + Y (26D +4Lg)||z = 2o

t=k+1 t=k+1
+ =2 (24) +

(ti3.a)

To conclude, let us bound the term (iii.a):

T k
(tit.a) < Z (28D + 4Ly) Z lze—i — ze—k—j]l
t=k+1 =1
T k
< Y (2BD+4AL0) Y menl|Vfi(z) + &l
t=k+1 1=1
d 3
< kLg(28D +4Lg) > mep1 < = - kLg(28D +4L¢)log(T + 1).
t=k+1 .
Hence,
T T
Z fer(2t) — frr(ze) + Z (&5 N 2 — 2,)
t=k+1 t=k+1
d a kLg(68D + 12L;)
<Y fz) - )+ Y Zu(z) + —E 2 log(T + 1),
t=k+1 t=k+1 a

Lemma G.2 follows directly from combining the above with Lemma G.1.

G.3 High Probability Regret
G.3.1 High Probability for Unary Functions

Our main high-probability guarantee for unary functions is as follows:
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Theorem 12. Consider a sequence of functions fi, fa,... satisfying Condtions 7.1 and 8.1. Then, with
step size ny = %, the following bound holds with probability 1 — § for all z, € IC simultaenously:

T
Z fe(ze) — fi(2a —< Z ||6t||2 122||2t_2*2>

t=k+1 t=k+1
kdL? + kL¢L, + kAL kL2 (14 log, (aD?
< akp? 4 Akt kLilg + KBLg oy FLE <+ Ogg(“ )).
0]

Proof. Starting from Lemma G.2, we have

T
Z fue) — fu(e) < CP2EHD) (L? +k('6+Lf)Lg> log(T + 1) +g S el

2 o
t=k+1 t=k+1

T T T
«
+ Z Zi(z4) Z |Zt—Z*||§—ﬁ Z Iz — 213

t=k+1 t=k+1

(4)
where we we recall Z;(z.) = (fre — f)(zi—k) — (fre — [) () + (V(fe — frr)(Zi—k), 2i—k — 2+). We now state
a high-probability upper bound on term (%), proved in Section G.3.2 below:

Lemma G.3 (Point-wise concentration). Fiz a z, € K. Then, with probability 1 — &, the following bound
holds

T

T
a kL? k(1 + log, (aTD?)
-2 <
> A~ 5 Xl sl 0 (55F o (5 ,

t=k+1

where log (x) = log(xz V 1).
Together with £ < T and some algebra, the following holds probabilty 1 — ¢ for any fixed z, € K,

T
S e fil (o) < S0 o (B L0 Y oy 71y 4 237 el

2 o
t=k+1 t=k+1
kL? T(1+1log, (aD?)\ a <
1 + = _ 2
+ O ( - > og < 5 > 12 ;:1 lz: — zll5

To extend from a fixed z, to a uniform bound, we adopt a covering argument. Note that the only terms
that depend explicitly on the comparators z, are —f;(2,) and [z; — 2.]|3. We then establish the following
bound:

Claim G.4. Let N denote a D/T-cover of K. Then, for ay z, € K, there exists a z € N with

d o — L?
- 3 Gt A+ fy 3ol -l -] 5 2
t=k+1 =1
Proof. [||ze — 2.3 — llz¢ — 2l13| = [z — 20, (20 — 20) = (26 — 2)) + (2 = 20, (26 — 22) = (2 — 2))| < 2Dz —
z||. Moreover, |fi(2) — fi(zx)| < L¢||z — z4||. From the triangle inequality, we have that the sum in the claim
is bounded by (L + aD)T ||z — 2| < LD + aD* < L2 /o + aD?. O

Next, we bound the size of our covering

Claim G.5. There exists an D/T covering of N with cardinality at most (1 + 2T)%.
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Proof. Observe that K is contained in ball of radius D. Set e = D/T. By a standard volumetric covering
argument, it follows that we can select |N| < ((D +€/2)/(/2))¢ = (1 + 22)? = (1 4 27)<. O

Absorbing the approximation error of L?/a + aD? from Claim G.4, and applying a union bound over
the cover from Claim G.4, we have with probability 1 — J that

T a T 6 T
2
Z fe(ze) = filze) — (12 Z llze — 23 + > Z ||€t2>
t=k+1 t=1 t=k+1
2 2 T(1+27)%1 +1 D?
L{ + k(B + L¢)Lg log(T) + kL log( (1427)%( 5+ og. (a ))
« (0%

2 2 1 1 D2
kdL? + k(8 + L¢)Lg log(T) + kL} log ( + ogg(a )) '
a «

< aD?%k +

< akD? +

G.3.2 Proof of Lemma G.3

For simplicity, drop the dependence on z,, and observe that, since f, fi.; are L¢-Lipschitz, we can bound
|Zi| < 4Lg||zt — 24||2. Moreover, E[Z; | Fi—x] = 0. We can therefore write

T T
Y Zi= ) U Zy,

t=k+1 t=k+1

where we set U; := 4L¢||z; — 2,||2 and Z; := Z;/U;. We can check that

|7t| | Fick <las. and E[Z; | F—i] = 0.

Hence, Z; is a bounded, random variable with ]E[Zt | Fi—x] = 0 multiplied by a F;_jp-measurable non-
negative term. Note that this does not quite form a martingale sequence, since Z; has mean zero conditional
on Fi_g, not Fi_q.

This can be adressed by a blocking argument: let ¢, ; = k+ ¢+ jk — 1 for ¢ € [k], and j € {1,...,T;},
where T; := max{j : t; ; <T}. Then, we can write

T;

T k
> z=y

Ui 'th‘
t=k-+1 i=1 \j=1

Now, each term in the inner sum is a martingale sequence with respect to the filtration {F3, ; };>1. Moreover,
Zy, ;| Fi,,_, is -sub-Gaussian. We now invoke the a modification of Simchowitz et al. [2018, Lemma 4.2
(b)], which follows straightforwardly from adjusting the last step of its proof

Lemma G.6. Let X;,Y; be two random processes. Suppose (G;);>o0 is a filtration such that (X;) is (G;)-
adapted, Y; is (G;—1) adapted, and X; | Gj_1 is 0 subGaussian. Then, for any 0 < B_ < B,

T T
P IO Y <B1)Y X;Y; > umax
j=1 j=1

For each 4, apply the above lemma with f_ = L?/a and By = max{TL{D? L{/a}, X; = Z;,, and
Y; =Uy,,;, 02 =1/4, and u = \/3log(1/kd)/2. Then, we have Z]Tﬂ Y7 < f4 almost surely, so we conclude
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that, with probability (1 + log(1V aT'D?))d, the following holds for any 7 > 0

T; T
k2 . 3 2

Vi: Y U+ Zy,, < B-/3log(k[s)/2+ \ 5 log(k/9) S UE.
j=1

Jj=1

3. 16L2
= B_+/3log(k/0)/2 + og(k/5) lezml 213

T;
= B_\/3log(k/6)/2+ | 24L log(k/0) > |21, , — %3

j=1
2 12 &
=L (\/3log(k/6)/2 + — log(k/9)) + 5 > e, — 23
j=1

312, T
<L? log(k/é)(% + 7) + 5 Z [EAE A
j=1

Therefore, with probability with probability 1 — (1 + log(aT'D?))d, for any 7,7, > 0,

T kT, T;
SRR TN

t=k+1 i=1 j=1j=1

3927\ T <«
< kL?log(k/6) <2a+7) +§ Z llze—k — 2zell3

t=k+1

T=0a/6, + §/(1+log(1V aTD?)), we have that with probability 1 — §

T
S 7 antwng S S PR
t=k+1 t=k+1 t k+1

kL2 FLE g k(1 + log, (aTD?)

e ) '

G.3.3 High Probability Regret with Memory: Proof of Theorem 8

Proof. We reitarate the argument of Anava et al. [2015]. Decompose

T
Z fe(ze, 21, 20—, 2en) — fulza) Z fe(ze) = fe(z) Z ft Ry 21, B=2, - oy Bt—h) —

t=k+1 t=k+1 t=k+1
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We can bound the first sum directly from Theorem 12. The second term can be bounded as follows:

T T
Z ft(Zt, Zt—1y2t—25 -+ Zt—h) - ft(Zt) < L Z ||(O7 Zt—1 T Rty Rt—h — Zt)HQ
t=k+1 t=k+1
T h
< Z Z |zt — ze—il2
t=k+1i=1

T h i
< L. Z ZZHZt—jH = zt—jll2

t=k+1 i=1 j=1

T ho
L Z Zznt—jﬂﬂgtﬂ‘”

i=1j=1

t=k+1
T h
hLe > > mi-jillge;l

t=k+1 i=1

T h
< hL:.Lg Z Znt—jﬂ

t=k+1 i=1

T
h2LcLglog T
<h’LLg » M1 S L es 0B

«
t=1

IN

IN

This establishes the desired bound.
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