
Anytime Proximity Moving Horizon Estimation:
Stability and Regret ∗

Meriem Gharbi1, Bahman Gharesifard2, and Christian Ebenbauer1

1Chair of Intelligent Control Systems, RWTH Aachen University, Germany
{meriem.gharbi,christian.ebenbauer}@ic.rwth-aachen.de

2Electrical & Computer Engineering Department, University of California, Los Angeles, USA
gharesifard@ucla.edu

Abstract. In this paper, we address the efficient im-
plementation of moving horizon state estimation of con-
strained discrete-time linear systems. We propose a novel
iteration scheme which employs a proximity-based for-
mulation of the underlying optimization algorithm and
reduces computational effort by performing only a lim-
ited number of optimization iterations each time a new
measurement is received. We outline conditions under
which global exponential stability of the underlying esti-
mation errors is ensured. Performance guarantees of the
iteration scheme in terms of regret upper bounds are also
established. A combined result shows that both exponen-
tial stability and a sublinear regret which can be rendered
smaller by increasing the number of optimization itera-
tions can be guaranteed. The stability and regret results of
the proposed estimator are showcased through numerical
simulations.

1. Introduction

Moving horizon estimation (MHE) is an optimization-
based state estimation approach that computes an esti-
mate of the state of a dynamical system by using a finite
number of the most recent measurements. More specifi-
cally, a suitable optimization problem is solved to compute
the optimal estimate at each time instant and the horizon
of measurements is shifted forward in time whenever a
new measurement becomes available. Various MHE for-
mulations have been proposed and investigated for sta-
bility and are by now well-established in state estimation
area [2–8]. Practical issues related to the online solution
of MHE has drawn special attention since the underlying
optimization problem has to be solved online at each time
instant. In order to overcome this computational burden,

* This article is a slightly modified version of [1].

fast optimization strategies based on interior-point meth-
ods [9,10] are proposed, however, with no theoretical guar-
antees. In [11], approximation schemes are considered,
in which suboptimal solutions for minimizing quadratic
cost functions with a given accuracy are allowed and up-
per bounds on the estimation errors are derived under
observability assumptions. However, no optimization al-
gorithm is specified. A similar convergence analysis is
carried in [12] for the MHE algorithm presented in [13],
where a nominal background problem is solved based on
predicted future measurements and when the true mea-
surement arrives, the actual state is computed using a fast
online correction step. To show that the generated estima-
tion errors remain bounded, the associated approximate
cost and resulting suboptimality are taken into account
in the analysis. Particularly interesting are works which
explicitly consider the dynamics of the optimization al-
gorithm in the convergence analysis [14, 15]. In [14], a
fast MHE implementation is achieved by performing sin-
gle or multiple iterations of gradient or Newton methods
to minimize least-squares cost functions. For linear sys-
tems, global exponential stability of the estimation errors is
shown based on an explicit representation of the error dy-
namics. However, the required observability assumption
restricts the choice of the horizon length and implies that it
has to be greater than the state dimension. Moreover, vari-
ants of the so-called real-time iteration scheme [16] which
performs a single Gauss-Newton iteration per time in-
stant are proposed. The local convergence results derived
in [17] are established for the unconstrained case, i.e. no
inequality constraints are considered, and hold under the
assumptions of observability and a sufficiently small ini-
tial estimation error. Real-time implementations of MHE
are also successfully carried out in real-world applications,
such as structural vibration applications [18], induction
machines [19] and industrial separation processes [20].
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However, theoretical studies that consider both stability
as well as performance of MHE schemes under rather
mild assumptions are to the best of our knowledge rarely
addressed in the literature.

Statement of contributions. In this work, we present
a novel MHE iteration scheme for constrained linear
discrete-time systems, which is based on the idea of prox-
imity MHE (pMHE), recently introduced in [21, 22]. The
pMHE framework exploits the advantages of a stabiliz-
ing a priori estimate from which stability can provably be
inherited for any horizon length while allowing for a flex-
ible design via rather general convex stage costs. In [21],
stability is investigated under the assumption that a solu-
tion of the optimization problem is available at each time
instant. In [22], an unconstrained MHE problem in which
the inequality constraints are incorporated into the cost
function by means of so-called relaxed barrier functions is
considered. Although only a limited number of iterations
are executed at each time instant, the derived stability
conditions tailored to this relaxed barrier function based
formulation are rather conservative. The contribution of
this paper is fourfold. First, we present a pMHE iteration
scheme where at each time instant, a limited number of
optimization iterations are carried out and a state estimate
is delivered in real-time. The underlying optimization al-
gorithm consists of a proximal point algorithm [23] and is
warm-started by a stabilizing a priori estimate constructed
based on the Luenberger observer. Second, we establish
global exponential stability of the underlying estimation
errors under minimal assumptions and by means of a Lya-
punov analysis. In particular, the iteration scheme can be
considered as an anytime algorithm in which stability is
guaranteed after any number of optimization algorithm
iterations, including the case of a single iteration per time
instant. Third, in contrast to the pMHE scheme in [21],
the a priori estimate is only used to warm-start the pro-
posed algorithm. Nevertheless, stability is inherited from
it, despite its stabilizing effect is fading away with each
iteration. Forth, we study the performance of the pMHE
iteration scheme by using the notion of regret, which is
widely used in the field of online convex optimization to
characterize performance [24–26], and adapting it to our
setting. More specifically, we define the regret as the dif-
ference of the accumulated costs generated by the iteration
scheme relative to a comparator sequence and show that
this regret can be upper bounded. Furthermore, we prove
that, for any given comparator sequence, this bound can
be rendered smaller by increasing the number of optimiza-
tion iterations, and that a constant regret bound can be
derived for the special case of exponentially stable com-
parator sequences. Overall, we present a novel anytime
pMHE iteration scheme that is designed based on rather
general convex stage cost functions, ensures stability after
each iteration as well as for any horizon length, and for

which performance guarantees are provided and charac-
terized in terms of rigorously derived regret bounds.

Organization. The paper is organized as follows.
The constrained MHE problem for discrete-time linear
systems is stated in Section 2. The proposed pMHE
iteration scheme is described in details in Section 3 and
its stability properties are established in Section 4. In
Section 5, the focus is on the performance properties of the
iteration scheme which are reflected by the derived regret
upper bounds. A simulation example that illustrates both
the stability and performance properties is presented in
Section 6. Finally, conclusions are drawn in Section 7.

Notation: Let N+ denote the set of positive natural
numbers, R+ and R++ the sets of nonnegative real and
positive real numbers, respectively, and Sn

+ and Sn
++ the

sets of symmetric positive semi-definite and positive-
definite matrices of dimension n ∈ N+, respectively. For
a vector v ∈ Rn, let ‖v‖P :=

√
v>P v for any P ∈ Sn

+.

Moreover, let 0 :=
[
0 · · · 0

]>.

2. Problem setup and preliminaries
We consider the following discrete-time linear time-
invariant (LTI) system

xk+1 = A xk + B uk, (1a)
yk = C xk, (1b)

where xk ∈ Rn denotes the state vector, uk ∈ Rm the input
vector, and yk ∈ Rp the measurement vector. We assume
that the pair (A, C) is detectable and that the state satisfies
polytopic constraints

xk ∈ X := {x ∈ Rn : Cx x ≤ dx} (2)

where Cx ∈ Rqx×n and dx ∈ Rqx with qx ∈ N+. We
aim to compute an estimate of the state xk based on a
moving horizon estimation scheme. More specifically,
at each time instant k, given the last N measurements
{yk−N , · · · , yk−1} and inputs {uk−N , · · · , uk−1}, our goal
is to find a solution to the following optimization problem

min
x̂k−N ,
v̂,ŵ

k−1

∑
i=k−N

r (v̂i) + q (ŵi) (3a)

s.t. x̂i = A x̂i−1 + B ui−1 + ŵi−1, (3b)
yi = C x̂i + v̂i, (3c)
x̂i ∈ X , i = k− N, · · · , k− 1, (3d)

where v̂ = {v̂k−N , · · · , v̂k−1} and ŵ = {ŵk−N , · · · , ŵk−1}
denote the output residual and the model residual se-
quences over the estimation horizon with length N ∈ N+.
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In (3a), the stage cost r : Rp → R is a convex function
which penalizes the output residual v̂i ∈ Rp, and the stage
cost q : Rn → R is a convex function which penalizes the
model residual ŵi ∈ Rn. By using the system dynam-
ics (3b) and (3c), we can express each output residual v̂i
in terms of the remaining decision variables {x̂k−N , ŵ},
which we collect in the vector

ẑk :=


x̂k−N
ŵk−N...
ŵk−1

 ∈ R(N+1)n (4)

and use it to reformulate problem (3) as

min
ẑk

fk (ẑk) (5a)

s.t. ẑk ∈ Sk. (5b)

Here, the convex function fk : R(N+1)n → R denotes
the sum of stage costs and the convex set Sk ⊂ R(N+1)n

represents the (stacked) state constraints given by

Sk =

{
z =

[
x
w

]
, x ∈ Rn, w ∈ RNn : G x + F w ≤ Ek

}
.

(6)

Note that Sk is time-dependent due to the changing input
sequence {uk−N , · · · , uk−1} that enters Ek over time. The
matrices G, F and the vector Ek as well as more details
on the reformulation of the estimation problem (3) to (5)
can be found in Appendix A. Within the proximity-based
formulation, as introduced in [21, 27] and related to [5],
we solve a regularized form of (5) in which we add to
the cost function (5a) a proximity measure to a stabilizing
a priori estimate, which we refer to as z̄k ∈ R(N+1)n. A
corresponding pseudo-code is given in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1. pMHE according to [21]

1: Initialize: Choose x̂0 and set z̄0 = x̂0
2: for k = 1, 2, · · · do

3: ẑ∗k = arg min
ẑk∈Sk

{
fk (ẑk) + Dψ (ẑk, z̄k)

}
(7)

4: obtain x̂k according to (9)
5: z̄k+1 = Φk

(
ẑ∗k
)

6: end for

In (7), the overall cost function is strictly convex and

Dψ : R(N+1)n ×R(N+1)n → R

denotes the Bregman distance induced from a contin-
uously differentiable and strongly convex function ψ :
R(N+1)n → R as

Dψ(z1, z2) = ψ(z1)− ψ(z2)− (z1 − z2)
>∇ψ(z2). (8)

More detail on Bregman distances as well as some of their
central properties can be found in Appendix B. Based on
the resulting pMHE solution ẑ∗k , the state estimate x̂k is
obtained via a forward prediction of the dynamics (3b):

x̂k = AN x̂∗k−N +
k−1

∑
j=k−N

Ak−1−j
(

B uj + ŵ∗j
)

, (9)

and the stabilizing a priori estimate z̄k+1 is computed us-
ing the operator Φk : R(N+1)n → R(N+1)n. While per-
formance of pMHE can be enforced with rather general
convex stage costs r and q, stability can be ensured for any
horizon length N ≥ 1 with an appropriate choice of the a
priori estimate operator Φk and the Bregman distance [21].
Furthermore, among many interesting properties, Breg-
man distances can adapt to the problem at hand and act as
a barrier for the constraint set, in particular with so-called
relaxed barrier functions [22].

In the following section, we present an iteration scheme
to pMHE, in which, rather than finding the pMHE solution
at each time instant k, we reduce the computation time by
executing only a finite number of optimization iterations
of a gradient type algorithm.

3. Anytime pMHE Algorithm

In this section, we propose a novel pMHE iteration scheme
in which, at each time instant k, problem (5) is approxi-
mately solved by executing a fixed number it(k) ∈ N+ of
optimization algorithm iterations. In more details, at each
time k, a suitable warm start ẑ0

k is generated from a sta-
bilizing a priori estimate z̄k and an iterative optimization
update is carried out, from which the sequence

{
ẑi

k
}

with
i = 1, · · · , it(k) is obtained. The steps of the scheme are
given in Algorithm 2 and illustrated in Figure 1.
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k iteration phasek−1 iteration phase · · ·

k− 1

meas. yk−1

k

meas. yk

k + 1

meas. yk+1

i=0 i=1 i=2 it(k)=3i=0 i=1 it(k−1)
=4

· · ·

ẑ0
k ẑ3

k

z̄k+1ẑ0
k−1

ẑ4
k−1

z̄k

z̄k−1

Figure 1.. Illustration of the steps of the pMHE iteration
scheme at the time instants k− 1 and k, with the corresponding
it(k− 1) = 4 and it(k) = 3 optimization iterations.

Before we explain the proposed algorithm in more de-
tail, and for the sake of clarity, let us first introduce some

3



notations. The index k denotes the time instant in which
we receive a new measurement and it(k) is the number
of iterations of the optimization algorithm between time
instants k and k + 1. Moreover, we introduce

ẑi
k :=


x̂i

k−N
ŵi

k−N
...

ŵi
k−1

 , z̄k :=


x̄k−N

w̄k−N
...

w̄k−1

 , zk :=


xk−N

0
...
0

 . (10)

With ẑi
k, we denote the i-th iterate of the optimization algo-

rithm at time k. With z̄k, we refer to the a priori estimate at
time k and with zk to the true state xk−N with true model
residual sequence {0, · · · , 0}.

Upon arrival of a new measurement at time k, the op-
timization algorithm is initialized based on the a priori
estimate z̄k. In particular, we compute the warm start ẑ0

k as
the Bregman projection of z̄k onto the constraint set Sk as
formulated in line 3 of Algorithm 2. Then, a fixed number
it(k) of optimization iterations is performed via (13), gen-
erating

{
ẑ1

k , · · · , ẑit(k)
k
}

. Here, ηi
k > 0 denotes the step size

employed at the i-th iteration at time k. From this sequence

of iterates, an arbitrary iterate ẑj(k)
k , j(k) ∈ {0, · · · , it(k)}

can be chosen, based on which the state estimate x̂k is
obtained using

x̂k = AN x̂j(k)
k−N +

k−1

∑
j=k−N

Ak−1−j
(

B uj + ŵj(k)
j

)
(11)

for k > N (see Remark 1 for the case where 0 < k ≤ N).
Moreover, the a priori estimate z̄k+1 for the next time in-
stant is computed through the operator Φk : R(N+1)n →
R(N+1)n which will be defined in (12). As mentioned
above, the basic idea of the pMHE framework is to use
the Bregman distance Dψ as a proximity measure to a sta-
bilizing a priori estimate in order to inherit its stability
properties. Since the Luenberger observer appears as a
simple candidate for constructing the a priori estimates,
we require that the operator Φk incorporates its dynamics
as follows:

Φk

(
ẑj(k)

k

)
:=

[
A x̂j(k)

k−N +B uk−N +L
(

yk−N − Cx̂j(k)
k−N

)
0

]
,

(12)

where 0 ∈ RNn. Here, the observer gain L is chosen such
that all the eigenvalues of A− LC are strictly within the
unit circle. In the following, we compare Algorithm 2 with
our earlier formulation of pMHE, given in Algorithm 1.
Observe that, while a solution of the optimization prob-
lem (7) is computed, step 4 in Algorithm 2 employs the
so-called mirror descent algorithm [23] that iterates (13)
until a given number of iterations it(k) is achieved. For

Algorithm 2. Anytime pMHE

1: Initialize: Choose x̂0 and set z̄0 = x̂0
2: for k = 1, 2, · · · do
3: ẑ0

k = arg min
z∈Sk

Dψ(z, z̄k) warm start

4: for i = 0, . . . , it(k)− 1 do optimizer update

ẑi+1
k = arg min

z∈Sk

{
ηi

k∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)>
z + Dψ(z, ẑi

k)

}
(13)

5: end for
6: for some j(k) ∈ {0, · · · , it(k)} obtain x̂k from (11)

7: z̄k+1 = Φk

(
ẑj(k)

k

)
8: end for

Dψ (z1, z2) = 1
2 ‖z1 − z2‖2 and Sk = R(N+1)n, the opti-

mizer update step (13) corresponds to an iteration step of
the classical gradient descent algorithm and hence step
4 can be executed very quickly. In the constrained case,
(13) can be regarded as a generalization of the projected
gradient algorithm [23]. For this reason, we can view
Algorithm 2 as a real-time version of the pMHE scheme
given in Algorithm 1. Note also that choosing the so-called
Kullback-Leiber divergence as Bregman distance yields
the efficient entropic descent algorithm if the constraint
set is given by the unit simplex [23]. An appealing fea-
ture of Algorithm 2 is that, depending on the available
computation time between two subsequent time instants
k and k + 1, the user can specify a maximum number of
iterations it(k) after which the optimization algorithm at
time k has to return a solution.
Another key difference between the two algorithms is
that Algorithm 1 is biased by the stabilizing a priori es-
timate z̄k, while this bias is fading away in Algorithm 2.
In other words, the a priori estimate constructed based
on the Luenberger observer (12) has less impact at each
optimization iteration, which improves the performance
of the pMHE iteration scheme. This is due to the fact that
z̄k might degenerate performance in Algorithm 1, since
the solution lies in proximity to the a priori estimate. In
Algorithm 2, however, the Luenberger observer enters
only in the warm start. From this point of view, it is quite
surprising that, even though the effect of this stabilizing
ingredient is fading away, stability is provably preserved,
as we will show in the subsequent section. Thus, this "im-
plicit stabilizing regularization" approach of the a priori
estimate is in contrast to the explicit stabilizing regular-
ization proposed in [5, 21] (see also [28]). Moreover, the
proposed MHE algorithm possesses the anytime property.
The anytime property refers to the fact that the algorithm
will yield stable estimation errors after any number of
optimization algorithm iterations. This is similar in spirit
to anytime model predictive control (MPC) algorithms,
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which compute stabilizing control inputs after any opti-
mization iteration [29, 30].

Remark 1. For k ≤ N, we can employ the steps of Algo-
rithm 2 by setting all the negative indices to zero. More

specifically, ẑi
k =

[
(x̂i

0)
> (ŵi

0)
> . . . (ŵi

k−1)
>
]>

and

z̄k =
[
x̂>0 0 . . . 0

]> where ẑi
k, z̄k ∈ R(k+1)n. In order

to compute the state estimate, (11) has to be explicitly
modified to

x̂k = Ak x̂j(k)
0 +

k−1

∑
j=0

Ak−1−j
(

B uj + ŵj(k)
j

)
. (14)

We impose the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. [Properties of Sk] The set Sk of constraints
is closed and convex with nonempty interior.

Assumption 2. [Convexity of fk] The sum of stage costs
fk is continuously differentiable, convex for all k > 0, and
achieves its minimum at zk.

Assumption 3. [Strong smoothness of fk] The sum of
stage costs fk is strongly smooth with constant L f > 0:

fk(z2) ≤ fk(z1) +∇ fk(z1)
>(z2 − z1) +

L f

2
‖z1 − z2‖2

(15)

for all z1, z2 ∈ R(N+1)n and k > 0.

Assumption 4. [Strong convexity and smoothness of Dψ]
The function ψ is continuously differentiable, strongly
convex with constant σ > 0 and strongly smooth with
constant γ > 0, which implies the following for the Breg-
man distance

σ

2
‖z1 − z2‖2 ≤ Dψ(z1, z2) ≤

γ

2
‖z1 − z2‖2 (16)

for all z1, z2 ∈ R(N+1)n.

In Assumption 2, we can ensure that fk achieves its min-
imum at zk by designing the stage costs r(·) and q(·) such
that their corresponding minimum is achieved at zero. Re-
quiring strong smoothness of fk in Assumption 3 is rather
customary in the analysis of first-order optimization al-
gorithms [32] and will prove central in the subsequent
theoretical studies of the pMHE iteration scheme. Notice
that Assumption 4 restricts the class of employed Bregman
distances to functions which can be quadratically lower
and upper bounded. Obviously, this includes the impor-
tant special case of quadratic distances which are widely
used as prior weighting in the MHE literature in order to
ensure stability of the estimation error. In addition,we can
use any Bregman distance Dψ constructed based on the
function ψ(z) = 1

2‖z‖2
P + B(z), where B : R(N+1)n → R

is a convex and strongly smooth function, i.e., a convex
function whose gradient is Lipschitz continuous.

4. Stability Analysis
In this section, we analyze the stability properties of the
proposed pMHE iteration scheme (Algorithm 2). More
specifically, we derive sufficient conditions on the Breg-
man distance Dψ and on the step sizes ηi

k for the global
exponential stability (GES) of the estimation error

ek−N := xk−N − x̂j
k−N (17)

for any j ∈ {0, ..., it(k)}. The following key result es-
tablishes the stability properties of the pMHE iteration
scheme.

Theorem 1. Consider Algorithm 2 and suppose that As-
sumptions 1-4 hold. If we choose the Bregman distance
Dψ such that

Dψ (Φk(z), Φk(ẑ))− Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ −c ‖z− ẑ‖2, (18)

is satisfied for all z, ẑ ∈ R(N+1)n, where Φk(·) is defined
in (12), and if the step size at the i-th iteration and time
instant k satisfies

ηi
k ≤

σ

L f
, (19)

then the estimation error (17) is GES.

To prove this theorem, we require the following result.

Lemma 1. Consider Algorithm 2 and suppose Assump-
tions 1-4 hold true. Then, for two consecutive iterates ẑi

k
and ẑi+1

k at any time instant k > 0, we obtain

Dψ

(
zk, ẑi+1

k
)
≤ Dψ

(
zk, ẑi

k
)
+

1
2
(
ηi

k L f − σ
) ∥∥∥ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k

∥∥∥2
,

(20)

where i ∈ {0, ..., it(k)} and zk is defined in (10). Moreover,
we have that for any j ∈ {0, ..., it(k)}

Dψ

(
zk, ẑj

k
)
≤ Dψ

(
zk, z̄k

)
(21)

+
1
2

j−1

∑
i=0

(
ηi

k L f − σ
) ∥∥∥ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k

∥∥∥2
.

The proof of Lemma 1 can be found in Appendix C. We
are now in a position to prove the stability result for the
proposed pMHE scheme.

Proof of Theorem 1. We first prove GES of the estimation
error (17) with j = j(k). Let V be a candidate Lyapunov
function chosen as the Bregman distance in (13), i.e.,

V
(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
= Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
. (22)

5



Here, zk denotes the true state with zero model residual
as defined in (10) and ẑj(k)

k the selected pMHE iterate at
time instant k. In the following, we show that V satisfies
the following conditions

α1
∥∥zk − ẑj(k)

k

∥∥2 ≤ V
(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
≤ α2

∥∥zk − ẑj(k)
k

∥∥2 (23a)

and

∆V := V
(
zk+1, ẑj(k+1)

k+1

)
−V

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)

(23b)

≤ −α3
∥∥zk − ẑj(k)

k

∥∥2

for some positive constants α1, α2 and α3. Note that, in
view of (10), the error generated by the pMHE iteration
scheme at time k is given by

zk − ẑj(k)
k =

[
xk−N

0[Nn]

]
−
[

x̂j(k)
k−N

ŵj(k)
k

]
=

[
ek−N

−ŵj(k)
k

]
, (24)

where ŵj(k)
k :=

[(
ŵj(k)

k−N
)> · · ·

(
ŵj(k)

k−1

)>]>. By As-

sumption 4, (23a) follows with α1 = σ
2 and α2 = γ

2 . Fur-
thermore, by (21) in Lemma 1, we have

∆V = Dψ

(
zk+1, ẑj(k+1)

k+1

)
− Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)

(25)

≤ Dψ(zk+1, z̄k+1)− Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)

+
1
2

j(k+1)−1

∑
i=0

(
ηi

k+1 L f − σ
) ∥∥∥ẑi+1

k+1 − ẑi
k+1

∥∥∥2
.

The condition on the step sizes given in (19) implies that
ηi

k+1 L f − σ ≤ 0 and hence,

1
2

j(k+1)−1

∑
i=0

(
ηi

k+1 L f − σ
) ∥∥∥ẑi+1

k+1 − ẑi
k+1

∥∥∥2
≤ 0. (26)

Moreover, since z̄k+1 = Φk
(
ẑj(k)

k
)

and

Φk (zk)=

[
A xk−N +B uk−N +L (yk−N − Cxk−N)

0[Nn]

]
=

[
A xk−N +B uk−N

0[Nn]

]
= zk+1 (27)

in view of (12), we have

∆V ≤ Dψ(zk+1, z̄k+1)− Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)

(28)

= Dψ

(
Φk
(
zk
)
, Φk

(
ẑj(k)

k
))
− Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
.

Given that the Bregman distance satisfies (18), we obtain

∆V ≤ −c
∥∥zk − ẑj(k)

k

∥∥2 (29)

= −c
∥∥ek−N

∥∥2 − c
∥∥ŵj(k)

k

∥∥2.

Hence, the candidate Lyapunov function satisfies (23b)
with α3 = c and the estimation error (17) with j = j(k) is
GES. In the following, we show that GES holds also for
any j ∈ {0, ..., it(k)}. Based on the previous Lyapunov
analysis, we have that

Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
− Dψ

(
zk−1, ẑj(k−1)

k−1

)
(30)

≤ −c‖zk−1 − ẑj(k−1)
k−1 ‖

2 ≤ −2c
γ

Dψ

(
zk−1, ẑj(k−1)

k−1

)
,

where the last inequality holds by the strong smoothness
of the Bregman distance. By defining βe := 1− 2c

γ ,

0 ≤ Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
≤ βe Dψ

(
zk−1, ẑj(k−1)

k−1

)
, (31)

where βe ∈ [0, 1) since Dψ is nonnegative and 2c
γ > 0.

Hence

Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
≤ βk

e Dψ

(
z0, z̄0

)
. (32)

We consider the difference Dψ

(
zk+1, ẑj

k+1

)
− Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)

for any j ∈ {0, ..., it(k + 1)}. By (21), we have

Dψ

(
zk+1, ẑj

k+1

)
− Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)

(33)

≤ Dψ

(
zk+1, z̄k+1

)
− Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)

≤ −c
∥∥zk − ẑj(k)

k

∥∥2,

where the last inequality holds in view of (28) and (29).
Hence, by using βe again, we have for any j ∈ {0, ..., it(k +
1)}

Dψ

(
zk+1, ẑj

k+1

)
≤ βe Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
. (34)

By (32), we obtain ∀k > 0

Dψ

(
zk+1, ẑj

k+1

)
≤ βk+1

e Dψ

(
z0, z̄0

)
. (35)

By the strong smoothness and convexity of Dψ, we there-
fore get the following GES property of the estimation error∥∥zk − ẑj

k

∥∥2 ≤ γ

σ
βk

e
∥∥z0 − z̄0

∥∥2. (36)

The theorem implies that stability of the estimation error
is guaranteed for any iterate and is independent of which

iterate ẑj(k)
k is picked from the sequence

{
ẑ0

k , · · · , ẑit(k)
k
}

in
Step 7 in Algorithm 2, as well as of the number of iterations
it(k). Hence, the algorithm generates convergent estimates
after each optimizer update step and can be therefore
considered as an anytime MHE algorithm. Moreover,
selecting ηi

k =
σ
L f

, for all i and k, is sufficient for ensuring
GES. In addition, this guarantee holds independently of
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the choice of the horizon length N ∈ N+ and for any
convex stage cost satisfying Assumptions 2 and 3. This
includes for instance quadratic functions and the Huber
penalty function, which allows to handle the important
case of measurement outliers.

It is worth pointing out that detectability of the pair
(A, C) implies that we can find suitable choices of the
Bregman distance Dψ that fulfill condition (18). In partic-
ular, let

Dψ(z1, z2) =
1
2
‖x1 − x2‖2

P +
1
2
‖w1 −w2‖2

W (37)

with z1 =
[
x>1 w>1

]>, z2 =
[
x>2 w>2

]>, x1, x2 ∈ Rn,
w1, w2 ∈ RNn, and P ∈ Sn

++, W ∈ SNn
++ . Using (12) and a

simple algebraic manipulation, we have that

Dψ(Φk(z1), Φk(z2))− Dψ(z1, z2) (38)

=
1
2
‖(A− LC)(x1 − x2)‖2

P −
1
2
‖x1 − x2‖2

P

+
1
2
‖0‖2

W −
1
2
‖w1 −w2‖2

W .

Hence, satisfying (18) amounts to designing the weight
matrix P ∈ Sn

++ such that the linear matrix inequality
(LMI)

(A− LC)>P (A− LC)− P ≺ −Q (39)

holds for some Q ∈ Sn
++. This is because when (39)

holds, (38) yields

Dψ(Φk(z1), Φk(z2))− Dψ(z1, z2) (40)

≤ −λmin(Q)

2
‖x1 − x2‖2 − λmin(W)

2
‖w1 −w2‖2

≤ −c ‖z1 − z2‖2

where c = 1
2 min{λmin(Q), λmin(W)}.

5. Regret Analysis
In this section, we study the performance of the proposed
anytime pMHE iteration scheme. Recall the performance
criterion of the original estimation problem (5), which is
to minimize at each time instant k the sum of stage costs
fk. In order to characterize the overall performance of
Algorithm 2, we investigate the accumulation of losses fk
over the considered simulation time T ∈ N+ given by

T

∑
k=1

min
0≤i≤it(k)

fk(ẑ
i
k). (41)

Note that the min operator in (41) follows from the fact
that the generated sequence of iterates {ẑ0

k , · · · , ẑit(k)
k }

does not necessarily produce fk(ẑ0
k) ≥ · · · ≥ fk(ẑ

it(k)
k ).

Hence, given {ẑ0
k , · · · , ẑit(k)

k }, we have to choose a suit-
able ẑi

k whose function value is then used in the per-
formance analysis. Following the literature on mirror
descent algorithms [23], we select the iterate with the
minimal cost as our estimate, i.e., ẑio(k)

k with io(k) =

arg min0≤i≤it(k) fk(ẑi
k). One advantage of this selection

is that it allows us to adapt many tools used in the conver-
gence proof of the mirror descent algorithm to the regret
analysis. Further, we choose j(k) = it(k) in Algorithm 2.
Any other choice is in principle possible, but one has to
adapt the subsequent analysis accordingly.
Our goal is to ensure that (41) is not much larger than
the total loss ∑T

k=1 fk(zc
k) incurred by any comparator se-

quence
{

zc
1, zc

2, . . . , zc
T
}

satisfying zc
k ∈ Sk. In other words,

we aim to obtain a low regret, which we define as

R(T) :=
T

∑
k=1

min
0≤i≤it(k)

fk(ẑ
i
k)−

T

∑
k=1

fk(z
c
k). (42)

By computing an upper bound for the regret, we can de-
sign suitable step sizes that yield a sublinear regret, i.e., the
regret bound O(

√
T). This is a meaningful regret bound

and well-known in the context of online convex optimiza-
tion since it implies that the average regret R(T)/T tends
to zero for T → ∞ and hence that the proposed algorithm
performs well, on average as well as the comparator [32].
This property of the algorithm is especially desirable when
the regret is used to evaluate how well the pMHE iteration
scheme performs compared to an estimation scheme that
knows the optimal solutions

{
zc

1, zc
2, . . . , zc

T
}

. Hence, we
measure the real-time regret of our algorithm that car-
ries out only finitely many optimization iterations (due
to limited hardware resources and/or minimum required
sampling rate) relative to a comparator algorithm that gets
instantaneously an optimal solution from some oracle.

5.1. Regret with respect to arbitrary
comparator sequences

In this section, we establish bounds on the regret generated
by Algorithm 2. Similar to [26], we derive regret bounds
that depend on the variation of the comparator sequence
with respect to the dynamics Φk defined in (12):

CT(zc
1, · · · , zc

T) :=
T

∑
k=1

∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥ . (43)
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Moreover, we define the following notations:

G f := max
z∈Sk ,k>0

‖∇ fk(z)‖

M1 := max
z∈Sk ,k>0

‖∇ψ(z)‖ , M2 := max
z∈Sk ,k>0

‖∇ψ(Φ(z))‖

M := M1 + M2, Dmax := max
z1,z2∈Sk ,k>0

Dψ(z1, z2),

where we assume that the maximum in each definition is
well-defined. Our first main result is stated next.

Theorem 2. Consider Algorithm 2 with j(k) = it(k) and
any comparator sequence

{
zc

1, zc
2, . . . , zc

T
}

with zc
k ∈ Sk.

Let Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 hold true. If we choose the
Bregman distance Dψ such that

Dψ(Φk(z), Φk(ẑ))− Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ 0 (44)

and employ non-increasing sequences

it(k+1)−1

∑
i=0

ηi
k+1 ≤

it(k)−1

∑
i=0

ηi
k, (45)

then Algorithm 2 gives the following regret bound

R(T) ≤ Dmax

∑
it(T)−1
i=0 ηi

T

+
G2

f

2σ

T

∑
k=1

∑
it(k)−1
i=0 (ηi

k)
2

∑
it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k

(46)

+
M

∑
it(T)−1
i=0 ηi

T

T

∑
k=1

∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥ .

The proof of this result relies on the next lemma.

Lemma 2. Consider Algorithm 2 with j(k) = it(k) and
any comparator sequence

{
zc

1, zc
2, . . . , zc

T
}

with zc
k ∈ Sk.

Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 hold. Then for a given
iteration step i and a time instant k > 0, we have that

ηi
k

(
fk(ẑ

i
k)− fk(z

c
k)
)

(47)

≤ Dψ(zc
k, ẑi

k)− Dψ(zc
k, ẑi+1

k ) +
(ηi

k)
2

2σ
‖∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
‖2.

Moreover, if we choose the Bregman distance Dψ such that

Dψ(Φk(z), Φk(ẑ))− Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ 0, (48)

then

min
0≤i≤it(k)

fk(ẑ
i
k)− fk(z

c
k) (49)

≤ 1

∑
it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k

(
Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)

+
G2

f

2σ

it(k)−1

∑
i=0

(ηi
k)

2 + M‖zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k) ‖
)

.

The proof of Lemma 2 can be found in Appendix D. We
are now in a position to prove the theorem.

Proof of Theorem 2. The proof is similar to the proof of [26,
Theorem 4] which derives a regret upper bound for the
dynamic mirror descent in the context of online convex
optimization. For ease of notation, we employ ∑ ηi

k to
refer to the sum of all the step sizes used within the time
instant k, i.e. to ∑

it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k.
By Lemma 2, (49) holds true. Summing (49) over
k = 1, · · · , T yields

R(T) =
T

∑
k=1

min
0≤i≤it(k)

fk(ẑ
i
k)−

T

∑
k=1

fk(z
c
k) (50)

≤
T

∑
k=1

1

∑ ηi
k

(
Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+

G2
f

2σ ∑(ηi
k)

2 + M‖zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k) ‖
)

.

Using (45), i.e. the fact that ∑ ηi
k+1 ≤ ∑ ηi

k, we have

T

∑
k=1

1

∑ ηi
k

(
Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

))
(51)

=
Dψ

(
zc

1, ẑ0
1
)

∑ ηi
1

−
Dψ

(
zc

T+1, ẑ0
T+1
)

∑ ηi
T

+ Dψ

(
zc

2, ẑ0
2

)( 1

∑ ηi
2
− 1

∑ ηi
1

)
+ · · ·

+ Dψ

(
zc

T , ẑ0
T

)( 1

∑ ηi
T
− 1

∑ ηi
T−1

)

≤ Dmax

∑ ηi
1
+ Dmax

(
T−1

∑
k=1

1

∑ ηi
k+1
− 1

∑ ηi
k

)
=

Dmax

∑ ηi
T

.

Moreover, since 1
∑ ηi

1
≤ · · · ≤ 1

∑ ηi
T

, we compute

T

∑
k=1

M
∑ ηi

k

∥∥zc
k+1−Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥ ≤ M

∑ ηi
T

T

∑
k=1

∥∥zc
k+1−Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥ .

(52)

Hence, substituting the latter bounds into (50) yields

R(T) ≤ Dmax

∑ ηi
T
+

G2
f

2σ

T

∑
k=1

∑(ηi
k)

2

∑ ηi
k

(53)

+
M

∑ ηi
T

T

∑
k=1

∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥ ,

finishing the proof.

Note that condition (44) can be satisfied if we choose,
for instance, the quadratic Bregman distance (37) with a
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weight matrix P ∈ Sn
++ that fulfills (39). We discuss in the

following an important implication of Theorem 2. If we
execute a single iteration per time instant, i.e., set it(k) = 1
for all k > 0, we get ∑

it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k = η0
k =: ηk in (46). In this

case, the condition (45) on the step size becomes ηk+1 ≤ ηk
and the regret bound (46) is as follows

R(T) ≤ Dmax

ηT
+

G2
f

2σ

T

∑
k=1

ηk +
M
ηT

T

∑
k=1

∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥ .

(54)

This regret bound is very similar to the bound derived for
the dynamic mirror descent [26]. Moreover, by choosing
ηk =

1√
T

, Algorithm 2 with a single optimization iteration
per time instant yields

R(T)≤
√

T

(
Dmax +

G2
f

2σ
+ M

T

∑
k=1

∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥) (55)

and achieves therefore a regret bound O
(√

T(1 +

CT)
)
, where CT is defined in (43). Furthermore, if

the comparator sequence is such that CT(zc
1, · · · , zc

T) =

∑T
k=1

∥∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk

(
zc

k
)∥∥∥ = 0, then Algorithm 2 achieves

in this case the desired regret bound O(
√

T) and the av-
erage regret R(T)/T tends to zero when T goes to in-
finity. In our second main result, we specify condi-
tions under which Algorithm 2 attains the regret bound
O
(√

T(1 + CT)
)

as well as GES of the estimation error.

Theorem 3. Consider Algorithm 2 with j(k) = it(k) and
any comparator sequence

{
zc

1, zc
2, . . . , zc

T
}

with zc
k ∈ Sk.

Let Assumptions 1-4 hold true. Suppose that the Bregman
distance Dψ satisfies

Dψ(Φk(z), Φk(ẑ))− Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ −c ‖z− ẑ‖2 (56)

and that it(k + 1) ≤ it(k). Let

ηi
k =

σ

L f

1√
k

, (57)

for all i = 0, . . . , it(k)− 1 and k > 0. Then, the estimation
error is GES and we have that

R(T) ≤
√

T
it(T)

L f

σ

(
Dmax + M

T

∑
k=1

∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥ ).

(58)

The proof of this result relies on the next lemma.

Lemma 3. Consider Algorithm 2 with j(k) = it(k) and
any comparator sequence

{
zc

1, zc
2, . . . , zc

T
}

with zc
k ∈ Sk.

Let Assumptions 1-4 hold true. If we choose the step size

ηi
k =

σ

L f

1√
k

, (59)

then for a given iteration step i and time k > 0, we have
that

ηi
k

(
fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
− fk(z

c
k)
)
≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑi
k
)
−Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑi+1
k
)
. (60)

Moreover, if we choose the Bregman distance Dψ such that

Dψ(Φk(z), Φk(ẑ))− Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ 0, (61)

then

min
0≤i≤it(k)

fk(ẑ
i
k)− fk(z

c
k) (62)

≤ 1

∑
it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k

(
Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+M‖zc

k+1 −Φk (z
c
k) ‖
)

.

The proof of Lemma 3 can be found in Appendix E. We
are now in a position to prove Theorem 3.

Proof of Theorem 3. GES of the estimation error follows,
since ηi

k in (57) satisfies (19), i.e. ηi
k ≤

σ
L f

. Note that,
by Lemma 3, i.e. (62),

R(T) =
T

∑
k=1

min
0≤i≤it(k)

fk(ẑ
i
k)−

T

∑
k=1

fk(z
c
k) (63)

≤
T

∑
k=1

1

∑
it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k

(
Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+ M‖zc

k+1 −Φk (z
c
k) ‖
)

.

Since it(k + 1) ≤ it(k), we have that

it(k)−1

∑
i=0

ηi
k =

σ

L f

it(k)√
k
≥ σ

L f

it(k + 1)√
k + 1

=
it(k+1)−1

∑
i=0

ηi
k+1. (64)

Hence, (45) holds and as a consequence, we can derive an
upper bound, similar to (51), to obtain

T

∑
k=1

1

∑
it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k

(
Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

))
(65)

≤ Dmax

∑
it(T)−1
i=0 ηi

T

=
DmaxL f

√
T

it(T)σ
.

Moreover, given (64), we have that

T

∑
k=1

M

∑
it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k

∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥ (66)

≤ M

∑
it(T)−1
i=0 ηi

T

T

∑
k=1

∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥

=
ML f
√

T
it(T)σ

T

∑
k=1

∥∥zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k)
∥∥ .

Combining (65) and (66) completes the proof.
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A direct consequence of Theorem 3 is that fixing the
number of optimization iterations it(k) = it(k + 1) =:
it and increasing it lead to a smaller regret bound.
This allows for a trade-off between computational effort
and performance. In fact, if the comparator sequence{

zc
1, zc

2, . . . , zc
T
}

follows the dynamics described by the a
priori estimate operator Φk closely, and if we let it→ ∞,
then the bound in Theorem 3 vanishes and we obtain an
algorithm with zero regret, i.e., lim

it→∞
R(T)→ 0.

We also remark that the condition it(k+ 1) ≤ it(k) requires
that we employ a smaller or equal number of optimization
iterations each time we receive a new measurement. This
condition is in line with the intuitive observation that it is
preferable to execute more iterations at the beginning of
the pMHE iteration scheme, since our regret measure is
aggregated over time and thus memorizes initially poor
estimates.

5.2. Regret with respect to exponentially
stable comparator sequences

As we mentioned before, in general, there is no require-
ment that the comparator sequence converges to the true
state. This being said, it is reasonable to restrict the class
of comparator sequences to sequences that converge ex-
ponentially fast to the true state. We study this case in this
subsection by imposing the following additional assump-
tion.

Assumption 5. [Exponentially stable comparator se-
quence] The comparator sequence

{
zc

1, zc
2, . . . , zc

T
}

with
initial guess zc

0 is generated from a state estimator that
yields GES error dynamics. More specifically, there exists
positive constants αc ≥ 1 and 0 ≤ βc < 1 such that

‖zk − zc
k‖ ≤ αc βk

c ‖z0 − zc
0‖ (67)

holds for each 0 < k ≤ T. Here, zc
k =

[
xc

k−N
ŵc

k

]
.

Notably, when the comparator sequence satisfies the
exponential stability assumption, Algorithm 2 leads to
constant regret, as our next result shows.

Theorem 4. Consider Algorithm 2 and let Assumptions
1-4 hold true. Suppose that a comparator sequence{

zc
1, zc

2, . . . , zc
T
}

is generated from a GES estimator with
initial guess zc

0, as in Assumption 5. If the Bregman dis-
tance Dψ satisfies

Dψ(Φk(z), Φk(ẑ))− Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ −c‖z− ẑ‖2, (68)

for all z, ẑ ∈ R(N+1)n and ηi
k ≤

σ
L f

, then the estimation

error is GES and

R(T) ≤
L f

2
α2 β2

1− β2 ‖z0 − z̄0‖2 +
L f

2
α2

c β2
c

1− β2
c
‖z0 − zc

0‖2,

(69)

with β :=
√

1− 2c
γ ∈ [0, 1) and α :=

√
γ/σ.

Proof. In view of Theorem 1, GES holds since the Lya-

punov function V
(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
= Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)

satisfies

∆V = V
(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
−V

(
zk−1, ẑj(k−1)

k−1

)
(70)

≤ −c
∥∥zk−1 − ẑj(k−1)

k−1

∥∥2.

In particular, this implies based on (32) that

Dψ

(
zk, ẑj(k)

k
)
≤ βk

e Dψ

(
z0, z̄0

)
, (71)

where βe := 1− 2c
γ ∈ [0, 1). Given that Dψ is strongly

convex and strongly smooth, we have that

∥∥zk − ẑj(k)
k

∥∥2 ≤ 2
σ

βk
e Dψ

(
z0, z̄0

)
≤ γ

σ
βk

e
∥∥z0 − z̄0

∥∥2. (72)

With β :=
√

βe =
√

1− 2c/γ ∈ [0, 1) and α :=
√

γ/σ ≥
1, we obtain that∥∥zk − ẑj(k)

k

∥∥ ≤ α βk ‖z0 − z̄0‖. (73)

The regret can be upper bounded as follows

R(T) =
T

∑
k=1

min
0≤i≤it(k)

fk(ẑ
i
k)−

T

∑
k=1

fk(z
c
k) (74)

≤
T

∑
k=1

fk
(
ẑj(k)

k
)
−

T

∑
k=1

fk
(
zc

k
)
.

Furthermore,

fk
(
ẑj(k)

k
)
− fk

(
zc

k
)
= fk

(
ẑj(k)

k
)
− fk

(
zk
)
+ fk

(
zk
)
− fk

(
zc

k
)

≤
∣∣ fk
(
ẑj(k)

k
)
− fk

(
zk
)∣∣

+
∣∣ fk
(
zc

k
)
− fk

(
zk
)∣∣. (75)

By Assumption 3, we have that for any z ∈ R(N+1)n

fk(z) ≤ fk(zk) +∇ fk(zk)
>(z− zk) +

L f

2
‖zk − z‖2. (76)

Since fk achieves its minimal value at zk by Assumption

2, ∇ fk
(
zk
)
= 0 and we obtain in (76) for z = ẑj(k)

k

0 ≤ fk
(
ẑj(k)

k
)
− fk

(
zk
)
≤

L f

2

∥∥zk − ẑj(k)
k

∥∥2. (77)
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Table 1.. Summary of results. We employ the following notation for abbreviation: ∆Φk Dψ(z, ẑ) := Dψ(Φk(z), Φk(ẑ))− Dψ(z, ẑ) and

∑i ηi
k := ∑

it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k.

Theorem Assumptions Step size Result

Thm. 1 A1 - A4

∆Φk Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ −c ‖z− ẑ‖2
ηi

k ≤
σ
L f

Stability

Thm. 2 A1, A2, A4

∆Φk Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ 0
∑
i

ηi
k+1 ≤ ∑

i
ηi

k Regret: R(T) ≤Dmax

∑i ηi
T
+

G2
f

2σ

T

∑
k=1

∑i(η
i
k)

2

∑i ηi
k

+
M

∑i ηi
T

CT

Thm. 3
A1 - A4

∆Φk Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ −c ‖z− ẑ‖2

it(k + 1) ≤ it(k)

ηi
k =

σ
L f

1√
k

Stability + Regret: R(T) ≤
√

T
it(T)

L f

σ

(
Dmax + MCT

)

Thm. 4 A1 - A5

∆Φk Dψ(z, ẑ) ≤ −c ‖z− ẑ‖2
ηi

k ≤
σ
L f

Stability + Regret:

R(T) ≤
L f

2
α2 β2

1− β2 ‖z0 − z̄0‖2 +
L f

2
α2

c β2
c

1− β2
c
‖z0 − zc

0‖2

Similarly, we have for z = zc
k in (76)

0 ≤ fk
(
zc

k
)
− fk

(
zk
)
≤

L f

2

∥∥zk − zc
k
∥∥2. (78)

Substituting the latter two inequalities into (75) yields

fk
(
ẑj(k)

k
)
− fk

(
zc

k
)
≤

L f

2

∥∥zk − ẑj(k)
k

∥∥2
+

L f

2

∥∥zk − zc
k
∥∥2.

(79)

By Assumption 5 and (73), we obtain

fk
(
ẑj(k)

k
)
− fk

(
zc

k
)
≤

L f

2
α2 β2k ‖z0 − z̄0‖2 (80)

+
L f

2
α2

c β2k
c ‖z0 − zc

0‖2.

Hence,

R(T)≤
T

∑
k=1

L f

2
α2 β2k ‖z0 − z̄0‖2+

L f

2
α2

c β2k
c ‖z0 − zc

0‖2.

(81)

Since β ∈ [0, 1), β2 ∈ [0, 1) and we have
T

∑
k=1

(β2)k =
β2 − β2(T+1)

1− β2 ≤ β2

1− β2 . (82)

Therefore, it holds that
T

∑
k=1

L f

2
α2 β2k ‖z0 − z̄0‖2 ≤

L f

2
‖z0 − z̄0‖2 α2 β2

1− β2 . (83)

By carrying out a similar analysis for the second sum in
(81), the desired regret upper bound can be obtained.

We summarize the obtained results of the paper in Ta-
ble 1.

6. Simulation results

In order to demonstrate the stability and performance
properties of the anytime pMHE algorithm, we consider
the following discrete-time linear system of the form (1),
where

A =

0.8831 0.0078 0.0022
0.1150 0.9563 0.0028
0.1178 0.0102 0.9954

 , B =

0
0
0

 ,

C =
[
32.84 32.84 32.84

] (84)

with (A, C) is detectable. This system is taken from [5],
where the nonlinear model of a well-mixed, constant
volume, isothermal batch reactor is linearized and dis-
cretized with a sampling time of Ts = 0.25. The asso-
ciated (continuous-time) nonlinear system can be found
in [7, Section 3]. Given that the states represent concentra-
tions, they are constrained to be nonnegative, i.e., xk ≥ 0.
We employ the proposed anytime pMHE scheme intro-
duced in Algorithm 2 with the horizon length of N = 2
and designed such that the assumptions and conditions
of Theorem 3 are fulfilled. For the a priori estimate, we
choose j(k) = it(k) and design the observer gain L in
(12) such that the eigenvalues of A − LC are given by
λ =

[
0.4754 0.8497 0.9727

]
. Moreover, we only con-

sider the first state in the horizon window x̂k−N as deci-
sion variable, i.e., we set the stage cost q in (3a) and the
model residual ŵi to be zero. The stage cost r in (3a) is
chosen as r(x) = 1

2‖x‖2
R with R = 0.01. The resulting sum
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of stage costs at time k is

fk(x) =
1
2

k−1

∑
i=k−N

∥∥∥yi − CAi−k+N x
∥∥∥2

R
. (85)

Furthermore, we choose the quadratic Bregman distance
Dψ(x1, x2) =

1
2‖x1 − x2‖2

P. To satisfy the stability condi-
tion (56), we design the weight matrix P � 0 such that
the LMI (39) is satisfied. In addition, we fix the number
of iterations it(k), i.e., it(k) = it(k + 1) =: it. The step
sizes are chosen as (57), i.e., ηi

k = σ
L f

1√
k
. Here, σ denotes

the strong convexity parameter of the Bregman distance
which is given by σ = min(λi(P)). The constant L f is the
strong smoothness parameter of fk defined in (85). It can
be computed as

L f = R
k−1

∑
i=k−N

∥∥∥CAi−k+N
∥∥∥2

. (86)

As our estimate, we select at each time k the iterate ẑio(k)
k

with the minimal cost, i.e., io(k) = arg min0≤i≤it(k) fk(ẑi
k).

We compare the obtained stability results with the Lu-
enberger observer designed with the same matrix L, as
well as with those obtained from Algorithm 1, where the
pMHE scheme is based on solving (7). For this estimator,
we choose the same design parameters of the anytime
pMHE iteration scheme given by N, fk, Dψ and L. The
resulting estimation errors for each estimation strategy
are shown in Figure 2. All estimators exhibit GES of the
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Figure 2.. The evolution of the estimation errors corresponding
to the employed estimation strategies over time.

estimation errors. This includes the case where we execute
only one iteration of the optimization algorithm per time
instant k, i.e., it = 1. Note that for a small number of
iterations, the choice of the observer gain L affects the per-
formance of the estimator. In this case, it is useful to tune
L such that a satisfactory performance is attained. Never-
theless, if we perform it = 200 iterations for example, the

choice of L does not have much impact on performance
and we can observe that the iteration scheme performs
even better than Algorithm 1. We illustrate the effect of
increasing the number of iterations on the convergence of
the estimation error in Figure 3. We can see that the more
we iterate, the faster is the convergence of the estimation
error to zero.
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Figure 3.. The evolution of the estimation errors corresponding
to anytime pMHE with different number of iterations over time.

We also compare the proposed pMHE iteration scheme
with the MHE approach in [14], in which single and multi-
ple iterations of descent methods are performed each time
a new measurement becomes available. Given the sim-
ilarity between the underlying optimization algorithms,
we employ the gradient descent for the MHE algorithm in
[14], which is refered to as GMHE, with it ∈ N+ iterations
at each time instant. In the associated cost function, we
select the same sum of stage cost (85) as in anytime pMHE.
In GMHE, the a priori estimate is set to x̄k−N = A x̂it

k−N−1.
Moreover, GES of the estimation error can be ensured
through a suitable condition on the step size used in the
iteration step of the gradient descent [14, Corollary 1].
However, for this example, and after performing many
numerical tests, we were not able to find a suitable value
of the step size that satisfies this condition. Nevertheless,
we tested the approach for arbitrary values of the step size
and observed convergence of the estimation error to zero.
For these values, we computed the resulting root mean
square error (RMSE)

RMSE =

√√√√Tsim

∑
k=N

‖ek‖2

Tsim − N + 1
, (87)

where Tsim = 100 denotes the simulation time. For ex-
ample, if we perform a single iteration per time instant
and if the step size is chosen as the pMHE step size, we
obtain 1.2694 for GMHE and 1.0913 for anytime pMHE.
Note that if we additionally construct the a priori estimate

12



in GMHE based on the Luenberger observer (as is the case
in pMHE), we obtain the exact same state estimates. If the
step size in GMHE is chosen as 0.01, the RMSE generated
by GMHE becomes smaller than that of anytime pMHE
and has the value 0.9602. However, if we perform it = 10
iterations per time instant, pMHE performs better than
GMHE (0.9930 vs 1.0094). This again demonstrates that
the bias of the Luenberger observer in anytime pMHE is
eventually fading away with each iteration. In GMHE,
however, increasing the number of iterations to it = 10
does not seem to yield an improved performance (in fact
it is worse than that with it = 1). Summarizing, although
the optimization algorithm in both GMHE and anytime
pMHE consists of gradient descent steps, a suitable step
size in GMHE that ensures exponential stability of the
estimation error is not always easy to compute, which is
also remarked by the authors in [14]. Nevertheless, we ob-
served in simulations that employing the Newton method
instead yields much better results for the approach in [14].
This is due to the fact that the cost function is quadratic,
which implies that the MHE problem is solved after one
iteration. Moreover, similar to anytime pMHE, the un-
derlying sufficient condition for stability can easily be
fulfilled. Since we do not cover the use of the Newton
method in the pMHE algorithm, we omit the carried out
comparisons due to space constraints.
In the following, we investigate for anytime pMHE the
regret (42) with respect to the comparator sequence given
by the true states xk−N . Note that

fk(xk−N) =
1
2

k−1

∑
i=k−N

∥∥∥yi − CAi−k+N xk−N

∥∥∥2

R
= 0. (88)

We employ different number of iterations for each pMHE
iteration scheme. After each simulation time T, we com-
pute and plot the resulting regrets R(T) as well as the
average regrets R(T)/T in Figure 4 and 5, respectively.
Moreover, we plot the regret associated to Algorithm 1
when compared with this optimal sequence of true states.
We can see that anytime pMHE exhibits a sublinear regret
in Figure 4 and that the average regret R(T)/T tends to
zero for T → ∞ in Figure 5. Note that one could also de-
duce the qualitative behavior of the average regret directly
from Figure 4, since a sublinear regret charachterized by
the regret bound O(

√
T) implies for the average regret

that lim
T→∞

R(T)/T → 0. Observe also that we can achieve

lower regrets by increasing the number of iterations. This
observation is in line with the regret upper bound (58) ob-
tained in Theorem 3. Moreover, we can see that the regret
of the iteration scheme with it = 20 is lower than the regret
of Algorithm 1, in which the solution of the optimization
problem (7) is computed at each time instant. This is due
to the novel warm-start strategy in the proposed approach;
although stability of the pMHE algorithm is induced from
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Figure 4.. The resulting regrets of anytime pMHE schemes with
different number of optimization iterations.
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Figure 5.. The resulting average regret of anytime pMHE
schemes with different number of optimization iterations.

the Luenberger observer, it is only used in the a priori esti-
mate to warm-start the optimization algorithm. Hence, its
bias is fading away each time we perform the optimization
iteration step (13) and an improved performance can be
achieved with each iteration. In Algorithm 1, however,
we can see that the solution of (7) is designed to lie in
proximity of the a priori estimate. This implies that the
suboptimal bias of the Luenberger observer is present in
each internal iteration of the optimization algorithm used
to solve the underlying pMHE problem, which indicates
that increasing the number of iterations in this case might
not yield to a smaller regret. In fact, in order to validate
this observation via simulations and illustrate the impact
of Luenbrger observer, we also compute the regret R(T)
of the pMHE scheme in which, instead of centering the
Bregman distance around the previous iterate (see (13)),
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we use

ẑi+1
k = arg min

z∈Sk

{
ηi

k∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)>
z + Dψ(z, z̄k)

}
. (89)

In this case, the Bregman distance is always centered
around the current a priori estimate z̄k given by the Lu-
enbeger observer. The results are depicted in Figure 6.
As demonstrated, increasing the number of iterations per
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Figure 6.. The resulting regret for the pMHE scheme with update
step (89) and it iterations at each time instant k.

time instant in this case does not necessarily yield to lower
regrets.

7. Conclusion
In this paper, we presented a computationally tractable
approach for constrained MHE of discrete-time linear sys-
tems. An anytime pMHE iteration scheme is proposed in
which a state estimate at each time instant is computed
based on an arbitrary number of optimization algorithm
iterations. The underlying optimization algorithm con-
sists of a mirror descent-like method which generalizes the
gradient descent and can therefore be executed quickly.
Under suitable assumptions on the Bregman distance and
the step sizes, GES of the estimation errors was estab-
lished and is ensured after any number of optimization
algorithm iterations. In addition, the performance of the
iteration scheme was characterized by the resulting real-
time regret for which upper bounds were derived. The
proposed iteration scheme provides stable estimates after
each optimization iteration and possesses a sublinear re-
gret which can be rendered arbitrarily small by increasing
the number of iterations.
The proposed anytime pMHE iteration scheme is con-
ceptually related to the anytime model predictive con-
trol (MPC) iteration scheme with relaxed barrier func-
tions [29, 30], where stabilizing control inputs are gener-
ated after any number of optimization iterations. Our goal

in future research is to combine both the MPC and MHE
iteration schemes in an overall anytime estimation-based
MPC algorithm. Furthermore, comparisons to real-time
MHE techniques established in the literature and a fur-
ther exploration of the computational complexity of the
proposed algorithm deserve further research. Moreover,
it would be interesting to study the robustness proper-
ties of the iteration scheme with respect to process and
measurement disturbances.
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Appendix

A. Reformulation of the estimation problem

Using the system dynamics (3b) and (3c), we can write
each output residual v̂i in the estimation window in terms
of the decision variable ẑk defined in (4) as follows

v̂i = yi − Cx̂i (90)

= yi −Oi x̂k−N − Cũi −
i−1

∑
j=k−N

CAi−j−1ŵj

with Oi := CAi−k+N and ũi :=
i−1
∑

j=k−N
Ai−j−1Buj. We ob-

tain the sum of stage costs

fk (ẑk) :=
k−1

∑
i=k−N

q (ŵi) (91)

+ r
(

yi −Oi x̂k−N − Cũi −
i−1

∑
j=k−N

CAi−j−1ŵj

)
.

The matrices G and F in the constraint set Sk defined in
(6) are given by

G :=


Cx

Cx A
...

Cx AN

 ∈ R(N+1)qx×n,

F :=


0 0 . . . 0

Cx 0 . . . 0
Cx A Cx . . . 0

...
... . . .

...
Cx AN−1 Cx AN−2 . . . Cx

 ∈ R(N+1)qx×Nn

(92)

and the vector Ek is

Ek :=


dx

dx − Cxũk−N+1
...

dx − Cxũk

 ∈ R(N+1)qx . (93)

B. Bregman distances
We shortly present central properties of Bregman distances
defined in (8). Given the strong convexity of ψ, it follows
that Dψ(z1, z2) is nonngeative, and that Dψ(z1, z2) = 0
if and only if z1 = z2. Moreover, if ψ(z) = 1

2‖z‖2, we
obtain Dψ(z1, z2) =

1
2‖z1 − z2‖2, which is the quadratic

Euclidean distance. In analogy with the classical projec-
tion, the Bregman projection Πψ

S (z̄) onto a convex set S is
defined as the closest point in S to z̄ with respect to the
Bregman distance Dψ:

Πψ
S (z̄) = arg min

z∈S
Dψ(z, z̄). (94)

The next key identity can be proven by directly using the
definition of Dψ.

Lemma 4. Let the function Dψ denote a Bregman distance
induced from ψ. Then for any a, b, c ∈ R(N+1)n, the fol-
lowing three-points identity holds

Dψ(c, a)+Dψ(a, b)− Dψ(c, b) (95)

= (∇ψ(b)−∇ψ(a))> (c− a).

We require the next result from [31, Proposition 3.5].

Lemma 5. Let the set S ⊂ R(N+1)n be nonempty, closed
and convex. Suppose z̄ /∈ S and z ∈ S . Then,

Dψ

(
Πψ
S (z̄), z̄

)
≤ Dψ

(
z, z̄
)
− Dψ

(
z, Πψ

S (z̄)
)
. (96)

For more details on Bregman distances, we refer the
reader to [31].

C. Proof of Lemma 1
Proof. The proof generalizes and follows similar steps as in
the proof of [32, Proposition 2], in which the performance
of the online gradient descent method is investigated.
Convexity of fk implies that

fk(z) ≥ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
+∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)> (
z− ẑi

k

)
(97)

for any z ∈ Sk and hence

fk(z) ≥ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
+∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)> (
ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k

)
(98)

+∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)> (
z− ẑi+1

k

)
.

By optimality of ẑi+1
k in (13) and by (8), we have for any

z ∈ Sk(
ηi

k∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
+∇ψ

(
ẑi+1

k
)
−∇ψ

(
ẑi

k
))>(z− ẑi+1

k

)
≥ 0. (99)
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Thus (98) becomes

fk(z) ≥ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
+∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)> (
ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k

)
(100)

+
1
ηi

k

(
∇ψ
(
ẑi

k
)
−∇ψ

(
ẑi+1

k
))> (z− ẑi+1

k

)
.

Since the gradients of fk are Lipschitz continuous by As-
sumption 3, we have that

fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
≤ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
+∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)> (
ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k

)
(101)

+
L f

2

∥∥∥ẑi+1
k − ẑi

k

∥∥∥2
,

and hence

fk(z) ≥ fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
−

L f

2

∥∥∥ẑi+1
k − ẑi

k

∥∥∥2
(102)

+
1
ηi

k

(
∇ψ
(
ẑi

k
)
−∇ψ

(
ẑi+1

k
))> (z− ẑi+1

k

)
.

In view of the three points identity (95) and the strong
convexity of Dψ, we have(
∇ψ
(
ẑi

k
)
−∇ψ

(
ẑi+1

k
))> (z− ẑi+1

k

)
(103)

= Dψ

(
z, ẑi+1

k
)
+ Dψ

(
ẑi+1

k , ẑi
k
)
− Dψ

(
z, ẑi

k
)

≥ Dψ

(
z, ẑi+1

k
)
+

σ

2
‖ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k‖

2 − Dψ

(
z, ẑi

k
)
.

Therefore, using (102)

fk(z) ≥ fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
−

L f

2

∥∥∥ẑi+1
k − ẑi

k

∥∥∥2

+
1
ηi

k

(
Dψ

(
z, ẑi+1

k
)
− Dψ

(
z, ẑi

k
)
+

σ

2
‖ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k‖

2)
= fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
+

1
2
( σ

ηi
k
− L f

) ∥∥∥ẑi+1
k − ẑi

k

∥∥∥2
(104)

+
1
ηi

k

(
Dψ

(
z, ẑi+1

k
)
− Dψ

(
z, ẑi

k
))

.

We set z = zk ∈ Sk, i.e. the true state with zero model
residual, and obtain

0 ≥ fk(zk)− fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
≥ 1

2
( σ

ηi
k
− L f

) ∥∥∥ẑi+1
k − ẑi

k

∥∥∥2
(105)

+
1
ηi

k

(
Dψ

(
zk, ẑi+1

k
)
− Dψ

(
zk, ẑi

k
))

.

The inequality fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
≥ fk(zk) holds by Assumption 2,

which states that fk achieves its minimal value at zk.
Hence, we get

Dψ

(
zk, ẑi+1

k
)
≤ Dψ

(
zk, ẑi

k
)
+

ηi
k

2
(

L f −
σ

ηi
k

) ∥∥∥ẑi+1
k − ẑi

k

∥∥∥2
,

(106)

which proves the first statement in Lemma 1. Applying
(106) for each two subsequent iterations i and i + 1 (where
i = 0, · · · , j) yields

Dψ(zk, ẑj
k) (107)

≤ Dψ(zk, ẑj−1
k )+

1
2
(
η

j−1
k L f − σ

)∥∥∥ẑj
k − ẑj−1

k

∥∥∥2

≤ Dψ(zk, ẑj−2
k )+

1
2
(
η

j−1
k L f − σ

)∥∥∥ẑj
k − ẑj−1

k

∥∥∥2

+
1
2
(
η

j−2
k L f − σ

) ∥∥∥ẑj−1
k − ẑj−2

k

∥∥∥2

≤ · · ·

≤ Dψ(zk, ẑ0
k) +

1
2

j−1

∑
i=0

(
ηi

k L f − σ
) ∥∥∥ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k

∥∥∥2
.

Since ẑ0
k = Πψ

Sk
(z̄k) by (94) and zk ∈ Sk, in view of (96) in

Lemma 5, we have

0 ≤ Dψ

(
ẑ0

k , z̄k

)
≤ Dψ (zk, z̄k)− Dψ

(
zk, ẑ0

k

)
. (108)

Thus, Dψ

(
zk, ẑ0

k
)
≤ Dψ (zk, z̄k) and we obtain in (107)

Dψ(zk, ẑj
k) (109)

≤ Dψ (zk, z̄k) +
1
2

j−1

∑
i=0

(
ηi

k L f − σ
) ∥∥∥ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k

∥∥∥2
.

D. Proof of Lemma 2
Proof. The following analysis is based on the convergence
proof of the mirror descent algorithm presented in [23].
Since zc

k ∈ Sk, we can evaluate the optimality condition
(99) of ẑi+1

k for z = zc
k to obtain(

ηi
k∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
+∇ψ

(
ẑi+1

k
)
−∇ψ

(
ẑi

k
))> (zc

k − ẑi+1
k

)
≥ 0.

(110)

Given that fk is convex, we have

ηi
k

(
fk(ẑ

i
k)− fk(z

c
k)
)
≤ ηi

k∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)>
(ẑi

k − zc
k) (111a)

= s1 + s2 + s3,

where

s1 :=
(
∇ψ
(
ẑi

k
)
−∇ψ

(
ẑi+1

k
)
− ηi

k∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

) )> (zc
k − ẑi+1

k

)
(111b)

s2 :=
(
∇ψ
(
ẑi+1

k
)
−∇ψ

(
ẑi

k
))> (zc

k − ẑi+1
k

)
(111c)

s3 := ηi
k∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)>
(ẑi

k − ẑi+1
k ). (111d)
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By (110), s1 ≤ 0. Using the three-points identity (95) as
well as the strong convexity of Dψ assumed in Assumption
4, we have that

s2 = −
(
∇ψ
(
ẑi

k
)
−∇ψ

(
ẑi+1

k
))> (zc

k − ẑi+1
k

)
(112)

= Dψ(zc
k, ẑi

k)− Dψ(zc
k, ẑi+1

k )− Dψ(ẑi+1
k , ẑi

k)

≤ Dψ(zc
k, ẑi

k)− Dψ(zc
k, ẑi+1

k )− σ

2
‖ẑi+1

k − ẑi
k‖

2.

Moreover, by Young’s inequality,

s3 ≤ ηi
k

(
ηi

k
2σ

∥∥∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

) ∥∥2
+

σ

2ηi
k

∥∥ẑi+1
k − ẑi

k
∥∥2
)

. (113)

Hence, we obtain the first statement of Lemma 2 by substi-
tuting (112) and (113) into (111). Evaluating (47) for i = 0
yields

η0
k

(
fk(ẑ

0
k)− fk(z

c
k)
)

≤ Dψ(zc
k, ẑ0

k)− Dψ(zc
k, ẑ1

k) +
(η0

k )
2

2σ
‖∇ fk

(
ẑ0

k

)
‖2

(114a)

= Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+

(η0
k )

2

2σ
‖∇ fk

(
ẑ0

k

)
‖2

+ T1 + T2,

where

T1 := Dψ (Φk (z
c
k) , z̄k+1)− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k

)
(114b)

T2 := Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
− Dψ (Φk (z

c
k) , z̄k+1) . (114c)

We can compute an upper bound for each of these terms
as follows. Since z̄k+1 = Φk

(
ẑit(k)

k
)
, using (48), we have

T1 = Dψ

(
Φk
(
zc

k
)
, Φk

(
ẑit(k)

k
))
− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k
)

(115)

≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑit(k)
k
)
− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k
)
.

Moreover, employing (47) in Lemma 2 (as just proved
above) for each iteration step starting from i = it(k)− 1 to

i = 2 yields

T1 ≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑit(k)−1
k

)
+

(η
it(k)−1
k )2

2σ

∥∥∇ fk
(
ẑit(k)−1

k
)∥∥2

+ η
it(k)−1
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk

(
ẑit(k)−1

k
))
− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k

)
≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑit(k)−2
k

)
+

(η
it(k)−2
k )2

2σ

∥∥∇ fk
(
ẑit(k)−2

k
)∥∥2

+
(η

it(k)−1
k )2

2σ

∥∥∇ fk
(
ẑit(k)−1

k
)∥∥2

+ η
it(k)−2
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk

(
ẑit(k)−2

k
))

+ η
it(k)−1
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk

(
ẑit(k)−1

k
))
− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k

)
≤ . . . (116)

≤
it(k)−1

∑
i=1

(ηi
k)

2

2σ
‖∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
‖2+

it(k)−1

∑
i=1

ηi
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk(ẑ

i
k)
)

.

Given that ẑ0
k = Πψ

Sk
(z̄k) and zc

k ∈ Sk, by (96) in Lemma 5,
we have

0 ≤ Dψ

(
ẑ0

k , z̄k

)
≤ Dψ (zc

k, z̄k)− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
, (117)

for all k > 0. Hence, Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k
)
≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, z̄k
)
, for all

k > 0, and we obtain

T2 = Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
− Dψ (Φk (z

c
k) , z̄k+1) (118)

≤ Dψ

(
zc

k+1, z̄k+1
)
− Dψ (Φk (z

c
k) , z̄k+1) .

In addition, using the definition of the Bregman distance
and the convexity of ψ, we get

T2 ≤ ψ(zc
k+1)−∇ψ(z̄k+1)

>(zc
k+1 − z̄k+1)− ψ(Φk (z

c
k))

+∇ψ(z̄k+1)
>(Φk (z

c
k)− z̄k+1)

= ψ(zc
k+1)− ψ(Φk (z

c
k))−∇ψ(z̄k+1)

>(zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k))

≤ ∇ψ(zc
k+1)

>(zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k))

−∇ψ(z̄k+1)
>(zc

k+1 −Φk (z
c
k))

≤ M‖zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k) ‖. (119)

Substituting (116) and (119) into (114) yields

η0
k

(
fk(ẑ

0
k)− fk(z

c
k)
)

(120)

≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+

(η0
k )

2

2σ
‖∇ fk(ẑ

0
k)‖

2

+
it(k)−1

∑
i=1

(ηi
k)

2

2σ
‖∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
‖2 +

it(k)−1

∑
i=1

ηi
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk(ẑ

i
k)
)

+ M‖zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k) ‖.
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Rearranging the above inequality yields

it(k)−1

∑
i=0

ηi
k( fk(ẑ

i
k)− fk(z

c
k)) (121)

≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+

it(k)−1

∑
i=0

(ηi
k)

2

2σ
‖∇ fk

(
ẑi

k

)
‖2 +M‖zc

k+1 −Φk (z
c
k) ‖.

Since min
0≤i≤it(k)

fk(ẑi
k) ∑

it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k ≤ ∑
it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k fk(ẑi
k), we

obtain (
min

0≤i≤it(k)
fk(ẑ

i
k)− fk(z

c
k)

) it(k)−1

∑
i=0

ηi
k (122)

≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+

it(k)−1

∑
i=0

(ηi
k)

2

2σ
G2

f + M‖zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k) ‖.

Dividing the latter inequality by ∑
it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k yields the de-
sired result.

E. Proof of Lemma 3
Proof. Since the gradients of fk are Lipschitz continuous
by Assumption 3, by (104),

fk(z) ≥ fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
+

1
2
( σ

ηi
k
− L f

) ∥∥∥ẑi+1
k − ẑi

k

∥∥∥2
(123)

+
1
ηi

k

(
Dψ

(
z, ẑi+1

k
)
− Dψ

(
z, ẑi

k
))

,

for all z ∈ Sk. Since the step size satisfies σ
ηi

k
− L f ≥ 0, we

obtain

fk(z) ≥ fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
+

1
ηi

k

(
Dψ

(
z, ẑi+1

k
)
− Dψ

(
z, ẑi

k
))

. (124)

Thus, for z = zc
k ∈ Sk, we have that

ηi
k

(
fk

(
ẑi+1

k

)
− fk(z

c
k)
)
≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑi
k
)
− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑi+1
k
)
.

(125)

To prove the second statement in Lemma 3, suppose we
execute it(k) iterations at the time instant k. Evaluating
the latter inequality for i = 0 yields

η0
k

(
fk(ẑ

1
k)− fk(z

c
k)
)

(126a)

≤ Dψ(zc
k, ẑ0

k)− Dψ(zc
k, ẑ1

k)

= Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+ R1 + R2

where

R1 := Dψ (Φk (z
c
k) , z̄k+1)− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k

)
(126b)

R2 := Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
− Dψ (Φk (z

c
k) , z̄k+1) . (126c)

Again, we can compute an upper bound for each of these
terms as follows. Since z̄k+1 = Φk

(
ẑit(k)

k
)
, by (48),

R1 = Dψ

(
Φk (z

c
k) , Φk

(
ẑit(k)

k
))
− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k

)
(127)

≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑit(k)
k
)
− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k

)
.

Moreover, employing (60) in Lemma 3 for each iteration
step starting from i = it(k)− 1 to i = 2 yields

R1 ≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑit(k)−1
k

)
(128)

+ η
it(k)−1
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk

(
ẑit(k)

k
))
− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k

)
≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑit(k)−2
k

)
+ η

it(k)−2
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk

(
ẑit(k)−1

k
))

+ η
it(k)−1
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk

(
ẑit(k)

k
))
− Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ1
k

)
≤ . . .

≤
it(k)

∑
i=2

ηi−1
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk(ẑ

i
k)
)

.

Note that R2 = T2 in (114c). Hence, by (119), we obtain

η0
k

(
fk(ẑ

1
k)− fk(z

c
k)
)
≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+

it(k)

∑
i=2

ηi−1
k

(
fk(z

c
k)− fk(ẑ

i
k)
)

+ M‖zc
k+1 −Φk (z

c
k) ‖. (129)

Rearranging the above inequality yields

it(k)

∑
i=1

ηi−1
k ( fk(ẑ

i
k)− fk(z

c
k)) (130)

= η0
k fk(ẑ

1
k)− η0

k fk(z
c
k) +

it(k)

∑
i=2

ηi−1
k ( fk(ẑ

i
k)− fk(z

c
k))

≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+M‖zc

k+1 −Φk (z
c
k) ‖.

Since

min
0≤i≤it(k)

fk(ẑ
i
k)

it(k)−1

∑
i=0

ηi
k ≤ min

1≤i≤it(k)
fk(ẑ

i
k)

it(k)

∑
i=1

ηi−1
k

≤
it(k)

∑
i=1

ηi−1
k fk(ẑ

i
k), (131)
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we obtain(
min

0≤i≤it(k)
fk(ẑ

i
k)− fk(z

c
k)

) it(k)−1

∑
i=0

ηi
k (132)

≤ Dψ

(
zc

k, ẑ0
k

)
− Dψ

(
zc

k+1, ẑ0
k+1

)
+ M‖zc

k+1 −Φk (z
c
k) ‖.

Dividing the latter inequality by ∑
it(k)−1
i=0 ηi

k yields the de-
sired result.
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