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ABSTRACT

System identification is a fundamental problem in reinforcement learning, control theory and signal
processing, and the non-asymptotic analysis of the corresponding sample complexity is challenging
and elusive, even for linear time-varying (LTV) systems. To tackle this challenge, we develop an
episodic block model for the LTV system where the model parameters remain constant within each
block but change from block to block. Based on the observation that the model parameters across
different blocks are related, we treat each episodic block as a learning task and then run meta-learning
over many blocks for system identification, using two steps, namely offline meta-learning and online
adaptation. We carry out a comprehensive non-asymptotic analysis of the performance of meta-
learning based system identification. To deal with the technical challenges rooted in the sample
correlation and small sample sizes in each block, we devise a new two-scale martingale small-ball
approach for offline meta-learning, for arbitrary model correlation structure across blocks. We then
quantify the finite time error of online adaptation by leveraging recent advances in linear stochastic
approximation with correlated samples.

1 Introduction

With the recent success stories in video games and Go, there is a general consensus that reinforcement learning (RL)
techniques have great potential for intelligent decision making in dynamical systems, thanks to its ability to learn from
the environment on the fly and carry out adaptive control. It is therefore of great interest to understand the system
identification in dynamic systems, especially for model-based RL. Thus motivated, this study focuses on characterizing
the sample complexity of system identification, i.e., how many data samples are required to estimate the unknown
parameters of a time-varying dynamic system. Notably, sharp non-asymptotic analysis, even for the system identification
of linear time-invariant (LTI) systems, is rare. Recent work [4] has built a finite sample theoretical guarantee of the
least squares estimator for LTI systems in the context of Linear Quadratic Regulator (LQR) using multiple independent
trajectories, with all but the last state-transition discarded for each trajectory. A sharp non-asymptotic analysis of the
least squares estimator for the identification of LTI systems with a single trajectory is provided in [29]. Nevertheless,
the LTI model would not be applicable to the time-varying dynamic systems in many applications.

Considering that the environment is often time-varying and evolves over time, we move one step forward and study
the performance of system identification in unknown linear time-varying (LTV) systems. We aim to obtain a clear
understanding of the impact of the sample size and model dynamics on the parameter estimation in LTV systems.
Inspired by the block fading channel model in wireless communications systems where the random channel gains are
assumed to be constant within a block, we treat the LTV system as episodic blocks in which the model parameters
remain constant within each block but change from block to block in a stochastic manner.

Clearly, system identification is a challenging task for LTV systems, for a number of reasons, including (1) continuous
learning: one-time learning for a global model would not suffice because different episodes have distinct model
parameters; (2) fast learning: since the environment may change quickly, straggled learning could result in outdated
estimators. A key observation here is that model parameters across adjacent episodes are often ‘related’ (in some
sense) and in many applications they may follow some common distribution. Based on this observation, we propose
meta-learning (Meta-L) [8] for system identification. The underlying rationale behind Meta-L is to learn a good model
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initialization by training over many similar tasks [8], and use it for fast adaptation to learn the new model using only a
small amount of data from the new learning task. Thus inspired, we advocate meta-learning to continuously and quickly
learn the model parameters in LTV systems.

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows.

(1) We propose an episodic block model for the LTV system, where the model parameters are assumed to be constant
within each episodic block of length L but change from block to block. The block length L hinges upon the system
dynamics; and the faster the variation is, the smaller L is. Building on this proposed episodic block model, we leverage
meta-learning to learn a model initialization by making use of the model similarity across episodic blocks, thereby
addressing the challenges in system identification of LTV dynamics. The proposed Meta-L based system identification
consists of 1) offline Meta-L and 2) online adaptation, and it is akin to a recursive least square (RLS) estimator, with
interleaved usage of training data and testing data within each block and iterations across blocks.

(2) To the best of our knowledge, this work provides the first non-asymptotic analysis for the system identification
performance of Meta-L with general correlation structure in LTV dynamic systems. In particular, based on [29], we
devise a new two-scale martingale small-ball method to address the difficulties rooted in sample correlation and small
block sizes. The derived upper bound on the distance between Meta-L based model initialization and the underlying
parameters is sharp and encapsulates the impact of the model similarity and the sample size on system identification.

(3) Further, we characterize the model estimation error corresponding to the online adaptation using the model
initialization learnt from offline meta-learning. We devise a multi-step gradient descent algorithm and recast it as a
linear stochastic approximation algorithm with correlated samples. The upper bounds on the finite time error reveal that
the error between the model estimator and the underlying model decays exponentially.

It is worth noting that the selection of block length L in the episodic block model used to approximate the LTV
system can be nontrivial. As will be shown in Theorem 1, one can choose a smaller block length L to improve the
approximation accuracy of the episodic block model for the LTV system, and the meta-learning algorithm for offline
learning can yield a good model initialization as long as there is a large number of episodic blocks available. However,
the selection of L is more challenging for real-time learning which may necessitate an adaptive episodic block model
to approximate the LTV system; and this deserves further investigation. We note that related work [24] proposed a
time-varying model where the model parameters are assumed to follow a jump process and change independently
subject to the constraints on the average number of jumps in a given time window; in contrast, the proposed episodic
block model encompasses general correlation structure and makes it possible to leverage meta-learning as a promising
approach for system identification of LTV systems.

1.1 Related Work

Meta-Learning: Meta-learning has recently emerged as a promising solution for learning to learn. Both meta-learning
and multi-task learning aim to improve the performance by leveraging other related tasks. However, meta-learning
focuses on learning a good model initializer first and uses it for fast learning in a new task [26, 21, 30], whereas
conventional multi-task learning aims to learn all tasks simultaneously. One gradient-based meta-learning algorithm,
called MAML [8], directly optimizes the learning performance with respect to an initialization of the model such that
fast adaptation from the initialization can produce good performance on a new task. A first-order method named Reptile
is proposed in [23] to circumvent the need of second derivatives in MAML. These approaches have been extended
to devise new reinforcement learning algorithms, which can perform significantly better than standard reinforcement
learning algorithms that learn from scratch [10, 22, 25]. However, there is a lack of fundamental understanding about
the performance of meta-learning with correlated samples in terms of the sample complexity required to achieve certain
performance. This work makes a first attempt to characterize the non-asymptotic estimation error for meta-learning
based system identification. And our study on Meta-L based adaptive control is underway.

System Identification: System identification is a fundamental problem in control theory, reinforcement learning and
signal processing. Most existing studies in this area have used mixing-time arguments, which rely on fast convergence
to a stationary distribution so that correlated samples can be treated roughly as if they were independent (see, e.g.,
[37, 20, 15, 18]). Recently, there has been increasing interest in non-asymptotic analysis of system identification.
Polynomial time guarantee in terms of predication errors for identifying stable linear systems is provided in [28, 11, 12].
The series of recent work [6, 7] characterize a non-asymptotic convergence rate of the least-square estimator. Simchowitz
et al.[29] address the coupling between the covariate process and the noise process, and devise the innovative block
Martingale small ball (BMSB) method, based on which sharp non-asymptotic analyses is carried out for the sample
complexity of system identification in LTI systems. Taking one step further, [27] derives the finite time error bounds for
general LTI systems where eigenvalues of the model parameters are arbitrarily distributed in three different regimes,
i.e., stable, marginally stable and explosive.
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Figure 1: An episodic block model for the LTV system.

Nevertheless, system identification for LTV systems from a learning perspective remains not well understood. Existing
work on LTV system identification relies on time-domain recursion algorithms [2, 9] and the frequency domain analysis
[36], subject to restrictive assumptions. There are also some prior work on transforming LTV systems into LTI systems
to simplify the analysis. Tsatsanis et al. [32] transform the LTV identification into a LTI identification problem via
expanding coefficients onto a finite set of wavelet basis sequences. By assuming that the model parameters follow a
jump process model, [24] proposes a Thompson sampling-based learning algorithm for the Linear Quadratic control but
with no performance guarantee for system identification.

2 Problem Formulation

In this section, we introduce an episodic block model for LTV systems, building on which we explore meta-learning for
system identification. For ease of exposition, we study the system identification problem in the context of LQR with
LTV dynamics approximated by the episodic block model. It is clear that our analysis techniques for meta-learning
based system identification can be carried over to general LTV systems.

2.1 Episodic Block Model for LTV Systems

Consider a LTV system with the system dynamics satisfying xt+1 = Atxt +Btut + wt, where xt ∈ Rn is the system
state with x0 = 0, ut ∈ Rm is the action based on the state history {xt, ..., x0}, and wt ∼ N (0, σ2

wIn) is the stochastic
disturbance. At and Bt are the unknown model parameters at time t with proper dimensions.

Motivated by the widely used block fading channel model in time-varying wireless communication systems, we
advocate an episodic block model for the LTV system, where the model parameters are assumed to be constant within
each episodic block of length L but change from block to block. Note that the episodic block model with block length
L is used to approximate the underlying general LTV systems, in the same spirit as using piecewise linear functions to
approximate any nonlinear functions. L is a design parameter of choice, and the smaller L is, the more accurate the
approximation is. For a fast changing LTV system, L should be set small to guarantee approximation accuracy. Suppose
there are N episodic blocks. As shown in Figure 1, (At, Bt) = (Ai, Bi) for t ∈ [(i − 1)L + 1, iL] and i ∈ [1, N ],
and (At, Bt) varies from one block to another. In this work, we consider the general case where the model parameters
can be correlated across blocks. Further, departing from the standard assumption in meta-learning that the model
parameters follow a known distribution [8], in this study we only assume that the parameter (Ai, Bi) lies in a compact
set Θ ⊂ R(m+n)×n where {Ai} are within unit disk, as in very recent work [14]. And this assumption is made only to
facilitate the analysis of meta-L based system identification, given that meta-learning does not need the knowledge of
the compact set in implementation.

For convenience, define for each block d, Gt,d =
∑t−1
i=0 A

i
dBdB

T
d (Aid)

T and Ft,d =
∑t−1
i=0 A

i
d(A

i
d)
T , as the finite time

controllability Gramians to capture the magnitudes of the system excitations induced by the control inputs and the noise
process. Let ‖Ā‖ , max ‖Ad‖, ‖B̄‖ , max ‖Bd‖, ‖A‖ , min ‖Ad‖ and ‖B‖ , min ‖Bd‖. We further assume that
there exist positive semi-definite matrices Gt, Ft, Gt and F t such that

Gt � Gt,d � Gt, F t � Ft,d � Ft.

3



Figure 2: Meta-L based system identification under the episodic block model.

We note that the above assumption would hold when {Ai} are within unit disk (recall that the parameters (Ai, Bi) lie in
a compact set Θ). As expected, the performance of meta-learning based system identification hinges on the finite-time
controllability Gramians [29].

2.2 Meta-Learning based System Identification

Building on the episodic block model above, we next apply Meta-L to train a global model initialization (Aθ, Bθ) in
an offline manner, with data from historical episodes, such that (Aθ, Bθ) could be quickly adapted to learn the model
parameters (Âi, B̂i) for a new episodic block. As illustrated in Figure 2, there are two main steps for Meta-L based
system identification, namely 1) offline Meta-L and 2) online adaptation.

Offline Meta-L: Without loss of generality, suppose there is a sequence of arbitrary realizations over D episodic
trajectories {τ1, τ2, ..., τD}, each with length L. The LTI dynamics for trajectory τd is given by xt+1,d = Adxt,d +
Bdut,d + wt,d, for t ∈ [0, L − 1]. Following [4], we assume that the system could be reset to zero initial state after
each trajectory, for offline learning only, to collect D trajectories, i.e., x0,d = 0, and input ut,d ∼ N (0, σ2

aIm), which
not only simplifies the analysis but is also important to deal with potentially unstable systems.

For convenience, we use τd(i, j) := {xi,d, ui,d, ..., xj,d, uj,d, xj+1,d} to denote the sample trajectory from i to j within
episodic block d. Let zt,d := [(xt,d)

T , (ut,d)
T ]T and φTd := [Ad, Bd]. The dynamics for block d can be rewritten

as xt+1,d = φTd zt,d + wt,d. As is standard, we define the loss function as L(τ(i, j), (A,B)) := 1
2

∑j
k=i ‖xk+1 −

Axk −Buk‖22. Further, for each block d, the samples collected in the first M time steps, i.e., τd(0,M − 1), are taken
as the training set for that block, whereas the rest of the block, i.e., τd(M,L − 1), serves as the testing set. Denote
φ̂Td := [Âd, B̂d] as the estimated model parameter of block d and φTθ := [Aθ, Bθ] as the Meta-L model initialization to
be learned. The offline Meta-L problem is given as follows:

min
φθ

∑D

d=1
L(τd(M,L− 1), φ̂d), (1)

subject to φ̂d = φθ − α∇L(τd(0,M − 1), φθ),

where α is the learning rate. In general, the optimal Meta-L model initialization φ∗θ can be found as the solution to the
above optimization problem (see, e.g., [8, 16]).

Online Adaptation: As the system continuously evolves online (with no resetting), based on model initialization φ∗θ , the
model parameter φ̂i of a new episodic block i can be obtained via online adaptation using M samples in the block, i.e.,

φ̂i = φ∗θ − α∇L(τi(0,M − 1), φ∗θ). (2)

In a nutshell, the Meta-L based system identification boils down to characterizing the solution to (1) and (2). In
particular, we seek to answer the following key questions: What is the distance between the Meta-L initialization φ∗θ
and the underlying true model parameter of a given block? How do the training dataset size M , the testing dataset
size L−M and the number of trajectories D, impact this distance? What is the impact of the model similarity across
different blocks on this distance? What is the estimation error after fast adaptation with a few samples only?

4



3 Performance Analysis of Offline Meta-Learning

Next, we quantify the distance between the Meta-L initialization and the model parameter of a given episodic block j,
i.e., ‖φ∗θ − φj‖. For convenience, define, for the training dataset of block d,

xtr,d := [x1,d, ..., xM,d], ztr,d := [z0,d, ..., zM−1,d], wtr,d := [w0,d, ..., wM−1,d];

and for the testing dataset of block d,

xte,d := [xM+1,d, ..., xL,d], zte,d := [zM,d, ..., zL−1,d], wte,d := [wM,d, ..., wL−1,d];

Γt,d = diag(σ2
aGt,d + σ2

wFt,d, σ
2
aIm), Γt = diag(σ2

aGt + σ2
wFt, σ

2
aIm), Γt = diag(σ2

aGt + σ2
wF t, σ

2
aIm).

Further, define the following matrices:

Zd = (I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zte,d, Z = [Z1, ..., ZD]; Πd = (zTte,d − αzTte,dztr,dzTtr,d)φd,Π = [ΠT
1 , ...,Π

T
D]T ;

Wd = wTte,d − αzTte,dztr,dwTtr,d,W = [WT
1 , ...,W

T
D ]T ; W̃d = xTte,d − αzTte,dztr,dxTtr,d, W̃ = [W̃T

1 , ..., W̃
T
D ]T .

The following result characterizes the Meta-L model initialization in terms of Z and W̃ .
Lemma 1. For a matrix Z we denote by Z† its pseudo-inverse. The solution to the problem (1) is

φ∗θ = (ZT )†W̃ = (ZT )†(Π +W ).

It can be seen from Lemma 1 that the Meta-L based model initialization φ∗θ can be viewed as a weighted sum of the true
model parameters for all D trajectories, with perturbation incurred by the noise process. Based on Lemma 1, we next
investigate the distance between meta-initialization φ∗θ and the true model φj , ‖φ∗θ − φj‖, aiming to quantify the impact
of the sample size and the model similarity on the estimation error.

To this end, we first apply SVD to ZT , i.e., ZT = UΣV T where Σ, V ∈ R(m+n)×(m+n) and U ∈ RD(L−M)×(m+n).
Through careful manipulation, we have that

‖φ∗θ − φj‖ = ‖(ZT )†(P +Qw − αQ0)‖ ≤ 1√
λmin(ZZT )

(‖UTP‖+ ‖UTQw‖+ α‖UTQ0‖),

where P ,


(zTte,1 − αzTte,1ztr,1zTtr,1)(φ1 − φj)
(zTte,2 − αzTte,2ztr,2zTtr,2)(φ2 − φj)

...
(zTte,D − αzTte,Dztr,DzTtr,D)(φD − φj)

, Qw ,


wTte,1
wTte,2

...
wTte,D

 and Q0 ,


zTte,1ztr,1w

T
tr,1

zTte,2ztr,2w
T
tr,2

...
zTte,Dztr,Dw

T
tr,D

.

A few key observations are in order. Intuitively, UTP encapsulates the impact of the model similarity across different
blocks, whereas UTQw and UTQ0 capture the impact of the noise process from the testing dataset and the training
dataset, respectively. To find tight upper bounds on ‖φ∗θ−φj‖, there are a few challenges originating from the following
facts: 1) (sample correlation) Not only the elements of Z are dependent, Z is also correlated with P , Qw and Q0; 2)
(small episodic block size) for a LTV system, the block size L and the training dataset size M could be small, which
impedes the usage of the standard tools for analyzing in-block properties based on large sample sizes.

To tackle these challenges, we devise a new two-scale martingale small-ball approach to deal with the correlation among
elements of Z and small block sizes, and then use a martingale-Chernoff bound method [29] to analyze the correlation
between the system state and the random disturbance.

3.1 Lower Bound on λmin(ZZT ): A Two-Scale Small-Ball Approach

Observe that

ZZT =
∑D

d=1
(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zte,dzTte,d(I − αztr,dzTtr,d). (3)

It follows that it would suffice to find a lower bound for
∑D
d=1 zte,dz

T
te,d, provided that we can also find a lower bound

on I − αztr,dzTtr,d uniformly for all D trajectories. Observe that
∑D
d=1 zte,dz

T
te,d is the sum of sample covariances over

D episodic blocks, each being an independent martingale process conditioned on the realized model parameters in D
historical blocks. With this insight, we devise a two-scale small-ball method, in which a block martingale small ball
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{zte,d}

episodic block 1 ⋯episodic block 2− − − − − − − − −
episodic small−ball

(k,v,p)−block martingale small−ball− − −

Figure 3: A two-scale small-ball view of episodic blocks.

method is used to handle the correlation structure within each block and then Mendelson’s small ball method is applied
across episodic blocks jointly to find a lower bound accordingly. Such a two-scale approach enables us to quantify the
correlation structure with each block and then exploit the conditional independence of observations across blocks, given
realized model parameters, thereby yielding a sharper lower bound.

Specifically, as illustrated in Figure 3, we treat the testing sequence {zte,d} for all D blocks together as a
‘super-sequence’. Then this ‘super-sequence’ can be treated as a combination of D independent martingale
processes where within each block the system state sequence is a martingale process with filtration given by
Ft := σ(zM,d, ..., zt,d, wM,d, ..., wt,d). By dividing the testing sequence zte,d of each block d as a set of mini-
blocks with block size k, a martingale small-ball method is applied to evaluate the sample covariances within the entire
testing sequence. For the sake of completeness, we restate a generalized martingale small-ball condition [29] (cf. [19]
which is developed to deal with the correlation within each block).

Definition 1 (Martingale Small-Ball). Let (Zt)t≥1 be an {Ft}t≥1-adapted random process taking values in R.
We say (Zt)t≥1 satisfies the (k, ν, p)-block martingale small-ball (BMSB) condition if, for any j ≥ 0, one has
1
k

∑k
i=1 P(|Zj+i| ≥ ν) ≥ p almost surely. Given a process (Xt)t≥1 taking values in Rd, we say that it satisfies the

(k,Γsb, p)-BMSB condition for Γsb � 0 if, for any fixed u ∈ Sd−1, the process Zt := 〈u,Xt〉 satisfies (k,
√
uTΓsbu, p)-

BMSB.

It can be shown that for each block, {zt,d}L−1
t=M satisfies the (k,Γbk/2c,d, p)-BMSB condition where k ∈ [1, bL−Mc/2].

Next, based on the observation that in fact each block as a whole also satisfies the small-ball condition, we apply
Mendelson’s small-ball method to evaluate the sample covariances of the entire super-sequence. define

λ̄ ,M3‖B̄‖2
(

1 + 3

√
log

10DM

δ

)2

max{mσ2
a, nσ

2
w}.

It is clear that λ̄ is of order Õ
(
M3 max{mσ2

a, nσ
2
w}
)
, where the term Õ(·) encompasses some constants and ploylog

factors. With this two-scale small-ball approach, we can obtain the following result about the lower bound on
λmin(ZZT ) as follows.

Lemma 2. Suppose that the learning rate satisfies that 0 < α < 1/λ̄, and for any k ∈ [1, bL−Mc/2], the number of
blocks D, training dataset size per block M and the block size L satisfy that

D

(
1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8

)2

≥ Dλ = Õ

(
(m+ n)λ2

max(Γbk/2c)

λ2
min(Γbk/2c)

)
.

Then, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), it follows that with probability 1− δ,

λmin(ZZT ) ≥
D(L−M)p2(1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8 )(1− αλ̄)2λmin(Γbk/2c)

48
.

The dependence on λmin(Γbk/2c) directly manifests the impact of the system “excitability" on the lower bound of the
minimum eigenvalue of the sample covariance matrix. In particular, the more the system is excited by the noise process,
the larger λmin(ZZT ) is. As expected, note that the impact of λmax(ΓM−1), i.e., the Gramians of the training process,
can be controlled via tuning the learning rate α.

3.2 Upper Bounds on ‖UTP‖, ‖UTQw‖ and ‖UTQ0‖

Upper bound on ‖UTP‖: The term ‖UTP‖ captures the impact of the model similarity across different blocks on the
estimation gap. To obtain a fundamental understanding of this impact, we impose the following assumption.
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Assumption 1. There exists a positive number D0 such that when D ≥ D0, for any sequence {φd, d = 1, . . . , D} and
φi in the compact set Θ the following inequalities hold:

1

D

∑D

d=1
‖φd − φi‖ ≤ η,

1

D

∑D

d=1
‖φd − φi‖2 ≤ Vφ. (4)

Assumption 1 encapsulates the model similarity between offline episodic blocks and any block in terms of the average
distance (and the corresponding variance) between model parameters. This condition is mild in the sense that there
exist η and Vφ for (4) to hold with high probability when {φi} follows some distribution within the support in Θ. For
instance, when φi follows a uniform distribution in Θ, an upper bound on E[‖φd − φi‖] can be found in [3]. Based on
the Law of Large Numbers, the sample average 1

D

∑D
d=1 ‖φd − φi‖ is close to the expectation E[‖φd − φi‖] when D is

large enough. Under Assumption 1, we have the following upper bound on ‖UTP‖.
Lemma 3. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. With probability 1− δ, the following inequality holds:

‖UTP‖ ≤
Dηλmax

(
LΓL−1 − α

2

(∑M−1
t=0 Γt

)2)
+ (L−M)

√
1
δ

√
CvDVφ√

λmin(ZZT )
,

where Cv is some constant.

We relegate the bounds on ‖UTQw‖ and ‖UTQ0‖ to the appendix, and state the main ideas here.

Upper bound on ‖UTQw‖: Along the lines in [29], we study the quantities with U in terms of Z, since ‖UTQw‖ ≤
supv∈Sn−1,u∈Sm+n−1\{0}

uTZQwv
‖ZTu‖ , with Sn−1 being the unit sphere in Rn. With a closer look in Z, it can be seen that

the weighted system state sequence remains a martingale process for each block. The key idea here is to control the
deviation of sum of independent sub-Gaussian martingale sequences by using the martingale-Chernoff bound approach
(cf. [29]).

Upper bound on ‖UTQ0‖: Each row block Q0,d = zTte,dztr,dw
T
tr,d in the matrix Q0 is intimately related to how the

training noise wTtr,d is amplified during the system evolution, i.e., how the system is excited by wTtr,d. Once again,
we study this error term with Z. However, the martingale-Chernoff bound approach is not applicable here due to
the complicated correlation structure between zte,d and wtr,d within each block. Therefore, we develop bounds for
uTZQ0v and ‖ZTu‖ separately.

3.3 Summary of Main Results

Summarizing, we have the following theorem on the distance between the Meta-L based model initialization φ∗θ and the
true model parameter φj for a given episodic block j.
Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds, and the learning rate α and block sizes satisfy:

0 < α <
1

λ̄
, and D

(
1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8

)2

≥ max{Dλ, D0}.

Then, for a given φj and some C0, the following inequality holds with probability 1− 5δ:

‖φ∗θ − φj‖ ≤ C0η + Õ
(
D−1/2

)√
Vφ + Õ

(
[D(L−M)]−1/2

)
,

where

C0 =

48λmax

(
LΓL−1 − α

2

(∑M−1
t=0 Γt

)2)
(L−M)p2(1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8 )(1− αλ̄)2λmin(Γbk/2c)

.

Based on Theorem 1, we have the following important remarks.

Benefits of Meta-Learning. To better understand the benefits of meta-learning in system identification of the linear
time-varying system, we first take a closer look at the optimal model initialization φ∗θ , and compare it with the solution by
using least square estimation over all D blocks (i.e., setting α = 0 and using all L samples for each block) in a noiseless
setup. Let zd = [z0,d, ..., zL−1,d]. As indicated by Lemma 1, φ∗θ is a weighted sum of the true model parameters {φd}
for all D trajectories, where the weight for block d is captured by (I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zte,dzTte,d(I − αztr,dzTtr,d). Observe

7



(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 4: Illustration of the solution by using meta-learning vs. that based on least square estimation. The red circles
represent the model parameters for each block, the blue cross is the solution using meta-learning, and the green triangle
is the solution using least square estimation.

that the solution obtained by least square estimation is also a weighted sum of {φd} where the weight for block d is
captured by zdzTd instead. Intuitively, the least square estimator would always assign higher weights to the blocks with
‘larger’ model parameters, which would in turn generate a model initialization closer to the ‘larger’ model parameters.
In stark contrast, meta-learning assigns more ‘balanced’ weights across blocks, in the sense that a larger I − αztr,dzTtr,d
is used to scale a smaller zte,dzTte,d in an intrinsic manner (see Figure 4 for examples). Therefore, meta-learning paves a
better way to utilize the information in each episodic block, thus leading to a smaller estimation error for a suitably
selected learning rate α.

Impact of M , L, D. It can be seen that the offline Meta-L distance ‖φ∗θ − φj‖ can be decomposed into two parts: 1)
the error incurred by model dissimilarity captured by C0η + Õ

(
D−1/2

)√
Vφ, and 2) the error caused by finite sample

sizes and the random noise process captured through Õ
(
[D(L−M)]−1/2

)
. In particular, this distance is linear in

model average distance η, while the impact of model variation decays at a rate of Õ
(
D−1/2

)
. Besides, one can choose

a block length L as desired to control the approximation accuracy of the episodic block model for the LTV system, and
the offline Meta-L algorithm can yield a good model initialization as long as there is a large number of blocks (large D)
available (also corroborated by the experiments in the appendix).

The impact of the training dataset size M on the distance ‖φ∗θ − φj‖ is not easy to tell, considering that both C0

and the terms in Õ(·) depends on M directly or implicitly. To get some insights on the impact of M , we consider a
noiseless scalar system where both Ad and Bd are scalars. In this case, the distance ‖φ∗θ − φj‖ is bounded from above
by C0η + Õ

(
D−1/2

)√
Vφ, and it suffices to understand how C0 changes with M . When {Ad} are in an open unit

disk, by taking a detailed look into C0, C0 can be regarded as a function of M ∈ [1, L− 1], i.e., h(M) = bL−f(M)
L−M ,

where f(M) is a function of M with∇f(M) ≥ 0 and∇2f(M) ≤ 0. Let g(M) = f(M) + (L−M)∇f(M). It can
be seen that∇h(M) = bL−g(M)

(L−M)2 . Since∇g(M) = (L−M)∇2f(M) ≤ 0,∇h(M) could be (1) always non-negative,
or (2) first negative and then non-negative as M increases, which indicates that the distance ‖φ∗θ − φj‖ may (1) increase
or (2) first decrease and then increase with M . In a nutshell, there exists an optimal M for which the estimation gap is
minimized.

Impact of Model Similarity. In a noiseless system, given a set of D episodic blocks for offline Meta-L, the best
upper bound on ‖φ∗θ − φj‖ that one can achieve is intimately related to η, namely the average distance between any
{φd, d = 1, . . . , D} and φj in Θ. In the presence of stochastic disturbance in the LTV system, Theorem 1 reveals that
our upper bound only degrades to C0η for a small constant C0, and our result holds for any realization sequence of
{φd} regardless of the correlation structure among them.

It is clear that when D goes to infinity, the last two error terms in Theorem 1 diminish, whereas there still exists a gap
between φ∗θ and φj due to the model dissimilarity. This makes sense since meta-learning is used to find a good model
initialization point ‘close to’ all offline task models. Note that when the system is LTI (all blocks have same model
parameters), the term C0η + Õ

(
D−1/2

)√
Vφ diminishes simply because the distance between block parameters is

zero. With D(L−M) samples for meta-learning, Theorem 1 recovers the nearly minimax optimal bound in [29] for
the identification of LTI systems with least square estimation.
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4 Error Bound for Online Adaptation

Given the Meta-L initializer φ∗θ , the model estimator φ̂i for a new block i can be obtained via online adaptation by
using its samples only. Since there is no resetting in online adaptation, the states would ‘persist’ across different blocks,
which however does not affect the performance of online adaptation using samples in the new block. So we focus on
the adaptation of a single block. In what follows, we quantify the estimation error after online adaptation. Once again,
the challenge herein is originating from the small sample size and the sample correlation, such that existing techniques
based on large sample sizes and assuming that the system state is near the steady state would not work well here.

In light of this, instead of using the one-step gradient descent algorithm where all M samples are used in one shot as in
(2), we consider a M -step gradient descent algorithm with a trajectory of correlated samples {(xt,i, ut,i, xt+1,i)}M−1

t=0

following the linear dynamics xt+1,i = Aixt,i +Biut,i + wt,i = φTi zt,i + wt,i, and only one sample is used for every
step, i.e.,

φ̂i(t+ 1) = φ̂i(t)− αĝt(φ̂i(t)), (5)

where ĝt(φ̂i(t)) , ∇L = zt,iz
T
t,iφ̂i(t)− zt,ixTt+1,i for 0 ≤ t ≤M − 1 and φ̂i(0) = φ∗θ . It is worth noting that equation

(5) turns out to be a linear stochastic approximation (LSA) of the underlying model parameter φi. Hence, the problem
reduces to finding the finite time error bound of LSA with a trajectory of correlated samples following the linear
dynamics.

Preliminary on LQR: Based on the well-known result that the LQR problem in the LTI system can be solved with a
linear feedback policy ut = Kxt, we assume that each block i evolves with a stabilizing controller K (cf. [4] for the
controller synthesis) during the online adaptation, i.e., Ai +BiK is a stable matrix with spectral radius ρi < 1, thereby
generating a trajectory of M samples. The stationary distribution of the linear dynamics {xt} is N (0, P∞) , ν∞
where P∞ uniquely solves the Lyapunov equation (Ai +BiK)P∞(Ai +BiK)T − P∞ + I = 0. Furthermore, it has
been shown in [33] that the β-mixing coefficient of LTI for t ≥ 1 with stable Ai +BiK is

β(t) = supk≥1 Ex∼νk [‖Pxt(·|x0 = x)− ν∞‖tv] ≤ Cmρt

for constant Cm, any ρ ∈ (ρi, 1) and distribution νk, where ‖ · ‖tv refers to the total-variation norm.

Finite time error: Along the same line as in [1], let Cφ = maxφi∈Θ ‖φi‖ and define projφ , arg minφ′:‖φ′‖≤Cφ ‖φ−
φ′‖2 as the projection operator onto a norm ball of radius Cφ to circumvent unreliable estimators outside the ball.
Further, to mitigate the impact of the outlier samples with extremely large state values, the outlier samples zt,i are
projected onto a norm ball of radius Cz <∞:

z̃t,i , arg minz′t,i:‖z′t,i‖≤Cz ‖zt,i − z
′
t,i‖2. (6)

We caution that Cz should be set to be large enough such that only extreme outlier samples would be projected as in (6).
Since there are only a few samples for online adaptation in each block, the likelihood of this happening is very small. We
use this projection for online learning because technically it is impossible to bound the spectrum of ztzTt for only a few
samples. It follows that the ‘modified’ gradient is given by gt(φ̂i(t)) = z̃t,iz̃

T
t,iφ̂i(t)− z̃t,i(φTi z̃t,i + wt,i)

T . Applying
gt(φ̂i(t)) and operator projφ to (5), the update step can be transformed to φ̂i(t+ 1) = projφ(φ̂i(t)− αgt(φ̂i(t))).

For convenience, define P̂∞ =
[
I KT

]T
P∞

[
I KT

]
. Using a similar approach in the finite time analysis of

TD-learning [1], we have the following result characterizing the finite time error.
Proposition 1. Suppose that the system evolves with a stabilizing controller K during online adaptation and that the
learning rate α satisfies α < 1−ρ

2λmin(P̂∞)
. With the model initialization φ∗θ , we have

E[‖φ̂i(M)− φi‖2] ≤ αCg

2λmin(P̂∞)
+ [1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]M

(
‖φ∗θ − φi‖2 +

2αMC̃φ

1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)

)
,

for some constant Cg and C̃φ.

Clearly, for a sufficiently small learning rate, the gap between the parameter φ̂i(M) and the underlying parameter φi
decreases exponentially. Moreover, the larger λmin(P̂∞) is, the faster the convergence is. Different controllers for
the LQR in block i can be then designed based on the model estimation using online adaptation, with performance
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characterized by the model estimation error (see Appendix H for details). It is worth noting that for a large sample
size when the system nearly approaches its steady state, the finite time error bound about LSA in [31] can be directly
applied here, which indicates an exponential decay about the mean squared estimation error. Note that the result in
[29] shows that the maximum squared estimation error for the least square estimator (LSE) decays linearly with the
sample size when the sample size is large enough. Our simulation studies (relegated to Appendix J) indicate that
when the underlying model is near the Meta-L initialization, the recursive LSA starting from this initialization clearly
outperforms the LSE for small sample sizes.

5 Conclusions

System identification plays a critical role in characterizing the fundamental limits of reinforcement learning algorithms
in a LTV system. In this study, we propose an innovative episodic block model for the LTV system and leverage meta-
learning for system identification therein. We carry out a comprehensive non-asymptotic analysis of the performance
of Meta-L based system identification with correlated samples. With the proposed two-scale martingale small-ball
approach for offline Meta-L, the derived upper bound on the distance between Meta-L based model initialization and
the underlying model parameters is sharp and encapsulates the impact of the model similarity and the sample size on
system identification in LTV systems. Furthermore, by leveraging recent advances in linear stochastic approximation,
our results on online adaptation with correlated samples indicate that the error between the model estimation and the
underlying model decays exponentially.
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A Proof of Lemma 1

Lemma 1. For a matrix Z we denote by Z† its pseudo-inverse. The solution to the problem (1) is

φ∗θ = (ZT )†W̃ = (ZT )†(Π +W ).

We first calculate the one-step gradient descent update. Observe that

L(τd(M,L− 1), φ̂Td ) ,
1

2

(
L−1∑
t=M

∥∥∥∥xt+1 − φ̂Td
[
xt
ut

]∥∥∥∥2

2

)

=
1

2

(
L−1∑
t=M

(xt+1 − φ̂Td zt)T (xt+1 − φ̂Td zt)

)

=
1

2

(
L−1∑
t=M

(
‖xt+1‖22 + (−xt+1)T φ̂Td zt + zTt φ̂d(−xt+1) + zTt φ̂dφ̂

T
d zt

))
.

(7)

It follows that
∂L(τd(M,L− 1), φ̂Td )

∂φ̂Td
= zte,dz

T
te,dφ̂d − zte,dxTte,d. (8)

Similarly, the derivative of L(τd(0,M − 1), φTθ ) can be obtained as follows:

L(τd(0,M − 1), φTθ ) ,
1

2

(
M−1∑
t=0

∥∥∥∥xt+1 − φTθ
[
xt
ut

]∥∥∥∥2

2

)
and

∂L(τd(0,M − 1), φTθ )

∂φTθ
= ztr,dz

T
tr,dφθ − ztr,dxTtr,d. (9)

Then, the relation between φ̂d and φθ follows immediately:

φ̂d = φθ − αztr,dzTtr,dφθ + αztr,dxtr,d,

∂φ̂d
∂φθ

= I − αztr,dzTtr,d.
(10)

Now we are ready to compute the optimal meta-parameter φ∗θ . For convenience, we define the meta-learning objective
function as:

F (φθ) ,
D∑
d=1

L(τd(M,L− 1), φ̂d).

It can be shown that by setting

∂F (φθ)

∂φθ
=

D∑
d=1

(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)(zte,dzTte,d(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)φθ)

+

D∑
d=1

(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)(αzte,dzTte,dztr,dxTtr,d − zte,dxTte,d)

,0,

we can have that
D∑
d=1

(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)(zte,dzTte,d(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)φθ)

=

D∑
d=1

(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)(zte,dxTte,d − αzte,dzTte,dztr,dxTtr,d). (11)

12



Let Zd = (I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zte,d and Z := [Z1, ..., ZD]. It follows that

ZZTφθ = Z


xTte,1 − αzTte,1ztr,1xTtr,1
xTte,2 − αzTte,2ztr,2xTtr,2

...
xTte,D − αzTte,Dztr,DxTtr,D

 (12)

which indicates that

φ∗θ = (ZT )†


xTte,1 − αzTte,1ztr,1xTtr,1
xTte,2 − αzTte,2ztr,2xTtr,2

...
xTte,D − αzTte,Dztr,DxTtr,D


= (ZT )†W̃

= (ZT )†


zTte,1φ1 + wTte,1 − αzTte,1ztr,1(zTtr,1φ1 + wtr,1)
zTte,2φ2 + wTte,2 − αzTte,2ztr,2(zTtr,2φ2 + wtr,2)

...
zTte,DφD + wTte,D − αzTte,Dztr,D(zTtr,DφD + wtr,D)



= (ZT )†




(zTte,1 − αzTte,1ztr,1zTtr,1)φ1

(zTte,2 − αzTte,2ztr,2zTtr,2)φ2

...
(zTte,D − αzTte,Dztr,DzTtr,D)φD

+


wTte,1 − αzTte,1ztr,1wTtr,1
wTte,2 − αzTte,2ztr,2wTtr,2

...
wTte,D − αzTte,Dztr,DwTtr,D




, (ZT )†(Π +W ).

(13)

B Proof of Lemma 2

Lemma 2. Suppose that the learning rate satisfies that 0 < α < 1/λ̄, and for any k ∈ [1, bL−Mc/2], the number of
blocks D, training dataset size per block M and the block size L satisfy that

D

(
1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8

)2

≥ Dλ = Õ

(
(m+ n)λ2

max(Γbk/2c)

λ2
min(Γbk/2c)

)
.

Then, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), it follows that with probability 1− δ,

λmin(ZZT ) ≥
D(L−M)p2(1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8 )(1− αλ̄)2λmin(Γbk/2c)

48
.

Note that

ZZT =

D∑
d=1

(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zte,dzTte,d(I − αztr,dzTtr,d). (14)

To obtain the lower bound of ZZT , we first find a high-probability lower bound on the term I − 2αztr,dz
T
tr,d such that

the right hand side of (14) can be bounded from below by the sum of testing data correlation over all D blocks.

Lemma B.1. For any block d with model parameter φd ∈ Θ and δ ∈ (0, 1), the following inequality holds:

P
[
ztr,dz

T
tr,d �

2(m+ n)

δ
MΓM−1

]
≤ δ

2
.

Proof. Recall that for d-th block,

zt,dz
T
t,d =

[
xt,d
ut,d

] [
xTt,d uTt,d

]
=

[
xt,dx

T
t,d xt,du

T
t,d

ut,dx
T
t,d ut,du

T
t,d

]
.
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Given xt,d = φTd zt−1,d+wt−1,d, we have E[xt,du
T
t,d] = E[ut,dx

T
t,d] = 0 since xt,d and ut,d are independent, where the

expectation is taken with respect to the control action ut,d ∼ N (0, σ2
aIm) and the noise wt ∼ N (0, σ2

wIn). Moreover,

xt+1,d = Adxt,d +Bdut,d + wt,d = Adxt,d + w′t,d,

where w′t,d , Bdut,d + wt,d and w′t,d ∼ N (0, σ2
aBdB

T
d + σ2

wIn). It can be shown that

E[xt,dx
T
t,d] = E

[(
t−1∑
i=0

Aidw
′
t−1−i,d

)(
t−1∑
i=0

(w′t−1−i,d)
T (Aid)

T

)]

=

t−1∑
i=0

Aid(σ
2
aBdB

T
d + σ2

wIn)(Aid)
T

= σ2
aGt,d + σ2

wFt,d

and

E[ut,du
T
t,d] = σ2

aIm.

From the definition of Γt,d and ΓM−1, it follows that

E[ztr,dz
T
tr,d] = E

[
M−1∑
t=0

zt,dz
T
t,d

]
=

M−1∑
t=0

E[zt,dz
T
t,d]

=

[∑M−1
t=0 (σ2

aGt,d + σ2
wFt,d) 0

0 Mσ2
aIm

]
�
[
M(σ2

aGM−1,d + σ2
wFM−1,d) 0

0 Mσ2
aIm

]
�MΓM−1. (15)

Appealing to Markov’s Inequality, we conclude that

P
[
ztr,dz

T
tr,d �

2(m+ n)

δ
MΓM−1

]
=P
[
λmax((MΓM−1)−1/2ztr,dz

T
tr,d(MΓM−1)−1/2) ≥ 2(m+ n)

δ

]
≤ δ

2(m+ n)
E
[
λmax((MΓM−1)−1/2ztr,dz

T
tr,d(MΓM−1)−1/2)

]
≤ δ

2(m+ n)
E
[
Tr((MΓM−1)−1/2ztr,dz

T
tr,d(MΓM−1)−1/2)

]
≤δ

2

where the last inequality holds because of (15).

B.1 Upper bound on λmax(ztr,dz
T
tr,d)

In what follows, we aim to obtain a tighter upper bound on λmax(ztr,dz
T
tr,d).

Lemma B.2. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), the following inequality holds:

P
[
λmax(ztr,dz

T
tr,d) ≤M3‖B̄‖2

(
1 + 3

√
log

10M

δ

)2

max{mσ2
a, nσ

2
w}
]
≥ 1− δ

2
.
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Proof. First, it clear that

λmax(ztr,dz
T
tr,d) =λmax

(
M−1∑
t=0

zt,dz
T
t,d

)

≤Tr

(
M−1∑
t=0

zt,dz
T
t,d

)

=Tr

(
M−1∑
t=0

xt,dx
T
t,d

)
+ Tr

(
M−1∑
t=0

ut,du
T
t,d

)
.

We next seek upper bounds on Tr
(∑M−1

t=0 xt,dx
T
t,d

)
and Tr

(∑M−1
t=0 ut,du

T
t,d

)
, respectively.

(1) For the term Tr
(∑M−1

t=0 xt,dx
T
t,d

)
, through sophisticated manipulation, we can have the following with regard to

xt,dx
T
t,d given x0,d = 0:

xt,dx
T
t,d =

t−1∑
i=0

At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−i +

t−1∑
i=0

At−1−i
d wi,dw

T
i,d(A

T
d )t−1−i

+

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0

At−1−i
d Bdui,dw

T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j +

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0

At−1−i
d Bdui,dw

T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j

T

+

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
j,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−j +

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

At−1−i
d wi,dw

T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j .

Note that

At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−i +At−1−j

d wj,dw
T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j −At−1−i

d Bdui,dw
T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j

− [At−1−i
d Bdui,dw

T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j ]T

=At−1−i
d Bdui,d[u

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−j − wTj,d(ATd )t−1−j ] +At−1−j

d wj,d[w
T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j

− uTi,dBTd (ATd )t−1−i]

=[At−1−i
d Bdui,d −At−1−j

d wj,d][A
t−1−i
d Bdui,d −At−1−j

d wj,d]
T

�0.

It then follows that

xt,dx
T
t,d �

t−1∑
i=0

At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−i +

t−1∑
i=0

At−1−i
d wi,dw

T
i,d(A

T
d )t−1−i

+

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0

[At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−i +At−1−j

d wj,dw
T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j ]

+

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
j,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−j +

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

At−1−i
d wi,dw

T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j

=(t+ 1)

t−1∑
i=0

At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−i + (t+ 1)

t−1∑
i=0

At−1−i
d wi,dw

T
i,d(A

T
d )t−1−i

+

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
j,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−j +

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

At−1−i
d wi,dw

T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j

15



which indicates that
M−1∑
t=1

xt,dx
T
t,d

�M
M∑
j=1

M−j∑
i=0

Aj−1
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )j−1 +M

M∑
j=1

M−j∑
i=0

Aj−1
d wi,dw

T
i,d(A

T
d )j−1

+

M∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
j,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−j +

M∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

At−1−i
d wi,dw

T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j .

Therefore, the trace Tr
(∑M−1

t=0 xt,dx
T
t,d

)
can be bounded from above as follows:

Tr

(
M−1∑
t=0

xt,dx
T
t,d

)

≤M
M∑
j=1

Tr

[
M−j∑
i=0

Aj−1
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )j−1

]
+M

M∑
j=1

Tr

[
M−j∑
i=0

Aj−1
d wi,dw

T
i,d(A

T
d )j−1

]

+

M∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

Tr[At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
j,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−j ]

+

M∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

Tr[At−1−i
d wi,dw

T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j ].

Next, we first find an upper bound on Tr
[∑M−j

i=0 Aj−1
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )j−1

]
. It can be shown that

Tr

[
M−j∑
i=0

Aj−1
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )j−1

]
= Tr

[
Aj−1
d Bd(

M−j∑
i=0

ui,du
T
i,d)B

T
d (ATd )j−1

]

= Tr

[
BTd (ATd )j−1Aj−1

d Bd(

M−j∑
i=0

ui,du
T
i,d)

]

≤ λmax(BTd (ATd )j−1Aj−1
d Bd)Tr

(
M−j∑
i=0

ui,du
T
i,d

)

≤ ‖Aj−1
d Bd‖2Tr

(
M−j∑
i=0

ui,du
T
i,d

)
where the first inequality holds because the following is true based on Von Neumann’s trace inequality:

λmin(X)Tr(Y ) ≤ Tr(XT ) ≤ λmax(X)Tr(Y ) (16)

for positive semi-definite matrices X and Y . Therefore, it suffices to bound Tr
(∑M−j

i=0 ui,du
T
i,d

)
from above.

Let Uj =
∑M−j
i=0 ui,du

T
i,d. It is clear that Uj follows a pseudo Wishart distribution SWm(M−j, σ2

aIm) considering that
the dimension m is generally larger than the training size M . Based on [13], there exists a matrix Q ∈ Rm×rj such that
Uj = QŨjQT , where rj is the rank of Uj (rj ≤ m) and Ũj follows a Wishart distribution, i.e., Ũj ∼ Wrj (M − J, Irj ).
Hence,

Tr

(
M−j∑
i=0

ui,du
T
i,d

)
=Tr(QŨjQT )

=Tr(QTQŨj)
≤λmax(QTQ)Tr(Ũj)
=σ2

aTr(Ũj),
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such that

Tr

[
M−j∑
i=0

Aj−1
d Bdui,du

T
i,dB

T
d (ATd )j−1

]
≤ σ2

a‖A
j−1
d Bd‖2Tr(Ũj). (17)

Following the same line, it can be shown that

Tr

[
M−j∑
i=0

Aj−1
d wi,dw

T
i,d(A

T
d )j−1

]
≤ σ2

w‖A
j−1
d ‖2Tr(W̃j) (18)

where W̃j ∼ Wqj (M − J, Iqj ) for some qj ≤ n.

For the term Tr[At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
j,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−j ], we have

Tr[At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
j,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−j ]

≤m‖At−1−i
d Bdui,du

T
j,dB

T
d (ATd )t−1−j‖

≤m‖At−1−i
d Bd‖‖At−1−j

d Bd‖‖ui,duTj,d‖

≤m‖At−1−i
d Bd‖‖At−1−j

d Bd‖Tr(ui,duTj,d). (19)

And similarly,

Tr[At−1−i
d wi,dw

T
j,d(A

T
d )t−1−j ] ≤ n‖At−1−i

d At−1−j
d ‖Tr(wi,dwTj,d). (20)

Combing (17) - (20), we can obtain that

Tr

(
M−1∑
t=0

xt,dx
T
t,d

)
≤Mσ2

a

M∑
j=1

[‖Aj−1
d Bd‖2Tr(Ũj)] +Mσ2

w

M∑
j=1

[‖Aj−1
d ‖2Tr(W̃j)]

+m

M∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

[‖At−1−i
d Bd‖‖At−1−j

d Bd‖Tr(ui,duTj,d)]

+ n

M∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

[‖At−1−i
d At−1−j

d ‖Tr(wi,dwTj,d)]

≤Mσ2
a‖B̄‖2

M∑
j=1

Tr(Ũj) +Mσ2
w

M∑
j=1

Tr(W̃j)

+m‖B̄‖2
M∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

Tr(ui,du
T
j,d)

+ n

M∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0,j 6=i

Tr(wi,dw
T
j,d).

Moreover, since Ũj ∼ Wrj (M − J, Irj ), Tr(Ũj) ∼ χ2
rj(M−J), for which we have the following high probability

bound:

P(Tr(Ũj) ≤Mm+ 2
√
Mma+ 2a)

≥P(Tr(Ũj) ≤ rj(M − J) + 2
√
arj(M − J) + 2a)

≥1− e−a (21)

for any a > 0. Similarly, we have

P(Tr(W̃j) ≤Mn+ 2
√
Mna+ 2a) ≥ 1− e−a. (22)
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For the term Tr(ui,du
T
j,d), based on the Chernoff bound, we can have

P[Tr(ui,du
T
j,d) ≤ b]

≥1− inf
c>0

e−cbE[ebTr(ui,du
T
j,d)]

=1− inf
c>0

e−cbE[eb
∑m
k=1 ui,d(k)uj,d(k)]

=1− inf
c>0

e−cb
m∏
k=1

E[etui,d(k)uj,d(k)]

=1− inf
0<c<1/σ2

a

e−cb

(
1√

π(1− σ4
ac

2)

)m
≥1− e−

b√
2σ2a

(π
2

)−m/2
,

which implies that

P
[
Tr(ui,du

T
j,d) ≤

√
2σ2

a

(
a′ − m

2
log

π

2

)]
≥ 1− e−a

′
(23)

for a′ > 0. Following the same line, we can obtain the following for the term Tr(wi,dw
T
j,d):

P
[
Tr(wi,dw

T
j,d) ≤

√
2σ2

w

(
a′ − n

2
log

π

2

)]
≥ 1− e−a

′
. (24)

Based on (21) - (24), it follows that

P
[
Tr

(
M−1∑
t=0

xt,dx
T
t,d

)
≤M2σ2

a‖B̄‖2(Mm+ 2

√
Mm log

10M

δ
+ 2 log

10M

δ
)

+M2σ2
w(Mn+ 2

√
Mn log

10M

δ
+ 2 log

10M

δ
)

+
√

2σ2
amM

3‖B̄‖2 log
10M3

δ(π/2)m/2
+
√

2σ2
wnM

3 log
10M3

δ(π/2)n/2

]
≥1− 2δ

5
.

(2) Next, for the term Tr
(∑M−1

t=0 ut,du
T
t,d

)
, it can be seen that

Tr

(
M−1∑
t=0

ut,du
T
t,d

)
=

M−1∑
t=0

Tr(ut,du
T
t,d)

=

M−1∑
t=0

m∑
i=1

u2
t,d(i)

=σ2
a

M−1∑
t=0

m∑
i=1

ũ2
t,d(i)

=σ2
aU

where ũ2
t,d ∼ N (0, Im) and U ∼ χ2

Mm. Therefore,

P

[
Tr

(
M−1∑
t=0

ut,du
T
t,d

)
≤ σ2

a(Mm+ 2

√
Mm log

10

δ
+ 2 log

10

δ
)

]
≥ 1− δ

10
.
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In a nutshell, we can obtain that with probability 1− δ/2, the following holds:

λmax(ztr,dz
T
tr,d)

≤M2σ2
a‖B̄‖2(Mm+ 2

√
Mm log

10M

δ
+ 2 log

10M

δ
)

+M2σ2
w(Mn+ 2

√
Mn log

10M

δ
+ 2 log

10M

δ
)

+
√

2σ2
amM

3‖B̄‖2 log
10M3

δ(π/2)m/2
+
√

2σ2
wnM

3 log
10M3

δ(π/2)n/2

+ σ2
a

(
Mm+ 2

√
Mm log

10

δ
+ 2 log

10

δ

)

≤M2σ2
a‖B̄‖2(Mm+ 2

√
Mm log

10M

δ
+ 2 log

10M

δ
+
√

2Mm log
10M3

δ(π/2)m/2
)

+M2σ2
w(Mn+ 2

√
Mn log

10M

δ
+ 2 log

10M

δ
+
√

2Mn log
10M3

δ(π/2)n/2
)

+ σ2
a

(
Mm+ 2

√
Mm log

10

δ
+ 2 log

10

δ

)

≤M3mσ2
a‖B̄‖2(1 + 3

√
log

10M

δ
)2 +M3n(1 + 3

√
log

10M

δ
)2

≤M3‖B̄‖2
(

1 + 3

√
log

10M

δ

)2

max{mσ2
a, nσ

2
w}. (25)

B.2 Lower bound on λmin(ZZT )

Note that

λ̄ ,M3‖B̄‖2
(

1 + 3

√
log

10DM

δ

)2

max{mσ2
a, nσ

2
w}.

Based on Lemma B.2, and by setting the learning rate 0 < α < 1/λ̄, we can have mind{λmin(I − αztr,dzttr,d)} ≥
1− αλ̄ > 0, i.e., I − αztr,dzTtr,d � (1− αλ̄)I � 0, with probability 1− δ/2. Consequently, we have the following
result about the lower bound on λmin(ZZT ):
Lemma B.3. With probability 1− δ/2 for any δ ∈ (0, 1), the following inequality holds:

λmin(ZZT ) ≥ (1− αλ̄)2

2
λmin

(
D∑
d=1

zte,dz
T
te,d

)
.

Proof. To prove Lemma B.3, let E = I − αztr,dzttr,d � 0, and we first show that

1

(1− αλ̄)2
EGE � G (26)

for G ∈ R(m+n)×(m+n) and G � 0.

For ease of exposition, let Ē = 1
1−αλ̄E and C = ĒGĒ. Then C � 0. Based on Corollary 7.6.5 in [13], there exists a

nonsingular matrix S ∈ R(m+n)×(m+n), such that

C = SIST and G = SΣST

where Σ = diag(d1, ...,dm+n) is diagonal. To show C � G, it suffices to show S(I − Σ)ST � 0, which is the case
if and only if all di ≤ 1 for i ∈ [1,m+ n].

19



To show di ≤ 1 for i ∈ [1,m+ n], it is worth to note that

GC−1 = SσST (ST )−1S−1 = SΣS−1.

Hence, GC−1 is similar to Σ, and they have the same eigenvalues d1, ...,dm+n. Moreover, according to Lemma 5.6.10
in [13], there exists a matrix norm ||| · ||| such that the following holds for the spectral ρ(GC−1):

ρ(GC−1) = ρ(G(Ē)−1G−1(Ē)−1)

≤ |||G(Ē)−1G−1(Ē)−1|||
≤ |||G(Ē)−1G−1||| · |||(Ē)−1|||

≤ [ρ(G(Ē)−1G−1) + ε1][ρ(Ē
−1

) + ε1]

= [ρ(Ē
−1

) + ε1]2

≤
[

1− αλ̄
λmin(E)

+ ε1

]2

≤ 1

for some 0 < ε1 ≤ 1− 1−αλ̄
λmin(E)

. Therefore, (26) holds.

Next, let G = zte,dz
T
te,d + ε2I for ε2 > 0. Hence, G � 0. It follows that

E(zte,dz
T
te,d + ε2I)E � (1− αλ̄)2(zte,dz

T
te,d + ε2I)

such that

D∑
d=1

E(zte,dz
T
te,d + ε2I)E � (1− αλ̄)2

D∑
d=1

(zte,dz
T
te,d + ε2I).

It can then be seen that

λmin

(
D∑
d=1

E(zte,dz
T
te,d + ε2I)E

)
≥ (1− αλ̄)2λmin

(
D∑
d=1

zte,dz
T
te,d

)
+ ε2D(1− αλ̄)2

and

λmin

(
D∑
d=1

E(zte,dz
T
te,d + ε2I)E

)
≤ λmin

(
D∑
d=1

Ezte,dz
T
te,dE

)
+ ε2λmax

(
D∑
d=1

EE

)
.

Therefore, we can have

λmin(ZZT ) =λmin

(
D∑
d=1

Ezte,dz
T
te,dE

)

≥(1− αλ̄)2λmin

(
D∑
d=1

zte,dz
T
te,d

)
+ ε2D(1− αλ̄)2 − ε2λmax

(
D∑
d=1

EE

)
.

Let ε2 =
(1−αλ̄)2λmin(

∑D
d=1 zte,dz

T
te,d)

2[λmax(
∑D
d=1EE)−D(1−αλ̄)2]

. We can obtain that

λmin(ZZT ) ≥ (1− αλ̄)2

2
λmin

(
D∑
d=1

zte,dz
T
te,d

)
.
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B.3 Lower bound on λmin
(∑D

d=1 zte,dz
T
te,d

)
To obtain a lower bound on

√
λmin(ZZT ), it suffices to find a lower bound on λmin

(∑D
d=1 zte,dz

T
te,d

)
. Note that

D∑
d=1

zte,dz
T
te,d =

D∑
d=1

L−1∑
t=M

zt,dz
T
t,d,

which indicates that

λmin

(
D∑
d=1

zte,dz
T
te,d

)
= min
u∈Sm+n−1

D∑
d=1

L−1∑
t=M

〈zt,d, u〉2, (27)

where Sm+n−1 denotes the unit sphere in Rm+n. Hence, it reduces to find a lower bound of the right hand side of the
equation (27).

Given any realization sequence of D blocks {φd}, if we put the testing sequence for all D blocks together as a
‘super-sequence’, this ‘super-sequence’ can be then regarded as a combination of D independent martingale processes
where within each block the sequence of the system states is a martingale process with respect to the filtration
Ft := σ(zM,d, ..., zt,d, wM,d, ..., wt,d). Therefore, finding a lower bound of (27) reduces to quantifying the covariates
zt,d for the super-sequence.

To this end, we propose a two-scale small-ball method. More specifically, by dividing the testing sequence zte,d of each
block d as a set of mini-blocks with block size k, a martingale small-ball method is applied to evaluate the covariates
within the entire testing sequence. Next, observing that in fact each block as a whole also satisfies the small-ball
condition, we apply the Mendelson’s small-ball method once again to evaluate the sample covariances of the entire
super-sequence.

To this end, we first need to check if the sequence {zt,d}t≥0 satisfies the Martingale small-ball condition [29].

Lemma B.4. For any block d, let x0,d be any initial state in Rn. Then, the process zt,d satisfies the (k,Γbk/2c,d,
3
20 )-

BMSB condition for k ∈ [1, bL−Mc/2].

Proof. Consider the d-th block xt+1,d = Adxt,d + Bdut,d + wt,d, where x0,d ∈ Rn, at,d ∼ N (0, σ2
aIm) and

wt,d ∼ N (0, σ2
wIm), we can have

xt,d = Atdx0,d +

t−1∑
i=0

Aidw
′
t−1−i,d.

Since w′t,d ∼ N (0, σ2
aBdB

T
d + σ2

wIn), we have xt0+t,d|Ft0 ∼ N (Atdxt0,d, σ
2
aGt,d + σ2

wFt,d), such that

zt0+t,d =

[
xt0+t,d

ut0+t,d

]
∼ N

([
Atdxt0,d

0

]
,

[
σ2
aGt,d + σ2

wFt,d 0
0 σ2

aIm

])
, N (µt,d,Γt,d). (28)

Hence, 〈u, zt0+t,d〉 ∼ N (〈u, µt,d〉, uTΓt,du) for u ∈ Sm+n−1. It can be shown that for k ∈ [1, bL−Mc/2]

1

k

k∑
t=1

P
(
|〈u, zt,d〉| ≥

√
uTΓbk/2c,du

)
≥ 3

20
,

indicating that for each block d the process zt,d satisfies the (k,Γbk/2c,d,
3
20 )-BMSB condition.

Therefore, if we divide zte,d for each block d as b(L−M)/kc mini-blocks, each with size k, the process zt,d for each
mini-block satisfies the (k,Γbk/2c,d,

3
20 )-BMSB condition given any fixed u ∈ Sm+n−1.

For ease of exposition, we first take a look at the scalar case. More specifically, suppose we have D independent blocks,
each with size M̂ := L −M and any initial state, and each block {zt,d}1≤t≤M̂ is a scalar process that satisfies the

(k, vd, p)-BMSB condition. Denote S = bM̂/kc. The following result in [29] characterizes the property for such
sequences:
Proposition B.1. [29] Let {zt,d}t≥1 be a scalar process that satisfies the (k, vd, p)-BMSB condition. Then,

P

 M̂∑
t=1

z2
t,d ≥

v2
dp

2kS

8

 ≥ 1− e−
Sp2

8 .
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Let Xd =
∑M̂
t=1 z

2
t,d, Wd =

v2dp
2

8 kS and κ = 1− e−
Sp2

8 . It is clear that the larger vd and k are, the tighter the lower
bound on Xd is. This is also one of the main reasons that we devise a two-scale small-ball method to differentiate the
correlation structure within each block and the conditional independence of system states across different blocks, given
the sequence of D blocks. Then from Proposition B.1 we conclude that the super-sequence {Xd}Dd=1 with independent
elements satisfies the small-ball condition [19], i.e., P[Xd ≥Wd] ≥ κ. Hence, based on a binomial estimate, we can
obtain a high-probability lower bound of the sum over the super-sequence.
Proposition B.2. Suppose all the block parameters lie in a compact set Θ, and for each blockXd satisfies the small-ball
condition that P[Xd ≥Wd] ≥ κ where Wd =

v2dp
2

8 kS. Denote v̄ = max{‖vd‖} and v = min{‖vd‖} as the maximum
and the minimum of ‖vd‖ over Θ, respectively. Then,

P

[
D∑
d=1

Xd ≤
DκSkp2v2

12

]
≤ exp

{
−2Dκ2v4

9v̄4

}
.

Proof. Consider the following Bernoulli random variables

Rd = 1 (Xd ≥Wd) ,∀d ∈ [1, D],

where P(Rd = 1) ≥ κ. It is easy to check that Xd ≥WdRd, such that for some constant C1 the following holds:

P

 D∑
d=1

M̂∑
t=1

z2
t,d ≤ C1

 = P

[
D∑
d=1

Xd ≤ C1

]
≤ P

[
D∑
d=1

WdRd ≤ C1

]
. (29)

Since Rd’s are independent random variables, we can find an upper bound on P
[∑D

d=1WdRd ≤ C1

]
in (29) by

studying the concentration behavior.

Moreover, observe that
ERd [WdRd] = WdP[Rd = 1] ≥ κWd. (30)

and 0 ≤WdRd ≤ v̄2p2

8 kS. Based on Hoeffding’s Inequality, we can have that

P

[
D∑
d=1

WdRd − κ
D∑
d=1

Wd ≤ −εκ
D∑
d=1

Wd

]

≤P

[
D∑
d=1

WdRd −
D∑
d=1

ERd [WdRd] ≤ −εκ
D∑
d=1

Wd

]

≤ exp

{
−

2ε2κ2(
∑D
d=1Wd)

2

Dv̄4p4k2S2/64

}

≤ exp

{
−2ε2κ2Dv4

v̄4

}
.

Taking ε = 1
3 , it follows that

P

[
D∑
d=1

WdRd ≤
p2kS

12
κDv2

]
≤ P

[
D∑
d=1

WdRd ≤
2

3
κ

D∑
d=1

Wd

]
≤ exp

{
−2Dκ2v4

9v̄4

}
Combining with (29), Proposition B.2 can be proved.

Proposition B.2 implies that for a fixed u ∈ Sm+n−1, we can have a point-wise lower bound for
∑D
d=1

∑L−1
t=M 〈zt,d, u〉2:

P

[
D∑
d=1

L−1∑
t=M

〈zt,d, u〉2 ≤
D(L−M)p2κ

12
uTΓbk/2cu

]
≤ exp

{
−2Dκ2

9v̄4
λ2
min(Γbk/2c)

}
. (31)

Based on (27), we need to obtain a lower bound of minu∈Sm+n−1

∑D
d=1

∑L−1
t=M 〈zt,d, u〉2 from this point-wise lower

bound. This step can be achieved by approximating this minimum with an ε-net. More specifically, we use the following
two lemmas in [29] to show this. Denote by SM the set of all points x ∈ Rm+n such that ‖M−1/2x‖2 = 1 for a given
M ∈ R(m+n)×(m+n) and M � 0.
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Lemma B.5. LetQ ∈ R(m+n)×D(L−M) and consider matrices 0 ≺ Γmin � Γmax ∈ R(m+n)×(m+n). Let T be a 1/4-
net of SΓmin in the metric ‖Γ1/2

max(·)‖2. Then if infu∈T u
TQQTu ≥ 1 and QQT � Γmax, we have QQT � Γmin/2.

Lemma B.6. Let 0 ≺ Γmin � Γmax ∈ R(m+n)×(m+n), and let T be a minimal ε ≤ 1/2-net of SΓmin in the norm
‖Γ1/2

max(·)‖2. Then, log(|T |) ≤ (m+ n) log
(
1 + 2

ε

)
+ log(det(ΓmaxΓ−1

min)).

Lemma B.5 characterizes the relationship between the pointwise lower bound and uniform lower bound when covering
Sm+n−1 with a 1/4-net, while Lemma B.6 estimates the cardinality of the 1/4-net T based on a standard volumetric
argument. Armed with these two Lemmas, we are ready to prove Lemma 2.

Denote Zte = [zte,1 · · · zte,D] ∈ R(m+n)×D(L−M) such that ZteZTte =
∑D
d=1 zte,dz

T
te,d =

∑D
d=1

∑L−1
t=M zt,dz

T
t,d.

First, along the same line as in Lemma B.1, we can show that

P
[
ZteZ

T
te �

4(m+ n)

δ
D(L−M)ΓL−1 = Γmax

]
≤ δ

4
. (32)

Let Q = Zte and Γmin = D(L−M)κp2

12 Γbk/2c. Denote the event by ε2 := {ZteZTte � Γmax}. We have that

P

[
D∑
d=1

zte,dz
T
te,d �

D(L−M)p2κ

24
Γbk/2c

]

≤P

[
∃u ∈ T :

D∑
d=1

L−1∑
t=M

〈zt,d, u〉2 ≤
D(L−M)p2κ

12
uTΓbk/2cu|εc2

]
+ P[ε2]

≤ exp

{
− 2Dκ2

9v̄4
λ2
min(Γbk/2c) + (m+ n) log(9) + log det(ΓmaxΓ−1

min)

}
+
δ

4

≤ exp

{
− 2Dκ2

9v̄4
λ2
min(Γbk/2c) + (m+ n) log(9) + (m+ n) log

(
Tr(Γmax)

m+ n

)

+ (m+ n) log

(
1

(m+ n)λmin(Γmin)

)}
+
δ

4

(a)

≤ exp

{
− 2Dκ2

9v̄4
λ2
min(Γbk/2c) + (m+ n) log(9) + (m+ n) log

(
96(m+ n)

δp2(1− e−
p2b(L−M)/kc

8 )

)

+ (m+ n) log

(
Tr(ΓL−1)

m+ n

)
+ (m+ n) log

(
1

(m+ n)λmin(Γbk/2c)

)}
+
δ

4

(b)

≤ exp

{
− 2Dκ2

9v̄4
λ2
min(Γbk/2c) + (m+ n) log(9) + (m+ n) log

(
8× 96(m+ n)

δp4

)

+ (m+ n) log

(
Tr(ΓL−1)

m+ n

)
+ (m+ n) log

(
1

(m+ n)λmin(Γbk/2c)

)}
+
δ

4

≤ exp

{
− 2Dκ2

9v̄4
λ2
min(Γbk/2c) + 4(m+ n) log

(
6(m+ n)

δp

)
+ (m+ n) log

(
Tr(ΓL−1)

m+ n

)

+ (m+ n) log

(
1

(m+ n)λmin(Γbk/2c)

)}
+
δ

4

≤ exp

{
− 2Dκ2

9v̄4
λ2
min(Γbk/2c) + 4(m+ n) log

(
6(m+ n)

δp

)
+ (m+ n) log

(
Tr(ΓL−1)

λmin(Γbk/2c)

)}
+
δ

4

(c)

≤ δ
2
,
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where (a) is true because Tr(Γmax) = 4(m+ n)D(L−M)Tr(ΓL−1)/δ, (b) holds because k ≤ L−M
2 , p ∈ (0, 1] and

1− e−x ≥ x
2 for x ∈ (0, 1], and (c) is true if

D

(
1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8

)2

≥
9λ2

max(Γbk/2c)

2λ2
min(Γbk/2c)

{
log

(
4

δ

)
+ 4(m+ n) log

(
6(m+ n)

δp

)
+ (m+ n) log

(
Tr(ΓL−1)

λmin(Γbk/2c)

)}
.

Therefore, we can conclude that with probability 1− δ
2 ,

λmin

(
D∑
d=1

zte,dz
T
te,d

)
≥ D(L−M)p2(1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8 )

24
λmin(Γbk/2c).

Combining with Lemma B.1 and B.3, based on the union bound, we can have that with probability 1− δ

λmin(ZZT ) ≥
D(L−M)p2(1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8 )(1− αλ̄)2λmin(Γbk/2c)

48
,

thus finishing the proof of Lemma 2.

C Proof of Lemma 3

Lemma 3. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. With probability 1− δ, the following inequality holds:

‖UTP‖ ≤
Dηλmax

(
LΓL−1 − α

2

(∑M−1
t=0 Γt

)2)
+ (L−M)

√
1
δ

√
CvDVφ√

λmin(ZZT )
,

where Cv is some constant.

Note that ‖UTP‖ ≤ sup
v∈Sn−1,u∈Sm+n−1\{0}

uTZPv
‖ZTu‖ . For convenience, denote Z = [Z1 · · · ZD] with Zd = (I −

αztr,dz
T
tr,d)zte,d, and P = [P1 · · · PD]

T with Pd = ZTd (φd − φj). Let Yd , uTZdZ
T
d (φd − φj)v. It is clear that

uTZPv =

D∑
d=1

uTZdZ
T
d (φd − φj)v =

D∑
d=1

Yd

which is a sum of D independent random variables {Yd}Dd=1 for given u, v and the blocks {φd}. In what follows, we
first take a closer look at the random variable Yd by studying its expectation and variance.

1) Since E[Yd] = uTE[ZdZ
T
d ](φd − φj)v, we focus on E[ZdZ

T
d ]. Following the same line in the proof of (26), it can

be shown that

(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)(zte,dzTte,d + ε3I)(I − αztr,dzTtr,d) � zte,dzTte,d + ε3I (33)

for some ε3 > 0, such that

ZdZ
T
d = (I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zte,dzTte,d(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)
� zte,dzTte,d + ε3I − ε3(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)
= zte,dz

T
te,d + ε3[2αztr,dz

T
tr,d − α2(ztr,dz

T
tr,d)

2].

Let ε3 = 1
2α . It follows that

ZdZ
T
d � zte,dzTte,d + ztr,dz

T
tr,d −

α

2
(ztr,dz

T
tr,d)

2.
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Let zd = [z0,d, ..., zL−1,d]. Then, we can have

E[ZdZ
T
d ] � E[zte,dz

T
te,d + ztr,dz

T
tr,d −

α

2
(ztr,dz

T
tr,d)

2]

= E[zte,dz
T
te,d + ztr,dz

T
tr,d]−

α

2
E[(ztr,dz

T
tr,d)

2]

= E[zdz
T
d ]− α

2
E[(ztr,dz

T
tr,d)

2]

� E[zdz
T
d ]− α

2
(E[ztr,dz

T
tr,d])

2

=

L−1∑
t=0

Γt,d −
α

2

(
M−1∑
t=0

Γt,d

)2

� LΓL−1 −
α

2

(
M−1∑
t=0

Γt

)2

.

2) Similarly, var[Yd] = vT (φd − φj)
T cov[ZdZ

T
d ](φd − φj)v, where ‖cov[ZdZ

T
d ]‖ ≤ ‖cov[zte,dz

T
te,d]‖ ≤

‖E[zte,dz
T
te,dzte,dz

T
te,d]‖. Expanding E[zte,dz

T
te,dzte,dz

T
te,d], we can have that

‖E[zte,dz
T
te,dzte,dz

T
te,d]‖ =

∥∥∥∥[E[Z̃11] E[Z̃12]
E[Z̃21] E[Z̃22]

]∥∥∥∥ ≤ ‖E[Z̃11]‖+ ‖E[Z̃12]‖+ ‖E[Z̃21]‖+ ‖E[Z̃22]‖

where

E[Z̃11] =E

[(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)
+

(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,dx
T
t,d

)]
,

E[Z̃12] =E

[(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)
+

(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,du
T
t,d

)]
,

E[Z̃21] =E

[(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,dx
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)
+

(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,du
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,dx
T
t,d

)]
,

E[Z̃22] =E

[(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,dx
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)
+

(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,du
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,du
T
t,d

)]
.

In what follows, we quantify each term.

(a) For the term ‖E[Z̃11]‖, we can first show that∥∥∥∥∥E
[(

L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)]∥∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∥∥E
L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,dxt,dx

T
t,d +

L−1∑
i=M

L−1∑
j=M,j 6=i

xi,dx
T
i,dxj,dx

T
j,d

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤
L−1∑
t=M

‖E[xt,dx
T
t,dxt,dx

T
t,d]‖+

L−1∑
i=M

L−1∑
j=M,j 6=i

‖E[xi,dx
T
i,dxj,dx

T
j,d]‖. (34)

Further, for ‖E[xt,dx
T
t,dxt,dx

T
t,d]‖ we have that

‖E[xt,dx
T
t,dxt,dx

T
t,d]‖ ≤ E[‖xt,dxTt,dxt,dxTt,d‖] =E[xTt,dxt,dx

T
t,dxt,d]

=E[

n∑
i=1

x4
t,d(i) +

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1,j 6=i

x2
t,d(i)x

2
t,d(j)]

=

n∑
i=1

E[x4
t,d(i)] +

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1,j 6=i

E[x2
t,d(i)x

2
t,d(j)]
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where xt,d(i) is the i-th element of the Gaussian vector xt,d. Here E[x4
t,d(·)] is the fourth moment of the Gaussian

random variable xt,d(·), which can be bounded above by some valueM4 uniformly for any d and t. For the cross term
E[x2

t,d(i)x
2
t,d(j)] where i 6= j, based on the Holder’s inequality, we can show that

E[x2
t,d(i)x

2
t,d(j)] ≤

√
E[x4

t,d(i)]E[x4
t,d(j)] ≤M4. (35)

Hence, it follows that
‖E[xt,dx

T
t,dxt,dx

T
t,d]‖ ≤ n2M4. (36)

Similarly, for the cross term ‖E[xi,dx
T
i,dxj,dx

T
j,d]‖ we have that

‖E[xi,dx
T
i,dxj,dx

T
j,d]‖ ≤E[‖xi,dxTi,d‖‖xj,dxTj,d‖]

≤
√
E[xTi,dxi,dx

T
i,dxi,d]E[xTj,dxj,dx

T
j,dxj,d]

≤n2M4.

We can then conclude that ∥∥∥∥∥E
[(

L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)]∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ (L−M)2n2M4. (37)

Next, for the term E
[(∑L−1

t=M xt,du
T
t,d

)(∑L−1
t=M ut,dx

T
t,d

)]
, similar to (34), it follows that∥∥∥∥∥E

[(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,dx
T
t,d

)]∥∥∥∥∥
≤
L−1∑
t=M

‖E[xt,du
T
t,dut,dx

T
t,d]‖+

L−1∑
i=M

L−1∑
j=M,j 6=i

‖E[xi,du
T
i,duj,dx

T
j,d]‖.

For the term E[xt,du
T
t,dut,dx

T
t,d], since xt,d and ut,d are independent, we can have that

E[xt,du
T
t,dut,dx

T
t,d] =var[xt,duTt,d] + E[xt,du

T
t,d]ET [xt,du

T
t,d]

=var[xt,d] + var[ut,d]

�σ2
aGL−1 + σ2

wFL−1 + σ2
aIm

where the last step is based on Lemma B.4 given that x0,d = 0 after reset in offline learning and var[ut,d] = σ2
aIm. For

the cross term E[xi,du
T
i,duj,dx

T
j,d] where i 6= j, based on the Holder’s inequality, we can obtain that

‖E[xi,du
T
i,duj,dx

T
j,d]‖ ≤E[‖xi,duTi,d‖‖uj,dxTj,d‖]

≤
√
E[‖xi,duTi,d‖2]E[‖uj,dxTj,d‖2]

≤

√√√√E[ n∑
p=1

m∑
q=1

x2
i,d(p)u

2
i,d(q)

]
E

[
n∑
p=1

m∑
q=1

x2
j,d(p)u

2
j,d(q)

]
≤mnM2σ

2
a (38)

where the second moment E[x2
t,d(·)] is uniformly bounded above by some constant M2. Let M̃2 =

max
{
‖σ2

aGL−1 + σ2
wFL−1 + σ2

aIm‖,mnM2σ
2
a

}
, then it follows that∥∥∥∥∥E

[(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,dx
T
t,d

)]∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ (L−M)2M̃2. (39)

Combing (37) and (39), we conclude that

‖E[Z̃11]‖ ≤ (L−M)2(n2M4 + M̃2).
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(b) We analyze E[Z̃12] and E[Z̃21] together since E[Z̃12] = ET [Z̃21]. Note that

E

[(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)]
=

L−1∑
t=M

E[xt,dx
T
t,dxt,du

T
t,d] +

L−1∑
i=M

L−1∑
j=M,j 6=i

E[xi,dx
T
i,dxj,du

T
j,d].

Due to the independence between xt,d and ut,d, E[xt,dx
T
t,dxt,du

T
t,d] = 0. For the cross term E[xi,dx

T
i,dxj,du

T
j,d]: 1) If

i < j, E[xi,dx
T
i,dxj,du

T
j,d] = 0 since uj,d is independent with other terms; 2) If i > j, based on (36) and (38), it can be

shown that

‖E[xi,dx
T
i,dxj,du

T
j,d]‖ ≤

√
E[‖xi,dxTi,d‖2]E[‖xj,duTj,d‖2] ≤

√
n2M4M̃2.

Therefore, it follows that∥∥∥∥∥E
[(

L−1∑
t=M

xt,dx
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)]∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ (L−M)2

2

√
n2M4M̃2. (40)

Moreover,

E

[(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,du
T
t,d

)]
=

L−1∑
t=M

E[xt,du
T
t,dut,du

T
t,d] +

L−1∑
i=M

L−1∑
j=M,j 6=i

E[xi,du
T
i,duj,du

T
j,d].

It is clear that E[xt,du
T
t,dut,du

T
t,d] = 0. For the cross term E[xi,du

T
i,duj,du

T
j,d]: 1) If i < j, E[xi,du

T
i,duj,du

T
j,d] = 0 due

to the independence among xi,d, ui,d and uj,d; 2) If i > j, xi,d and uj,d are correlated but independent with ui,d, so
E[xi,du

T
i,duj,du

T
j,d] = 0. Hence,

E

[(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,du
T
t,d

)]
= 0. (41)

Combing (40) and (41), we conclude that

‖ET [Z̃21]‖ = ‖E[Z̃12]‖ ≤ (L−M)2

2

√
n2M4M̃2.

(c) For the term E[Z̃22], based on (39), we have that∥∥∥∥∥E
[(

L−1∑
t=M

ut,dx
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

xt,du
T
t,d

)]∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ (L−M)2M̃2. (42)

Further, note that ∥∥∥∥∥E
[(

L−1∑
t=M

ut,du
T
t,d

)(
L−1∑
t=M

ut,du
T
t,d

)]∥∥∥∥∥
≤
L−1∑
t=M

E[‖ut,duTt,dut,duTt,d‖] +

L−1∑
i=M

L−1∑
j=M,j 6=i

E[‖ui,duTi,duj,duTj,d‖]

≤
L−1∑
t=M

E[uTt,dut,du
T
t,dut,d] +

L−1∑
i=M

L−1∑
j=M,j 6=i

√
E[‖ui,duTi,d‖2]E[‖uj,duTj,d‖2]

=

L−1∑
t=M

E[uTt,dut,du
T
t,dut,d] +

L−1∑
i=M

L−1∑
j=M,j 6=i

√
E[uTi,dui,du

T
i,dui,d]E[uTj,duj,du

T
j,duj,d]

≤3(L−M)2m2σ4
a

where the last step is true because

E[uTt,dut,du
T
t,dut,d] =

m∑
i=1

E[u4
t,d(i)] +

m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1,j 6=i

E[u2
t,d(i)u

2
t,d(j)] ≤ 3m2σ4

a.
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Together with (42), we can conclude that

‖E[Z̃22]‖ ≤ (L−M)2(M̃2 + 3m2σ4
a).

In a nutshell, we can obtain that

var[Yd] ≤‖φd − φj‖2‖E[zte,dz
T
te,dzte,dz

T
te,d]‖

≤(L−M)2‖φd − φj‖2
(
n2M4 + 2M̃2 + 3m2σ4

a +
1

2

√
n2M4M̃2

)
,(L−M)2‖φd − φj‖2Cv.

Next, based on Chebyshev’s Inequality, we can have that

P

 D∑
d=1

Yd − E

[
D∑
d=1

Yd

]
≥
√

1

δ

√√√√ D∑
d=1

var[Yd]

 ≤ δ.
Let Vφ = 1

D

∑D
d=1 ‖φd − φj‖2. With probability 1− δ,

uTZPv =

D∑
d=1

Yd ≤E

[
D∑
d=1

Yd

]
+

√
1

δ

√√√√ D∑
d=1

var[Yd]

≤E

[
D∑
d=1

Yd

]
+ (L−M)

√
1

δ

√
CvDVφ. (43)

It thus follows that with probability 1− δ,

‖UTP‖ ≤ sup
v∈Sn−1,u∈Sm+n−1\{0}

uTZPv

‖ZTu‖

≤ 1√
uTZZTu

{
E

[
D∑
d=1

Yd

]
+ (L−M)

√
1

δ

√
CvDVφ

}

≤ 1√
λmin(ZZT )

{
D∑
d=1

uTE[ZdZ
T
d ](φd − φj)v + (L−M)

√
1

δ

√
CvDVφ

}

≤ 1√
λmin(ZZT )

{
‖
D∑
d=1

E[ZdZ
T
d ](φd − φj)‖+ (L−M)

√
1

δ

√
CvDVφ

}

≤ 1√
λmin(ZZT )

{
D∑
d=1

‖E[ZdZ
T
d ]‖‖(φd − φj)‖+ (L−M)

√
1

δ

√
CvDVφ

}

≤ 1√
λmin(ZZT )

λmax
LΓL−1 −

α

2

(
M−1∑
t=0

Γt

)2
 D∑
d=1

‖(φd − φj)‖+ (L−M)

√
1

δ

√
CvDVφ


≤
Dηλmax

(
LΓL−1 − α

2

(∑M−1
t=0 Γt

)2
)

+ (L−M)
√

1
δ

√
CvDVφ√

λmin(ZZT )

thereby proving Lemma 3.

It is worth to note that the upper bound of ‖UTP‖ indeed is closely related to ‖
∑D
d=1 E[ZdZ

T
d ](φd − φj)‖, which

involves sophisticated coupling between E[ZdZ
T
d ] and φd. With a more careful and complicated treatment of the

coupling, this upper bound may be improved further.
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D Upper bound on ‖UTQw‖

Along the lines in [29], we study the quantities with U in terms of Z, since ‖UTQw‖ ≤
supv∈Sn−1,u∈Sm+n−1\{0}

uTZQwv
‖ZTu‖ , with Sn−1 being the unit sphere in Rn. The key idea here is to control the

deviation of sum of independent sub-Gaussian martingale sequences in terms of variance proxies.

We have a few more words on Z. Let Z = [Z1 · · ·ZD] where Zd = (I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zte,d corresponds to the system
response sequence of the d-th block. For each block, taking the first M samples as training set ztr,d and the rest L−M
samples as the testing set zte,d, it is not difficult to tell that Zd is a weighted sequence of the testing set zte,d in the
sense that each element of Zd is a product of a constant matrix Ctr = I − αztr,dzTtr,d and zt,d for M ≤ t ≤ L − 1.
Therefore, the weighted system state sequence remains a martingale process for each block.

Thanks to the independence among different blocks, we can obtain the following concentration result by using a similar
martingale-Chernoff bound approach in [29]:
Lemma 4. The following inequality holds with probability 1− 2δ:

‖UTQw‖ ≤ 10σw

√
CQ + 2 log det(λmax(ΓL−1)I)(Γ̃min)−1 , Hw,

where

CQ = log
4

3δ
+ n log 5 + 8(m+ n) log 8 + 3(m+ n) log

(m+ n

δ

)
, Γ̃min = λmin(Γbk/2c)

(
1− αλ̄

)2
I.

The rest of this section is dedicated to prove Lemma 4. Note that

‖UTQw‖ ≤ sup
v∈Sn−1,u∈Sm+n−1\{0}

uTZQwv

‖ZTu‖
. (44)

Similar to the approach used in section B to obtain a lower bound of minu∈Sm+n−1

∑D
d=1

∑L−1
t=M 〈zt,d, u〉2, we can

approximate the supremum over an infinite set by the maximum over a ε-net covering the infinite set.

Lemma D.1. [29] Let Q ∈ R(m+n)×D(L−M) have full row rank, q ∈ RD(L−M), let 0 ≺ Γmin � QQT � Γmax ∈
R(m+n)×(m+n), and let T be a 1/4-net of SΓmin in the norm of ‖Γ1/2

max‖2. Then,

sup
u∈Sm+n−1

〈ZTu, q〉
‖ZTu‖

≤ 2 max
u∈T

〈ZTu, q〉
‖ZTu‖

.

Therefore, by approximating Sn−1 with a 1/2-net T1 over v and Sm+n−1 with a 1/4-net T2 over u, based on (44), we
can have

‖UTQw‖ ≤ 4 max
v∈T1

max
u∈T2

uTZQwv

‖ZTu‖
. (45)

To obtain an upper bound on (45), we need to 1) evaluate the size of the ε-nets, i.e., |T1| and |T2|, and 2) study the
behaviour of u

TZQwv
‖ZTu‖ for a fixed pair of (u, v) in the corresponding nets.

1) Recall the event ε2 := {ZteZTte � Γmax} defined in Appendix B where Zte = [zte,1 · · · zte,D] ∈ R(m+n)×D(L−M)

and Γmax = 4(m+n)
δ D(L−M)ΓL−1. Based on (32), we have that

P
[
ZteZ

T
te � Γmax

]
= P[εc2] ≥ 1− δ

4
. (46)

Based on (33), it follows that

D∑
d=1

[ZdZ
T
d + ε4(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)2] �

D∑
d=1

zte,dz
T
te,d + ε4DI,

such that

λmax(ZZT ) ≤ λmax(ZteZ
T
te) + ε4D − ε4λmin[

D∑
d=1

(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)2].
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Let ε4 =
λmax(ZteZ

T
te)

2[D−λmin[
∑D
d=1(I−αztr,dzTtr,d)2]]

. Then, we have

λmax(ZZT ) ≤ 1.5λmax(ZteZ
T
te) ≤

6(m+ n)

δ
D(L−M)λmax(ΓL−1),

which indicates that with probability 1− δ/4

ZZT � 6(m+ n)

δ
D(L−M)λmax(ΓL−1)I = Γ′max.

And from Lemma 2 we conclude that with probability 1− δ

ZZT �
D(L−M)p2(1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8 )λmin(Γbk/2c)

48

(
1− αλ̄

)2
I = Γ′min. (47)

Therefore, based on Lemma 5.2 in [34] about covering numbers of the unit sphere and Lemma B.6, we can obtain that

log(|T1|) + log(|T2|) ≤ n log 5 + (m+ n) log 9 + log(det(Γ′max(Γ′min)−1)). (48)

2) Next, to bound the point-wise uTZQwv
‖ZTu‖ for fixed (u, v), it suffices to study the concentration behaviour of a sum of

sub-Gaussian random variables. In particular,

uTZQwv =

D∑
d=1

uTZdw
T
te,dv (49)

and

uTZZT v =

D∑
d=1

uTZdZ
T
d v, (50)

where both are the sum of in-block sample covariances over all D conditional independent blocks given the realizations
of {φd}. Therefore, if the term uTZdw

T
te,dv for each block concentrates around the square root of uTZdZTd v for the

same block, the summation (49) is also likely to concentrate around the square root of (50). To show this, based on the
Chernoff bound, it follows that for some constant γ and β

P
[{
uTZQwv ≥ γ

}
∩
{
uTZZTu ≤ β

}]
=P

[{
D∑
d=1

uTZdw
T
te,dv ≥ γ

}
∩

{
D∑
d=1

uTZdZ
T
d u ≤ β

}]

= inf
λ>0

P

[{
eλ

∑D
d=1 u

TZdw
T
te,dv ≥ eλγ

}
∩

{
D∑
d=1

uTZdZ
T
d u ≤ β

}]

≤ inf
λ>0

e−λγeλ
2σ2
wβ/2E

[
eλ

∑D
d=1 u

TZdw
T
te,dv−λ

2 σ
2
w
2

∑D
d=1 u

TZdZ
T
d u

]
= inf
λ>0

e−λγeλ
2σ2
wβ/2E

[
D∏
d=1

eλu
TZdw

T
te,dv−λ

2 σ
2
w
2 uTZdZ

T
d u

]

= inf
λ>0

e−λγeλ
2σ2
wβ/2

D∏
d=1

E
[
eλu

TZdw
T
te,dv−λ

2 σ
2
w
2 uTZdZ

T
d u

]
(51)

where the last equality is true because of the conditional independence among different blocks. Note that

Zdw
T
te,d =

L−1∑
t=M

(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zt,dwTt,d

where each term (I −αztr,dzTtr,d)zt,dwTt,d behaves like a product of a constant (I −αztr,dzTtr,d)zt,d and a sub-Gaussian
random variable wTt,d because wt|Ft−1 is mean-zero and σ2

w-sub-Gaussian, and zt,d is fixed given Ft−1. Similarly,

ZdZ
T
d =

L−1∑
t=M

(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zt,dzTt,d(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)
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where each term of the summation is also fixed given Ft−1. Based on the tower rule [29], it is easy to show that

E
[
eλu

TZdw
T
te,dv−λ

2 σ
2
w
2 uTZdZ

T
d u

]
≤ 1.

Continuing with (51), we can have

P
[{
uTZQwv ≥ γ

}
∩
{
uTZZTu ≤ β

}]
≤ e−

γ2

2σ2wβ .

Following a similar argument in Lemma 4.2 (b) in [29], we conclude that

P
[{

uTZQwv

‖ZTu‖
≥ Hw

4

}
∩
{

Γ′min � ZZT � Γ′max
}]
≤ log

(⌈
uTΓ′maxu

uTΓ′minu

⌉)
exp

(
− H2

w

96σ2
w

)
such that

P
[{
‖UTQw‖ ≥ Hw

}
∩
{

Γ′min � ZZT � Γ′max

}]
≤|T1||T2|max

v∈T1
max
u∈T2

P
[{

uTZQwv

‖ZTu‖ ≥
Hw
4

}
∩
{

Γ′min � ZZT � Γ′max

}]
≤ exp

(
n log 5 + (m+ n) log 9 + log(det(Γ′max(Γ′min)−1))

)
log

(⌈
uTΓ′maxu

uTΓ′minu

⌉)
exp

(
− H2

w

96σ2
w

)
(a)

≤ exp
(
n log 5 + (m+ n) log 9 + log(det(Γ′max(Γ′min)−1))

)
· exp

(
log(λmax(Γ′max(Γ′min)−1))

)
exp

(
− H2

w

96σ2
w

)
≤ exp

(
n log 5 + (m+ n) log 9 + 2 log(det(Γ′max(Γ′min)−1))− H2

w

96σ2
w

)
≤ exp

(
n log 5 + 8(m+ n) log 8 + 2(m+ n) log

(m+ n

δ

)
+ 3 log(det(λmax(ΓL−1)I)(Γ̃min)−1)− H2

w

96σ2
w

)
≤3δ

4
,

where (a) is true because

log

(⌈
uTΓ′maxu

uTΓ′minu

⌉)
≤ uTΓ′maxu

uTΓ′minu
≤ ‖(Γ′min)−

1
2 Γ′max(Γ′min)−

1
2 ‖ = λmax(Γ′max(Γ′min)−1),

Γ̃min = λmin(Γbk/2c)
(
1− αλ̄

)2
I and Hw is chosen as

Hw = 10σw

√
log

4

3δ
+ n log 5 + 8(m+ n) log 8 + 3(m+ n) log

(m+ n

δ

)
+ 2 log det(λmax(ΓL−1)I)(Γ̃min)−1.

Therefore, Lemma 4 can be proved by the union bound.

E Upper Bound on ‖UTQ0‖

Each row block Q0,d = zTte,dztr,dw
T
tr,d in the matrix Q0 is intimately related to how the training noise wTtr,d is amplified

during the system evolution, i.e., how the system is excited by the training noise wTtr,d. Similarly, instead of directly

working with U , we study this error term with Z, i.e., ‖UTQ0‖ ≤ supv∈Sn−1,u∈Sm+n−1
uTZQ0v
‖ZTu‖ . However, the

martingale-Chernoff bound approach is not applicable here due to the complicated correlation structure between zte,d
and wtr,d within each block. Therefore, we will seek bounds for the numerator and the denominator separately, which
leads to the following lemma.
Lemma 5. The following inequality holds with probability 1− δ:

‖UTQ0‖ ≤Cw

 48

Dp2(1− e−
p2b(L−M)/kc

8 )

m+n√
D2M3(L−M)3

√
det(Γtemax(Γ̃min)−1) , H0,
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where

Cw = σw(
√
n+

√
2

D
log

4

δ
)(1 + 3

√
log

20(L−M)D

δ
)(1 + 3

√
log

20MD

δ
)‖B̄‖2 max{mσ2

a, nσ
2
w},

and

Γtemax = 1.5(L−M)3‖B̄‖2
(

1 + 3

√
log

20LD

δ

)2
max{mσ2

a, nσ
2
w}(1− αλ̄)2I.

The rest of this section is dedicated to prove Lemma 5. Note that

‖UTQ0‖ ≤ sup
v∈Sn−1,u∈Sm+n−1\{0}

uTZQ0v

‖ZTu‖
, (52)

and Q0,d = zTte,dztr,dw
T
tr,d. Due to the complicated correlation between Zd = (I − αztr,dzTtr,d)zte,d and wtr,d, we

bound ‖ZTu‖ and uTZQ0v in (52) separately.

Observe that
‖ZTu‖ =

√
uTZZTu ≥

√
uTΓ′minu. (53)

Further, it can be shown that

uTZQ0v =

D∑
d=1

uTZdQ0,dv ≤
D∑
d=1

‖uTZdQ0,dv‖

≤
D∑
d=1

‖uTZd‖‖Q0,dv‖

≤max
d
{
√
uTZdZTd u}

D∑
d=1

‖Q0,dv‖

≤max
d
{
√
uTZdZTd u}max

d
{‖zTte,d‖}max

d
{‖zTtr,d‖}

D∑
d=1

‖wtr,dv‖.

Based on (33), we have

λmax[ZdZ
T
d + ε5(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)2] ≤ λmax(zte,dz

T
te,d) + ε5

and

λmax[ZdZ
T
d + ε5(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)2] ≥ λmax(ZdZ

T
d ) + ε5λmin[(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)2].

Hence, for ε5 =
λmax(zte,dz

T
te,d)

2[1−λmin[(I−αztr,dzTtr,d)2]]
, it follows that

λmax(ZdZ
T
d ) ≤λmax(zte,dz

T
te,d) + ε5 − ε5λmin[(I − αztr,dzTtr,d)2]

=1.5λmax(zte,dz
T
te,d).

Following the same line with Lemma B.2, we first have that with probability 1− δ/4:√
uTZdZTd u ≤

√
uTΓtemaxu,

and with probability 1− δ/4:

max
d
{‖zTte,d‖} = max

d
{
√
λmax(zte,dzTte,d)} ≤

√
λtemax

where Γtemax = 1.5λtemaxI and λtemax = (L−M)3‖B̄‖2
(

1+3
√

log 20(L−M)D
δ

)2

max{mσ2
a, nσ

2
w}. Based on Lemma

B.2, we have that with probability 1− δ/4:

max
d
{‖zTtr,d‖} = max

d
{
√
λmax(ztr,dzTtr,d)} ≤

√
λtrmax
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where λtrmax = M3‖B̄‖2
(

1 + 3
√

log 20MD
δ

)2

max{mσ2
a, nσ

2
w}.

Since wt,d’s are all independent across t and d, we can have that wtr,dv ∼ N (0, σ2
wIn). Hence,

D∑
d=1

‖wtr,dv‖ = σw

D∑
d=1

‖w̃tr,d‖ ≤ σw
√
D

√√√√ D∑
d=1

‖w̃tr,d‖2

where w̃tr,d ∼ N (0, In). Let WD =
∑D
d=1 ‖w̃tr,d‖2. Then, WD follows the chi-square distribution with nD degrees

of freedom, i.e., WD ∼ χ2(nD), such that the following concentration result holds:

P[WD ≥ nD + 2

√
nD log

4

δ
+ 2 log

4

δ
] ≤ δ

4
.

Therefore, based on (52), we can conclude that with probability 1− δ:

‖UTQ0‖ ≤ sup
v∈Sn−1,u∈Sm+n−1

uTZQ0v

‖ZTu‖

≤ sup
u∈Sm+n−1

σw
√
D

√
nD + 2

√
nD log

4

δ
+ 2 log

4

δ

√
λtemaxλ

tr
max

√
uTΓtemaxu

uTΓ′minu

≤σwD(
√
n+

√
2

D
log

4

δ
)[M(L−M)]1.5(1 + 3

√
log

20(L−M)D

δ
)(1 + 3

√
log

20MD

δ
)

· ‖B̄‖2 max{mσ2
a, nσ

2
w}
√

det(Γtemax(Γ′min)−1)

≤σw(
√
n+

√
2

D
log

4

δ
)(1 + 3

√
log

20(L−M)D

δ
)(1 + 3

√
log

20MD

δ
)‖B̄‖2

·max{mσ2
a, nσ

2
w}

(
48

Dp2(1− e−
p2b(L−M)/kc

8 )

)m+n√
D2M3(L−M)3

√
det(Γtemax(Γ̃min)−1)

=H0,

where H0 decays quickly for a large enough D.

F Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds, and the learning rate α and block sizes satisfy:

0 < α <
1

λ̄
, and D

(
1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8

)2

≥ max{Dλ, D0}.

Then, for a given φj and some C0, the following inequality holds with probability 1− 5δ:

‖φ∗θ − φj‖ ≤ C0η + Õ
(
D−1/2

)√
Vφ + Õ

(
[D(L−M)]−1/2

)
,

where

C0 =

48λmax

(
LΓL−1 − α

2

(∑M−1
t=0 Γt

)2)
(L−M)p2(1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8 )(1− αλ̄)2λmin(Γbk/2c)

.
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Based on Lemmas 2-5, by the union bound, we can have

‖φ∗θ − φj‖ ≤
1√

λmin(ZZT )

(
‖UTP‖+ ‖UTQw‖+ α‖UTQ0‖

)

≤ 1√
λmin(ZZT )

Dηλmax
(
LΓL−1 − α

2

(∑M−1
t=0 Γt

)2)
+ (L−M)

√
1
δ

√
CvDVφ√

λmin(ZZT )
+Hw + αH0



=

Dηλmax

(
LΓL−1 − α

2

(∑M−1
t=0 Γt

)2)
+ (L−M)

√
1
δ

√
CvDVφ

λmin(ZZT )
+

Hw + αH0√
λmin(ZZT )

≤
48ηλmax

(
LΓL−1 − α

2

(∑M−1
t=0 Γt

)2)
(L−M)p2(1− e−

p2b(L−M)/kc
8 )(1− αλ̄)2λmin(Γbk/2c)

+
(L−M)

√
1
δ

√
CvDVφ

λmin(ZZT )
+

Hw + αH0√
λmin(ZZT )

,C0η + Õ

(
1√
D

)√
Vφ + Õ

(
1√

D(L−M)

)
,

where

C0 =

48λmax

(
LΓL−1 − α

2

(∑M−1
t=0 Γt

)2
)

(L−M)p2(1− e−
p2b(L−M)/kc

8 )(1− αλ̄)2λmin(Γbk/2c)
.

G Proof of Proposition 1

Proposition 1. Suppose that the system evolves with a stabilizing controller K during online adaptation and that the
learning rate α satisfies α < 1−ρ

2λmin(P̂∞)
. With the model initialization φ∗θ , we have

E[‖φ̂i(M)− φi‖2] ≤ αCg

2λmin(P̂∞)
+ [1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]M

(
‖φ∗θ − φi‖2 +

2αMC̃φ

1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)

)
,

for some constant Cg and C̃φ.

We focus on the adaptation performance for the block i, i.e., ‖φ̂i(M)−φi‖. For ease of exposition, we use φ̂t to denote
the update φ̂i(t) during the online adaptation for a new block i at time t. We omit the subscript i for the samples within
block i, and with a bit abuse of notation, we use zt to ‘stand for’ z̃t,i in this proof.

For convenience, let ḡ(φ) denote the expected gradient when the linear system reaches its steady state and x̂t denote the
steady state. We can have that

ḡ(φ) =E[∇L((x̂t, ut, x̂t+1), φ)]

=E[ẑtẑ
T
t φ− ẑtx̂Tt+1|]

=E[ẑtẑ
T
t (φ− φi)− ẑtwTt ]

=

[
I
K

]
P∞

[
I KT

]
(φ− φi) , P̂∞ · (φ− φi). (54)

Then it follows that

‖φ̂t+1 − φi‖2 ≤‖φ̂t − φi − αgt(φ̂t)‖2

=‖φ̂t − φi‖2 + α2‖gt(φ̂t)‖2 − 2α〈φ̂t − φi, gt(φ̂t)〉
=‖φ̂t − φi‖2 + α2‖gt(φ̂t)‖2 − 2α〈φ̂t − φi, ḡ(φ̂t)〉+ 2α〈φi − φ̂t, gt(φ̂t)− ḡ(φ̂t)〉
=‖φ̂t − φi‖2 − 2αTr((φ̂t − φi)(φ̂t − φi)T P̂∞) + α2‖gt(φ̂t)‖2 + 2αξt(φ̂t)

≤‖φ̂t − φi‖2 − 2αλmin(P̂∞)Tr((φ̂t − φi)(φ̂t − φi)T ) + α2‖gt(φ̂t)‖2 + 2αξt(φ̂t)

≤[1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]‖φ̂t − φi‖2 + α2‖gt(φ̂t)‖2 + 2αξt(φ̂t) (55)
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where ξt(φ̂t) := 〈φi − φ̂t, gt(φ̂t)− ḡ(φ̂t)〉. Next, we need to find upper bounds on ‖gt(φ̂t)‖2 (the gradient update at
time t) and ξt(φ̂t) (which can be regarded as the estimation error when evaluating the gradient for the update).

(a) For the term ‖gt(φ̂t)‖2, we can have

E[‖gt(φ̂t)‖2] =E[‖ztzTt (φ̂t − φi)− ztwTt ‖2]

≤E[‖ztzTt ‖2‖φ̂t − φi‖2 + 2‖φ̂t − φi‖‖ztzTt ‖‖ztwTt ‖+ ‖ztwTt ‖2]

≤4C2
φC

4
z + 4CφC

3
zE[‖wt‖] + C2

zE[‖wt‖2]. (56)

For convenience, let wt = [e1, ..., en]T . For the term E[‖wt‖], we can have

E[‖wt‖] = E

√√√√ n∑
k=1

e2
k

 = σwE

√√√√ n∑
k=1

(
ek
σw

)2
 = σwE[Y1]

where Y1 follows the non-central chi distribution with degree of freedom n and λ1 = 0. It is known that the first
moment of Y1 is given by

µ′1 =

√
π

2
L(n2−1)

1/2 (0)

where L(a)
b (z) is a Laguerre function. Therefore,

E[‖wt‖] = σwµ
′
1.

For the term E[‖wt‖2], we can have

E[‖wt‖2] = E

[
n∑
k=1

e2
k

]
= σwE

[
n∑
k=1

(
ek
σw

)2
]

= σwE[Y2]

where Y2 follows the non-central chi-squared distribution with degree of freedom n and λ2 = 0. It is known that the
first moment of Y2 is equal to n, such that

E[‖wt‖2] = nσw.

Therefore, based on (56), we have

E[‖gt(φ̂t)‖2] ≤ 4C2
φC

4
z + 4CφC

3
zσwµ

′
1 + C2

znσw , Cg.

(b) Next we need to analyze ξt(φ̂t) := 〈φi − φ̂t, gt(φ̂t)− ḡ(φ̂t)〉. Specifically,

E[ξt(φ̂t)] =E[〈φi − φ̂t, gt(φ̂t)− ḡ(φ̂t)〉]
=E[Tr((φi − φ̂t)(gt(φ̂t)− ḡ(φ̂t))

T )]

=Tr(E[(φi − φ̂t)(gt(φ̂t)− ḡ(φ̂t))
T ]). (57)

It follows that

E[(φi − φ̂t)(gt(φ̂t)− ḡ(φ̂t))
T ]

=E[(φi − φ̂t)(ztzTt (φ̂t − φi)− ztwTt − ẑtẑTt (φ̂t − φi) + ẑtŵ
T
t )T ]

=E[(φi − φ̂t)(φi − φ̂t)T (ẑtẑ
T
t − ztzTt )] + E[(φi − φ̂t)(ŵtẑTt − wtzTt )]

=E[(φi − φ̂t)(φi − φ̂t)T ẑtẑTt ]− E[(φi − φ̂t)(φi − φ̂t)T ztzTt ].

Denote f := (φi − φ̂t)(φi − φ̂t)T zzT as a function of state x, and h := f
2‖f‖∞ . Then, along the same line as in [1],

‖E[h(x̂t)]− E[h(xt)]‖ =

∥∥∥∥∫ hdν∞ −
∫
hdνt

∥∥∥∥
≤ dTV (ν∞, νt),
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where dTV (P,Q) denotes the total-variation distance between probability measures P and Q, and νt is the distribution
of xt and ν∞ is the steady distribution of xt (corresponding to the distribution of x̂t). Based on the mixing property of
LTI systems, we can know that

dTV (ν∞, νt) ≤ Cmρt.

such that
‖E[(φi − φ̂t)(gt(φ̂t)− ḡ(φ̂t))

T ]‖ ≤ 2‖f‖∞Cmρt ≤ 8C2
zC

2
φCmρ

t.

Therefore, continuing with (57), we have

E[ξt(φ̂t)] ≤n‖E[(φi − φ̂t)(gt(φ̂t)− ḡ(φ̂t))
T ]‖

≤8nC2
zC

2
φCmρ

t

,C̃φρ
t.

Based on (55), we conclude that

E[‖φ̂t+1 − φi‖2] ≤E[‖φ̂t − φi‖2] + α2Cg − 2αλmin(P̂∞)E[‖φ̂t − φi‖2] + 2αC̃φρ
t

=[1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]E[‖φ̂t − φi‖2] + α2Cg + 2αC̃φρ
t.

It follows that

E[‖φ̂M − φi‖2] ≤[1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]M‖φ̂0 − φi‖2 + α2Cg

M−1∑
t=0

[1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]t

+ 2αC̃φ

M−1∑
t=0

[1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]tρM−1−t

≤[1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]M‖φ̂0 − φi‖2 +
αCg

2λmin(P̂∞)
+ 2αMC̃φ[1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]M−1

=[1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)]M
(
‖φ∗θ − φi‖2 +

2αMC̃φ

1− 2αλmin(P̂∞)

)
+

αCg

2λmin(P̂∞)
.

H Controller Design for LQR

For block i where the model parameters Ai and Bi are constant, the system dynamics satisfy:

xt+1 = Aixt +Biut + wt.

As is standard, the incurred cost at time t is given by the following quadratic function:

Ct = xTt Sxt + uTt Rut,

where S and R are positive definite matrices. Denote J∗(Ai, Bi) as the optimal cost per stage, i.e.,

J∗(Ai, Bi) = min
u

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

Ewt [Ct|Ai, Bi],

where the minimum is taken over measurable functions u = {ut(·)}t≥1. To minimize the average cost per stage, it is
well known that for a LTI system with known parameters, the LQR problem admits an optimal static state-feedback
control policy, i.e., ut = Kxt.

In the case when the model parameters (Ai, Bi) are unknown, one can synthesize the control based on the model
estimation (Âi, B̂i). More specifically, define Ai = Âi − ∆Ai and Bi = B̂i − ∆Bi . With a transition to the
high-probability bound, we can obtain that max{‖∆Ai‖2, ‖∆Bi‖2} ≤ εi for block i after online adaptation from
meta-learning initialization [Aθ, Bθ], as shown in Proposition 1. We introduce two different controller designs here
based on the meta-learning estimation.
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H.1 Certainty Equivalent Controller (CEC)

The certainty equivalent controller for block i can be obtained based on the certainty equivalence principle as following:

min
u

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

Ewt [Ct],

s.t. xt+1 = Âixt + B̂iut + wt,

ut = Kixt.

(58)

Given the estimation error εi in system identification, the following result follows directly from [17], which provides a
sub-optimality guarantee on the solution to problem (58).

Corollary H.1. [17] Let J∗ denote the minimal LQR cost achievable by any controller for the dynamical system with
transition matrices (Ai, Bi), and let K∗ denote its optimal static feedback controller. Denote P∗ as the solution to the
discrete Riccati equation with optimal (Ai, Bi):

P∗ = ATi P∗Ai −ATi P∗Bi(R+BTi P∗Bi)
−1BTi P∗Ai + S,

and P̂ as the solution to the discrete Riccati equation with estimation (Âi, B̂i). Suppose m ≤ n. Let γ > 0 such
that ρ(Ai + BiK∗) ≤ γ < 1. Also, let εi > 0 such that ‖Âi − Ai‖ ≤ εi and ‖B̂i − Bi‖ ≤ εi and assume
‖P̂ − P∗‖ ≤ f(εi) for some function f such that f(εi) ≥ εi. Define τ(M,ρ) := sup{‖Mk‖ρ−k : k ≥ 0} and
Γ∗ := 1 + max{‖Ai‖, ‖Bi‖, ‖P∗‖, ‖K∗‖}. Then, for positive definite S and R, the certainty equivalent controller
obtained from (16) achieves

Ct(Ki)− J∗ ≤ 200σ2
wmΓ9

∗
τ(Ai +BiK∗, γ)2

1− γ2
f(εi)

2,

as long as f(εi) is small enough so that the right hand side is smaller than σ2
w.

For more details and experimental performance, interested readers may refer to [17].

H.2 Robust Controller

It has been shown in [17] that the CEC performs well only if the model estimation error is small. Therefore, when
the estimation error becomes larger, we need a more robust controller design. To secure the control performance
with the model estimation error, it is natural to impose a robust optimization problem which aims to minimize the
worst-case performance given the estimation uncertainty set. Hence, for each block i, we aim to solve the following
robust optimization problem:

min
u

sup
max{‖∆Ai

‖2,‖∆Bi
‖2}≤εi

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

Ewt [Ct],

s.t. xt+1 = (Âi −∆Ai)xt + (B̂i −∆Bi)ut + wt,

ut = Kixt.

(59)

As shown in [5], using the SLS approach [35] which focuses on the system responses of a closed-loop system, we can
convert the robust optimization problem to a semi-definite programming problem and further quantify the robust control
performance as a function of the estimation error bound εi.

More specifically, consider a static state-feedback control policyKi for block i, i.e., ut = Kixt for t ∈ [(i−1)L+1, iL].
The closed loop map from the disturbance process {w(i−1)L, w(i−1)L+1, ...} to the state xt and control ut at time t can
be obtained by

xt =

t∑
k=(i−1)L+1

(Ai +BiKi)
t−kwk−1,

ut =

t∑
k=(i−1)L+1

Ki(Ai +BiKi)
t−kwk−1.

(60)
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Denote Φix(t) := (Ai +BiKi)
t−1 and Φiu(t) := Ki(Ai +BiKi)

t−1. Then (60) can be rewritten as[
xt
ut

]
=

t∑
k=(i−1)L+1

[
Φix(t− k + 1)
Φiu(t− k + 1)

]
wk−1, (61)

where {Φix(t),Φiu(t)} are called the closed-loop system response elements induced by controller Ki for the block i. For
the system dynamics to satisfy (61), a sufficient and necessary condition is that {Φix(t),Φiu(t)} for t ∈ [(i−1)L+1, iL]
must satisfy:

Φix(t+ 1) = AiΦ
i
x(t) +BiΦ

i
u(t),Φix(1) = I. (62)

With the system response, the SLS approach can convert the nonconvex constraint set (60) with respect to controller
Ki to an affine set (62) of {Φix(t),Φiu(t)}. By transferring the time-domain system response to the frequency domain
represented with boldface letters via z-transform, i.e., transfer function Φi

x(z) =
∑∞
t=1 Φix(t)z−t, we can rewrite (62)

as

[zI −Ai −Bi]
[
Φi
x

Φi
u

]
= I, (63)

and

Φi
x = (zI −Ai −BiKi)

−1,

Φi
u = Ki(zI −Ai −BiKi)

−1,

implying the corresponding controller Ki = Φi
u(Φi

x)−1.

Based on the affine constraint set (63) on {Φi
x,Φ

i
u}, the SLS framework allows us to characterize the system responses

on the true system (Ai, Bi) with a controller computed using only the model parameter estimates {(Âi, B̂i)}. If we
denote ∆i := (Âi −Ai)Φi

x + (B̂i −Bi)Φi
u, simple algebra shows that[

zI − Âi −B̂i
] [Φi

x

Φi
u

]
= I ⇔ [zI −Ai −Bi]

[
Φi
x

Φi
u

]
= I + ∆i.

It can be shown that if (I + ∆i)
−1 exists, the controller Ki = Φi

u(Φi
x)−1 computed with (Âi, B̂i) achieves the

following system response on the true system (Ai, Bi):[
x
u

]
=

[
Φi
x

Φi
u

]
(I + ∆i)

−1w.

Moreover, it has been shown in [4] that Ki is a stabilizing controller for (Ai, Bi) if Ki stabilizes (Âi, B̂i) and
‖∆i‖H∞ < 1. Consider the space of proper and real rational stable transfer functions:

RH∞(C, ρ) :=

{
Φ =

∞∑
t=0

Φtz
−t|‖Φt‖ ≤ Cρt

}

with positive C and ρ ∈ [0, 1). To guarantee that Ki stabilizes (Âi, B̂i), we need zΦi
x ∈ RH∞(Cx, ρ) and zΦi

u ∈
RH∞(Cu, ρ) for some positive constant Cx and Cu.

Therefore, to obtain a robust stabilizing controller for block i, we can reformulate the non-convex optimization problem
(59) as the following quasi-convex problem [5]:

min
γ ∈ [0, 1)

1

1− γ
min

Φix,Φ
i
u

∥∥∥∥[Q 1
2 0

0 R
1
2

] [
Φi
x

Φi
u

]∥∥∥∥
H2

s.t.
[
zI − Âi −B̂i

] [Φi
x

Φi
u

]
= I,

∥∥∥∥[Φi
x

Φi
u

]∥∥∥∥
H∞
≤ γ√

2εi
,

zΦi
x ∈ RH∞(Cx, ρ), zΦi

u ∈ RH∞(Cu, ρ).

(64)

The objective function is quasi-convex with respect to γ which can be solved efficiently. The inner problem is a convex
but infinite-dimensional problem, which can be relaxed to a finite-dimensional problem via FIR truncation still with
performance guarantee. After solving this problem, we can obtain a robustly stabilizing controller Ki = Φi

u(Φi
x)−1 for

block i. The following result characterizes the performance guarantee of the robust controller.
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Corollary H.2. [5] Let J∗ denote the minimal LQR cost achievable by any controller for the dynamical system with
transition matrices (Ai, Bi), and let K∗ denote its optimal static feedback controller. Suppose that the resolvent
RAi+BiK∗ , denoted by (zI − (Ai + BiK∗))

−1, satisfies RAi+BiK∗ ∈ RH∞(C∗, ρ∗) and that (wlog)ρ∗ ≥ 1/e.
Suppose furthermore that εi is small enough to satisfy the following conditions:

εi(1 + ‖K∗‖)‖RAi+BiK∗‖H∞ ≤1/5,

εi(1 + ‖K∗‖)C∗ ≤1− ρ∗.

Let (Âi, B̂i) be any estimates of the transition matrices such that max{‖∆Ai‖, ‖∆Bi‖} ≤ εi. Then if (Cx, ρ) and
(Cu, ρ) are set as,

Cx =
O(1)C∗
1− ρ∗

,

Cu =
O(1)‖K∗‖C∗

1− ρ∗
,

ρ =(1/4)ρ∗ + 3/4,

we have that (a) the problem (59) is feasible, (b) letting Ki denote an optimal solution to (59), the relative error in the
LQR cost is

Ct(Ai, Bi,Ki) ≤ [1 + 5εi(1 + ‖K∗‖)‖RAi+BiK∗‖H∞ ]2J∗.

For more details and experimental performance, interested readers may refer to [4, 5].

I β-Mixing Coefficient of LTI systems

Based on the well-known result that the LQR problem in the LTI system can be solved with a linear feedback policy
ut = Kxt, we assume that each block i evolves with a stabilizing controller K during the online adaptation, i.e.,
Ai +BiK is a stable matrix, thereby generating a trajectory of M samples. For example, K can be obtained by solving
a robust optimization problem (59) with the offline meta-learning initialization φ∗θ based on the estimation gap shown in
Theorem 1.

Let T denote the unit circle and D as the open unit disk in the complex plane. LetRH∞ denote the space of matrix-
valued, real-rational functions which are analytic onDc. For Φ ∈ RH∞, theH∞-norm ‖Φ‖H∞ is defined as ‖Φ‖H∞ ,
sups∈T ‖Φ(s)‖. Furthermore, given a square matrix A, its resolvant ΦA(s) is defined as ΦA(s) , (sI −A)−1. When
A is stable, ΦA ∈ RH∞ and ‖Φ‖H∞ <∞. It has been shown in [33] that the β-mixing coefficient of LTI with stable
Ai +BiK is

β(t) = sup
k≥1

Ex∼νk [‖Pxt(·|x0 = x)− ν∞‖tv]

≤
‖Φρ−1(Ai+BiK)‖H∞

2

√
Tr(P∞) +

n

1− ρ2
ρt , Cmρ

t

for any fixed ρ ∈ (ρ(Ai +BiK), 1), t ≥ 1 and any distribution νk, where ‖ · ‖tv refers to the total-variation norm on
probability measures and ρ(Ai +BiK) is the spectral radius of the matrix Ai +BiK.

J Numerical Results

Experiments Setup: To generate episodic blocks for offline Meta-L, the parameters are set as follows. Moreover, the
noise wt ∼ N (0, 0.01× In), where In is a n× n identity matrix, and action ut ∼ N (0, 0.1× Im). For every block
d, we assume that each element in both Ad and Bd follows a uniform distribution within [0.5, 1]. Along this setup,
we generate D episodic blocks for offline Meta-L, where each block has length L and zero initial state. Further, for
each episodic block d, the samples collected within the first M time steps, i.e., τd(0,M − 1), are taken as the training
dataset for that block, whereas the rest of the block, i.e., τd(M,L− 1), serves as the testing dataset. We set the learing
rate α = 0.01. To evaluate the estimation gap between meta-initialization φ∗θ and the underlying model parameter
φi for a new block i and the estimation error for the online adaptation, we measure the average estimation error in
terms of 2-norm over 50 testing blocks. The estimated parameter after M steps adaptation is denoted as φ(M) in the
experiments.

Offline Meta-L: The performance of offline Meta-L is demonstrated in Figure 5 and Figure 6. For a fixed dimension, it
can be seen from Figure 5 that the average estimation gap ‖φ∗θ − φi‖ decreases with the number of blocks D at first,
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and then converges to some constant at some point, corroborating the result in Theorem 1. Besides, this estimation gap
clearly increases with the dimension m and n, as illustrated in Figure 6. As shown in Figure 7, one can always choose
a smaller L to improve the accuracy of the episodic block model for the LTV system, and the meta-L algorithm for
offline learning can still work well as long as many blocks are available.
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Figure 5: Impact of the number of blocks D on the aver-
age estimation gap for offline Meta-L with same dimen-
sion but different training sizes.
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Figure 6: Impact of the dimensionm and n on the average
estimation gap for offline Meta-L with same block size.

Online Adaptation: Figure 8 demonstrates that the impact of different Meta-L model initialization φ∗θ on the average
estimation error ‖φ(M)− φi‖. Clearly, the error decreases at first with the increase of the block number D because a
better φ∗θ would be learnt by the offline Meta-L. This trend stops when the model initialization φ∗θ stops improving with
D. Moreover, as illustrated in Figure 9, for a suitably chosen learning rate α the average estimation error for the online
adaptation decreases quickly with the increase of the number of training samples M .

Least Square Estimator vs Meta-L: To demonstrate the advantage of Meta-L based system identification with small
sample sizes, we compare the average estimation performance between the proposed Meta-L based system identification
and the classical Least Square Estimator (LSE). More specifically, we set the noise wt ∼ N(0, 1) and ut ∼ N(0, 1).
We also present the comparison under different values of meta-initialization φ∗θ to further substantiate the performance
of Meta-L even with perturbed φ∗θ , as demonstrated in Figure 10-13. Clearly, the Meta-L based online adaptation
outperforms the LSE in all cases with small sample sizes, which corroborates the benefits by using a good initial point
in the recursive linear stochastic approximation algorithm, compared with the classical LSE where such a good initial
point is not utilized.

Figure 7: Impact of the block length L on the average estimation gap for offline Meta-L.
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Figure 8: Impact of offline learning block number D on
the average estimation error for online adaptation under
different training sizes.
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Figure 9: Impact of sample sizeM on the the average esti-
mation error for online adaptation under different learning
rates.

“Harmonic” Block Model: To show the performance of meta-learning under correlated block structures, we consider
a simple “harmonic” block model where the block model parameters switch deterministically between blocks as
[(A1, B1), (A2, B2), (A1, B1), (A2, B2), ...]. Here, (A1, B1) = (0.5, 0.7) and (A2, B2) = (0.8, 0.8). In this setting
φ∗θ learnt by offline meta-learning is the middle point between φ1 = (A1, B1) and φ2 = (A2, B2) with η = 1

2‖φ
1−φ2‖.

Since the two models φ1 and φ2 are bi-modal and hence ‘easier to find’ by online adaptation, an additional gradient step
using only a few samples, starting from φ∗θ , can quickly converge to the true model (either φ1 or φ2) in a new block, as
illustrated in Figure 14. In a nutshell, the proposed meta-L based SI algorithm for general cases depends on the ‘joint
effort’ of offline learning and online adaptation, and this is the essence of meta-L algorithms.

Downstream LQR Control based on Model Estimation: Based on the model estimated via online adaptation using
the first M samples for each block, one can deploy the certainty equivalent controller or the robust controller introduced
in Appendix H for the rest of the block. Since in our model each block is LTI, the controller design of LQR based
on model estimation in LTI systems can be directly applied here for the control of the rest of the block. Interested
readers can refer to [17, 4, 5] for more details and the empirical performance of the designed controllers with respect to
the model estimation error, especially for the scenario when the model estimation error is small, corresponding our
experiments on the model estimation performance of the proposed meta-learning based system identification.
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Figure 10: Performance comparison for online adaptation
between Least Square Estimator and Meta-L based fast
adaptation with φ∗θ trained by using 300 blocks in the
offline Meta-L.
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Figure 11: A separate view on different scales for the
performance comparison illustrated in Figure 10.
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Figure 12: Performance comparison for online adaptation
between Least Square Estimator and Meta-L based fast
adaptation with φ∗θ trained by using 1000 blocks in the
offline Meta-L.

10 20 30 40

Size of M

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

M
e
a

n
 E

rr
o

r 
||

(M
)-

i||
 i
n

 o
n
lin

e
 a

d
a

p
ta

ti
o

n

LSE

10 20 30 40

Size of M

0.1

0.11

0.12

0.13

0.14

0.15

0.16

0.17

0.18

0.19

0.2
Meta-RL(  = 0.01)

Figure 13: A separate view on different scales for the
performance comparison illustrated in Figure 12.

Figure 14: Online adaptation for the “harmonic" block model.
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