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Abstract
In this paper we provide provable regret guaran-
tees for an online meta-learning receding horizon
control algorithm in an iterative control setting.
We consider the setting where, in each iteration
the system to be controlled is a linear determinis-
tic system that is different and unknown, the cost
for the controller in an iteration is a general addi-
tive cost function and there are affine control input
constraints. By analysing conditions under which
sub-linear regret is achievable, we prove that the
online receding horizon controller achieves a re-
gret for the controller cost and constraint violation
that are Õ(T 3/4) with respect to the best policy
that satisfies the control input control constraints,
when the preview of the cost functions is limited
to an interval and the interval size is doubled from
one to the next. We then show that the average
of the regret for the controller cost and constraint
violation with respect to the same policy vary as
Õ((1 + 1/

√
N)T 3/4) with the number of itera-

tions N , under the same setting.

1. Introduction
In this paper, our goal is to explore theoretical properties
of meta-learning in a suitable closed-loop control setting.
Specifically, we consider a scenario in which there is a
sequence of episodes, each of a finite duration. In each
episode, the system to be controlled is unknown, different
and drawn from a fixed set. The controller has preivew of
the cost functions for a certian duration but doesn’t have any
other prior information, has to learn to control on-the-fly
and can leverage the experience from previous episodes to
improve its learning during a new episode. For this setting
we propose and study an online model-based meta-learning
receding horizon control algorithm. It has two levels of
learning: an outer learner that continually learns a general
model by adapting the model after every new episode of
experience and an inner learner that continually learns a
model of the system during an episode by adapting the
model proposed by the outer learner. The receding horizon
controller computes the control input for a particular time
during an episode by optimizing the cost-to-go using the

model estimate provided by the inner learner in place of
the actual model in the transition dynamics. The role of
the outer learner is to learn a general model so that the
adaptations within an episode improve across the episodes,
and thus the overall controller is a meta-learning controller.

Since there are two levels of learning in our meta learn-
ing algorithm, we assess its performance through two no-
tions of regret: (i) the regret for the performance within an
episode (ii) the average regret for the performance across
the episodes. Here we measure the performance of the algo-
rithm for an episode by (i) the controller cost for the episode
and (ii) the cumulative of the violation of the control input
constraints at each time step for the duration of an episode.
The idea for using the average regret as a measure is to
assess the ability of the meta-learner to improve the adap-
tations and hence the performance with more episodes of
experience. We explore different conditions under which
both the regret and the average regret are sub-linear. We
analyse the case where the online controller has preview of
the cost functions only for an interval. We show that when
the interval size is doubled from one interval to the next, the
online controller achieves sub-linear regret and sub-linear
average regret. More importantly, we show that the average
regret improves with the number of iterations.

1.1. Related Work

Meta-learning research has been pioneered by (Schmid-
huber, 1987), (Naik & Mammone, 1992), and (Thrun &
Pratt, 1998). Recently, there has been a renewed interest
in meta-learning, and allied ideas like few-shot learning,
motivated by the success of deep learning. (Andrychowicz
et al., 2016), (Li & Malik, 2016), (Ravi & Larochelle, 2016)
explored meta-learning in the context of learning to opti-
mize. (Finn et al., 2017) explored the case where the meta-
learner uses ordinary gradient descent to update the learner
(Model-Agnostic Meta-Learner (MAML)) and showed that
this simplified approach can achieve comparable perfor-
mance. The MAML approach has been subsequently im-
proved and refined by many other works (Flennerhag et al.,
2019; Nichol & Schulman, 2018; Rajeswaran et al., 2019).
(Duan et al., 2016) and (Wang et al., 2016) both investigated
meta-learning in reinforcement-learning domains using tra-
ditional Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN) architectures,
Gated Recurrent Units (GRUs) and Long Short-Term mem-

ar
X

iv
:2

01
0.

11
32

7v
12

  [
ee

ss
.S

Y
] 

 3
 J

un
 2

02
1



Meta-Learning Guarantees for Online Receding Horizon Learning Control

ories (LSTMs). (Mishra et al., 2018) investigated a general
meta-learner architecture that combines temporal convo-
lutions and causal attention and showed that this model
achieves improved performance.

In the OCO framework, under the full information feedback
setting, it is established that the best possible regret scales
as O(T 1/2) (resp. O(log T )) for convex (resp. strongly
convex) loss functions, where T is the number of time steps
(Abernethy et al., 2009; Hazan et al., 2006; Zinkevich, 2003).
These results have also been extended to constrained online
convex optimization where it has been shown that the best
regret scales asO(Tmax{c,1−c}) for the cost andO(T 1−c/2)
for constraint violation, where c is a constant (Jenatton et al.,
2016; Yuan & Lamperski, 2018).

There are some papers in the machine learning literature that
provide online regret analysis for meta-learning algorithms.
These works analyse gradient based meta-learners because
of the natural connection between gradient based learning
and online convex optimization. (Finn et al., 2019) provide
O(log(T )) regret bound for a gradient based online meta-
learner under certain smoothness assumptions. (Balcan
et al., 2019) extend the OCO setting to a meta-learning
setting and provide regret analysis for a gradient based meta-
learning algorithm. They show that the best regret scales as
O((1 + log(N)/N)T 1/2), where T represents the number
of time steps within an OCO procedure and N represents
the number of such procedures.

Some significant advancements have been made in the re-
cent years in providing convergence guarantees for stan-
dard learning methods in control problems. (Fazel et al.,
2018) proved that the policy gradient based learning con-
verges asymptotically to the optimal policy for the Linear-
Quadratic Regulator (LQR) problem. (Zhang et al., 2019)
extended this result to the H2/H∞ control problem. Re-
cently, (Molybog & Lavaei, 2020) proved asymptotic con-
vergence of a gradient based meta-learner for the LQR prob-
lem. All of these works provide asymptotic convergence
guarantees.

Recently, there has also been considerable interest in es-
tablishing online learning guarantees in standard control
settings. (Dean et al., 2018) provide an algorithm for the
Linear-Quadratic control problem with unknown dynamics
that achieves a regret of O(T 3/4). Just recently, (Cohen
et al., 2019) improved on this result by providing an algo-
rithm that achieves a regret of O(T 1/2) for the same prob-
lem. (Agarwal et al., 2019a) consider the control problem
for a general convex cost and a linear dynamic system with
additive adversarial disturbance. They provide an online
learning algorithm that achieves an O(

√
T ) regret for the

cost with respect to the best linear control policy. Agarwal
et al. also showed in a subsequent work (Agarwal et al.,
2019b) that a poly logarithmic regret is achievable for the

same setting when the transition dynamics is known.

In contrast to the recent splendid work on online learning in
control settings, our work considers the online meta-learning
setting for a control problem with a general cost function for
an episode and control input constraints. We emphasize that
the regret analysis we provide is the first of its kind for an
online meta-learning control algorithm. The key difference
from similar works is that the regret analysis we provide is
w.r.t the optimal for a sufficiently general cost function that
includes LQR as a special case.

1.2. Our Contribution

In this work we propose a model-based meta-learning reced-
ing horizon control algorithm for a general control setting
and provide guarantees for its online performance. We
show that the proposed meta-learing controller achieves
(i) a regret for the controller cost that is ∼ Õ(T 3/4) for
an individual episode of duration T with respect to the
best policy that satisfies the control input constraints, when
the controller has preview of the cost functions for an in-
terval and the interval is doubled in size from one to the
next; (ii) an average regret for the controller cost that varies
as ∼ Õ((1 + 1/

√
N)T 3/4) with the number of episodes

N under the same preview setting; (iii) a regret for con-
straint violation that is ∼ Õ(T 3/4) for an episode of du-
ration T with respect to the best policy that satisfies the
control input constraints under the same preview setting;
and (iv) an average regret for constraint violation that varies
as ∼ Õ((1 + 1/

√
N)T 3/4) with the number of episodes N

under the same preview setting. Hence we show that the
worst regret for the learning within an episode continuously
improves with experience of more episodes.

In section 2 we outline the learning setting. In section 3
we introduce and briefly discuss the online meta-learning
control algorithm. In section 4 we discuss the inner learner
and provide an upper bound for the cumulative error in the
model estimation for the inner learner during an episode. In
section 5 we discuss the outer learner and provide an upper
bound for the average of the cumulative error in model es-
timation across the episodes. And finally in section 6 we
characterize the regret for the controller’s cost and cumula-
tive constraint violation within an episode and the respective
averages across the episodes.

Notation: The n-dimensional euclidean space is denoted as
Rn. We denote the null set by ∅. The transpose of a vector
x is denoted as x>. The notation X > 0 means that the
matrix X is a positive-definite matrix. The minimum eigen-
value of a matrix M is denoted as λmin(M). The sequence
{x1, x2, ...., xt} is denoted as x1:t. The expectation and con-
ditional expectation w.r.t a filtration Ft is denoted by E[.]
and E[.|Ft] respectively. We denote the 2-norm by ‖.‖2 and
the Frobenious norm by ‖.‖F . Let θsusl = [Asusl , B

su
sl

], θ̂susl =
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[Âsusl , B̂
su
sl

], θ̃susl = [Ãsusl , B̃
su
sl

], where su and sl denotes
any superscript and subscript. The notation Õ implies the
following: Õ(h(N,T )) = O(log (Na(log T )b)h(N,T )),
a ≥ 1, b ≥ 1.

2. Problem Setup
2.1. Episodes

The learning setting comprises a sequence of episodes of
duration T , from 1 to N , and the system to be controlled
in each episode is an unknown linear deterministic system.
We denote the matrices of the system in episode i by Ai ∈
Rn×n, and Bi ∈ Rn×m. Let θi = [Ai, Bi] ∈ Θ, a known
compact set, and ‖θ‖F ≤ S, ∀θ ∈ Θ. The parameter θi is
unknown. We denote the state of the system and the control
input to the system at time t in episode i by xit ∈ Rn and
uit ∈ Rm. The initial condition is that xi1 = xs ∀ i. The
dynamics of the system is given by the equation

xit+1 = Aix
i
t +Biu

i
t (1)

We denote the control policy byH. The controller observes
the noise perturbed state yit at time t:

yit = xit + εit,

where εit is the zero mean noise. The control policy’s output
at time t is the control action uit for time t. The control
policy has the following information to compute the control
action uit at time t: (i) the cost functions cj for all j ≥ t,
(ii) {yi1, yi2, ..., yit} and U1:t−1 = {ui1, ui2, ..., uit−1}. The
control cost at time step t is a function of the state xit and the
control input uit generated by the controller and is denoted
by ct(xit, u

i
t). Hence the overall cost for the controllerH in

episode i is given by

Ci(H) =

T∑
t=1

ct(x
i
t, u

i
t). (2)

Additionally, it is required that the control input be con-
strained within a bounded convex polytope given by

u ∈ U , ∀ i and t, U = {u|Fuu ≤ bu}, (3)

where the set U defined by the matrix Fu and vector bu of
appropriate dimensions is a bounded polytope.

The assumptions used throughout this paper are as follows:

Assumption 1 The spectral radius ρ(A) < 1 ∀θ ∈ Θ and
the system in Eq. (1) is controllable.

The assumptions on the spectral radius (or the assumption
that there is additional knowledge of a feedback rule to sta-
bilize the system) and controllability are standard in online
learning and control problems (Abbasi-Yadkori & Szepes-
vari, 2011; Cohen et al., 2019; Dean et al., 2018; Li et al.,
2019; Simchowitz et al., 2020).

Assumption 2 (i) for each episode (dropping the super-
script in all the variables) the stochastic process given by
{{z1, ε0}, {z2, ε1}, ...}, where z>t = [x>t , u

>
t ], there exists

a filtration Ft s.t. zt+1, εt are Ft measurable (ii) the noise
εt is bounded, i.e., ‖εt‖2 ≤ εc (iii) each component of the se-
quence {εt} is a real-valued martingale difference sequence
w.r.t the filtration Ft and conditionally R sub-Gaussian.

The filtration assumption was used in (Abbasi-Yadkori &
Szepesvari, 2011; Cohen et al., 2019). The assumption that
the noise is sub-Gaussian and a martingale difference are
standard assumptions in prior works (Abbasi-Yadkori &
Szepesvari, 2011; Cohen et al., 2019; Dean et al., 2018).

Definition 1 A sequence of stage cost functions {ct} is said
to be globally exponentially controllable to zero with respect
to a function σ : Rn → R≥0 if there exists a pair Mλ >
0, λe > 0 such that for any t and xt there exists an infinite
length control input sequence Ut:∞ = {ut, ut+1, ....} such
that

ck(xk, uk) ≤Mλ exp−λe(k−t) σ(xt), ∀k ≥ t.

Assumption 3 The function ct is continuous and locally
Lipschitz for all t, with a uniform Lipschitz constant for all
t. The sequence of functions given by cts is globally expo-
nentially controllable w.r.t σ : Rn → R≥0 with constaints
Mλ > 0, λe > 0 and there exists a constant α > 0 such
that ct(x, u) ≥ ασ(x).

The cost functions that satisfy Assumption 3 include
quadratic functions of the type x>Qx + u>Ru, where
Q > 0 and R ≥ 0 (see Corollary 4, (Grimm et al., 2005)).
Hence the class of cost functions ct that satisfy Assumption
3 include the loss function in the Linear Quadratic Regu-
lator (LQR) case. The assumption that the cost functions
are locally Lipschitz is also a standard assumption (Li et al.,
2019; Simchowitz et al., 2020).

2.2. Performance Objective

We define the regret for the controller’s cost in a particular
episode as the difference between the cost Ci(H) and the
overall cost for the best policy that satisfies the control input
constraints. Thus, the average regret forN episodes is given
by

1

N

N∑
i=1

[Ci(H)− C∗i ] , where

C∗i = min

T∑
j=1

[cj(., .)],

s.t. (Eq. 1) and (Eq. 3) are satisfied ∀ t, xi1 = xs. (4)
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Outer Learner, As

Meta-Update
φ̂i

Meta-Loss, Li+1
s

Inner Learner, Af

Loss, Lit
minθLit(θ)
+Re(θ, φ̂i)

θ̂it

θ∗,i

System
xit Controller

uit−1

Figure 1. Online Model-based Meta-learning Control Architecture

The cumulative constraint violation is defined as follows

Vi(.) =
T∑
t=1

(∑
k

{Fuuit − bu}k,+

)
, (5)

where {.}l denotes the lth component of a vector. The
subscript {.}+ is a shorthand notation for max{., 0}. This
is also the regret for constraint violation with respect to the
best policy that satisfies the control input constraints. Thus
the average regret for constraint violation for N epsidoes is
given by

1

N

N∑
i=1

Vi. (6)

The objective is to design a suitable meta-learning controller
such that the average regret for both the controller’s cost
and constraint violation are minimized.

3. Structure of the Meta-Learning Control
Algorithm

In this section we propose a model-based meta-learning
receding horizon control algorithm for the learning setting
described above. The overall meta-learning control architec-
ture is shown in Fig. 1. The overall controller comprises an
outer learner and an inner learner. The outer learner learns
a general model parameter by continually adapting it follow-
ing new episodes of experience. The inner learner learns an
estimate of the parameter of the model of the system during
an episode by continually adapting the suggestion by the
outer learner as more observations of the state transitions
are made. The outer learner learns the general model param-
eter such that the learning within an episode continuously
improves with exprerience of more episodes. We denote the
outer learner by As and the inner learner by Af . We denote
the output of As in episode i by φ̂i and the estimate of the
model parameter for time t in episode i by θ̃it. At time t the
control policy computes the control input uit by minimizing
the look-ahead cost for horizon M for the dynamics defined

by the model estimate θ̃it. The meta-learning algorithm is
given in Algorithm 1 and the control policy for an episode
is given in Algorithm 2 (the index i is removed from all the
variables for simpler notation).

Algorithm 1 Outer learner

1: Input: T,N, φ̂i−1

2: Output:φ̂i
3: while i < N do
4: Observe yi1, y

i
2, ...., y

i
T , U1:T = {ui1, ..., uiT }

5: θ∗j = arg minθ̂
∑tj
k=1 lθ̂,k,

lθ̂,k = ‖yik+1 − θ̂[(yik)>, (uik)>]>‖22
6: θ∗,i = arg maxj‖θ∗j − φ̂i‖F
7: ψi+1 = φ̂i − ηt∇loi (φ̂i), ηt = 1√

i
,

φ̂i+1 = ProjΘ(ψi+1), loi (φ̂) = ‖θ∗,i − φ̂‖F
8: end while

Algorithm 2 Control Policy,H(φ)

1: Input:H
2: j = 1, tj =

∑j
k=1 2j−1H

3: while t < T do
4: Observe yt, Y1:t = {y1, y2, ...., yt}
5: if t == 1 then
6: {x̂1, θ̂0} = SELECT(0, t, φ̂, Y1:1, [], 0, t1)
7: xt = x̂1

8: else
9: if t == ti + 1 then

10: {x̂j+1, θ̂j} =

SELECT(j, t, φ̂, Y1:t, U1:t−1, tj , tj+1)
11: xt = x̂j+1

12: j = j + 1, tj =
∑j
k=1 2k−1H

13: end if
14: end if
15: ut = MPC(xt, θ̂j−1),

16: xt+1 = Âj−1xt + B̂j−1ut, [Âj−1, B̂j−1] = θ̂j−1

17: δut = PERTURB(j, t, ut, U1:t−1)
18: Control Input, ut = ut + δut, U1:t = {u1, ..., ut}
19: t = t+ 1
20: end while

3.1. Control Policy,H

We consider the setting where the duration T of episode i
is split into intervals [1, t1], [t1 + 1, t2], [t2 + 1, t3].. and so
on. We index the intervals by j. The duration of interval j,
denoted by Hi, is given by

Hj = 2j−1H, (7)

where H is a constant to be specified later. We denote the
control input computed by the control policyH at time t by
uit. The online MPC policy has the following information
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Algorithm 3 SELECT(j, t, φ̂, Y1:t, U1:t−1, tj , tj+1)

1: Input: λ,Θ, S,R, γ, γy, λ, δ̃, n,m, εc
2: Output: x̂j+1, θ̂j = [Âj , B̂j ]

3: R̃ = n(n+ 1)Rmax{1, S}

√
4 log

(
(
√

2)
n+m

δ̃

)
4: if j == 0 then
5: Θ̂j = Θ
6: else
7: βj(δ̃) = R̃/

√
γcp,itj + λS/γy

8: θ̂l,j = arg minθ̂
∑tj
k=1‖yk+1 − θ̂[y>k , u

>
k ]>‖22 +

λ‖θ̂ − φ̂‖2F ,

9: Θ̂j =
{
θ : ‖θ − θ̂l,j‖F ≤ βj(δ̃)

}
∩Θ, θ = [A,B]

10: end if
11: {x̂j+1, θ̂j} = arg minx̂,θ̂

∑tj+1

k=t ck(x̃k, wk), x̃k+1 =

Âx̃k + B̂wk, wk = MPC(x̃k, θ̂), θ̂ = [Â, B̂], x̃t = x̂,
x̂ ∈ {x : ‖x− yt‖2 ≤ εc}, θ̂ ∈ Θ̂j

Algorithm 4 MPC(t, x, θ̂)
1: Input: M,Γ,U
2: Output: u
3: Definition: U = {w0, w1, ..., wM−1}
4: U∗ = arg minU

∑M−1
k=0 ck+t(x̃k, wk) s.t. x̃k+1 =

Âx̃k + B̂wk, θ̂ = [Â, B̂], wk ∈ U , x̃0 = x
5: u = w∗0 , {w∗0 , w∗1 , ..., w∗M−1} = U∗

Algorithm 5 PERTURB(j, t, ut, U1:t−1)
1: Input: cp,j , q, n
2: Output: δut
3: Definition: W>k =

[
(uk)>, ..., (uk+n)>

]
,

(W⊥k )> = [(u⊥k )>, ..., (u⊥k+n)>],
(W⊥k )>Wk−l = 0, ∀ 1 ≤ l ≤ q − 1

4: et = ut/‖ut‖2, e⊥t = u⊥t /‖u⊥t ‖2,

5: δuit =

{
±√cp,je⊥t if (u⊥t )>uit = 0
±O(
√
cp,j)et Otherwise .

at time t: (i) the cost functions {ck, ti−1 + 1 ≤ k ≤ ti},
when t ∈ [ti−1 + 1, ti] (ii) U1:t−1 = {ui1, ..., uit−1}, (ii)
Y 1:t = {yi1, ..., yit}.

The control policy for this setting is given in Algorithm 2.
Denote the time step at the beginning of interval j by tsj .
At the beginning of interval j + 1, the algorithm computes
an estimate of the system’s state at the beginning of this
new interval using ytsj and an estimate θ̂ij of the system

model parameter. To estimate θ̂ij , the algorithm computes a
set of estimates Θ̂i

j in which the system model parameter is
guaranteed to lie with high probability using the information
U1:tj , Y 1:tsj

. The estimate θ̂ij is selected from the set Θ̂i
j

and is set to be the model parameter estimate for the interval
j + 1, i.e., θ̃it = θ̂ij ,∀ tj < t ≤ tj+1. The selection of x̂j+1

and θ̂j is outlined in Algorithm 3 and in detail below.

Given the model estimate θ̂ij = [Âij , B̂
i
j ] and the estimate of

the initial state x̂j+1, the estimated dynamics for the interval
j + 1 is defined as

xt+1 = Âijxt + B̂ijut, xtsj+1
= x̂j+1, t

s
j+1 ≤ t ≤ tj+1.

(8)
Within interval j + 1, the controller computes an interme-
diate control input uit at time step t, where tj < t ≤ tj+1,
by minimizing the look-ahead cost over the horizon M for
the estimated dynamics (Algorithm 4). The intermediate
control input uit is given by

uit = MPC(t, xt, θ̂
i
t) (9)

The algorithm computes the final control input, uit, by
adding a perturbation (or a small deviation from uit) δut
to the intermediate control input uit. The calculation of the
perturbation is shown in Algorithm 5. Thus

uit = uit + δuit. (10)

Note that adding the perturbation will result in violation of
the control input constraint, which leads to the constraint
violation cost defined in Eq. (5). The perturbation is needed
to ensure that the control sequence has persistent excitation,
a condition that is required in adaptive control for conver-
gence of parameter estimation. This condition is needed to
ensure that the computed set Θ̂i

j is improved after a new
interval is completed. We formally define persistence of
excitation below. Let (zik)> := [(xik)> (uik)>], and

Vj =

tj∑
k=1

zik(zik)>

Definition 2 We say that the control inputs are persistently
exciting provided ∃ a constant γ > 0 such that

Vj ≥ cj = γcp,jtj > 0,
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where cp,j > 0, and X ≥ c > 0 ⇐⇒ v>Xv ≥
c, ∀‖v‖2 = 1.

The design constant cp,i will be specified later. Let
W>t :=

[
(uit)

>, ..., (uit+n)
]>

, et = uit/‖uit‖2. Let
(W⊥t−n)> = [(u⊥t−n)>, ..., (u⊥t )>], e⊥t = u⊥t /‖u⊥t ‖2,
where (W⊥t−n)>Wt−n−k = 0, ∀ 1 ≤ k ≤ q − 1 and q
is a design constant to be specified later. The perturbation
δuit (see Algorithm 5) is given by

δuit =

{
±√cp,je⊥t if (u⊥t )>uit = 0
±O(
√
cp,j)et Otherwise . (11)

Please see the proof for the exact definition of δuit. The key
idea here is to perturb uit just enough so that the persistence
of excitation is satisfied while the perturbed control input
does not cause the controller’s regret and the cumulative
constraint violation to grow more than sub-linearly w.r.t
the period T of the episode. We will show later that the
persistence of excitation condition is satisfied by this design.

3.2. Selecting θ̂ij and x̂j+1

The algorithm selects an estimate of the model parameter
θ̂ij ∈ Θ̂i

j and the approximation x̂j+1 of the state xitsj+1
by

solving the following optimization at the end of interval j:

{x̂j+1, θ̂
i
j} = arg min

x̂,θ̂

tj+1∑
k=tsj+1

ck(x̃k, wk), θ̂ = [Â, B̂],

x̃k+1 = Âx̃k + B̂wk, wk = MPC(x̃k, θ̂), x̃tsj+1
= x̂,

x̂ ∈
{
x : ‖x− ytsj+1

‖2 ≤ εc
}
, θ̂ ∈ Θ̂i

j . (12)

The objective of this optimization is just the cost over the
duration of the interval j + 1 for a given θ̂ ∈ Θ̂i

j and an
initial state estimate x̂. Hence, the overall cost for the esti-
mated dynamics given by Eq. (8) in interval j + 1 will be
upper bounded by the overall cost for the actual system in
Eq. (1) when driven by MPC(xik, θ) with a high probability.
Later, we will show that the stage cost for the estimated dy-
namics converges to the best achievable stage cost and as a
consequence establish that the estimated dynamics’ overall
cost for the interval j+1 will differ from the best achievable
cost only by a constant with high probability.

4. Inner Learner Af

The inner learner updates its loss function at the end of every
interval j. Denote the inner-learner’s updated loss function
at the end of interval j by Lij(θ̂). Then

Lij(θ̂) =

tj∑
k=1

lθ̂,k, lθ̂,k = ‖yik+1 − θ̂[(yik)>, (uik)>]>‖22.

(13)

To compute the set Θ̂i
j at the end of the iteration j > 1, the

inner-learner computes θ̂l,j , the λ-regularized least-squares
estimate by minimizing its updated loss function plus a
regularizerRe(θ̂, φ̂i):

θ̂l,j = arg min
θ̂
Lij(θ̂) +Re(θ̂, φ̂i),

Re(θ̂, φ̂i) = λ‖θ̂ − φ̂i‖2F . (14)

Using the least square estimate θ̂l,j , the inner learner com-
putes a set Θ̂i

j within which the system model parameter is
guaranteed to lie with probability greater than 1− δ̃:

Θ̂j =
{
θ̂ : ‖θ̂ − θ̂l,j‖F ≤ βj(δ̃)

}
∩Θ, where

βj(δ̃) =
1

√
γcp,jtj

R̃+ λ
‖θ∗j − φ̂i‖F
γcp,jtj

, (15)

R̃ = 2R̂

√
(n+m) log

√
2− log δ̃,

R̂ = n(n+ 1) max{1, S}R, γy is a constant to be defined
later, θ∗j = arg minθ̂

∑tj
k=1 lθ̂,k.

We described how the model parameter estimate θ̃it is set in
Section 3.1. The cumulative error in the estimation of the
model parameters for the duration of an episode is given by

Eθ,T =

T−1∑
t=1

‖θ̃it − θ‖2 (16)

In the next theorem we provide a bound on this cumulative
error under persistence of excitation. Let

j∗ = inf
j∈Z≥1

j

s.t. jnc ≥ max
{

2nc, ñc
(
log ˜̃nc (log 2T/δ)

)2}
,

nc = (n+ 1)m, ñc =
(
16n2R2/γ

)2
,

˜̃nc =
(√

2
)n+m+2

. (17)

Theorem 1 Consider the estimation in Eq. (14) and let θ̂ij
be selected according to Eq. (12). Suppose the persistence
of excitation (Definition 2) holds, δ̃ = δ/(2Na(log 2T )b),
a ≥ 1, b ≥ 1, N ≥ T , cp,j = H

−1/2
j , H = j∗nc+n. Then,

the optimal scaling is λ = T 1/4, and for this scaling the
expected cumulative error

E[Eθ,T ] ≤ Õ
(
T 3/4

)
,

and with probability greater than 1−O(δ/N)

Eθ,T ≤ Õ
((

1 + ‖θ∗,i − φ̂i‖F
)
T 3/4

)
,

where θ∗,i = arg maxj‖θ∗j − φ̂i‖F .

Please see the Appendix for the proof.



Meta-Learning Guarantees for Online Receding Horizon Learning Control

5. Outer Learner As

Here we discuss the outer learner and also formally establish
that the worst regret for learning within an episode continu-
ously improves with experience of more episodes because
of the meta-updates provided by the outer learner.

We set the loss function for the outer learner for the ith
episode as loi (φ̂) = ‖θ∗,i − φ̂‖F . We denote the overall loss
function for the outer learner at the end of episode i which
is the sum of the loss functions for the individual episodes
till episode i by Li+1

s . Thus

Li+1
s (φ̂) =

i∑
k=1

lok(φ̂). (18)

The outer learner applies Online Gradient Descent (OGD)
to update φ̂. The OGD update is given by

ψi+1 = φ̂i − ηi∇loi (φ̂i), ηi =
1√
i

φ̂i+1 = ProjΘ(ψi+1). (19)

In the theorem we present next we show the rate at which
the meta-learning can improve the average of the cumulative
error in the model parameter estimation with the number of
episodes. We denote this average by Eθ,N :

Eθ,N =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Eθ,T . (20)

Theorem 2 Consider the setting in Theorem 1 and the meta-
learner. Suppose the outer-learner employs the online gradi-
ent descent (OGD) algorithm (Eq. (19)) to update φ̂. Then,
the optimal scaling for {a, b} is a = b = 1, the optimal
scaling for λ is λ = T 1/4, and for this scaling

E[Eθ,N ] ≤ Õ
(
T 3/4

)
,

and with probability greater than 1 − O(δ) the average
regret across N episodes

Eθ,N ≤ Õ
((

1 +
1√
N

)
T 3/4

)
.

Please see the Appendix for the proof. The scaling has the
factor T 3/4 because even after the meta-updates converge
each episode can still incur a regret of T 3/4. Most impor-
tantly, the scaling shows that the average cumulative error
Eθ,N reduces at the rate of 1/

√
N as N increases which is

a result of the meta-update. This suggests that the worst re-
gret for learning within an episode is continuously improved
with experience of more episodes.

6. Controller Performance
The total cost and the cumulative constraint violation for the
controller for episode i are given by

Lic,T = Ci(H) =

T∑
t=1

ct(x
i
t, u

i
t),Vic,T = V(U

i

1:T ), where

X1:T = {xi1, xi2, ..., xiT }, U
i

1:T = {ui1, ui2, ..., uiT }. (21)

Denote the cost and the cumulative constraint violation for
the best policy that satisfies the control input constraints for
the duration of an episode by Lib,T and Vib,T , respectively.

First, we provide a Lemma that bounds the regret and cumu-
lative constraint violation for an episode.

Lemma 1 Consider the system given in Eq. (1). Suppose
Assumptions 1, 2, 3 are valid, M > α2/α + 1, and the
control input is given by Eq. (10). Then under the event that
θ ∈ Θ̂j , ∀ j

Lic,T − Lib,T ≤ O(Eθ,T ) +O(log(T )) +
∑
i

O(
√
cp,iHi),

Vic,T − Vib,T ≤
∑
j

O(
√
cp,jHj).

In the next theorem we combine the result form Theorem
1 and Lemma 1 to provide an upper bound for the aver-
age regret that is achievable for the controller’s cost and
cumulative constraint violation.

Theorem 3 Consider the setting given in Lemma 1, The-
orem 1, and suppose the outer-learner employs the OGD
algorithm (Eq. (19)) to update φ̂. Then, the optimal scal-
ing for {a, b} is a = b = 1, the optimal scaling for λ is
λ = T 1/4, and for this scaling

E

[
N∑
i=1

Lic,T − Lib,T
N

]
≤ Õ(T 3/4), E

[
N∑
i=1

Vic,T
N

]
≤ Õ(T 3/4),

and with probability greater than 1 − O(δ) the average
regrets across N episodes is given by

N∑
i=1

Lic,T − Lib,T
N

≤ Õ
((

1 +
1√
N

)
T 3/4

)
,

N∑
i=1

Vic,T
N
≤ Õ

((
1 +

1√
N

)
T 3/4

)
.

Please see the Appendix for the proof.



Meta-Learning Guarantees for Online Receding Horizon Learning Control

7. Conclusion
In this work we explored theoretical properties of a model
based meta-learning receding horizon control algorithm for
an iterative control setting, where in each iteration the sys-
tem to be controlled is different and unknown, the control
objective is a general additive cost function, and there are
affine control input constraints. We explored conditions
under which we can guarantee sub-linear regret. Specifi-
cally, we considered the setting where the preview of the
cost functions is limited to an interval and the interval size is
doubled from one to the next. We proved that the proposed
online controller achieves Õ(T 3/4) regret for the controller
cost and constraint violation for an episode of duration T
with respect to the optimal and an average of this regret
and constraint violation across N iterations that varies as
Õ((1 + 1/

√
N)T 3/4).
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Appendix
Proof for Theorem 1

We start by stating Theorem 16 from (Abbasi-Yadkori &
Szepesvari, 2011) as a Lemma.

Lemma 2 Let Ft be a filtration. Let mt be an Rd valued
stochastic process adapted to the filtration Ft, (ηt, t ≥ 1)
be a real-valued martingale difference sequence adapted
to Ft and is conditionally sub-Gaussian with constant R.
Consider the martingale stochastic process

St =
t∑

k=1

ηkmk−1.

Consider the matrix valued process

V t = Ṽ + Ṽt, Ṽt =

t∑
k=1

mk−1m
>
k−1

Then, with probability 1− δ, δ > 0, we get that

∀ t > 0, ‖St‖2V −1
t

≤ 2R2 log

(
det(V t)1/2det(Ṽ )−1/2

δ

)

For simplicity, here we just assume ut to be the final control
input and also drop the interval index i from all the variables.
From the state equation Eq. (1), we know that

xt+1 = Axt +But. (22)

Let Xj = [z1, z2, z3, ..., ztj ]
>, where z>t = [x>t u

>
t ] and

Yi = [x2, x3, ...., xtj+1]>. Then, it follows from Eq. (22)
that

Yj = Xjθ
> (23)

Let Xy
j = [zy1 , z

y
2 , z

y
3 , ..., z

y
tj ]
>, where (zyt )> = [y>t u

>
t ]

and Y yj = [y2, y3, ...., ytj+1]>. Let θ∗j be given by

θ∗j = arg min

tj∑
k=1

lθ,k, lθ,k = ‖yk+1 − θzyk‖
2
2. (24)

Let

Eyj = [ε2, ε3, ..., εti+1]>

E>j = [[ε>1 0>m×1]>, [ε>2 0>m×1]>, ..., [ε>tj 0>m×1]>].
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Then, by definition

Y yj = Yj + Eyj , X
y
j = Xj + Ej .

We denote these variables by Y yτ , Yτ , X
y
τ , Eτ , Eyτ for a gen-

eral time index τ that is different from tj . First, we show
that (Xy

j )>Xy
j is invertible.

(Xy
j )>Xy

j = (Xj + Ej)>(Xj + Ej)

(Xy
j )>Xy

j = X>j Xj +X>j Ej + E>j Xj + E>j Ej .

For a matrix W , let the
∑
j‖V −1/2Wj‖2, where Wj are

columns of W , be denoted by ‖W‖V −1 . Consider an ar-
bitrary unit vector v ∈ Rn+m. Then, using the fact that
‖V −1/2(.)‖2 ≤ ‖V −1/2(.)‖F ≤ ‖.‖V −1 , and applying
Cauchy-Schwarz, we get that

v>(Xy
j )>Xy

j v ≥ v
>X>j Xjv

+ v>
(
X>j Xj

)1/2 (
X>j Xj

)−1/2 (
X>j Ej + E>j Xj

)
v,

≥ v>X>j Xjv

− ‖v>
(
X>j Xj

)1/2‖2‖(X>j Ei + E>j Xj

)
‖(X>j Xj)−1 .

(25)

Let Vτ =
∑τ
k=1 zkz

>
k = X>τ Xτ . Also, Vj =∑tj

k=1 zkz
>
k = X>j Xj . In our case, zk+1 is a vector-valued

process adapted to Fk, any component of εk by definition is
a martingale difference and adapted to Fk. Hence, Lemma
2 can be applied to each component of εk, by recognizing
that mk−1 = zk/

√
2 and ηk can be any of the components

of
√

2εk, setting Ṽ = Vτ/2, Ṽτ = Vτ/2, and using τ in
place t. Then, using union bound after applying Lemma 2
to each component of εk and for each τ ∈ {t1, tj}, we get
that with probability at least 1− 2nδ̃ for all τ ∈ {t1, tj}

‖X>τ Eτ‖V −1
τ
≤ nR

√√√√4 log

(
det(Vτ )1/2det(Ṽ )−1/2

δ̃

)
,

(26)
where the additional factor n follows from the fact that ηk
has at most n non-zero components. Noting that Vτ = Vj
when τ = ti, we get that with probability at least 1− nδ̃

‖X>j Ej‖V −1
i
≤ nR

√√√√4 log

(
(
√

2)n+m

δ̃

)

Then, by triangle inequality, we get that with probability at
least 1− nδ̃

‖X>j Ej + E>j Xj‖V −1
j
≤ 2nR

√√√√4 log

(
(
√

2)n+m

δ̃

)
.

(27)

The persistence of excitation implies that

v>X>j Xjv ≥ γcp,jtj .

Then, using Eq. (27) in Eq. (25) we get that with probability
at least 1− nδ̃

v>(Xy
j )>Xy

j v ≥
√
γcp,jtj×√γcp,jtj − 2nR

√√√√4 log

(
(
√

2)n+m

δ̃

) . (28)

Similarly, for the initial interval, where t1 = H, cp,1 =
H−1/2, using Eq. (26) and following a similar argument,
we get that under the same event

v>(Xy
1 )>Xy

1 v ≥
√
γcp,1t1×√γH1/4 − 2nR

√√√√4 log

(
(
√

2)n+m

δ̃

) . (29)

Equation (17) and the fact that H = j∗nc implies

√
γH1/4 − 2nR

√√√√4 log

(
(
√

2)n+m

δ̃

)
> 0. (30)

And so for any interval j, we get that

√
γH

1/4
j − 2nR

√√√√4 log

(
(
√

2)n+m

δ̃

)
> 0. (31)

Hence, from Eq. (28) and Eq. (30), it follows that with
probability at-least 1− nδ̃

v>(Xy
j )>Xy

j v > γycp,jtj ,∀ v s.t. ‖v‖2 = 1,

γy = γ

1− 2nR√
γH1/2

√√√√4 log

(
(
√

2)n+m

δ̃

) . (32)

That is, with probability at-least 1−nδ̃, (Xy
j )>Xy

j is invert-
ible. Consequently, the solution to Eq. (24) under such an
event satisfies

Y yj = Xy
j (θ∗j )>,

where (θ∗j )> =
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j

)−1
(Xy

j )>Y yj . (33)

From Y yj = Xy
j (θ∗i )> we get that Y y1 = Xy

1 (θ∗j )>. Also,
Xy

1 is a full column rank matrix because Eq. (29) holds
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under such an event. Hence, under such an event, (θ∗j )> is
also given by

(θ∗j )> =
(
(Xy

1 )>Xy
1

)−1
(Xy

1 )>Y y1

i.e. ‖(θ∗j )>‖F ≤ ‖
(
(Xy

1 )>Xy
1

)−1‖F ‖(Xy
1 )>Y y1 ‖F .

The fact that the elements of Xy
1 , and Y y1 are bounded and

Eq. (29) imply that the norm of (θ∗j )> is bounded under
such an event. Let S be such that ‖(θ∗j )‖F ≤ S. Then,
subtracting Eq. (23) from Eq. (33) we get that

Xj

(
(θ∗j )> − θ>

)
= Eyj − Ej(θ

∗
j )> (34)

under such an event. SinceX>j Xj is invertible, which holds
because of the persistence of excitation, it follows that(

(θ∗j )> − θ>
)

=
(
X>j Xj

)−1
X>j

(
Eyj − Ej(θ

∗
j )>
)
.
(35)

The solution θ̂l,j to the least-squares problem in Eq. (14) is
given by

θ̂>l,j − φ̂ =
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j + λI

)−1
(Xy

j )>(Y yj −X
y
j φ̂
>).
(36)

Then, using Eq. (24) we get that

θ̂>l,j − φ̂> =
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j + λI

)−1
(Xy

j )>(Xy
j (θ∗j − φ̂)>)

= (θ∗j )> − φ̂> −
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j + λI

)−1
λ(θ∗j − φ̂)>.

Combining the previous equation with Eq. (35), we get that
with probability at-least 1− nδ̃

θ̂>l,j − θ> =
(
X>j Xj

)−1
X>i

(
Eyj − Ej(θ

∗
j )>
)

−
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j + λI

)−1
λ(θ∗j − φ̂)>.

Then, using the fact that ‖V −1/2(.)‖F ≤ ‖.‖V −1 , and
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on the first term, and using
Eq. (32) on the second term, we get that with probability
at-least 1− nδ̃

‖θ̂>l,j − θ>‖F

≤ ‖
(
X>j Xj

)−1/2‖2‖X>j
(
(Eyj − Ej(θ

∗
j )>
)
‖V −1

j

+
λ‖θ∗j − φ̂‖F
γycp,jtj

,

=
1√

λmin(Vj)
‖X>j

(
(Eyj − Ej(θ

∗
j )>
)
‖V −1

j
+
λ‖θ∗j − φ̂‖F
γycp,jtj

.

(37)

Now, using triangle inequality we get that

‖X>j
(
(Eyj − Ej(θ

∗
j )>
)
‖V −1

j

≤ ‖X>j E
y
j ‖V −1

j
+ ‖X>j

(
Ej(θ∗j )>

)
‖V −1

j
(38)

Let X(k, l) denote the lth component of kth row of a matrix
X . Then, Ej(θ∗j )>(k, l) = [ε>k 0>m×1](θ∗j )>(:, l). Then,

‖X>j
(
(Eyj − Ej(θ

∗
j )>
)
‖V −1

j

≤ ‖X>j E
y
j ‖V −1

j
+

n∑
l=1

‖X>j
(
Ej(θ∗j )>(:, l)

)
‖V −1

j

≤ ‖X>j E
y
j ‖V −1

j

+

n∑
l=1

n∑
m=1

‖X>j
(
Ej(:,m)(θ∗j )>(m, l)

)
‖V −1

j
(39)

Then, applying Lemma 2 on each individual term of the sum
on the right of equation Eq. (39), and using union bound we
get that with probability at-least 1− n(n+ 2)δ̃

‖θ̂>l,j − θ>‖F ≤
1√

λmin(Vi)
R̃+

λ‖θ∗j − φ̂‖F
γycp,jtj

.

Now, the persistence of excitation lower bounds λmin(Vj):
λmin(Vj) ≥ γcp,jtj . Using this in the previous equation we
get that with probability at-least 1− n(n+ 2)δ̃

‖θ̂>l,j − θ>‖F ≤
1

√
γcp,jtj

R̃+
λ‖θ∗j − φ̂‖F
γycp,jtj

.

Combining this with Eq. (12), it follows that with probabil-
ity at-least 1−O(δ̃)

‖θ̂>j −θ>‖F ≤
2

√
γcp,jtj

R̃+
λ‖θ∗j − φ̂‖F
γycp,jtj

, ∀ tj < t ≤ tj+1.

(40)

Let NT be the number of intervals. Given that Hj =
2j−1H ,

NT∑
j=1

Hj = H(2Nt − 1) = T

Hence, NT = log ((T +H)/H) ≤ log T . Given that θ̃t is
constant within an interval, for interval j

tj∑
k=tsj

‖θ̃k − θ‖F = ‖θ̂j−1 − θ‖FHj .

Combining Eq. (40) with the previous equation, and us-
ing union bound, we get that with probability at-least
1−O(δ̃NT )

T∑
k=1

‖θ̃k − θ‖F ≤
NT∑
j=1

(
2R̃Hj√

γcp,j−1tj−1

)

+

NT∑
j=1

λ‖θ∗j−1 − φ̂‖FHj

γycp,j−1tj−1
. (41)
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Then, using Hj = 2j−1H, cp,j = H
−1/2
j , we get that

cp,j

j∑
k=1

Hk = 2−(j−1)/2H−1/2

j∑
k=1

2k−1H

= 2−(j−1)/2H1/2

j∑
k=1

2k−1

= H1/22−(j−1)/2(2j − 1) ≥
√

2j−1H.

Substituting the above expression in Eq. (41), we get that
with probability at-least 1−O(δ̃NT )

T∑
k=1

‖θ̃k − θ‖F ≤
NT∑
j=1

(
(32)1/4R̃Hj

√
γ
√

2(j−1)/2H1/2

)

+
λ‖θ∗j−1 − φ̂‖FH

1/2
j

γy

=

NT∑
j=1

(
(32)1/4R̃2(j−1)3/4H3/4

√
γ

)

+
λ‖θ∗j−1 − φ̂‖FH

1/2
j

γy
.

Defining θ∗ = arg maxj‖θ∗j − φ̂‖F , with probability at-
least 1−O(δ̃NT )

T∑
k=1

‖θ̃k − θ‖F ≤
(32)1/4R̃H3/4

√
γ

NT∑
j=1

(
2(j−1)3/4

)

+

T∑
j=1

λ‖θ∗ − φ̂‖FH1/2

γy

NT∑
j=1

(
2(j−1)/2

)
=

(32)1/4R̃H3/4

√
γ

2NT 3/4 − 1

23/4 − 1

+
λ‖θ∗ − φ̂‖FH1/2

γy

2NT /2 − 1

21/2 − 1

≤ (32)1/4R̃H3/4

√
γ

2NT 3/4

23/4 − 1
+
λ‖θ∗ − φ̂‖FH1/2

γy

2NT /2

21/2 − 1

≤ (32)1/4R̃T 3/4

√
γ(1− 2−3/4)

+
λ‖θ∗ − φ̂‖FT 1/2

γy(1− 2−1/2)
.

Since NT ≤ log T , we get that with probability at-least
1−O(δ/(Na(log T )b−1))

T∑
k=1

‖θ̃k − θ‖F ≤
(32)1/4R̃T 3/4

√
γ(1− 1/23/4)

+ Õ
(
λ‖θ∗ − φ̂‖FT 1/2

)
, (42)

where we used the fact that 1/γy ≤ 2H1/4/(γn1/4) =

O(log(Na(log(T ))b)) = Õ(1).

Recall that

θ̂>l,j − φ̂ =
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j + λI

)−1
(Xy

j )>(Y yj −X
y
j φ̂
>).

Then

θ̂>l,j − φ̂ =
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j + λI

)−1
(Xy

j )>(Xy
j θ
> −Xy

j φ̂
>)

+
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j + λI

)−1
(Eyj − Ejθ

>).

That is

θ̂>l,j − θ> =
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j + λI

)−1
(Xy

j )>(Eyj − Ejθ
>)

+
(
(Xy

j )>Xy
j + λI

)−1
λ(θ> − φ̂>).

That is

‖θ̂>l,j − θ>‖F ≤ O
(
tj
λ

)
+O(S).

That is

tj∑
k=tsj

‖θ̃k − θ‖F = ‖θ̂j−1 − θ‖FHj

≤ O
(
tj−1Hj

λ

)
+O(Hj) ≤ O

(
H2
j

λ

)
+O(Hj).

That is

Eθ,T =

T∑
k=1

‖θ̃k − θ‖F ≤ O
(
T 2

λ

)
+O(T ).

Combining the above equation and Eq. (42), we get that

E[Eθ,T ] ≤ Õ(T 3/4) + Õ(λ‖θ∗ − φ̂‖FT 1/2)

+
δ

Na(log T )b−1

(
O

(
T 2

λ

)
+O(T )

)
. (43)

Since N ≥ T, a ≥ 1, b ≥ 1, we get that

E[Eθ,T ] ≤ Õ(T 3/4) + Õ

(
λ‖θ∗ − φ̂‖FT 1/2 +

T

λ

)

So the optimal scaling for λ is λ = T 1/4. Hence, from Eq.
(42) we get that with probability at-least 1−O(δ/N)

Eθ,T ≤ Õ
((

1 + ‖θ∗ − φ̂‖F
)
T 3/4

)
�

Proof for Theorem 2

First, we show that the scaling of {a, b} is optimal for a =
b = 1. From Eq. (43), it follows that the scaling of E[Eθ,T ]
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w.r.t T is limited by the first term and the scaling w.r.t a and
b. Given how a and b appear in the first term, the scaling is
optimal when a and b are minimal that is when a = b = 1;
because then we can choose a λ such that the other terms
are also O(T 3/4), which is the lowest that can be achieved.
Then, from the proof of the previous theorem it then follows
that the optimal scaling for λ is λ = T 1/4. Then, the first
result of the theorem follows straightaway following the
proof of Theorem 1 starting from Eq. (43)(see above).

We know from Theorem 1 that for an episode i with proba-
bility at-least 1−O(δ/N):

Eθ,T ≤ Õ
((

1 + ‖θ∗,i − φ̂i‖F
)
T 3/4

)
(44)

That is with probability at-least 1−O(δ):

Eθ,N ≤ 1/N

N∑
i=1

Õ
((

1 + ‖θ∗,i − φ̂i‖F
)
T 3/4

)
(45)

Note that, by definition the outer learner’s per step loss is
loi (φ̂) = ‖θ∗,i− φ̂‖F . The function loi (φ̂) is convex in φ̂ and
its globally Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant
L = 1. Also, from the proof of Theorem 1 we know that
θ∗j is bounded under the same event where the previous
equation holds. And by definition θ∗,i = arg maxj‖θ∗j −
φ̂i‖F . Hence, ‖θ∗,i‖F is bounded under such an event.
Given that the outer learner follows the OGD algorithm
(Eq. (19)) to update φ̂, using the above observations and
Corollary 2.7. (Shalev-Shwartz et al., 2011), we get that
under the same event, that is with probability at-least 1 −
O(δ):

Eθ,N ≤ Õ
((

1 + 1/
√
N
)
T 3/4

)
. (46)

�

Proof for Lemma 1

We first introduce a Lemma. Consider the following nonlin-
ear system:

xt+1 = f(xt, ut) (47)

Consider the MPC control law that sets the control input by
ut = w∗t , where w∗t is the first term of the control sequence
U∗t = {w∗t , w∗t+1, ..., w

∗
M+t−1}, and U∗t is the solution of

the following optimization:

min
Ut

JM (xt, Ut),

JM (xt, Ut) =

M+t−1∑
k=t

ck(x̃k, wk), wk ∈ U ,

x̃k+1 = f(x̃k, wk), x̃t = xt,

Ut = {wt, wt+1, ..., wM+t−1} (48)

Lemma 3 Consider the system in Eq. (47). Suppose the
control input is given by ut = w∗t , where U∗t is the solution
to Eq. (48), d(.) is a terminal cost function for the system
given by Eq. (47), the sequence of cost functions {ct} satisfy
Assumption 3, M > α2/α + 1, then there exist constants
Mc ≥ 1, λc > 0 such that

σ(xk) ≤Mc exp−λc(k−t) σ(xt), k ≥ t.

Please see Corollary 3 in (Grimm et al., 2005) for the proof.
We drop superscript i for convenience. Consider the state
equation, Eq. (1), with the control input as ut:

xt+1 = Axt +But = θzt. (49)

Since ut is bounded and ρ(A) < 1, ∀θ ∈ Θ, xt is bounded.
Let this bound be given by ‖zt‖2 ≤ xc. We define the
following dynamics for interval j + 1:

x̃t+1 = Âj x̃t + B̂jut, x̃tsj+1
= xtsj+1

. (50)

Let z̃t = [x̃>t , u
>
t ]> and

xδut+1 =

t∑
k=tsj+1

At−kBδuk,

xδθt+1 =

t∑
k=tsj+1

At−k(δθk)z̃k, δθk = (θ − θ̃k). (51)

The claim is that within interval j + 1

xt = x̃t + xδut + xδθt , where x̃t+1 = θ̃tz̃t.

We show this by induction. Let xt = x̃t + xδut + xδθt be
true. Then

xt+1 = Axt +But = Axt +But +Bδut

xt+1 = A(x̃t + xδut + xδθt ) +But +Bδut

xt+1 = A(x̃t + xδθt ) +But + (Axδut +Bδut)

xt+1 = θz̃t +Axδθt + (Axδut +Bδut)

xt+1 = θ̃tz̃t + (δθt)z̃t +Axδθt + (Axδut +Bδut)

xt+1 = θ̃tz̃t + (Axδθt + (δθt)z̃t) + (Axδut +Bδut)

i.e. xt+1 = x̃t+1 + xδut+1 + xδθt+1.

The relation trivially holds for t = 2. Hence, by induction
holds for all t. Then, using the fact that ct is locally Lips-
chitz with a Lipschitz constant that is uniform for all t, the
fact that ‖xt‖2 ≤ xc always and the fact that ut is always
bounded, there exists a constant k0 s.t.

ct(xt, ut) ≤ ct(x̃t, ut)+k0

(
‖xδθt ‖2 + ‖xδut ‖2 + ‖δut‖2

)
.

(52)
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Since ρ(A) < 1, limk→∞‖Ak‖2 → 0. Hence, there exists
a constant nρ such that ‖Anρ‖2 < 1. Hence, there exist
constants cρ and γ < 1, where γnρ = ‖Anρ‖2 < 1 such
that ‖Ak‖2 ≤ cργk for all k > 0. Then, from Eq. (51) and
triangle inequality it follows that within interval i

‖xδθt+1‖2 ≤
t∑

k=tsj

‖At−k(δθk)z̃k‖2

≤
t∑

k=tsj

‖At−k‖2‖δθkz̃k‖2 ≤ cρ
t∑

k=tsj

γt−k‖δθkz̃k‖2.

Since δθk = θ − θ̃k = θ − θ̂j−1 = δθj−1 is a constant in
interval j and θ̂j−1 ∈ Θ̂j−1 ⊆ Θ, ‖z̃t‖ ≤ xc. Hence,

‖xδθt+1‖2 ≤ cρ
t∑

k=tsj

γt−k‖δθj−1‖2xc

≤ cρ
t∑

k=tsj

γt−k‖δθj−1‖2xc ≤ cρ‖δθj−1‖2xc
t∑

k=tsj

γt−k

= cρ‖δθj−1‖2xc
1− γt−t

s
j+1

1− γ
≤ cρ‖δθj−1‖2

xc
1− γ

.

(53)

Similarly

‖xδut+1‖2 ≤
t∑

k=tsj

‖At−kBδuk‖2 ≤
t∑

k=tsj

‖At−k‖2‖Bδuk‖2

≤ cρ
t∑

k=tsj

γt−k‖B‖2‖δuk‖2 ≤ cρ
√
cp,j
‖B‖2
1− γ

≤ cρ
√
cp,j

S

1− γ
. (54)

From the definition of dynamics used for solving Eq. (9), i.e.
Eq. (8), and the definition of dynamics used in this proof,
Eq. (50), we get that

xt = Â
t−tsj
j−1 (x̂j − xtsj ) + x̃t.

Using the above expression, the fact that ‖x̂j −xtsj‖2 ≤ 2εc
and Eq. (52), we get that

ct(xt, ut) ≤ ct(xt, ut) + k0

(
2‖Ât−t

s
j

j−1 ‖2εc + ‖xδθt ‖2
)

+ k0

(
‖xδut ‖2 + ‖δut‖2

)
. (55)

Since ρ(Âj−1) < 1, there exist constants ĉρ and γ̂ < 1

such that ‖Âkj−1‖2 ≤ ĉργ̂
k. Hence,

∑∞
k=1‖Âkj−1‖2 ≤ ĉ,

a constant. Using this and summing the expression in Eq.
(55) over the interval j we get that

tj∑
t=tsj

ct(xt, ut) ≤
tj∑
t=tsj

ct(xt, ut)

+

tj∑
t=tsj

k0

(
2‖Ât−t

s
j

j−1 ‖2εc + ‖xδθt ‖2
)

+

tj∑
t=tsj

k0

(
‖xδut ‖2 + ‖δut‖2

)

≤
tj∑
t=tsj

(
ct(xt, ut) + k0

(
‖xδθt ‖2

))

+

tj∑
t=tsj

k0

(
‖xδut ‖2 + ‖δut‖2

)
+ 2k0ĉεc.

Then, using Eq. (54), Eq. (53), and the fact that ‖δut‖2 =
O(
√
cp,j), we get that

tj∑
t=tsj

ct(xt, ut) ≤
tj∑
t=tsj

(ct(xt, ut)) +O

 tj∑
t=tsj

‖δθj−1‖2


+O(

√
cp,jHj) + 2k0ĉεc. (56)

Consider the following dynamics for the interval j:

xbt+1 = Axbt +Bubt , u
b
t = MPCt(xbt , θ), x

b
tsj

= xtsj . (57)

Under the event that θ = Θ̂j , given how x̂j and θ̂j−1 are
selected (Eq. (12)), we get that

tj∑
t=tsj

ct(xt, ut) ≤
tj∑
t=tsj

ct(x
b
t , u

b
t). (58)

For the interval j, since all the conditions stated in Lemma
3 are satisfied by the dynamics given in Eq. (57) we have
that

σ(xbt) ≤Mce
−λc(k−tsj)σ(xtsj ), k ≥ t

s
j . (59)

From the global exponential controllability condition for the
sequence of cost functions {ct} it follows that (see Section
III.A., (Grimm et al., 2005))):

min
Ut

JM (xbt , Ut) ≤ ασ(xbt), where α = Mλ/(1− e−λe),

i.e., ct(xbt , u
b
t) ≤ min

Ut
JM (xbt , Ut) ≤ ασ(xbt). (60)
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Then, using Eq. (60) and Eq. (59) in Eq. (58) we get that

tj∑
t=tsj

ct(xt, ut) ≤
tj∑
t=tsj

ct(x
b
t , u

b
t)

≤
tj∑
t=tsj

αMce
−λc(k−tsj)σ(xtsj ) =

αMcσ(xtsj )

1− e−λc
= O(1).

(61)

Note that, by definition c(xbt , u
b
t) ≥ ασ(xbt) ≥ 0. Hence

tj∑
t=tsj

ct(xt, ut)−
tj∑
t=tsj

ct(x
b
t , u

b
t) ≤

tj∑
t=tsj

ct(xt, ut) ≤ O(1).

(62)

Then, combining Eq. (62) and Eq. (56) we get that

tj∑
t=tsj

ct(xt, ut)−
tj∑
t=tsj

ct(x
b
t , u

b
t) ≤ O(1) +O(

√
cp,jHj)

+O

 tj∑
t=tsj

‖δθj−1‖2

 .

Summing the above over all intervals we get that

T∑
t=1

ct(xt, ut)−
T∑
t=1

ct(x
b
t , u

b
t) ≤ O(NT ) +O (Eθ,T )

+

Nt∑
j=1

O(
√
cp,jHj).

Then, since NT ≤ log T (see the argument in the proof of
Theorem 1), it follows that

T∑
t=1

ct(xt, ut)−
T∑
t=1

ct(x
b
t , u

b
t) ≤ O(log T ) +O (Eθ,T )

+

Nt∑
j=1

O(
√
cp,jHj).

�

Proof for Theorem 3

To apply Theorem 1 to Lemma 1 we need to establish
that the persistence of excitation holds. First, we present
a Lemma that establishes the conditions under which the
persistence of excitation holds. Let

Wt :=
[
(ut)

>, ..., (ut+n)>
]>

where (ut, ..., ut+n, ..., ) is a sequence of control inputs.

We first present Lemma 3.1. from (Moore, 1983). Denote a
linear system by the matrices (A,B). Denote the state and
control input at time t by xt and ut.

Lemma 4 Suppose that the system given by (A,B) is con-
trollable. Then, for arbitrary xk, uk, uk+1, ..., uk+n−1 and
an arbitrary non-zero n−vector ζ, there exists nonzero
vectors β and ε of appropriate dimension, independent of
xk, uk, uk+1, ..., uk+n−1 but dependent on ζ, such that

βT [u>k , u
>
k+1, ..., u

>
k+n−1]> = ζ>[xk, xk+1, ..., xk+n]ε.

Please see Lemma 3.1., (Moore, 1983) for the proof. Next
we present a Lemma that we later use in the main proof.

Lemma 5 Suppose the pair (A,B) is controllable. Then
there exists a sequence of control inputs such that the matrix

[Wt,Wt+1,Wt+2, ...,Wt+q−1] ,

is full row rank when q = s((n+ 1)m), where s is any inte-
ger, and in this case the persistence of excitation condition
holds for p = q + n.

Proof: To prove our result we use an argument similar to the
proof of Lemma 3.1., (Moore, 1983). Consider an imaginary
output yk of the linear time invariant system given by the
dynamics xk+1 = Axk +Buk:

yk = ζ>[x>k u
>
k ]>, (63)

where ζ is arbitrary. Let ζ> = [ζ>x ζ>u ]. The corresponding
transfer function of this system (with McMillan degree≤ n)
for the output in Eq. (63) is of the form

H(z) =
C0 + C1z

−1 + ...+ Cnz
−n

d0 + d1z−1 + ...+ dnz−n
, d0 = 1, (64)

where the coefficients [d0, d1, ..., dn] correspond to the char-
acteristic polynomial. The terms C0, C1, ..., Cn have a spe-
cific form given by (see (Green & Moore, 1986))

Cj =

j∑
l=0

dj−lPl, Pl = ζ>x A
l−1B,P0 = ζ>u .

Let

β := [Cn, Cn−1, ..., C0]>, ε := [dn, ..., d1, d0]> (65)

Then, from Eq. (64), it follows that

βT [u>k , u
>
k+1, ..., u

>
k+n]> = ζ>×[[

xk
uk

]
,

[
xk+1

uk+1

]
, ...,

[
xk+n

uk+n

]]
ε. (66)
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We can rewrite βT as

β> = ζ>Gθ, Gθ =

[
Qθ 0
Hθ I

]
(67)

where Qθ = [qn, qn−1, ..., q1], qj =
∑j
l=1 dj−lA

l−1B,
Hθ = [dnI, dn−1I, ..., d1I], I = Im, the identity matrix
of size m. Since the pair (A,B) is controllable, Gθ is a
full row rank matrix. Consider Qθ. The term with the
highest power of A in qj is Aj−1B and its coefficient is
d0 = 1 for all j. Thus span{[B,AB,A2B..., An−1B]} =
span{[qn, qn−1, ..., q1]}. Hence, for a non-zero ζ there ex-
ists a non-zero element in β and ε is non-zero because
d0 = 1.

Next, we show that if the matrix [Wt,Wt+1, ...,Wt+q−1]
is a full row rank matrix then the persistence of excitation
holds for p = q+n. Let the matrix [Wt,Wt+1, ...,Wt+q−1]
be a full row rank matrix and let

t+q−1∑
k=t

WkW
>
k ≥ cpγq > 0, (68)

where γ is a positive constant and a matrix

X ≥ cp ⇐⇒ v>Xv ≥ cp ∀ v s.t. ‖v‖2 = 1.

From Eq. (66) it follows that

‖βTWk‖22 ≤
∥∥∥∥ζ> [[ xk

uk

]
, ...,

[
xk+n

uk+n

]]∥∥∥∥2

2

‖ε‖22.

Summing from k = t to k = t+ q− 1 on both sides we get
that

β>

(
t+q−1∑
k=t

WkW
>
k

)
β

≤ ‖ε‖22ζ>
t+q−1∑
k=t

[[
xk
uk

]
,

[
xk+1

uk+1

]
, ...,

[
xk+n

uk+n

]]
×

[[
xk
uk

]
,

[
xk+1

uk+1

]
, ...,

[
xk+n

uk+n

]]>
ζ

≤ (n+ 1)‖ε‖22ζ>
t+q+n−1∑
k=t

[
xk
uk

] [
x>k , u

>
k

]
ζ.

Then, using Eq. (68) in the previous equation we get that

ζ>
t+q+n−1∑
k=t

[
xk
uk

] [
x>k , u

>
k

]
ζ ≥ γcpqβ

>β

((n+ 1)‖ε‖22)
. (69)

Since the elements of ε are the coefficients of the mini-
mal polynomial of A, each element of ε is a polynomial

function of the eigenvalues of the system matrix A. De-
note the roots (or the eigenvalues) of A by r1, ..., rn. Let
r = max{|r1|, |r2|, |r3|, ..., |rn|}. It is clear that r is finite
because θ ∈ Θ, and Θ is compact. Then, using Vieta’s
formula we get that

(−1)kdn−k =
∑

1≤i1≤i2≤..≤in−k≤n

n−k∏
j=1

rij , ∀ k < n.

Applying binomial theorem we get that |dk| ≤ (1 + r)n and
‖ε‖22 ≤ n(1 + r)2n + 1. Using this relation in Eq. (69) we
get that

ζ>
t+q+n−1∑
k=t

[
xk
uk

] [
x>k , u

>
k

]
ζ

≥ γcpq(β
>β)

((n+ 1)(n(1 + r)2n + 1))
.

Let λmin(GθG
>
θ ) = cg . Since (A,B) is a controllable pair

cg > 0. Applying this fact to the previous equation we get
that

t+q+n−1∑
k=t

[
xk
uk

] [
x>k , u

>
k

]
≥ γcpqcg

((n+ 1)(n(1 + r)2n + 1))

= γ̃cpq ≥ γ̃cpp/2 > 0, (70)

where γ̃ = γcg/((n+ 1)(n(1 + r)2n + 1)). Next, we show
that we can construct a sequence of inputs such that the
condition in Eq. (68) is satisfied for q = s((n + 1)m).
Let emi be the unit vector along the ith dimension of Rm.
Consider

uk = emj , where j = max
j̃≤m

j̃

s.t. k − 1 mod (n+ 1)j̃ = 0,

uk = 0, if @ j̃ ≤ m
s.t. k − 1 mod (n+ 1)j̃ = 0. (71)

For this construction, the matrix

Mk = [Wk,Wk+1, ...,Wk+q−1]

can also be written as

Mk = Π ([e1, e2, ..., eq]) ,

for any k, where Π denotes a permutation of the columns
of the input matrix, and ej are unit vectors along each di-
mension in R(n+1)m. By construction, Eq. (68) is satisfied.
Then, following the argument outlined above we get that
the persistence of excitation is satisfied for p = q + n when
the sequence of control inputs is given by Eq. (71) and
q = s((n+ 1)m. �
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Now we prove the main theorem. We drop the superscript
i for convenience. Take any arbitrary interval. We first
establish that there exist δut for all t as defined in Eq. (11)
such that the matrix

Mt = [Wt,Wt+1, ...,Wt+(n+1)m−1]

where Wt =
[
(ut)

>, ..., (ut+n)>
]>
,

is full rank. We prove this by induction. For the first part we
show that if Mt−1 is full rank then Mt is full rank when the
control input ut+(n+1)m+n−1 is generated according to Eq.
(10) and Eq. (11). We prove this on a case by case basis.
Let tc := t+ (n+ 1)m+ n− 1.

Case e⊥tc 6= 0: denote the matrix after removing the first
column of Mt−1 by M−1

t−1. Since Mt−1 is full rank and
a square matrix, M−1

t−1 is one rank less than Mt−1. By
definition, the unit vector along the dimension of null space
of (M−1

t−1)> is W⊥t+(n+1)m−1. To ensure that Mt is full
rank it is sufficient to ensure that

(W⊥t+(n+1)m−1)>Wt+(n+1)m−1 6= 0,

i.e.
k=tc∑

k=t+(n+1)m−1

(u⊥k )>uk 6= 0

i.e.
k=tc−1∑

k=t+(n+1)m−1

(
(u⊥k )>uk

)
+ (u⊥tc)

>utc 6= 0.

Let
k=tc−1∑

k=t+(n+1)m−1

(
(u⊥k )>uk

)
= g.

Then, it is sufficient to ensure that

g + (u⊥tc)
>utc 6= 0.

Let

g⊥ = (u⊥tc)
>utc , etc =

utc
‖utc‖

, gs =
g⊥ + g

|g⊥ + g|
g⊥

|g⊥|
.

Consider

δutc =



g
|g|
√
cpe
⊥
tc if g⊥ = 0,

gs
√
cpetc if g⊥ 6= 0, gs < 0,

|‖utc‖2 −
√
cp| ≥

√
cp,

2gs
√
cpetc if g⊥ 6= 0, gs < 0,

|‖utc‖2 −
√
cp| <

√
cp,√

cpetc otherwise.

For this choice of δutc , Eq. (72) is always valid because the
sign of (u⊥tc)

>δutc will always be aligned with the sign of
g + g⊥. In addition, there exists a unit vector ve, where

ve =

{
e⊥tc if g⊥ = 0
etc otherwise , s.t. v>e utc ≥

√
cp.

This implies that, for the above choice of δutc

‖Wt+(n+1)m−1‖2 ≥
√
cp.

Case e⊥tc = 0: in this case we show that the matrixMt is full
rank for any arbitrary δut+n(m+1)+m−1. As in the previous
case, the null space of (M−1

t−1)> is one-dimensional space.
And, by definition the unit vector along this dimension is
W⊥t+(n+1)m−1. Let

W̃⊥ := [0>, W⊥t+(n+1)m−1(1 : nm)>]>,

where W⊥t+(n+1)m−1(1 : nm) is the vector of the first
nm elements of W⊥t+(n+1)m−1. Because e⊥tc = 0 and
W⊥t+(n+1)m−1 is non-zero, W⊥t+(n+1)m−1(1 : nm) is non-

zero. Hence, the vector W̃⊥ is non-zero. First, we show by
contradiction that

(W⊥t+(n+1)m−1)>Wt+(n+1)m−1 6= 0.

If this condition is violated thenW⊥t+(n+1)m−1 is orthogonal
to all the columns of [Wt,Wt+1, ...,Wt+(n+1)m−1]. This
implies that the non-zero vector W̃⊥ is orthogonal to all the
columns of Mt−1 because, as per construction, the control
input vectors (each of dimension m) that constitute the
column vectors of Mt are the same control input vectors
that are one position below in the corresponding columns of
Mt−1. This is a contradiction because by assumption Mt−1

is full rank. Thus, in this case

(W⊥t+(n+1)m−1)>Wt+(n+1)m−1 6= 0,

always. And, since e⊥tc = 0 in this case, δutc can be set as
any vector. Consider the perturbation δutc =

√
cpetc . For

this choice of δutc ,

‖Wt+(n+1)m−1‖2 ≥
√
cp.

This completes the first part of the proof by induction. Next,
we observe that we can construct a Mtsj

following the same
procedure outlined above such that Mtsj

is full rank. Hence,
by induction it follows that Mt is full rank for all t within
an interval. We note that the constant cp can be specified
based on the interval and the norm of the columns are at the
least √cp by construction.

Next, we show that

t+(n+1)m−1∑
k=t

WkW
>
k ≥ cp > 0.

Let Wk = βkŴk, where ‖Ŵk‖ = 1 and βk = ‖Wk‖2.
Denote Ŵ>l Ŵr by δl,r. Consider an arbitrary vector v ∈
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Rn(m+1), which satisfies ‖v‖2 = 1. Since Mt is full rank,
there exists αk ∈ R not all zero such that v =

∑
k αkŴk.

Hence

v>

t+(n+1)m−1∑
k=t

WkW
>
k

 v =

t+(n+1)m−1∑
k=t

v>WkW
>
k v

=

t+(n+1)m−1∑
k=t

β2
kv
>ŴkŴ

>
k v

=

t+(n+1)m−1∑
k=t

β2
kv
>ŴkŴ

>
k v.

By construction, ‖Wk‖2 = βk ≥
√
cp. Hence,

v>

t+(n+1)m−1∑
k=t

WkW
>
k

 v

≥ cp
∑
k

(∑
l

αlŴl

)>
ŴkŴ

>
k

(∑
l

αlŴl

)
= cp

∑
k

∑
l

∑
r

αlαrδl,kδr,k

= cp
∑
l

∑
r

αlαrδl,r + cp
∑
k 6=r

∑
l

∑
r

αlαrδl,kδr,k

= 2cp
∑
l

∑
r

αlαrδl,r + cp
∑

k 6=r,k 6=l

∑
l

∑
r

αlαrδl,kδr,k

= 2cp
∑
l

∑
r

αlαrδl,r + cp
∑
k

∑
l 6=k

∑
r 6=k

αlαrδl,kδr,k.

(72)

Also,∑
l 6=k

∑
r 6=k

αlαrδl,kδr,k

=

∑
l 6=k

αlVl

>WkW
>
k

∑
l 6=k

αlVl

 ≥ 0. (73)

Then, using Eq. (73) and the fact that ‖v‖2 =∑
l

∑
r αlαrδl,r = 1 in Eq. (72), we get that

vT

t+(n+1)m−1∑
k=t

WkW
>
k

 v ≥ 2cp > cp. (74)

Then, from Eq. (74) and given that q = nc = (n+ 1)m, for
any t s.t. tsj ≤ t ≤ tj , we get

vT

t+j∗nc−1∑
k=t

WkW
>
k

 v ≥ 1/nccp,j(j
∗nc).

Set γ = 1/nc. Then, following the argument in the proof of
Lemma 5 we get that

t+j∗nc+n−1∑
k=t

[
xk
uk

] [
x>k , u

>
k

]
≥ γ̃cp,j(j∗nc) > 0,

By definition, H = j∗nc + n. And so, from Eq. (17) it
follows that n ≤ H/2, which in turn implies that j∗nc ≥
H/2. Hence,

t+H−1∑
k=t

[
xk
uk

] [
x>k , u

>
k

]
≥ γ̃cp,jH/2.

Extending this sum over the duration of the interval j, which
contains 2j−1 periods of length H , each of which by design
satisfies the previous equation, we get

t+Hj−1∑
k=tsj

[
xk
uk

] [
x>k , u

>
k

]
≥ γ̃cp,j(2j−1H)/2.

This establishes persistence of excitation. Then, the final
result follows from the application of Theorem 2 to Lemma
1. �


