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Abstract

Autoregressive exogenous (ARX) systems are the general class of input-output dynamical system
used for modeling stochastic linear dynamical system (LDS) including partially observable LDS
such as LQG systems. In this work, we study the problem of system identification and adaptive
control of unknown ARX systems. We provide finite-time learning guarantees for the ARX systems
under both open-loop and closed-loop data collection. Using these guarantees, we design adaptive
control algorithms for unknown ARX systems with arbitrary strongly convex or convex quadratic
regulating costs. Under strongly convex cost functions, we design an adaptive control algorithm
based on online gradient descent to design and update the controllers that are constructed via a
convex controller reparametrization. We show that our algorithm has O(\/T ) regret via explore
and commit approach and if the model estimates are updated in epochs using closed-loop data
collection, it attains the optimal regret of polylog(7") after T' time-steps of interaction. For the
case of convex quadratic cost functions, we propose an adaptive control algorithm that deploys the
optimism in the face of uncertainty principle to design the controller. In this setting, we show that
the explore and commit approach has a regret upper bound of O(TQ/ 3), and the adaptive control
with continuous model estimate updates attains O(\/T ) regret after T time-steps.

Keywords: ARX systems, system identification, adaptive control, regret

1. Introduction

Autoregressive Exogenous (ARX) Systems: ARX systems are central dynamical systems in time-
series modelings. They represent stochastic linear dynamical systems (LDS) in the input-output
form which have a wide range of applicability to real dynamical systems and amenability for pre-
cise analysis. Due to their ability to approximate linear systems in a parametric model structure,
ARX systems have been crucial in many areas including chemical engineering, power engineer-
ing, medicine, economics, and neuroscience (Norquay et al., 1998; Bacher et al., 2009; Fetics et al.,
1999; Huang and Jane, 2009; Burke et al., 2005). The ARX systems have corresponding linear
time-invariant (LTI) state-space representations and in their most general form, they can be repre-
sented as follows,

Tit1 :A:Et—l—But—l—Fyt, Yt = Cux; + e (D)
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The dynamics are governed by © = (A, B, C, F') where z; is the internal state, y; is the output,
uy is the input and e; is the measurement noise. Notice that by knowing the initial condition xg
and ©, one can recover the state sequence. These models provide a general representation of LDS
with arbitrary stochastic disturbances. In particular, via different distributions of e;, they are able
to model partially observed LDS (PO-LDS) with various process and measurement noises. For in-
stance, LQG control systems, which are the canonical settings in control, can be modeled as ARX
systems. In an LQG control system, the process and measurement noises have Gaussian distribu-
tions which corresponds (in predictive form) to an ARX system, where e; has a particular Gaussian
distribution determined by the state-space parameters and noise distributions (Kailath et al., 2000).

System Identification and Adaptive Control: They are the central problems in control theory
and reinforcement learning (Lai et al., 1982). System identification aims to learn the unknown dy-
namics of the system from the collected data, whereas adaptive control pursues the goal of minimiz-
ing the cumulative control cost of dynamical systems with unknown dynamics. Thus, adaptive con-
trol inherently includes the system identification process to design a favorable controller. The data
collection to achieve these tasks can be performed via independent control inputs yielding open-loop
data collection, or via feedback controllers resulting in closed-loop data collection (Ljung, 1999).

Finite-time System Identification and Adaptive Control: In contrast to classical results in both
of these problems that analyze the asymptotic performances, recently, there has been a flurry of
studies that consider the finite-time performance and learning guarantees in both. In finite-time
system identification setting pioneered by Campi and Weyer (2002, 2005), currently, the main focus
has been on obtaining the optimal learning rate of 1/ VT after T samples. Using open-loop data
collection to avoid correlations in the inputs and outputs, Oymak and Ozay (2018); Sarkar et al.
(2019); Tsiamis and Pappas (2019); Simchowitz et al. (2019) suggest methods that achieve this rate
for stable LDS. However, due to the difficulty in handling the correlations caused by the feedback
controller, the closed-loop system identification guarantees are scarce. Recently, Lale et al. (2020b)
propose the first finite-time system identification algorithm that attains the optimal learning rate
guarantee for both open and closed-loop data collection.

In finite-time adaptive control, the efforts have been centered around achieving sub-linear regret
which measures the difference between the cumulative cost of the adaptive controller and the op-
timal controller that knows the system dynamics. Most of the prior works follow the explore and
commit approach. This approach proposes to first use open-loop data collection to solely explore
the system and then estimate the system dynamics and fix a policy to be applied for the remaining
time-steps (Lale et al., 2020c; Mania et al., 2019; Simchowitz et al., 2020). The recent introduction
of the first finite-time closed-loop system identification algorithm in Lale et al. (2020b) allowed
the design of “truly” adaptive control algorithms that naturally use past experiences to improve the
model estimates and the controller continuously. Deploying closed-loop data collection, Lale et al.
(2021, 2020b) provide adaptive control algorithms for PO-LDS that achieve optimal regret results.

Contributions: In this work, we study finite-time system identification and adaptive control prob-
lems in ARX modeled systems with sub-Gaussian noise. First, we state the finite-time guarantees
for learning the ARX systems that hold for both open and closed-loop data collection. Deploying
the least-squares problem introduced in Lale et al. (2020b), we show that the estimation error of
model parameters decays with O(l /\/T) rate after collecting 7" samples with persistent excitation.
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Table 1: Comparison with prior works for PO-LDS. Our results extend similar regret guarantees to
general ARX systems with sub-Gaussian noise disturbances, subsuming the prior works.
E&C = Explore-and-commit approach ~ CLU := Closed-loop model estimate updates

Work Regret Setting Cost Noise Method
Mania et al. (2019) VT PO-LDS Str. Convex Gaussian E&C
Simchowitz et al. (2020) VT PO-LDS Str. Convex Semi-adversarial E&C
Lale et al. (2020b) polylog(T') PO-LDS  Str. Convex Gaussian CLU
Lale et al. (2020c) T2/3 PO-LDS  Convex Gaussian E&C
Lale et al. (2021) \/T PO-LDS Convex Gaussian CLU
Theorem 3 VT ARX Str. Convex Sub-Gaussian E&C
Theorem 4 polylog(7)  ARX  Str. Convex  Sub-Gaussian CLU
Theorem 5 T2/3 ARX Convex Sub-Gaussian E&C
Theorem 6 VT ARX Convex Sub-Gaussian CLU

Secondly, we study the adaptive control problem in ARX modeled systems with sub-Gaussian
noise. Leveraging the finite-time system identification results, we propose adaptive control frame-
works for the ARX systems with arbitrary strongly convex or convex quadratic cost functions:

1. ARX systems with strongly convex cost functions: For this cost function setting, which can
possibly be time-varying, we provide an adaptive control algorithm framework that deploys online
learning for controller design and exploits the strong convexity. Using online gradient descent with
a convex policy reparametrization of linear controllers, we show that adaptive control problem turns
into an online convex optimization problem and optimal regret results can be achieved in this setting.
To this end, we first show that the explore and commit approach, which fixes the model estimate
after open-loop data collection, attains regret of O(\/T ) after T time-steps of interaction via the
proposed framework. Here O() presents the order up to logarithmic terms. We then show that
if the model estimates are updated in epochs using the data collected in closed-loop, this adaptive
control framework of ARX systems yields the optimal regret rate of polylog(7").

2. ARX models with fixed convex quadratic cost function: For this setting, we propose an adap-
tive control framework that deploys the principle of optimism in the face of uncertainty (OFU)
(Auer, 2002) to balance exploration vs. exploitation trade-off in the controller design. The OFU
principle prescribes to use the optimal policy of the model that has the lowest optimal cost, i.e. the
optimistic model, within the plausible set of systems according to system identification guarantees.
We show that using this framework with the explore and commit approach yields regret of O(T 2/ ).
Ultimately, we prove that the adaptive control based on OFU principle attains regret of O(\/T ) if
the model estimates are continuously updated using closed-loop data in ARX systems.

These results subsume the prior works in PO-LDS and extend them to the general class of ARX
systems with sub-Gaussian noise which can be adopted in various real-world time-series modelings
(Table 1).
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2. Preliminaries

The Euclidean norm of a vector z is denoted as ||x||s. For a given matrix A, ||A||2 denotes its
spectral norm, ||A||r is its Frobenius norm, A" is its transpose, A is its Moore-Penrose inverse,
and Tr(A) is the trace. p(A) denotes the spectral radius of A, i.e., the largest absolute value of its
eigenvalues. The j-th singular value of a rank-n matrix A is denoted by o;(A), where oyax(A) ==
01(A)>09(A)>...>0p(A) :=0min(A4) >0. I is the identity matrix with appropriate dimensions.
N (u, X)) denotes a multivariate normal distribution with mean vector x and covariance matrix X.

Consider the unknown ARX model of © given in (1). At each time-step ¢, the system is at state
z¢ and the agent observes y;. Then, the agent applies a control input u;, observes the loss function
¢y, pays the cost of ¢; = £;(y¢, ut), and the system evolves to a new x4 at time step ¢ + 1.

Assumption 2.1 (Sub-Gaussian Noise) There exists a filtration (F;) such that for all t > 0,
and j € [0,...,m], e s are R*-sub-Gaussian, i.e., for any v € R, E[exp (yer;)|Fi—1] <
exp (72R2/2) and E [eteﬂ]:t_l] =Yg = 021 for some o2 > 0.

Following general construction of ARX models we assume that A is stable such that ®(A) =
sup, o [|A7|| /p(A)" is finite. This is a mild assumption and captures extensive number of systems
including detectable partially observable linear dynamical systems (Kailath et al., 2000).

3. System Identification

Using the dynamics in (1), for any positive integer h, the output of the system can be written as

h—1
V=2 1o CA" (Bug—g—1+Fy—p—1) + e + CA"xy_p. )

The behavior of an ARX system is uniquely governed by its Markov parameters.

Definition 1 (Markov Parameters) The set of matrices that maps the previous inputs to the output
is called input-to-output Markov parameters and the ones that map the previous outputs to the output
are denoted as output-to-output Markov parameters of the system ©. In particular, the matrices
that map inputs and outputs to the output in (2) are the first h parameters of the Markov operator,
G={G! G;_w}izl where¥i>1, Gt . =CA 'Band G _, =CA"'F which are unique.

Let Guoy(h) =[Gl , G2, ...G"_ J€ER™"P and Gy_,, (h)=[GL, G2, ...G"

] c Rmth
u—yY u—y-° " u—yY Yy—y y—y-* - Yy—y

denote the h-length Markov parameters matrices. Consider the following h-length operator G and
the subsequences of & input-output pairs from the data collected, either open or closed-loop or both,

G = [Gusy(h) Gysy(h)] € RTmED), ¢i:[UiT—1 : u;l——h yz‘T—l : -~yiT—h]T e R (3)
for h <14 < t. Using G, at each time step t, the output of the system can be written as
yr = Gy + er + CAMzy_y,. )

Since A is stable, for b = ¢ log(T"), for some problem dependent constant ¢;, and total execution
duration of T, the last term in (4) provides a negligible bias term of 1/772. Therefore, we solve the
following regularized least squares problem to estimate the Markov parameters of the system:

~ ] t
G = arggmln M| X% +Zi:h lyi — Goill3- ®)
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The problem in (5) is first introduced in Lale et al. (2020b) to recover LQG systems in predictor
form, which is a special case of ARX systems with sub-Gaussian noise. The following learning
guarantee for (5) follows from Theorem 3 of Lale et al. (2020b), which is presented for i.i.d. Gaus-
sian innovation terms yet holds for sub-Gaussian measurement disturbances of ARX systems.

Theorem 2 (Learning Markov Parameters of ARX Systems) Let QAt be the solution to (5) at
time t. For the given choice of h, define V; = X + S°t_, ;6] . Let |G|lr < S. Foré € (0,1),
with probability at least 1 — 6, for all t < T, G lies in the set Cg(t), where

Co(t) = {G' : Tr((G: — G WVi(G: — G)T) < Bi},

for By = (v/mRlog(6-1 det(V;) /2 det(A\)~/2) + SvV/A + t\/E/TZ)Z. Furthermore, for persis-
tently exciting inputs, i.e.,Aamin(Vt) 2 ot for some o, > 0, and bounded ¢;, with high probability,
the least square estimate G; obeys |Gy — G||p = O(1//1)

This result shows that under persistent of excitation, the least squares problem (5) provides consis-
tent estimates and the estimation error decays with the optimal rate. Note that both input-to-output
and output-to-output Markov parameters of ARX system are submatrices of G. Therefore, the given
bound trivially holds for |Gyu—y(h) — CA}u_hy(h)HF and ||Gy_y(h) — éy%y(h)HF.

4. Adaptive Control of ARX Systems with Strongly Convex Cost

In this section, we will first introduce linear dynamic controllers (LDC) and provide a convex pol-
icy reparametrization, disturbance feedback controllers (DFC) (Simchowitz et al., 2020; Lale et al.,
2020b), to approximate LDC controllers. We then provide the details of the setting of ARX systems
regarding the loss and regret definition. Finally, we consider two variants of an algorithm that uses
DFC policies in adaptive control of ARX system and provide the regret performances.

Linear Dynamic Controllers (LDC): An LDC, 7, is a linear controller with internal state dynamics
sf.1 = Axsy + Bry; and uf = Crsi + Dry; where sf € R? is the state of the controller, y;
is the input to the controller, i.e. the observation from the system, and uy is the output of the
controller. (A, By, Cyr, D) control the internal dynamics of the LDC. LDC include a large number
of controllers including Hs and H, controllers of fully and partially observable LDS (Hassibi et al.,
1999). The optimal control law for ARX models with quadratic cost is also an LDC (Section 5).
Output uncertainties b;(G): The output can be decomposed to its components via G as follows,

t—1
Y = Zk:O Gﬁilyut_k_l + G’;ilyyt_k_l + CAtx() + €.

The output uncertainties of ARX system at time ¢ is denoted as follows:

— t—1
b(G) = — (3 Chthu ks + ity k1) = CA'g + ey, (©)

This definition is similar to Nature’s output adopted in Simchowitz et al. (2020); Lale et al.
(2020b). It represents the only unknown components on the output. Notice that, one can iden-
tify the uncertainty in the output at any time step uniquely using the history of inputs, outputs and
the Markov parameters. This gives the ability of counterfactual reasoning, i.e., consider what the
output would have been, if the agent had taken different sequence of inputs and observed different
outputs.
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4.1. Adaptive Control Setting

Disturbance Response Controllers (DFC): For adaptive control of ARX systems with strongly
convex cost functions, we adopt a convex policy parametrization called DFC. A DFC of length A/ is
defined as a set of parameters, M(R) := { M (2 ?:_01 acting on the last i’ output uncertainties, i.e.,

h'—1 =
wt=3 M) (7

This convex policy parameterization follows the classical Youla parameterization (Youla et al.,
1976) and used for adaptive control of PO-LDS in Simchowitz et al. (2020); Lale et al. (2020b).
DFC policies are truncated approximations of LDC policies and for any LDC policy there exists a
DFC policy which provides equivalent performance (see Appendix A).

Define the closed, convex and compact sets of DFCs, M and M,., such that the controllers

M(hy) = {M[i]}?ial € M are bounded and M, is an r-expansion of M, i.e., for any M(hy) €
Mwe have, Y80 M) < e, and M, — (M) = M(hG)+A : M(H)) € M, 310 AT <
Ky}, where hy = L%IJ —h. Therefore, all controllers M(h') € M, are also bounded 2?2_01 M) <
ry (1 + 7). Throughout the interaction with the system, the agent has access to M,..

Loss function: The loss function ¢;(-, -) is strongly convex, smooth, sub-quadratic and Lipschitz
with a parameter L, such that for all £, 0 < a;,. ./ = Vzﬁt(-, -) < @oss! for a finite constant @,
and for any T" with ||lul|, ||«|], [|y]l, [|¥/|| < T, we have,

ey, u) — Gy )] < LD(lly — /|| + [lu — ') and  |€(y,u)| < LT ®)

Regret definition: Let M, be the optimal, in hindsight, DFC policy in the given set M, i.e.,
M, = arg minyqc v Zle £ (yM, uM). For ARX systems with strongly convex loss function, the
adaptive control algorithm’s performance is evaluated by its regret with respect to M, after 1" steps
of interaction and it is denoted as REGRET(T") = Zle cr — Oy (yMe uM).

The proposed algorithm for the ARX systems with strongly convex cost is given in Algorithm
1. It has two possible approaches depending on the persistence of excitation of given DFC set M.
explore and commit approach or adaptive control with closed-loop estimate updates.

4.2. Adaptive Control via Explore and Commit Approach

In the explore and commit approach, Algorithm 1 has two phases: an exploration (warm-up) phase
with the duration of T}, = O(\/T ) and an exploitation phase for the remaining 7" — 7T, time-steps.
Warm-up: During the warm-up period, Algorithm 1 applies u; ~ A(0,021) in order to recover
the Markov parameters of the system. The duration of warm-up T, is chosen to guarantee reliable
estimate of Markov parameters of ARX system and the stability of DFC controllers in exploitation
phase. The exact duration of warm-up is given in Appendix C.

Exploitation: At the end of warm-up, Algorithm 1 estimates the Markov parameters of ARX sys-
tem, G, using the data gathered in warm-up. It deploys the regularized least-squares estimation of
(5) to obtain G. At each time-step ¢, Algorithm 1 uses this estimate and the past inputs to approxi-
mate the output uncertainties, by (é ) =y — Z;é @Zilyut_ k-1t @Zilg/yt_ t—1. These approximate
output uncertainties are then used to execute a DFC policy M; € M.,. as given in (7). Upon apply-
ing the control input, the algorithm observes the output of the system along with the loss function
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Algorithm 1 Adaptive Control of ARX Systems with Strongly Convex Cost
1: Input: ID, T, h, W T, 7,8 > 0,6 > 0, 1
2: if ID = Explore & Commit then Set Ty, = Ty, else Set Tiyam = 7
——— WARM-Up
3 fort=0,1,..., Tyam do

4. Deploy u;~N(0,021) and store Dy, = {1, ut}?g‘l"“ and set M, as any member of M,
— ADAPTIVE CONTROL
5: fori =0,1,.
6:  Calculate Q, via (5) using D; = {y, ut}2 Thvarm
7. ifID= Exp10£e & Commit then Set gz go — INE&C, ONLY Go USED FOR CONTROL
8 Compute b;(G;) == y; — ( Gﬁi}yuy k—1+ Gy_wyj k—1),Vj <t
9:  fort = 2"Tyam, - - 22+1Twm —1 do
10: Observe 1, and compute bt(g,) =y — ( Gﬁt}yut_k_l + @lgi}lyyt_k_l)
11: Commit to th = ijgl Mt[j bt_j (@), observe ¢y, and pay a cost of £;(y, uivlt)

12: Update M; 1 = projm, (Mt — ¢V fi (Mt, .CZ)), Dir1 =Dy U{ys, us}

¢,(-,-) and pays the cost of ¢; = £;(y;, ui"*). At each time-step, Algorithm 1 employs the counter-
factual reasoning introduced in Simchowitz et al. (2020) to compute a counterfactual loss. Briefly,
it considers what the loss would be if the current DFC policy has been applied from the beginning.
This provides a noisy metric to evaluate the performance of the current DFC policy. The details
of the counterfactual reasoning are in Appendix E. Finally, Algorithm 1 deploys projected online
gradient descent on the counterfactual loss to update and keep the DFC policy within the given set
M, for the next time-step. This process is repeated for the remaining T" — Ty, time-steps.

Note that deploying DFC policies turns adaptive control problem into an online convex op-
timization problem which is computationally and statistically efficient. Moreover, using online
gradient descent for controller updates exploits the strong convexity grants the following regret rate.

Theorem 3 Given M., a closed, compact and convex set of DFC policies, Algorithm 1 with ex-
plore and commit approach attains REGRET(T') = (\/— ) with high probability.

The proof is in Appendix E. In the proof, we first show that the choice of T;, guarantees that the
open-loop data is persistently exciting and the Markov parameter estimates are refined. Then, we
show that the estimates of the output uncertainties, the DFC policy inputs and the outputs of the ARX
system are bounded. Following the regret decomposition of Theorem 5 of Simchowitz et al. (2020),
we show that with the choice of T, the regret of running gradient descent on strongly convex losses
scales quadratically with the Markov parameters estimation error. This roughly gives REGRET(1") =
O (Tw+(T—T,)/(vV/Tw)?) which is minimized by T, = O(v/T), giving the advertised bound.

4.3. Adaptive Control with Closed-Loop Model Estimate Updates

Prior to describing Algorithm 1 with closed-loop model estimate updates, we need a further condi-
tion on the sets M and M., such that the DFC policies in these sets persistently excite the underly-
ing ARX system. The exact definition of the persistence of excitation is given in Appendix B. Note
that this condition is mild and briefly implies having a full row rank condition on a significantly
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wide matrix that maps past e; to inputs and outputs. One can also show that if a controller satisfies
this, then there exists a neighborhood around it that consists of persistently exciting controllers. In
the adaptive control with closed-loop model estimates approach, Algorithm 1 also has two phases:
a fixed length warm-up phase and an adaptive control phase in epochs.

Warm-up: Algorithm 1 applies u; ~N'(0, 021) for a fixed duration of 7 that solely depends on the
underlying system. This phase guarantees the access to a refined first estimate of the system, the
persistence of excitation and the stability of the controllers during adaptive control.

Adaptive control in epochs: After warm-up, Algorithm 1 starts controlling the system and operates
in epochs with doubling length, i.e., the i’th epoch is of duration 2/~!7 for i > 1. Unlike the explore
and commit approach, at the beginning of each epoch, it uses all the data gathered so far to estimate
the Markov parameters via (5). It then uses this estimate throughout the epoch to approximate
the output uncertainties and implement the DFC policies. At each time step, the DFC policies
are updated via projected online gradient descent on the computed counterfactual loss. The main
difference from the explore and commit approach is that Algorithm 1 updates the model estimates
during adaptive control which further refines the estimates and improves the controllers.

Theorem 4 Given M, with DFCs that persistently excite the underlying ARX system, Algorithm 1
with closed-loop model estimate updates attains REGRET(T') = polylog(T'), with high probability.

The proof is in Appendix E and it follows similarly with Theorem 3. One major difference
that allows to achieve the optimal regret rate is the use of data collected during adaptive control to
improve the Markov parameter estimates. This approach roughly gives the following decomposi-

tion REGRET(T") = O(7 + polylog(T') Ziozgl(T) 2017 /(v/2i=17)2). Notice that unlike explore and
commit approach, the estimation error decays at each epoch gives the advertised logarithmic regret.

5. Adaptive Control of ARX Systems with Convex Quadratic Cost

In this section, we present the setting of ARX systems with convex quadratic cost and the regret def-
inition that competes against the optimal controller for this setting. Finally, we propose an optimism
based adaptive control algorithm with two variants and provide the regret guarantees.

5.1. Adaptive Control Setting

The unknown ARX system belongs to a set S which consists of systems that are (A4, B) and (A, F')
controllable and (A, C') observable. The ARX system has quadratic cost on u; and yq, i.e., ¢; =
ytT Qu: + utT Ruy where Q = 0 and R > 0, hence the cost is convex but not strongly convex. For
this ARX system, the minimum average expected cost problem is given as follows

. . 1 T
J(©®)=lim min =E [thl v Qui +u) Ruy| .

T—00 u=[u1,...,up] T’

Using the average cost optimality equation, one can derive the optimal control law for this problem
(Appendix G). The optimal control law of ARX systems, 7*, is a linear feedback policy,

uf = Kjzy+ Kjy = —(R+ B'PB)"'B'P (Az, + Fy,) 9)
where P is the unique positive semidefinite solution to the discrete-time algebraic Riccati equation:

P=C'QC+(A+FC)"P(A+FC)—(A+FC)"PB(R+B'"PB)"'B"P(A+ FC). (10)
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Algorithm 2 Adaptive Control of ARX Systems with Convex Quadratic Cost
L: Input: ID, T, T, 7,h, S > 0,0 >0,n,m,p,Q, R, p, v
2: if ID = Explore & Commit then Set Ty, = Ty, €lse Set Tyam = 7
—— WARM-UpP
3: fort=0,1,...,Tyym do
4. Deploy u;~N(0,021) and store Dy = {yy, us }, 4™
——— ADAPTIVE CONTROL
 fori =0,1,...do
Calculate Q, via (5) usmg D; = {uy, ut}2 Thiarm

/\

5
6:
7. Deploy SYSID-ARX (h, gz,n) for AZ,B Ci, F,
g:
9

Construct C; := {Ca(i),Cp(i),Cc (i), Cr(i )} st. w.h.p. (4,B,C,F)e(;
: Finda®; = (4;,B;,C;, F;) € ;NS st J(0;) < infereeins J(O) + T
10. ifID= Explore & Commit then Set ©; = O — IN E&C, ONLY O, USED FOR CONTROL
1: fort = 2Twarm, - .., 2 Tyaem — 1 do
12: Execute the optimal controller for 0;

Note that 7* is an LDC policy with the optimal minimum average expected cost of J,(©) =
Tr(Xp(Q+FT(P-PB(R+B'PB)"'BTP)F)). We assume that the systems in the set S are
contractible such that the optimal controller produces contractive closed-loop system dynamics for
the state and the output, i.e. |[A+ BK;|| < p < land |[[F'+ BK;| < v < 1. Finally, the regret
measure in this setting is REGRET(T') = Zf:o(ct — J.(©)).
Optimism in the face of uncertainty (OFU) principle: OFU principle has been widely adopted
in sequential decision making tasks in order to balance exploration and exploitation. It suggests to
estimate the model up to confidence interval and proposes to act according to the optimal controller
of the model that has the lowest optimal cost within the confidence interval, i.e., the optimistic
model. For adaptive control in this setting, we deploy the controllers designed via OFU principle.
The proposed algorithm for the ARX systems with convex quadratic cost is given in Algorithm
2. It has two variants depending on the persistence of excitation of the optimal controller 77*: explore
and commit approach or adaptive control with closed-loop estimate updates.

5.2. Adaptive Control via Explore and Commit Approach

Similar to prior setting, in the explore and commit approach, Algorithm 2 has two phases: an
exploration (warm-up) phase with the duration of T;, = O(T2/ 3) and an exploitation phase.

Warm-up: Algorithm 2 uses u; ~ N (0, o2I) for exploration. The exact T}, is given in Appendix D
and it guarantees reliable estimation of system parameters and the stability of OFU based controller.

Exploitation: At the end of warm-up, Algorithm 2 estimates the Markov parameters of ARX
system via (5) and constructs confidence sets (C4,Cp, Cc, Cr) for the system parameters up to sim-
ilarity transform using SysID-ARX, a variant of Ho-Kalman realization algorithm (Ho and Kalman,
1966). The procedure follows similarly with SYS-ID of Lale et al. (2021) and the details are given
in Appendix F. Algorithm 2 then deploys the OFU principle and chooses the optimistic system pa-
rameters, é, that lie in the intersection of the confidence sets and S. Finally, Algorithm 2 constructs
the optimal control law for O via (9) and (10) and executes it for the remaining 7" — T, time-steps.
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Theorem S Given an unknown ARX system with convex quadratic cost, Algorithm 2 with explore
and commit approach attains REGRET(T) = O(T?/3), with high probability.

The proof is in Appendix F. In the proof, we first show that the choice of T}, guarantees persistence
of excitation in open-loop data and the stability of inputs and outputs. Then, we derive the Bellman
optimality equation for ARX systems which we use for decomposing regret via OFU principle. This
roughly gives REGRET(T) = O (T,,+ (T —T,)/v/T,y) which is minimized by T;, = O(T?/3).

5.3. Adaptive Control with Closed-Loop Model Estimate Updates

Before describing Algorithm 2 with closed-loop model estimate updates, we need a further condi-
tion such that the optimal controller for the underlying ARX system persistently excited the system.
This is again a mild condition and briefly implies that a significantly wide matrix which maps the
past e; to inputs and outputs and formed via optimal controller is full row rank. The precise condi-
tion is given in Appendix B. Note that if the system parameter estimates are accurate enough, the
controller designed with system parameter estimates persistently excite the ARX system. Similar to
strongly convex cost setting, in the adaptive control with closed-loop estimates approach, Algorithm
2 has two phases: a fixed length warm-up phase and an adaptive control in epochs.

Warm-up: Algorithm 2 uses u; ~ N (0,021) for a fixed warm-up duration 7 which grants refined
estimates of the system parameters, persistence of excitation and stability for adaptive control phase.
Adaptive control in epochs: After warm-up, Algorithm 2 starts adaptive control in doubling length
epochs, i.e., i’th epoch has the duration of 2°~!7. At the beginning of i’th epoch, it estimates the
system parameters via (5), constructs the confidence sets and deploys OFU principle to recover an
optimistic model, 0. Finally, it executes the optimal control law for ©; until the end of epoch .
Thus, the main difference from explore and commit approach is the use of closed-loop data to further
refine the model estimates. This improves the regret performance and the proof is in Appendix F.

Theorem 6 Given an unknown ARX system with convex quadratic cost whose optimal controller
persistently excites the system, Algorithm 2 with closed-loop model estimate updates attains REGRET(T') =
O(VT), with high probability.

6. Related Works

System Identification: The classical open or closed-loop system identification methods mostly
consider the asymptotic performance of the proposed algorithms or demonstrate positive and nega-
tive empirical studies (Verhaegen, 1994; Forssell and Ljung, 1999; Van Overschee and De Moor,
1997; Ljung, 1999). These works mostly consider LQR or LQG systems in their state-space
form. However, Chiuso and Picci (2005); Jansson (2003) provide asymptotic studies of closed-
loop system identification of LQG systems in predictive form which corresponds to the exact ARX
systems formulation of LQG. Moreover, the ARX systems, in particular, have been studied ex-
tensively in system identification perspective due to their input-output form (Diversi et al., 2010;
Bercu and Vazquez, 2010; Sanandaji et al., 2011; Stojanovic et al., 2016). In these works, the au-
thors discuss the role of persistence excitation in consistent asymptotic recovery of ARX system
parameters. On the other hand, the finite-time learning guarantees, which is the focus of this work,
are not known.
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Adaptive Control: The classical works in adaptive control also study the asymptotic performance
of the designed controllers (Lai et al., 1982; Lai and Wei, 1987; Fiechter, 1997). In the ARX sys-
tems setting, Prandini and Campi (2000a,b); Campi and Kumar (1998) study the asymptotic con-
vergence to optimal controller of ARX systems using an early interpretation of OFU principle. The
current paper is the finite-time counterpart of these studies and completes an important part of the
picture in adaptive control of ARX systems by providing optimal regret guarantees. It also extends
the prior efforts in adaptive control of LQR and LQG systems in regret minimization perspec-
tive to the general ARX systems setting (Abbasi-Yadkori and Szepesvari, 2011; Dean et al., 2018;
Abeille and Lazaric, 2018; Agarwal et al., 2019a,b; Cohen et al., 2019; Faradonbeh et al., 2018, 2020a,b;
Lale et al., 2020a,b,c, 2021; Mania et al., 2019; Simchowitz and Foster, 2020; Simchowitz et al.,
2020).
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Appendix

In Appendix A, after introducing some technical properties that would be used for proofs in
regret guarantees of Algorithm 1, we show that the performance of LDC policies can be well-
approximated by DFC policies. We provide the precise definition of persistence excitation for both
warm-up and adaptive control periods in Appendix B. In Appendix C and D, we give precise warm-
up durations for Algorithm 1 and 2 respectively. The technical details of Algorithm 1 as well as
the proofs of Theorems 3 and 4 are given in Appendix E. The details of Algorithm 2 and the proofs
of Theorems 5 and 6 are given in Appendix F where the proofs built on the Bellman optimality
equation for ARX systems provided in Appendix G.

Appendix A. LDC Policies and DFC Policies

Recall that LDC policies have the following construction:
Sip1 = Axs{ + Bryy, ui = Crsi + Dryf. (11)

Therefore, using the ARX system (1), we get

[wgﬂ]:[A + FC + BD:C Bcﬂ} [m?] N [F + BDF} e [iﬂ _ [ C Osxd} [x?] n |:Id] fes]

ST B,C Ar || st B, b D.C Cr ||s} D,
AL By cr Dy
(12)

where (A7, B.,, C7., D}) define the induced closed-loop system. The Markov operator for the
system (Al B/, CL, D) can be defined as G/, = {G%'}i—o, where &% = D/, and Vi > 0,
Gl'=CLA B

Definition 7 (Proper Decay Function) ) : N — R is a proper decay function if 1) is non-
increasing and limy: o (h') = 0. For a Markov operator G, g (h) defines the induced decay
function on G, i.e., Ya(h) =3 ;s |G|

This decay represents the effect of past system inputs on the system output. For stable (open or
closed-loop) systems, the Markov operator can be bounded trivially. This brings the following
policy class to consider for ARX systems.

Definition 8 (LDC policies with proper decay function) II(v/) denotes the class of LDC policies
associated with a proper decay function 1), such that for all w € TL(+p), and all h- > 0, 3, [|G7"|| <

P(h).

In order to provide clean analysis, for the policy class TI(1), let i, == 9(0) such that 3", |G| <
k. This class corresponds to stabilizing LDC policies. Moreover, for the open-loop system, let
KG > D0 llG|| for kg > 1 where G* = C(A + FC)'B. This follows from the assumption of
A+ FC is stable.
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Thus, the output of the LDC policy ] has the following expanded

= [D.C C] Fﬂ + Drey

St
— [D:C 4] <A; [w? L
s
1
[D:C Cy] AL¥Ble, i1 + Dre
0

] + Ble; 1) + Dret
t—1
¢

e
Il

Therefore, for uM ZZ _01 M¥b,_(G), by setting M®) = D, and M = [DWC’ C’W] A;rkB;T,
we have
t—1 i
uf —uM = Z [D,C Cr] AL"Brei—p—1
k=h'

Let [|b:(G)|| < ky for all t. Using Cauchy Schwarz inequality we have

t
S [D:C Cr] ABLD
k=h'

< (R )k

Juf — vy H <

Using the definition of ] and 3, we have

yr _CZ “(A+ FOY*Bup 1+Czk_ (A+ FC)Fe,_p_1 + e
CZ A+FC uM, 1+CZ A+FC FFei o1+ e

Subtracting these two equations, we get,
yr —yM Czk_ (A+ FC)*Bur ., CZ A+FC‘) BuM, |

resulting in ||y —yM|| < ¥(h')kgKp. These show that for any LDC policy, the DFC approximation
of it provides reasonable performance. Therefore, one can deduce that any stabilizing LDC policy
can be well approximated by a DFC that belongs to the following set of DFCs,

My = MO = (G ST M) < g1 ),

indicating that using the class of DFC policies as an approximation to LDC policies is justified.

Appendix B. Persistence of Excitation

In this section, the precise persistence of excitation conditions of the inputs are provided. First,
open-loop persistence excitation is considered following similar analysis of Lale et al. (2020c), Ap-
pendix B.1. Then, the persistence of excitation in adaptive control is analyzed. We assume that,
throughout the interaction with the system, the agent has access to a convex compact set of DFCs,
M, which is an 7-expansion of M, such that xr¢ = k(1 4 ) and all controllers M € M, are
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persistently exciting the ARX system. The persistence of excitation condition for the given set M,
is formally defined in Appendix B.2 and in Appendix B.3, we show that persistence of excitation is
achieved by the policies that Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 deploy. In the following, ¢, = S¢, for a

permutation matrix S that gives

- [T T T T
Or = [Z/t—1 Up_q - Yp—p U_p

]T e Rm+Ph,

B.1. Persistence of Excitation in Warm-up for Algorithm 1 & 2

The following guarantee holds for both Algorithm 1 and 2, since their warm-ups have the same
sub-routine. Recall the state-space form of the ARX system in (1),

Ti41 = Az + Bug + Fyy

yr = Cxy +

During the warm-up period, * < Tyam, the input to the system is u; ~ N(0,021). Let f;

Ct.

[y . ]T. From the evolution of the system with given input we have the following:

_ o[, T T _T T
fi=G [et Uy G 1 Uy
where

qo._|[Tmn Omspy CF CB C(A+FC)F C(A+FC)B

0p><m I PXp 0p><m 0p><;n 0p><m

-
€t—h+1

OPXZU

T T o
ut—h-l—l] + Iy

C(A+FC)"=2F C(A+FC)'—2B

Opxm— Opxp

(13)

and rp is the residual vector that represents the effect of [e; u;| for 0 < ¢ < t — h, which are
independent. Notice that G° is full row rank even for h = 1, due to first block identity matrix.

Using this, we can represent ¢; as follows

€t—1
Jt—1 ry_ U1 ry_q
b= |+| | =¢” + | where
fi—n ri’_h Zt—2h I'g_h
R(m-tp)h | Ut—2h
R2(7n+p)h
[ G° ] Om+p Omsp Omtp -
Omtp [ G° ] Omap Omgp -
gol — ..
Om+p Om+p [ G° ] 0m—i-p
| Om+p Omap Omap --- [ G° ]_

(14)

During the warm-up period, for all 1 < ¢ < Ty, 2(2¢) < oo, Where T' is the steady state
covariance matrix of x; such that,

T = f: o (A+ FCO)Y'FFT((A+FC)") +02(A+ FC)'BB' (A+ FC)T)L.

=0
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From the (A + F'C') stability assumption, we guarantee that the steady-state is bounded. For sim-
plicity, assume that for a finite (A + FC), ||[(A + FC)"|| < ®(A+ FC)p(A + FC)T for all
7 > 0. This assumption is mild and can be trivially replaced by strong stability condition intro-
duced in Cohen et al. (2018), which is just a quantification of stability for the analysis. Using this,

we get [|Tool| < (0Z]|F|* + UZHBHZ)(I)(AITPCEXf%J)EC)Q. Therefore, for all < t < Tyam, With

probability 1 — §/2, we have
(0e||F|| + oul| B)®(A + FC)p(A + FC

) V/2n1og(12nTyam/9), (15)

| < X,, =

el = VI-p(A+FC)?

led|| < E = Ry/2mlog(12mTyam/0), (16)
lut|| € Uy = 0ur/2p1og(120Twarm /9), (17)
lyell < NC[ Xw + E. (18)

We can conclude that during the warm-up phase, we have max;<;<7,,., ||¢il| < YwVh where
T, = ||C|| Xw + E + U,,. With this we are ready to set the persistence of excitation guarantee for
the inputs during the warm-up period. To this end define

3271 h? log <72h(7?+p) >

ot (G) min{c4, ot

min er’u

Typ = (19)

Lemma 9 If the warm-up duration T\,um > Tiyp, then for Ty, < t < Thyupm, with probability at
least 1 — 0, we have

t 2 . 2 2

o, minqo;, o

amm<§ @«é?)zt—" {2 i (20)
=1

where 04 = 0min(G%)

Proof The proof follows similarly with Lale et al. (2020b). Using the fact that each block row of
G° is full row rank, via QR decomposition, we get

Q°  Omip Omip Omsp oo TT R Omip Omsp Omip
Omsp  Q° Omip Omep oo | |Omip R® Omip Omop
gol —
Omsp Omip o Q% Omip| |Omip Omip .. R Opsp
_0m+p 0m+p Om+p e QO ] _Om+p Om+p Om+p v R° i
R(m+p)h><(m+p)h R(m+p)h><2(m+p)h
[x X x X x X
0 X X X X X ... ) - _
where R° = ) e R +p)xh(m+p) with positive number on the diag-
0 0 0 x x x

onal. Note that the first matrix in QR decomposition is full rank. Since all the rows of second matrix
in QR decomposition are in row echelon form, the second matrix is also full row rank. Therefore,
G° is full row rank, which gives,

E[&tqg;,r] t gOlge,ung
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where %, € R2HPRX2AmIPIh — diag(02 02, ... 02, 02). This gives us

Omin(E[G16] ]) > 0721 (G%) min{o?, o7}

for t > Tiarm. Using Theorem 21 and (15)-(18), we get,

Amax (Z@ E[¢i¢; ]><2\/—T2 \/ (M)

which holds with probability 1 — §/2. Using Weyl’s inequality, during the warm-up period with
probability 1 — §, we have

Tmin <Z i T) > tO'mm(gOl)Hun{ae, Oy 2\/—T2 \/ <w>

=1

For the given choice of T},,, we obtain the advertised lower bound. [ |

Recalling Theorem 2 and using Lemma 9, we get

Biv2
oomin{oe, oy v Twam

at the end of warm-up, with probability at least 1 — 2.

1G: — G < 1)

B.2. Persistence of Excitation Condition for Algorithm 1, PE of M € M,

In order to derive the persistence of excitation condition, assume that the underlying system is
known. Thus, we have the following inputs and outputs to the system

h—1

=5 M (G)
§=0

T _
[G11L—>y GZ—>y Ggl;—>y GZ—>y] [u;r—l s u;r—h y;r—l s yt—r—h + bt(g) + 71
where ry = 2_:1h 41 Gk SyUt—k Gl?j —yYt—k- Using this we have the following decomposition for
o
[ 1, 0p 0p 0p 0p 0p 0p | o i
0p I, 0p 0p 0p 0p 0p - - 0 0
Ug—1 . .
0p 0p I, 0p 0p ' 0 0
= U—p |+ % +
o Omxp Ghsy oo o Gh Oy Omxp oo oo O | || T Bicr | | re1
Omxp Omxp Gosy oo oo G Oy oo o O :
. | Ut—2h | 5
. . - , —— | Yt—h] [ Tt—h |
Omxp - B G}L_w v GRT, GRL ] W m =

T ERA(m+p) x2hp

19



FINITE-TIME SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION AND ADAPTIVE CONTROL IN ARX SYSTEMS

bi-1
n— T
M9 oMM M}_Il 1 Opxm  Opxm -+ Opxim bi—s
Opsrmn MY, o M MY 0 o O :
U= . . I
. . t—h/+1
Opsem -+ O M, .. T Vi
TMt 6R2hp><m(2h+h’71) —bt_2h_h/+l—
B:(G)
Note that b; = e; whose covariance matrix is dominated by UEI »- Therefore,
€t—1 0(hp)><(m(2h+h’—1))
€t—2 I ... 0
B(@)=| . B@wm=|. Bi(9).

0(hm)><((h+h’—l)m)
€t—2h—h/+1 Om ... Im

[
Thus, B
¢r = (TaTm, + O1) Be(G) + Ry.

The following gives the persistence of excitation condition:

Persistence of Excitation of M € M, on ARX Systems For the given ARX system ©, for t >
2h + 1, TaTm, + Ot is full row rank for all M € M,, i.e.,

Omin(Ta T, + O1) > 0. > 0. (22)

Note that for simplicity of the analysis, the length of the estimated Markov operator G in (5)
and the Markov operator to recover output uncertainties b(G) are chosen to be the same in the main
text. However, in practice, the length of the estimator could be increased to satisfy the persistence
of excitation condition.

B.3. Persistence of Excitation in Adaptive Control Period of Algorithm 1

In this section, we show that the Markov parameter estimates (Gh) throughout the adaptive control
period of Algorithm 1 are close enough to the underlying parameters such that the controllers de-
signed via these estimates do not violate the persistence of excitation condition. Define Ty such that
|Gt — Gllp < 1. Let

ATgr2 2, 2048472 log (w) + Wmplog (,-@ a/min{m, pt + 2)
Tcl = R TC =
30202 1
(16hny3n3 B W)

for € = min {1 ot/ min{m.p} }

T 68k kGh (263K +3)

4 54
0c.0¢

(23)
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Lemma 10 After T, time steps of adaptive control period of Algorithm 1, with probability 1 — 39,
the following holds for the remainder of adaptive control period,

2 2

Omin <Z ¢Z¢T) > t— e . (24)

Proof During the adaptive control period, at time ¢, the input of Algorithm 1 is given by

h'—1

Up = Z thgt_j(g) + th <Et—j(§i) - Et—j(g))
=0
where

Gﬁ—wut—j—k + Glgj-)y%—j—k) =CA" Izg + e (25)

Et—j(@) =Yt — (Z éﬁﬁyut—j—k + élzj—)y@/t—j—k) . (26)

This gives the following input and output at time ¢:

h'—1 ) h'—1 t—j—1 R
U = Z thbt J + Z M]] ( Z u—)y u—)y]ut —j—k + [Gy—>y Glgj—)y]yt—j—k>
=0

7=0 k=1

upp(t)

27)

T
.G Ggl/—>y GZ—)y] [UtT—l UtT—h Z/tT—l ytT—h] +be(G) + ¢

u—y

=[G,

u—y "

where ry = Z r=nt1Gu _)yut_k + GZ —yYt—k- Moreover, we have Assumption E.1 on the choice of
h which is satisfied under the minimal assumption of stability. From Lemma 13 and Lemma 12, we
get [lu z(t)|| < kakyea(l, ) for all ¢ in adaptive control period, where K = Ky (1 4 7). Using
the definitions from Appendix B.2, ¢, can be written as,

¢ = (TaTm, + O1) Bi(G) + R + Tallyz(t)
where U \5(t) = [ng(t —1), ng(t —-2), ..., ng(t —2h)]". We have
E [@@T} =E [ (TaTan, + O0) BuG)BuG) (TaTan + @) + Bi(G)T (TaTar, + 1) (Taldps(t) + Ry)
+ (TGuAg(t) + Rt)T (TGTMt + @t) Bt(g) + (TGZ/[AB(ZL/) + Rt)T (TGZ/[AB(ZL/) + Rt)
Using Lemma 13,

Omin <E [qbtqthD > o202 — 4hﬁbﬁ§(2meMeG(l, d) +1/107)
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By setting Tywarm > T, we geteg (1, 9) <

L (Soio h probability at 1 s,
ARG 16}“{3,{_ 10T with probability at least 1—2

which gives opmin (IE [¢t¢t ]) > 0‘21% for all t > Tyamm. Let T¢ == (ky + ky). Lemma 13 gives
us that ||¢¢|| < Y.v/h with probability at least 1 — 25. Therefore, for a chosen M € M,., using
Theorem 21, we have the following with probability 1 — 34:

Amax <Z¢Z¢T El¢i¢; ]><2\/_T2\/ (M) (28)

Finally, a standard covering argument will be utilized to show that this holds for any chosen
M € M,.. We know that from Lemma 5.4 of Simchowitz et al. (2020), the Euclidean diameter of

M, is at most 2k r(+/min{m, p}, i.e. |M||p < kaqy/min{m,p} for all My € M,. Thus, we

can upper bound the covering number as follows,

h'mp
N(B(kp/min{m,p}), | - |r,€) < <HM min{m, p} + %) .

This gives us the following result for all centers of e-balls in ||M||F, for all ¢ > Tyam, with
probability 1 — 34:

Amas (Zm Elgid; 1>§2¢2_trzh\/1og (M) o (/a2 ).
(29)

Consider all M in the e-balls, i.e. effect of e-perturbation in || M|z sets, using Weyl’s inequality we
have with probability at least 1 — 36,

t
Omin Z ¢z‘¢iT >t 0coe - 8/{2/{Gh6 (%3\4 Mt 3) <1 + ! )
— 4 /min{m, p} 10T
h 2
— 2\/ﬂT3h\/Iog (@) + h'mplog <I€M min{m,p} + g>-

0202\/ i . .
fore < 1. Let e = min {1 min{m.p} } For this choice of €, we get

" 68k7rGh (263 43Kk A1+3)

o))

_ 2\/ﬂTzh\/Iog <M> + h'mplog <HM min{m, p} + 2)
€

]

For picking Tyam => T¢, we can guarantee that after 7, time steps in the first epoch of adaptive

control, we obtain the lower bound. |

Recalling Theorem 2 and using Lemma 10, we get
4Bt
OcOc/ 2i_1Twann’

for all adaptive control epoch ¢, with probability at least 1 — 4.

IG: — gl <

(30)
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B.4. Persistence of Excitation Condition for Algorithm 2, PE of optimal controller of ARX
After the warm-up phase, for ¢t > T.,qrm, Algorithm 2 executes the input of u; = f(fxt + f(f Yt

[+ | ]

Let f; = [ytT utT ]T. Using the state-space representation of ARX model, we get
I

P C
"7 KF+ KYCO
N—— N——"
ft Qt

Moreover, z; = [A + BK{ | + FC + BK? Cla;_1 + [F + BK}_,] e;_1. Thus for f;, we get:
—_———

A¢_1
fi=T¢A¢—1zi1 + TiEBp_1e0-1 + Qe

t

fr=Ts Z

i=t—h+1

Rolling back for h time steps, we get the following,
t—1
H Aj Ei_lei_l + Qtet + I’E
where r{ is the residual vector that represents the effect of e; for 0 < ¢ < t — h, which are

j=i

independent. Using this, one can write the full characterization of ¢; as follows
[ e
€t—2 r{_g

fi—1
] | =Y
€t—2h—1

¢t = :
Jt—n I"E_h
| €t—2n |
—_——
R2hm

where ) _
[ G ]_ 0(m+p)><m 0(m+p)><m 0(m+p)><m
0(m+p)><m [ G¢_2 ] 0(m+p)><m 0(m+p)><m
. €19
. [ Gt—h—l—l ]_ O(m+p)><m
[ Gi-n 1

cl

t

[Omtp)xm Omip)xm O(m-tp)xm
) ftlit—llit—z---jit+h—1ét—h] € R(m+p)xhm

for
Ge=[Q, TiEe-1, TeAe_1E¢—2,

If the underlying system is known, then the optimal control law for the ARX system could be
applied to control the system. In the following, G is the closed-loop mapping of noise process to

the covariates ¢ via optimal policy
-[ G ] _ 0(m+p)><m 0(m+p)><m 0(m+p)><m
0(m+p)><m [ G ] 0(m+p)><m 0(m+p)><m
. (32)
[ G ] O(rri+;n) xm
i

[

gcl —
0(m+p)><m 0(m+p)><m
[ Om+p)yxm Ogmtp)yxm O(mtp)xm
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for

where

I C * * __ *
Q= {K;] , I'= {K;—FK;C] , A=[A+BK;+ FC+ BK,C|, E=[F + BK,].
Note that G corresponds to truncated closed-loop noise to covariate Markov operator. Notice that if
G is full row rank, following similar approach with the proof of Lemma 9, G is also full row rank.

Thus, we have the following persistence of excitation condition on the optimal control law for the
ARX system:

Persistence of Excitation of Optimal_Control Policy on ARX Systems The length of Markov op-
erator to estimate is chosen such that G formed via optimal control policy of the given ARX system
is full row rank. Thus, opin(G%) > . > 0.

B.S. Persistence of Excitation in Adaptive Control Period of Algorithm 2

Finally, in this section we show that the Markov parameter estimates (G throughout the adaptive
control period of Algorithm 2 are close enough to the underlying parameters such that the optimistic
controllers designed via these estimates still persistently excite the ARX system. To this end, define

20487¢0? (log (“522) + 2(m + p)mh?log (G, + 2))

T. —
C 5’§O'§ M
2h + QhKKz KK, + Qh(h — 1),‘{[(1/{[(?! 2
Tgcl - Tpm"am —
Oc
for € = min {1, " (thnb\jiimerog/ﬂ } where T},qrqm 1s the number of samples required to get

less than 1 estimation error on the system parameters, defined in Section F.1. Moreover, kg, and
Kk, are bounds on the optimistic controllers within § due to boundedness of the set. Finally, let

G be the upper bound on ||Q~Cl || constructed via any ARX model parameter in the set S and let

G =G + cy h(m+p)
Lemma 11 After T; time steps of adaptive control period of Algorithm 2, with probability 1 — 30,
the following holds for the remainder of adaptive control period,

o2

Omin (Zm) > 10 "’. (33)

Proof Let Q~Cl be the closed-loop mapping of noise process to the covariates via optimal policy for
the optimistically chosen ARX parameters. Recall that via persistence of excitation condition on the
optimal controller, picking T’yqrm = Tge guarantees that in adaptive control period of Algorithm
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2, we have |G — G| < &./2 which in turn gives o (G§') > G./2 via Weyl’s inequality. Thus,
for all t > T,0rm, We have that
El¢id/ ] = Gi'ScGf' T

where ¥, € R?™x2mh — diag (02, ... 02). This gives us omin(E[drd, ]) > ifg for t > Tyarm.-
Let ||¢¢]| < YV (which holds with probability at least 1 — 26, see Section F for the bound on
inputs and outputs during the execution of Algorithm 2). Therefore, for a chosen optimistic model,
using Theorem 21, we have the following with probability 1 — 34:

Amax <Z¢Z¢T E[¢i¢; ]><2\/_T2\/ (W) (34)

Finally, a standard covering argument will be utilized to show that this holds for any chosen M &
M,.. We know that ||G¢'||r < G, for all G&'. Thus, we can upper bound the covering number as
follows,

9 2(m~+p)mh?
N(BG), |- [re) < <Gr + z) |

This gives us the following result for all centers of e-balls in |G|, for all t > Tyam, With
probability 1 — 34:

Amax (Z Gy — B, ]) < 2\/2_m3h\/10g (M) +2(m + p)mh?log <Gr + %)
(35)

Consider all G in the e-balls, i.e. effect of e-perturbation in |G| sets, using Weyl’s inequality
we have with probability at least 1 — 36,

t - 5202 )
Omin (Z qbz-qbi) 2t< 04 € — 2 (hrcmb\f + hi + o /2))

— 2\/%T§h\/1og (W) + 2(m + p)mh?log <Gr + g)
€

2 2
fore < 1. Lete = min{ 1, e . For this choice of ¢, we get
16 (th/@b\f-i—h/ig—i-Ug/Z)

Omin <Z ¢Z¢T> > t( 0co > 2V/2t12h \/ (W) + 2(m + p)mh? log <Gr+ %)

For picking Twam > Tz, we can guarantee that after 77 time steps in the first epoch of adaptive
control, we obtain the lower bound. [ |
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Appendix C. Warm-up Durations for Algorithm 1
C.1. Explore and Commit Approach

The warm-up duration has to be chosen to guarantee:

* Persistence of excitation during the warm-up period to have reliable estimates for the ex-
o 3274 h2 1og(—2’i<7g“’>
ploitation phase, Ty = Zr o mmtoroTy

min

in Section B.1,

3 ~hvVh' 2 k2 QosstL 2
* Sublinear regret upper bound, T}.c; = Brasph VT [ rGrg(@loss 1) + mg(h + h') max {L,

KyOcOe «

in Section E,

4812

«

1024}1232’{%“3\45%;}1/91053

* Conditional strong-convexity of the expected counterfactual losses, 1¢., =

) 3 acZo?
in Section E,

o . 256h? B2 k3 K . . .
* Stability of inputs and outputs, Tg = ——5_5*-< throughout Algorithm 1, in Section E,
. . 64 3% K7, .
* Existence of a good comparator policy in M, T = —5——*, Section E.

Therefore, for the explore and commit approach of Algorithm 1, the warm-up duration

Ty > max{h7 h/a Twpa Trega Tew, Ta, Tr}- (36)

C.2. Closed-Loop Model Estimate Updates

In the closed-loop model estimate variation of Algorithm 1, the warm-up duration does not depend
on the time horizon. Instead, the warm-up phase should guarantee that:

2 2
* Persistence of excitation during the adaptive control period, Ty = ———*=S—, where
30foé
( 16}LN% s - ﬁ)
T is the warm-up duration to get at least unit norm estimation error at the end of the warm-up

phase, in Section B.3,

* Well-refined estimate of the Markov operator at the first epoch of adaptive control, T, =
2048T24h? log(@)+h’mplog(/@w min{m,p}—i—%)

otol

where ¢ = min< 1
’ { 7 68k} kG h (263 3K +3

in Section B.3.

Therefore, for the closed-loop model estimate variate of Algorithm 1, the warm-up duration 7

7 > max{h, V', Tuwp, Tez, T, Ty, Tet, Tt} (37)

Appendix D. Warm-up Durations for Algorithm 2
D.1. Explore and Commit Approach

The warm-up duration has to be chosen to guarantee:

26

o202+ /min{m,p}
) >

2
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* Persistence of excitation during the warm-up period to have reliable estimates for the ex-
32T4 h21lo g<2h(77l+1))

T (@ mnfolol} in Section B.1,

ploitation phase, T',, =

* Reliable ARX system parameter estimation, Ty = Tg?%, where 1g is the warm-up dura-

tion to get at least unit norm estimation error at the end of the warm-up phase and o,,(#) is
the n-th singular value of Hankel matrix constructed by the Markov parameters in Section F.1

» Stability of inputs and outputs, throughout Algorithm 2, T', and 7}, in Section F.

Therefore, for the explore and commit approach of Algorithm 2, the warm-up duration
Ty > max{h, Ty, Trv, Tu, T, T?/3}. (38)

D.2. Closed-Loop Model Estimate Updates

In the closed-loop model estimate variation of Algorithm 1, the warm-up duration does not depend
on the time horizon. Instead, the warm-up phase should guarantee that:

. . . . . 2h+2hk g, ki, +2h(h—1) kK, kK, \ 2
* Persistence of excitation during the adaptive control period, Tger = Tparam ( Ko MRy — (h—D)rx Ky) i

where Tyoram = Tg 20(7;_7) is the warm-up duration to get at least unit norm estimation error

of ARX parameters at the end of the warm-up phase, in Section B.S5,

* Well-refined estimate of the Markov operator at the first epoch of adaptive control, Tz =

2048Y4h2 (log(h(mfﬂ)))—iﬂ(m-l-p)th log(Gr-‘r%)) . 5252
o , where ¢ = min < 1, c—¢
gcoe 16 (A crzv2+hi2+02/2)

in Section B.5.

Therefore, for the closed-loop model estimate variate of Algorithm 2, the warm-up duration 7
7 > max{h, Ty, In, Ty, Ty, Tge, Tz} (39)

Appendix E. Details of Strongly Convex Cost Setting
E.1. Counterfactual Input, Output, Loss

Algorithm 1 uses counterfactual reasoning first introduced in Simchowitz et al. (2020) to update its
DFC policy. Once the loss function ¢; is received, it constructs counterfactual inputs:

iy (MG = 3 0B (©), (40)

for 1 < j < h. This gives what would be the inputs to the system with the current policy and current
markov parameter estimates. Then, counterfactual output is computed,

~ ~ h ~s ~
(M, Gi) = 0u(Gi) + 3| Glin (M, Gy) (1)
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where Gf =C (,Z +FC ) B obtained my the Makrov parameter estimates. This is an estimation of
output of the system if the counterfactual inputs have been applied by the agent. Finally, Algorithm
1 computes the counterfactual loss using ¢;:

Fi(My, Gi) = 6(5:(My, Gi), it (M, Gi)). 42)

Algorithm deploys online projected gradient descent on f; to improve the controller at each time
step:

Mt = proju, (M~ 0V fi (M. G,))

E.2. Estimation and Boundedness Lemmas and Main Regret Results

In this section, we will present the exact statement for Theorem 3 and Theorem 4. Note that the
proofs follow similar nature. Before stating these results, we state the following assumption on the
choice of h, which simplifies the presentation and could be easily satisfied due to open-loop stability
of the ARX system.

Assumption E.1 The length of the estimation of Markov parameters, h, is chosen such that for the
horizon of T, we have

Ya(h) =max{yaq,.,(h), ¥a,.,(h)} < 1/10T, (43)
where g is induced decay function on Markov operator G, i.e., G (h) =3 ;5 G-

Note that combining the choice of warm-up durations given in Appendix C and the results in
Appendix B.1, we guarantee that open-loop data is persistently excited and the estimation error rate
at the end of the warm-up phase is O(1/v/Tiyarm)- In the following, we show that with the choice
of Toyarm, the Markov operator estimates are well refined. First define «, such that

a<apo? (14 (@) ) (44)
—=ZJossY e 1+ ||A—|—FC||2

Combining Theorem 2, Lemma 22 and Lemma 13, we also have 3; < f3 for all t > Tparm Where

m T(K2 4 K2
B \/mR (1o8(1/6) + 25 g (A( ! fznjjp; ! >)> csvae

Moreover, let

102452 B2 K213 K& ' 0 256h232k2 (K2 6452 3%K3,
Tcm — 2 9 9 TG = T =
(e Toptep:

Y r

252 2452452
0:,0¢ r°o;0¢

In the following, we show that sum of Markov parameter estimation errors are well-bounded
with the particular choice of warm-up time. The following lemma will be the key in proving the
regret results.
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Lemma 12 (Sum of Markov Parameter Estimation Errors) Let AG := max{} ;- HGZ w—y
G£—>y|’7 >t HGiy_)y GgJ_WH}. For the chosen Ty, q,m duration, i.e. (36) or (37), we have

1 a 1 r
AG < ea(i,§) < mi Fo
g = EG(Z7 ) — mln{4/€bﬁM/{G \/;loss7 2"43./\/("4/6‘17 Hw}

8hf3

OcOet/ 21 Tharm

with probability at least 1 — 46, where e (i,0) =

Proof

AG < max Z HG“L—W u—>y” Z HGzy—w —W”

F>h+1 §>h+1
+ hmax{[|Guoy (h) = Guoy (B, |Gy oy () = Gyoy (W)}
4h
< 1/10T + b < ea(1,0),

0cO0eV/ 2i—1 Twarm

proving the first inequality. The second inequality is numerical and follows from the choice of
Twarm = maX{Tcx7 T, TT’} n

Finally, we show that the estimates of the output uncertainties (Et(@)) the DFC policy inputs
(ut *) and the outputs of the ARX system (y;) are bounded. To this end, for some § € (0, 1), define

= Ry/2mlog =&~ 2mT and ky, = 0y4/2plog & T

Lemma 13 (Boundedness Lemma) Let 6 € (0,1). For the chosen warm-up duration of Algo-
rithm I with explore and commit approach, i.e. T'yqrm = Ty, and for the chosen warm-up duration
of Algorithm 1 with closed-loop model estimate updates, we have the following bounds Yt with
probability at least 1 — 29,

1:(G) | < #5, [uel] < K = 2max{ku,, Karp}
[yl < ky == kb + K hu 1:(9) ]| < 25
This lemma follows trivially via standard sub-Gaussian vector norm inequality and the second in-
equality in Lemma 12.

In the following precise statements of Theorem 3 and 4 are given and since their proofs differ
only at one place, only the proof of Theorem 4 is given with the explanation about the difference.

Theorem 14 (Precise Statement of Theorem 3) Ler b/ satisfy h' > 3h > 1, ¢(|h' /2] — h) <
km/T and g (h + 1) < 1/10T. If the loss function follows (8) for the given ARX system, then
the Algorithm 1 with step size 0y = 12 > using explore and commit approach after a warm-up period
(Twarm) of Ty, given in (36), has its regret bounded as

Lzh’gmin{m,p}ﬁgﬁéﬁ?p{ 1 Qloss o Z
min{c, LH%H%} min{m, p} Lk 1 0

64(T — Twarm) h2B2N K22, /K2 K2 (Woss + L)* 482
( ) b M( a1 (@ ) +/<az2/(h+h')max{L 8 })

REGRET(T') < TwarmLfiz +

_l’_

Tyarm Ug Ug «
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with probability at least 1 — 56. The choice of Tyarm guarantees that the regret is O(\/T ) with
probability at least 1 — 59, i.e.,

(1+ L)Brpurgreyhs/HINT ¢ K22 (Ttoss + L)?
[0

4812
REGRET(T) < + K2 (h + ') max {L, 8 }
«

0c0¢
3 .
+L2h/ mln{m,p}/i%/iéﬁ?M 1 Qjoss log z
min{a, Lr2kg min{m, p} Lk 0

Theorem 15 (Precise Statement of Theorem 4) Ler b/ satisfy h' > 3h > 1, ¢(|h'/2] — h) <

km/T and Vg (h + 1) < 1/10T. If the loss function follows (8) for the given ARX system, then
the Algorithm 1 with access to persistently exciting M., with step size n; = % using closed-loop

model estimate updates via doubling epochs after a warm-up period (Tyqrm) of T, given in (37),
has its regret bounded as

L2103 min{m, p}rir& K2 o T
R ™<T L 2 ’ b 'G'M 1 loss 4
EGRET(T) S TwarmLk, e 2] S T g3
T 2,2 (= 2
t Ko ks (g + L 48L2
+ Z €2, {logg ( )W ,0 )| W K2k, G, (Ooss + 1) + K2(h + h/) max {L, } .
t=Twarm=+1 Twarm ’ o Y «

with probability at least 1 — 56. The choice of Tyarm guarantees that the regret is O(polylog(T))
with probability at least 1 — 5.

Notice that both theorems have same regret decomposition but the one with closed-loop estimates
improve the estimation error during adaptive control which leads to significantly improved regret
rate. The following gives the proof for both.
Proof

The proof follows the regret decomposition of Simchowitz et al. (2020). We will first study the
error in gradients on the counterfactual losses. Let ! " denote the prediction of output if the true
system uncertainty and Markov parameters are known, i.e. true counterfactual output of the system.
Moreover, let 7 TEd(M ) denote the true counterfactual loss calculated by true counterfactual outputs
and inputs as defined in Definition 8.1 of Simchowitz et al. (2020). They only have truncation error
due to representation up to h. Using Lemma 23, we have that for any epoch ¢ and at any time

stept € [t;, ..., tix1 — 1], the gradient f¥ Ted(M ) is close to the gradient of the loss function of
Algorithm 1:

V£ (M, Gisbi(Ga - 0i(G) ) = VAP (M) | < Cupproxea ). (45)

where Cypprox = \/WRG,%MFL% (16Q105s + 24L).
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Pick a comparison controller M o, € M,.(W
have the following regret decomposition:

Twarm T T
REGRET(T') < ( > (?ﬁﬂt)) + ( S bynu) - Y FPe [Mt:t—h]>
=1

tZTwar'm"rl t:Twarm“l‘l

Mm). For the competing set M (hy, ky), we

warm-up regret algorithm truncation error

T
+ Fpred [Mt t— h] Z fpred ( comp))

t Twarm+1 t—Twar"m"Fl

fPred policy regret

T
+ ( 7 M)~ 3 A (MLGB(G) . MG»)

t=Twarm+1 t=Twarm+1

comparator approximation error

_I_
MeMm
t=Twarm+1

T
B Y MGRGL - BE) -, S n M)

t=Twarm+1

comparator truncation error

(46)
Each term will be analyzed separately in the following.
Warm-up Regret: From (8) and Lemma 13, we get Zﬁ“{” O (ys, ut) < Tyupn L2
Algorithm Truncation Error: From (8), we get
T T
S blyu) — D FP M)
t=Twarm+1 t=Twarm-+1
T .
S Z Et (Z/t> ut) - Et ( + Z Gﬂ-)yut—i + GZ-}yyt—iy ut)
t:Twarm+1
T h o '
< Z Ly ||lyy — b (G) + Z Gryi—i + Gy Y
t:Twarm+1 1=1
T .
< Z Lk, Z Gu_wut—i + Gy Yt—i
t:Twarm“l‘l = h+1
< TLkpa(h+1)
Since Yg(h + 1) < 1/107, we get Z?:Twarmﬂ l (ye,ug) — Zt Tourr 1 T red M—p] <
Lk /10.
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Comparator Truncation Error: Similarly, we have the following bound

T T
1\/}25\4 t:TZ » ft (Magybl(G)7 s 7bt(G)) - 1\/}1’61'{/;/1 t:TZ +1£ (yt ) Uy ) < TLK‘GK‘MI{bZZ)G(h + 1)

< L/ic;/ﬁwi%/lO

frred Policy Regret : In order to bound this term, we will use Theorem 24. However, Theorem 24
requires several strong convexity, Lipschitzness and smoothness properties as stated in the theorem.
First recall Lemma 12, which guarantees that warm-up period is long enough to get well-refined
Markov parameter estimates. Utilizing this closeness and trivially tweaking Lemmas 25-27 to ARX
setting provide the required conditions.

Finally, using (45), we get the following adaptation of Theorem 24:

Lemma 16 For step size n = ==, the following bound holds with probability 1 — §:

at’

T T T
red red «
SRl Y S Ma) 45 D My~ Mooy [

t=Twarm+1 t=Twarm+1 t=Twarm+1

L2R3 min{m, p}rtrd, k> a T 1 t
5 : { i 12) M 1+— Hoss IOg = t= Z approx€ 10g2 75
min{«, LmEmG} min{m, p} Lk 0 o PP Towarm

t Twar 77L+1

Proof The right hand side of Theorem 24 can be bounded via following proof steps of Theorem 4
of Simchowitz et al. (2020):

T T
d d
M 3 a2 e S M M
t:Twarm“l‘l t:Twarm+1 t= k)-‘rl

(47)

L2h/3 3 % 4 .2 Q
< mln{m,p}lib/{G%M <1+ Qloss > log (%)

min{«, LK%KJ%;} min{m, p} Lk

L21 min{m, p} k2K, k2 a T
pfedpr+—§jth Mol < M (g ()

min{a, LH%R%} min{m, p} Lk nm

t
Twarmﬂ ,5> ; (48)

where the last line follows from (45). |

T
1
+ a Z Cz?pproxeé< ’710g2 <

t=Twarm+1
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Comparator Approximation Error: We can bound this using Lemma G.2 of Lale et al. (2020b):
Lemma 17 Suppose that h' > 2h{; — 1 + h. Then for all v > 0,
T p— p—
Z P (Meomp) — inf 3" fi(M,G,51(G), ..., b(G)) < 4Lrkykukim

MeM
t=Twarm+1 t=Twarm+1

T
L? t
+ Z [’y HMt—MwmpHF 85 K2 RM(}‘L + 1) max {L, —} €& <{log2 <T >—‘ ,5)]
t=Towarm+1 Y burn

Combining all the terms bounded above, with 7 = f gives

REGRET(T')
< TbumL/{z + ng/lo + Lligl{i/(/i%/w + 2LKpmbEykG Ry + 4L/£y/€u/€M

L2h/> min{m, p}/i‘—l/i‘l K> a T 1 ¢
&M I+— loss IOg < | += Z approx 10g2
min{a, Lr2 /<;G} min{m, p} Lx 0 @

t T'I_U(l”‘m+1
T
48L% t
+ Z 8/~£ylib/{M(h—|—h')max{L, 8@ }62@, <[log2 <T >-‘ ,5>
t:Twarm+1 warm

2713 2 a
< L/{Z N L mm{m p}/-i H GRMm 14 Aoss log Z
~ Ffwarm iy min{a, L’{E’{G} min{m, p} Lt o

KGhe (aloss + L)2 487
)—‘,5> h//i%/i_%\,l< G 5 +/{§(h+h’)max {L, 5

T

+ Y 62G<{log2(

t:Twa'rm +1

Twarm

Note that for the explore and commit variant of Algorithm 1, eé({logz (Twar'rn )w , 5) should

be replaced with 62G(1, 9) since the Markov parameter estimates are not updated during the adaptive
control. With the choice of T’y4rm = T}y, in particular due to T}..4, we get the advertised bound on
Theorem 14. However, for Algorithm 1 with closed-loop model estimate updates we have doubling
epoch updates. Using Lemma 12, we have that at any time step ¢ during the 7’th epoch, i.e., t €
[tis. .. ti — 1], €2(i,6) = O(polylog(T) /2" Tyarm ). Thus we get

T log(T')
2 t _ i—1 2
t:TZ Hecglogz (Twarm)—|75> = ; 21T e (4,8) < O (polylog(T))

where the first equality is due to at most log(7") updates during adaptive control phase. Since all

terms in the regret decomposition is O (polylog(T')), we obtain the advertised regret upper bound
in Theorem 15. |
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Appendix F. Details of Convex Quadratic Cost Setting
F.1. Details of Parameter estimation, SYSID-ARX (h, QAi, n)

Once the Markov parameters (@) are estimated, Algorithm 2 constructs confidence sets for the
unknown ARX model parameters and chooses an optimistic controller among these confidence sets.
Algorithm 2 uses SYSID-ARX to recover model parameters. SYSID-ARX is similar to SYS-ID of
Lale et al. (2020b) and internally follows a method similar to Ho-Kalman method (Ho and Kalman,
1966), SYsID-ARX is given in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 SysIpD-ARX
1: Input: G¢, h,n, dy,ds suchthatdy +do +1 =h

2: Form two dy x (dz + 1) Hankel matrices Hg
y—

and ’Hé from G; and construct 7:[t =
u—y

Héyﬁy ,Hé ﬁYi| Rmdl : (m+p)(d2+1)

3: Obtain 7{; by discarding (ds + 1)th and (2d5 + 2)th block columns of H,
4. Using SVD obtain the best rank-n approximation of ’Ht denoted as N; € Rmd1x(m+p)dz
5: Obtain Uy, 3¢, Vi = SVD(M)
6: Construct Ot = Ut2t1/2 € Rmdixn
7. Construct [Cpt, CBt] . 1/2V, € Rnx(mtp)dz
8: Obtain Ct € R™*" the first m rows of Ot
9: Obtain Bt R™ P the first p columns of CBt
10: Obtain Ft € R™ ™ the first m columns of CFt
11: Obtain ”Ht+ by discarding 1st and (dy + 2)th block columns of 74,

12: Obtain At OT Ht [CFN CBt]T

Let Ty = Tg% where 7 is the amount of samples required to get less than unit norm esti-
mation error on Mgrkov parameter estimates. With the choice of Tyygrm > T, We get omin(N) >
2|V — N|| where N is the rank-n approximation of , i.e. Hankel matrix formed via true under-
lying ARX parameters. Combining this with Lemma C.2 of Lale et al. (2021), which is a slightly
modified version of Lemma B.1 of Oymak and Ozay (2018), we get the guarantee that there exists
a unitary transform T such that

> _ 10n|N — K|

F ST o V) “49)

A 2 ~ A
|0~ 0T, +]i€x. Sn-TTICk Cul
Using Lemma 5.2 of Oymak and Ozay (2018), we get

IV = N3l < V2h||G, - G

Note that C’t — C'T is a submatrix of Ot — 0T, Bt — T ' B is a submatrix of CBt —~T'Cg
and F; — T F is a submatrix of Cr, — T " Cy. Thus, we get

. . . V20nh| Gy — G
1B~ T7B.|C — T, | By T | < Y2 C]
on(N)
Following similar analysis with Lale et al. (2021), we obtain
p 31V 2nh||HT|| 13vn
IA; = TTAT|p < IGe — Gll + -—=——= Gt — G|
203N NeE < )
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Combining these with Theorem 2 give the confidence sets required for Algorithm 2: C; :== {C4(i),Cp(3),Cc (7),
Cr(i)}. Note that even though the estimated system parameters are recovered up to a similarity
transformation, the cost (J(-)) achieved by set of parameters with the same similarity transforma-
tion is fixed, allowing us the search for optimistic cost, i.e.
J(©;) < inf J(©)+T7!
e’'eC;NS

Moreover, following the iterative closed-loop dynamics approach developed with Lemma 4.1 of

Lale et al. (2021) or Lemma 4.2 of Lale et al. (2020c), one can show that if T},q > T3, then

1. © € (Ca(i) x Cp(i) x Co(i) x Cr(i))
2 | < &, lyell <V
3. [Jue| < KKIQE—I—/{K?JJNJ

where X,V = O(+/1og(T/6)), with probability at least 1 — 35. Note that this shows the ARX
systems are estimated accurate enough that the system stays stable throughout the exploitation or
adaptive control of Algorithm 2.

In the following precise statements of Theorem 5 and 6 are given and since their proofs differ
only at one place, only the proof of Theorem 5 is given with the explanation about the difference.

Theorem 18 (Precise Statement of Theorem 5) Let § € (0,1). Given an unknown ARX system
© = (A, B,C, F), and regulating parameters () = 0 and R > 0, if Algorithm 2 with explore and
commit approach with warm-up duration of Tyarm > max{h, Ty, Tn, Ty, Ty} interacts with the
system for T time steps in total such that T' > Tyqrm, With probability at least 1 — 59, the regret of
Algorithm 2 is bounded as follows,

REGRET(T) = O (Twarm +

T — Twarm) ) (50)

V Twarm

The choice of Tyarm = T?/3, i.e. Tyarm > Tiy in (38), guarantees that the regret is @(T 2/ 3) with
probability at least 1 — 50.

Theorem 19 (Precise Statement of Theorem 6) Let 6 € (0,1). Given an unknown ARX system
© = (A, B,C, F), and regulating parameters () = 0 and R > 0 such that the optimal controller
for © persistently excites the system, as given in Section B.4, if Algorithm 2 with closed-loop model
estimate updates with warm-up duration of Tyqrm > T as given in (39) interacts with the system for

T time steps in total such that T > Tyqrm, with probability at least 1 — 56, the regret of Algorithm
2 is bounded as follows,

REGRET(T) = O (\/T) . (51)

Proof

For an average cost per stage problem in infinite state and control space like the given control
system © = (A, B,C, F) with regulating parameters () and R, using the optimal average cost
per stage .J,(©) and guessing the correct differential(relative) cost, where (A + F'C, B) is control-
lable, (A, C') is observable, () is positive semidefinite and R is positive definite, one can verify that
they satisfy Bellman optimality equation (Bertsekas, 1995). The lemma below shows the Bellman
optimality equation the given system ©, which will be critical in regret analysis.
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Lemma 20 (Bellman Optimality Equation for ARX System) Given state x; € R™ and an ob-
servation y; € R™ pair at time t, Bellman optimality equation of average cost per stage control of
the system © = (A, B, C, F') with regulating parameters () and R is

J.(O) + (Azy + Fy) " (P~ PB(R+BTPB)"'BTP) (Av, + Fy) + v Qui

= 4/ Qui +u) Ru; + E [(Awtﬂ + Fyi1)T (P = PB(R+ BTPB)'BTP) (Azis1 + Fyipn)

+ ytllczym] (52)

We give the proof and the expression for .J,(©) in Section G. Using Bellman optimality equation
for the optimistic system, O, we derive a regret decomposition for applying the optimal policy of
© on ©. Note that similarity transformation in recovering the ARX system parameters do not
affect the regret decomposition. Thus, without loss of generality, we consider that the similarity
transformation is identity.

Let M = (R+B'PB)"'B"Pand M = (R+ B'PB)~'BTP where P and P are solutions
for the corresponding DARE of © and ) respectively. For given z; and y;, let

‘i.t,é = ;L%'t + Fyt

Tio = Axy + Fy,

and the optimal control for © and O are defined as v, O = —Mz +.6 and u, 9 = —MZ; . Define
the following expressions for time step ¢ + 1 using the model spemﬁed as subscript,

To =T o — BMz, o = <[1 - BMA) Ty + (13“ - BMF) Y (53)
Yoo = CU = BIz, g+ eriy = C (A= BMA) 2+ C (F~ BMF)yi+ e (54)
Tiite = Bt — BM,o = (A= BMA) ay+ (F— BMF) y (55)
yrr10 = Cre — CBNT, & + erp1 = C (A - BJ\M) 2+ C (F - BMF) i+ ersn (56)

LetP =P — PB(R +B"PB )_1BTf’. Using the defined quantities above, writing the Bellman
optimality equation for the optimistic model we get,

J(0) + 3] P, o+l Que
=y Qu +u/ Ru; + E ylrl,@QyHL@th, Yt
E|((A+FO)z,,, o + Fersr) T PU(A+ FCO)x,, o+ Ferir)lar, yt]
= o Qui+ul Ruy+7] o (I - BM)TCTQC( — BT, +E [em@em] (57)
+3) (I - BM)T(A+ FC’) P(A+ FC)(I — BM)z, 4 +E [et L FTPFe], +1]

From the definitions given in (53)-(56), we have the following equalities,
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T AT T T T
E [€t+1Q€t+1] =E [yt—l—l,@Qyt—i-l,@] — 21100 QCri110

E [6;1(15 Y F-F)P(F+F— F)etTH]
_E [eLIFTﬁFetH} +2E [eLlFTI:’(F - F)etﬂ} +E [e;@ ~F)P(F - Fles
—E [(Ag;m,@ + Fyii0) P(Azipio + FyHL@)} — 2)i10(A+ FC)TP(A+ FO)aii1 0
+ 9 [eLlFTf’(F - F)et+1] +E [e;@ —F)TP(F - F)ml}
Inserting these to (57), we get
J.(©) + a?tTéP:’a? o+u Qui
=y Qu+u/ Ruy + (I BM)"CTQC(I — BM)z T, +E [yt+1 oQYt+1, @} —2/,6CTQCT 1110
+ 3o (I~ BM)T (A + FC’)TP(A + FC)(I — BM)Z, ¢+ E [(A:ntH 6+ Fyp0) P(Aziiie + Fy @)]

— 211 0(A+ FC)TP(A+ FC)aip1 0+ 2E [etHFTP(F F)em} +E [eHl(F F)TP(F - F)em}

Hence,
T_Twar'm T—Twa'rm
> L@©)+Ri+R= > (w Qutu Ruy)+Ry+ Ryt Rs
= t=0
where
T Twarm =
Z (Aw, + Fy) "P(Az, + Fy,) — [(A$t+1,® + Fyipr0) P(Azi1e + Fyerie)lze i, ut} }
T Twarm

Yy Qe — [l/t+1 oQYt+1, @‘$t7 Yt, Ut} }

{
A

Z {zT (I-BM)'CTQC(I — BM)z, o — 2/41.6C Qme@}
{a

t,0
T— Twarm _
Z o= BM)T(A+ FC)"P(A+ FC)(I - BM)i, 6 — v/10(A+ FC)TP(A+ FC)aypa, @}
T— Twarm
Rs= Z {2E [6;1FT§(F —F)etTH] +E [etTH(F—F)Tf)(F— F)etTH} }
t=0

Note that these terms follow similarly with Lale et al. (2020c, 2021). Using the same decompo-
sitions, we can trivially show that for explore and commit approach of Algorithm 2:

~ T—Twarm A e — T— Twarm
Rl:o < \/Twarm > 7R2 =0 < T_Twm’m) ’R?” < \/Twarm ) 7

’R ‘ T Twarm ’R ’ T Twarm
* Vv Twarm o V TUJCLTTI’L
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Combining these gives the advertised bound in Theorem 18 by the choice of Tiyqrm = T
For Algorithm 2 with closed-loop model estimate updates, due to doubling epoch lengths and
the choice of T',urm > T, We have

~ (T 2T, 4T, ~
R‘ — O < warm + warm + warm + .. > — O (ﬁ)
' \/Twarm \/2Twarm \/4Twarm

for ¢ = 1,3,4,5 via Lemma 28 (doubling trick) and Ry = O (\/T —Tumm). Combining these
gives the advertised bound in Theorem 19. |

Appendix G. Optimal Control of ARX System with Convex Quadratic Cost and
Bellman Optimality

From the first principles (Bertsekas, 1995), the value function of the given system is quadratic and
due to stochasticity we have the following format:

-
x Py P12} [ZE]
Viz,y) = + A
(@) [y} [P21 Pyl ly
Using average cost optimality equation, we can determine the value function for the given sys-
tem © as follows:

21" [Py P x
11 P2 . T T
[y] [le PzJ [y] + A= min {y Qy+u Ru

[ Ax 4+ Bu+ Fy }T[Pll P12:| [ Ax + Bu+ Fy ]

+E CAx+CBu+CFy—+e Pyy Py| |CAz+CBu+CFy+e

}

Expanding all and minimizing for w gives the optimal control of
w=—(R+B"PB)"! [BTPA:L" + BTPFy}

where P = Pj; + P1oC + C' T Py + CT Py, C. Inserting the expression for u, we have

2" Phz+x Poy+y Panz+y Poy+ A=

t"ATPB(R+B"PB) 'B"PAz+22:"ATPB(R+ B'PB)"'B'"PFy+y ' F'PB(R+B'PB)"'B'PFy
—22"ATPB(R+ B'"PB)"'B"PAz — 22" ATPB(R+ B'PB) " 'B'PFy

—2y'F'"PB(R+ B'PB)"'B"PAz — 2y FTPB(R+ B'PB)"'B'PFy

+y Qu+a  ATPAz +y FTPFy+ 22T ATPFy + Tr(PyE)

From this, we get A = Tr(Py ') where

(] [ 2]
yl [P P |y
_[«]"[AT (P -PB(R+B'PB)"'B'P)A AT (P-PB(R+B'PB)"'BTP)F ][«
“ly] [FT(P-PB(R+B'PB)"'B'"P)A Q+F"(P-PB(R+B'PB)"'B'P)F| |y
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This must hold for all z and y. Therefore, using the definition of P, we conclude that P satisfies
the DARE

P=C"QC+(A+FC)'"P(A+FC)—(A+FC)"PB(R+B"PB) 'B"P(A+ FC) (58)
and the infinite horizon optimal cost this system is
J,(0) = Tt (E (Q v ET <P _PB(R+ BTPB)—lBTP> F)) (59)

Proof of Lemma 20 Suppose the differential cost h is a quadratic function of s; where s; =
[z y T € RvT™ e

Gy G
h(s) = StT [ Gir Gz ] St = thlet + 2thG2yt + ytTG?)yt'

One needs to verify that there exists (71, G2, G5 such that they satisfy Bellman optimality equation
for the chosen differential cost:

J(©) + zf Grxy + 22 Goyr + v Gay, = (60)

ytTQyt +u] Ru, +E {‘T;I—+1,U*G1xt+17u* + 2x;—1,u*G2yt+1,u* + y;—l,u*G3yt+l,u*]

for u, = —(R+ B'"PB)"'BTP[Ax; + Fy,]. In order to match the stochastic term due to e
in expectation with J,(©) = Tr (E (Q+ F' (P—-PB(R+ B'PB)"'B'P) F)), set G3 =
Q+FT (P-PB(R+B'PB)"'B'P)F. Let M = (R+ B'PB) " 'BTP. Inserting G3 to
(60), we get following 3 equations to solve for (G; and Ga:

1) From quadratic terms of 1;:

Q+F" (P ~“PB(R+ BTPB)—lBTP> F
—Q+F'"M"RMF + F"(I - BM)'G1(I — BM)F +2F" (I — BM)GoC(I — BM)F
+FTCT(I-BM)T (Q +FT (P ~PB(R+ BTPB)—lBTP> F) C(I — BM)F
2) From quadratic terms of x;:
G=A"M"RMA+ A" (I - BM)"G,(I - BM)A+2A" (I — BM)"G,C(I — BM)A
+ATCT(I - BM)T (Q v ET (P ~PB(R+ BTPB)‘IBTP> F) O(I — BM)A
3) From bilinear terms of x; and y;:
Go=A"M"RMF + A" (I — BM)'G1(I — BM)F +2A" (I — BM)" G,C(I — BM)F
+ATCT(I - BM)T (Q ya (P _PB(R+ BTPB)‘lBTP) F) O(I — BM)F
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G =AT (P —PB(R+ BTPB)_lBTP) Aand Gy = AT (P —PB(R+ BTPB)‘IBTP) F
satisfy all 3 equations. This one can write Bellman optimality equation as

J,(0) +a] AT (P ~PB(R+ BTPB)—lBTP) Axy + 20] AT (P ~PB(R+ BTPB)—lBTP) Fy,
oyl Que+y  FT (P ~“PB(R+ BTPB)—lBTP> Fy; =

yf Que + uf Ruy + E [:JHAT (P ~PB(R+ BTPB)_lBTP) Az

+ 2"L"tTJrlAT (P - PB(R+ BTPB)_lBTP> Fyiq + ytTJrletH

+yl FT (P ~PB(R+ BTPB)_lBTP> Fyt+1}

Thus, we get the following Bellman optimality equation:

J,.(0) + (Azy + Fy) T (P _PB(R+ BTPB)_lBTP> (Azy + Fyp) + y) Que
=y Qui +u/ Ry,
+E [(A2is1 + Fyesn)T (P~ PB(R+ BTPB) ™ BTP) (Aviss + Fyien) + 5/ Quin

O

Appendix H. Technical Lemmas and Theorems

Theorem 21 (Matrix Azuma (Tropp, 2012)) Consider a finite adapted sequence { X} of self-
adjoint matrices in dimension d, and a fixed sequence { Ay} of self-adjoint matrices that satisfy

Er_1Xi =0and Ai - X% almost surely.

Compute the variance parameter

o ;:‘

> AR
k
Then, for allt > 0

P {)\max (Z Xk) > t} <d- e_t2/802

k

Lemma 22 (Regularized Design Matrix Lemma (Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011)) When the co-
variates satisfy ||z¢|| < ¢, with some ¢, > 0 w.p.1 then

det (V) Ad + tc?
< dl - m
det(nq) = 4108 < ¥

where Vy = X+ S"4_, 22 for z; € R
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Lemma 23 (Lemma 8.1 of Simchowitz et al. (2020)) For any M € M, let f red( M) denote
the unary counterfactual loss function induced by true truncated counterfactuals (Definition 8.1
of Simchowitz et al. (2020)). During the i’th epoch of adaptive control period, at any time step
t € [ti, ..., tix1 — 1], for all i, we have that

HVft (M,@i,bl(@i),...,bt(@i)> v 7 (M )HFgca,,,,,(,xeG(z',a),

where Cypprox = VH'KGEM I{g (16@05s + 24L).

Theorem 24 (Theorem 8 of Simchowitz et al. (2020)) Suppose that KK C R% and h > 1. Let
Fy == KM! = R be a sequence of L. coordinatewise-Lipschitz functions with the induced
unary functions f;(x) = Fy(x,...,x) which are L¢-Lipschitz and (-smooth. Let fy(x) =
E [fi(z)| Fi—) be a-strongly convex on K for a filtration (F;),. Suppose that z11 = i (2: — ng,),
where g, = V f; (2t) + € for ||g;|ly < Lg, and Diam(K) < D. Let the gradient descent iterates
be applied for t > to for some tg < k, with 29 = 21 = -+ = 2z, € K for k > 1. Then with
step size n; = at, the following bound holds with probability 1 — § for all comparators z, € K
simultaneously:

T
Z fe(2t) = fi (2 —< Z | tHz 122“% Z*H2>

t=k+1 t=k+1
( f ) g f g 1 (T) 1 ( )

< akD?
Ja + 5

(07

Lemma 25 (Lemma 8.2 of Simchowitz et al. (2020)) For any M € M, f/ e (M) is B-smooth,
where 8 = 16 H' i3 k2, 0joss.

Lemma 26 (Lemma 8.3 of Simchowitz et al. (2020)) Forany M € M, given eg(i,9) < 1 ./ H,O‘}l ,

— ARy MKEG
conditional unary counterfactual loss function induced by true counterfactuals are o /4 strongly
convex.

Lemma 27 (Lemma 8.4 of Simchowitz et al. (2020)) Let Ly = ALV H'k}k% kpm. For any M €
M and for Tyurn > Tmax f7 red(M) is 4L - Lipschitz, fr pred [My.;—p| is 4Ly coordinate Lipschitz.

Moreover, maxnie pm HVft <M, éi, bl(éi) L b(G )H <A4Ljy.

Lemma 28 (Doubling Trick (Jaksch et al., 2010)) For any sequence of numbers z1, . . ., z, with
0<z2, <71y —max{l Z 1 zz}

n

< (V2+1)VZ,
1
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