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Abstract

In this paper we propose an end-to-end algorithm for indirect data-driven control for bilinear systems with stability guarantees.
We consider the case where the collected i. i. d. data is affected by probabilistic noise with possibly unbounded support and
leverage tools from statistical learning theory to derive finite sample identification error bounds. To this end, we solve the bilinear
identification problem by solving a set of linear and affine identification problems, by a particular choice of a control input
during the data collection phase. We provide a priori as well as data-dependent finite sample identification error bounds on the
individual matrices as well as ellipsoidal bounds, both of which are structurally suitable for control. Further, we integrate the
structure of the derived identification error bounds in a robust controller design to obtain an exponentially stable closed-loop.
By means of an extensive numerical study we showcase the interplay between the controller design and the derived identification
error bounds. Moreover, we note appealing connections of our results to indirect data-driven control of general nonlinear systems
through Koopman operator theory and discuss how our results may be applied in this setup.
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1 Introduction

Bilinear systems are an important class of nonlinear
systems that naturally appears across different domains
such as biological processes (Mohler et al., 1980), socioe-
conomics (Mohler, 1973) but also in engineering, e.g.,
nuclear reactor dynamics (Mohler, 1973) and thermal
control processes such as building control (Underwood,
2002). Further, the class of bilinear systems has re-
cently received great attention for its ability to represent
nonlinear systems through a higher-dimensional lifting,
e.g., Carleman linearization or Koopman operator the-
ory (Mauroy et al., 2020; Surana, 2016; Huang et al.,
2018). Due to the wide-ranging occurrences of bilinear
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systems, there is significant interest in learning the be-
havior of a bilinear system from data. However, currently
there are only very few methods that allow to analyze
the identification error from a finite-sample perspective.
Such finite-sample results are of particular importance
when it comes to indirect data-driven control of bilinear
systems, where the identified system model is used to
control the real system. Since usually only finite data can
be collected and this data is often affected by noise, it is
important to account for the introduced uncertainty to
obtain end-to-end guarantees.

Related works There exists a rich literature in clas-
sical system identification for both linear and nonlinear
systems (Ljung, 1998). The special case of bilinear sys-
tems has received considerable interest since many of the
techniques used in linear system identification can be
carried over to the bilinear setting (Fnaiech and Ljung,
1987). In particular, Favoreel et al. (1999) generalize
linear subspace identification to the bilinear setting
under the assumption of white noise excitation. Fur-
ther, Berk Hizir et al. (2012) reduce the bilinear identifi-
cation problem to the identification of an equivalent linear
model by choosing suitable sinusoidal inputs. The prob-
lem of persistency of excitation and input selection for
the identification of bilinear systems has been considered,
e.g., by Dasgupta et al. (1989) and Sontag et al. (2009).

http://arxiv.org/abs/2409.18010v1


Note that the previously discussed classical system iden-
tification literature only provides asymptotic results in
the presence of stochastic noise, i.e., results that consider
the case where the number of data collected goes to in-
finity. Building on recent advances in high dimensional
statistics (Wainwright, 2019; Abbasi-Yadkori et al.,
2011), first finite-sample system identification results
have recently emerged for linear time-invariant (LTI)
and certain classes of nonlinear systems. For LTI sys-
tems, where the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator
is predominantly used, Dean et al. (2020) provide in-
dividual identification error bounds for the unknown
system matrices assuming that the available data is in-
dependent. Correlation in trajectory data was handled
by Simchowitz et al. (2018) using the block martingale
small-ball condition. Allowing for dependent data comes
at the cost of being restricted to marginally stable systems
and not recovering individual identification error bounds
on the unknown matrices. While the stability assumption
is overcome in the works of Shirani Faradonbeh et al.
(2018) and Sarkar and Rakhlin (2019), finding individual
error bounds for each of the matrices from trajectory
data is still an open problem. Extending the LTI litera-
ture, Foster et al. (2020) and Sattar and Oymak (2022)
provide a finite-sample identification analysis for gener-
alized linear systems with a known nonlinearity. When
it comes to bilinear systems, Sattar et al. (2022) estab-
lish finite-sample identification error bounds for data
collected from a single trajectory. However, their derived
bound relies on a potentially restrictive stability assump-
tion and comes in the form of a single upper bound of
the identification errors for all the identified system ma-
trices. Since we can only provide a brief overview of the
field of non-asymptotic system identification, we refer
to Tsiamis et al. (2023) and Ziemann et al. (2023) for
more detailed discussions.

Despite the interest in applying statistical learning the-
ory tools to the problem of bounding identification errors,
there have been comparably less works using the finite-
sample error bounds for a robust controller design. One
important reason for this is that the bounds are often not
directly usable for a (robust) controller design, s.t. pro-
viding end-to-end guarantees for an indirect data-driven
control scheme can prove to be difficult. For the linear-
quadratic regulator, Dean et al. (2020) establish an indi-
rect data-driven control scheme with end-to-end guaran-
tees. In the work of Mania et al. (2019) this analysis is im-
proved. Further, Tsiamis et al. (2022) provide upper and
lower bounds on the sample complexity of stabilizing LTI
systems using indirect data-driven control.

There exists a rich literature on model-based controller
designs for bilinear systems, including Lyapunov-based
methods (Pedrycz, 1980; Derese and Noldus, 1980), bang-
bang control with linear switching policy (Longchamp,
1980), quadratic state feedback (Gutman, 1981, 1980),
nonlinear state feedback (Benallou et al., 1988), con-
stant feedback (Luesink and Nijmeijer, 1989), or schemes

for passive bilinear systems (Lin and Byrnes, 1994).
Moreover, Huang and Jadbabaie (1999) propose to view
the state of bilinear systems as a scheduling variable,
which leads to a convex controller design using results
for (quasi-)linear parameter-varying systems. Another
approach is to use linear matrix inequalities (LMIs)
to design controllers for bilinear systems in a local re-
gion, see, e.g., Amato et al. (2009) for a polytopic re-
gion and Khlebnikov (2018) for an ellipsoidal region,
or Coutinho et al. (2019) for input-delayed systems. Re-
lying on robust control techniques, Strässer et al. (2023)
derive an LMI-based controller with closed-loop stability
guarantees for bilinear systems by reformulating the sys-
tem as a linear fractional representation. However, most
of the available results require model knowledge or are
restricted to noise-free systems.

Contribution In this work, we consider the problem of
identifying a bilinear system from noisy data to control
the underlying systemwith end-to-end guarantees. Specif-
ically, we leverage tools from statistical learning theory to
enable robust control of bilinear systems using collected
data. First, we present novel finite-sample error bounds
for identifying bilinear systems from finite and i. i. d. data.
Here, we use the control input to solve a set of linear and
affine identification problems in order to identify the bi-
linear system from data. We note that the novel finite-
sample analysis of affine identification problems might be
of independent interest. The fact that the corresponding
OLS solutions do no longer depend on purely random
matrices is dealt using properties of symmetric matrices
to analyze the random part and the determinist parts of
the corresponding matrices separately. By combining this
with (anti-)concentration inequalities we are able to pro-
vide high-probability identification error bounds. We not
only present a priori identification error bounds revealing
the structural dependencies on key problem parameters,
but also data-dependent identification error bounds that
prove to be less conservative. Compared to Sattar et al.
(2022), where finite-sample identification error bounds
from trajectory data are provided, the identification error
bounds derived in this work are structurally tailored for
indirect data-driven control. This enables combining the
identification error bound with a robust control approach
for bilinear systems. More precisely, we provide an easy-
to-use algorithm to derive an indirect data-driven con-
troller along with closed-loop stability guarantees. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first work providing such
an end-to-end result for finite data affected by stochas-
tic noise with possibly unbounded support in the case of
bilinear systems. Further, we show that the proposed re-
sults may be applicable beyond bilinear systems through
the Koopman operator and note appealing connections to
Koopman-based indirect data-driven control of more gen-
eral classes of nonlinear systems. Finally, we showcase the
effectiveness of the results in several numerical investiga-
tions, where we demonstrate the interplay between the
controller design and the derived error bounds.
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Outline This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 in-
troduces the problem setup including the considered bilin-
ear systems. In Section 3, we derive finite-sample identifi-
cation error bounds for bilinear systems. Then, we use the
obtained bounds for the design of an indirect data-driven
controller guaranteeing closed-loop exponential stability
of bilinear systems in Section 4. Finally, we illustrate the
effectiveness of the derived identification error bounds in
comparison to Monte Carlo simulations as well as in the
controller design in Section 5 before concluding the paper
in Section 6.

Notation The unit sphere in Rn is denoted by Sn−1.
For a positive scalar c ∈ R>0 we denote a sphere cen-
tered around the origin of Rn with radius c with cSn−1.
Given a matrix A, we denote the spectral norm with
‖A‖2. The operation [a]i extracts the i-th element of the
vector a or the i-th column when applied to a matrix.
We denote matrix blocks that can be inferred from sym-
metry by ⋆, i.e., we write Λ⊤ΣΛ = [⋆]⊤ΣΛ. By ⊗ we
denote the Kronecker product. Further, we write X ∼
N (µ,Σ) if the random vector X ∈ Rnx is Gaussian dis-
tributed with mean µ and covariance Σ. We write Y ∼
subG(σ2) if the random variable Y ∈ R is zero-mean
sub-Gaussian with variance proxy σ2. Moreover, we write
X ∼ subGnx

(σ2) if the random vector X ∈ Rnx is zero-
mean sub-Gaussian with variance proxy σ2, that is if
the one-dimensional marginals 〈X, v〉 are zero-mean sub-
Gaussian random variables with variance proxy σ2 for all
v ∈ Snx−1. Finally, Y ∼ U(a) and Y ∼ subExp(ν2, α)
denote a random variable Y ∈ R which is uniformly dis-
tributed on [−a, a] and sub-exponential with parameters
(ν2, α), respectively.

2 Problem setup

We consider an unknown bilinear system of the form

x+
t = Axt +B0ut +

nu
∑

i=1

[ut]iAixt + wt, (1)

where wt
i.i.d.∼ subGnx

(σ2
w) is unknown process noise,

xt, x
+
t ∈ Rnx are the state vector at the current and next

time step, respectively, and ut ∈ Rnu is a control input.
Note that by defining Bi := Ai + A, the system (1) can
equivalently be described by

x+
t = Axt +B0ut +

nu
∑

i=1

[ut]i(Bi −A)xt + wt

= Axt +B0ut +Aux(ut ⊗ xt) + wt,

(2)

where Aux =
[

B1 −A . . . Bnu
−A

]

. We consider an

indirect data-driven control scheme which consists of
two steps. First we identify the unknown matrices
A ∈ Rnx×nx , B0 ∈ Rnx×nu , B1, . . . , Bnu

∈ Rnx×nx from
data and characterize the uncertainty regions for the
estimates. Second, we deploy a robust control scheme

accounting for the identification error to obtain a data-
driven controller with end-to-end guarantees.

The structure in (2) can be leveraged to reduce the nonlin-
ear identification problem of identifying the bilinear sys-
tem (2) to nu + 1 linear identification problems. To this
end, we conduct nu + 1 experiments in which we choose
the constant control inputs ut ≡ u0 := 0 and ut ≡ ui := ei
for i ∈ [1, nu], respectively, where ei are the elements of
the canonical basis of Rnu . This yields the nu + 1 system
descriptions
S0 : x+

t = Axt + wt (3a)

Si : x+
t = Axt + [B0]i + (Bi −A)xt + wt

= [B0]i +Bixt + wt, ∀i = 1, . . . , nu, (3b)
describing the behavior of the unknown bilinear sys-
tem (2) under the respective control inputs. In the fol-
lowing, we consider the problem of identifying S0, . . .Snu

which, as shown previously, is equivalent to identifying
the bilinear system (2).

Remark 1 Note that we choose the canonical basis
{e1, . . . , enu

} as inputs for simplicity. Particularly, any
other basis {v1, . . . , vnu

} of Rnu could be chosen in addi-
tion to the zero input. Clearly, there exists an invertible
matrix T that maps between the two bases, i.e., vi = Tei
for all i ∈ [1, nu]. Applying the input ut ≡ vi to the
system (2) results in

x+
t = Axt +B0vi +Aux(vi ⊗ xt)

= Axt +B0Tei +Aux(Tei ⊗ xt)

= Axt +B0Tei +Aux(Tei ⊗ Inx
)xt.

Defining B̃i = Aux(Tei ⊗ Inx
) + A and B̃0 = B0T we

obtain x+
t = B̃ixt + [B̃0]i yielding a structurally identical

identification problem to (3b). Choosing a specific basis in
this setting can be considered as an instance of an input
design problem, but we leave this for future research.

To solve the linear and affine identification problems (3)
we resort to the OLS estimator to obtain finite sam-
ple guarantees. Identifying the autonomous LTI sys-
tem (3a) from finite data has already been considered,
see, e.g., Matni and Tu (2019) for a detailed analysis.
However, the finite-sample identification of the affine
system (3b) has not been considered yet and is the
main technical challenge for obtaining finite sample iden-
tification error bounds tailored for control. Precisely,
the robust controller design requires identification error
bounds which are proportional to the state and input.
For this reason, we seek finite sample identification er-
ror bounds that hold for all the unknown matrices in-
dividually, hence named individual identification error
bounds hereafter. Obtaining individual identification er-
ror bounds from correlated data is an open problem in
literature (Ziemann et al., 2023). Hence, we restrict the
sampling according to the following assumption.

Assumption 2 For each of the realizations Si, i = 0,
1, . . . , nu, the data is obtained by sampling according to

xt
i.i.d.∼ subGnx

(σ2
x).
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Algorithm 1 Proposed identification algorithm

Require: Sampling scheme
for i ∈ [0, nu] do

Choose input ui

for t ≤ Ti do
Sample state xt according to sampling scheme
Evaluate bilinear system with xt and ui

end for
end for
Compute OLS estimates for (3)

While the independence of the data is key for the pro-
posed individual bounds, assuming the same distribution
for each Si is without loss of generality. Assumption 2 can
be satisfied by, e.g., rolling out the unforced system for
some time before applying the necessary input to the sys-
tem. In fact, the data collected from the unforced system
could be used to learn the matrix A, where the bounds
derived in, e.g., Simchowitz et al. (2018) could be used if
A is marginally stable.

Remark 3 Compared to the works of Dean et al. (2020);
Matni and Tu (2019) using Gaussian noise and sampling,
the extension to sub-Gaussian sampling allows for more
correlations inside the sampled state vector. This intro-
duces larger burn-in time conditions but paves the way for
applications in Koopman-based control (Section 3.4).

Algorithm 1 summarizes the proposed identification pro-
cedure, where the deployed sampling scheme is deter-
mined depending on the desired error bounds.

3 Finite sample identification error bounds

In the following, we present high probability finite sample
identification error bounds for each of the unknown ele-
ments in (3) in order to identify the bilinear system (2).
Since we use the OLS estimator to identify the true sys-
tem parameters from data, it is useful to define

θi :=
[

Bi [B0]i

]

∀i ∈ [1, nu], yt :=
[

x⊤
t 1
]⊤

.

With this, the OLS estimator is given by

Â0 ∈ argmin
A

T0
∑

t=1

‖x+
t −Axt‖22, (4a)

θ̂i ∈ argmin
θi

Ti
∑

t=1

‖x+
t − θiyt‖22 ∀i ∈ [1, nu]. (4b)

By defining

X :=
[

x1 x2 · · · xTi

]⊤
, Y :=

[

y1 y2 · · · yTi

]⊤
,

X+ :=
[

x+
1 x+

2 · · · x+
Ti

]⊤
, W :=

[

w0 w1 · · · wTi

]⊤
,

the closed-form solutions to (4) read

Â⊤ = (X⊤X)−1(X⊤X+), (5a)

θ̂⊤i = (Y ⊤Y )−1(Y ⊤X+), ∀i ∈ [1, nu] (5b)

and the errors can be written as

(Â−A)⊤ = (X⊤X)−1(X⊤W ), (6a)

(θ̂i − θi)
⊤ = (Y ⊤Y )−1(Y ⊤W ), ∀i ∈ [1, nu]. (6b)

The identification error (6a) has been previously analyzed
for Gaussian noise, e.g., by Matni and Tu (2019). Next,
we extend the results to sub-Gaussian noise.

Theorem 4 Consider the autonomous system (3a). Fix

a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1) and let the data {x+
t , xt}Ti

t=1
be collected according to Assumption 2. If

T0 ≥ 128 log(8 · 9nx/δ), (7)

then the identification error of the OLS estimate (5a) is
bounded by

‖Â−A‖2 ≤ σw

σx

16
√

T0 log(4 · 9nx/δ)

T0
(8)

with probability at least 1− δ
2 .

PROOF. See Appendix A. �

In the following, we use tools from Vershynin (2010) and
Wainwright (2019) to derive a priori and data-dependent
upper bound on the identification error in (6b).

3.1 A priori identification error bounds

First, we provide novel a priori identification error bounds,
which reveal fundamental dependencies on key parame-
ters, e.g., the problem size or the desired confidence for
the affine identification problem (3b).

Theorem 5 Consider the unknown system Si as defined
in (3b) for any i ∈ [1, nu]. Fix a failure probability δ ∈
(0, 1) and let the data {x+

t , xt}Ti

t=1 be collected according to
Assumption 2. If

Ti ≥ 64(3 + 2
√
2) log(8nu9

nx/δ),

then the identification error of the OLS estimate (5b) is
bounded by

‖(B̂i −Bi)‖2 ≤ σw

σx

4
√
10
3

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)

Ti/2− 4
3

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)
,

‖( ˆ[B0]i − [B0]i)‖2 ≤ σw

4
√
10
3

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)

Ti/2− 4
3

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)

with probability at least 1− δ
2nu

.

PROOF. While this proof is structured similar to the
proof of LTI finite sample identification results (see, e.g.,
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Matni and Tu (2019)), there are some key difficulties in-
troduced by the affine structure in (3b). Importantly, the
regressor yt is not purely random, s. t., also the matrix

Y ⊤Y =

Ti
∑

t=1

yty
⊤
t =

Ti
∑

t=1

[

xtx
⊤
t xt

x⊤
t 1

]

is not a purely random matrix and hence cannot be han-
dled using the existing arguments. Analyzing these par-
tially random quantities will pose the main technical dif-
ficulty of this proof.

For the subsequent analysis, we define σxξt := xt. Hence,
ξt ∼ subGnx

(1) and

Y ⊤Y =

[

σxInx
0

0 1

]

Mi

[

σxInx
0

0 1

]

,

where we defined

Mi :=

[

∑Ti

t=1 ξtξ
⊤
t

∑Ti

t=1 ξt
∑Ti

t=1 ξ
⊤
t Ti

]

. (10)

Thus, the error (6b) can be written out as

(θ̂i − θi)
⊤ =

[

1
σx

Inx
0

0 1

]

M−1
i

[

ξ1 · · · ξTi

1 · · · 1

]

W.

Since we are interested in individual error bounds of Bi

and [B0]i, we observe that

(B̂i −Bi)
⊤ =

[

Inx
0nx×1

]

(θ̂i − θi)
⊤

( ˆ[B0]i − [B0]i)
⊤ =

[

01×nx
1
]

(θ̂i − θi)
⊤.

This results in the individual error bounds

(B̂i −Bi)
⊤ =

[

1
σx

Inx
0nx×1

]

M−1
i

[

ξ1 · · · ξTi

1 · · · 1

]

W

(11a)

([B̂0]i − [B0]i)
⊤ =

[

01×nx
1
]

M−1
i

[

ξ1 · · · ξTi

1 · · · 1

]

W.

(11b)

Now we take the norm of (11) and use submultiplicativity
of the matrix norm to obtain

‖(B̂i −Bi)‖2 ≤ 1

σx

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

ξ1 · · · ξTi

1 · · · 1

]

W

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

λmin(Mi)
, (12a)

‖( ˆ[B0]i − [B0]i)‖2 ≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

ξ1 · · · ξTi

1 · · · 1

]

W

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

λmin(Mi)
, (12b)

where λmin(Mi) denotes the smallest eigenvalue of the
matrixMi. We split the analysis of the terms on the right-
hand side into the analysis of the smallest eigenvalue of
Mi and controlling the norm in the numerator.

Controlling the smallest eigenvalue of Mi Since Mi

is not a purely random matrix we need to deploy different
tools than the ones presented in Matni and Tu (2019) to
control λmin(Mi). In particular, we proceed in two steps.
First, we show that we can express the smallest eigenvalue
of the full matrix as the smallest eigenvalue of the block
diagonal terms and an error term depending on the off-
diagonal elements. Then, we use Hoeffding’s inequality to
show that the off-diagonal elements are small compared
to the block-diagonal terms if we collect enough samples.
For the subsequent analysis we apply the Courant-Fisher
minimax theorem (Golub and Van Loan, 2013, Theorem
8.1.2) and consider λmin = λnx+1 and ‖v‖ = 1, such that
we obtain
λmin(Mi) = λnx+1(Mi)

= min
v∈Snx

[

v⊤1

v⊤2

][

∑Ti

t=1 ξtξ
⊤
t

∑Ti

t=1 ξt
∑Ti

t=1 ξ
⊤
t Ti

][

v1

v2

]

= min
v∈Snx

v⊤1

(

Ti
∑

t=1

ξtξ
⊤
t

)

v1 + 2v2v
⊤
1

Ti
∑

t=1

ξt + v22Ti

≥ min
v∈Snx

v⊤1

(

Ti
∑

t=1

ξtξ
⊤
t

)

v1 + v22Ti − 2|v2||v⊤1
Ti
∑

t=1

ξt|.

Note that we can combine the first two terms into an
eigenvalue condition on a block-diagonal matrix, s. t.

λmin(Mi) ≥ λmin

([

∑Ti

t=1 ξtξ
⊤
t 0

0 Ti

])

− max
v∈Snx

2|v2||v⊤1
Ti
∑

t=1

ξt|. (13)

More precisely, (13) shows that the minimum eigenvalue
of the block-diagonal matrix as well as the error term
serves as a lower-bound of the true minimum eigenvalue.

We first derive an upper bound for the term

maxv∈Snx 2|v2||v⊤1
∑Ti

t=1 ξt|. To this end, note that
‖v‖2 = 1 which implies ‖v1‖22 + |v2|2 = 1. Defining

v̄1 = v1/
√

1− v22 yields v̄1 ∈ Snx−1. Hence, we rewrite

max
v∈Snx

2|v2||v⊤1
Ti
∑

t=1

ξt| = max
v2∈[−1,1]

v̄1∈S
nx−1

2|v2|
√

1− v22 |v̄⊤1
Ti
∑

t=1

ξt|.

Observe that we can maximize over v̄1 and v2 separately.
Thus, we use Lemma 16 with δ

4nu
to obtain

max
v∈Snx

2|v2||v⊤1
Ti
∑

t=1

ξt|

≤ max
v2∈[−1,1]

4

3
|v2|
√

1− v22
√

2Ti log(4nu · 9nx/δ)

=
2

3

√

2Ti log(4nu · 9nx/δ)

with probability at least 1 − δ
4nu

. Note that the last step
follows by plugging in the maximizer

v∗2 = argmax
v2∈[−1,1]

|v2|
√

1− v22 =
1√
2
.
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Now consider λmin

([

∑Ti

t=1 ξtξ
⊤
t 0

0 Ti

])

. Clearly,

λmin









∑

Ti
t=1 ξtξ

⊤
t 0

0 Ti







 = min

{

λmin

(

Ti
∑

t=1

ξtξ
⊤

t

)

, Ti

}

.

Then, we use Proposition 15 to obtain

P

[

λmin

(

Ti
∑

t=1

ξtξ
⊤
t

)

≥ Ti(1− 2c)2

]

≥ 1− δ

4nu

and, thus,

λmin (Mi) ≥ Ti(1− 2c)2− 4

3

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ) (14)

with probability at least
(

1− δ
4nu

)(

1− δ
4nu

)

≥ 1− δ
2nu

if Ti ≥ 8
c2

log(8nu9
nx/δ). To ensure that (14) yields a non-

trivial bound (and the inverse in (12) exists), we need to
impose the additional condition

Ti(1− 2c)2 − 4

3

√

2Ti log(8nu9nx/δ) > 0

which is satisfied if Ti >
32

9(1−2c)4 log(8nu9
nx/δ). We select

c =
√
2−1
2
√
2
, which yields

λmin (Mi) ≥
Ti

2
− 4

3

√

2Ti log(4nu · 9nx/δ) (15)

with probability at least 1− δ
2nu

if

Ti > max

{

128

9
, 64(3 + 2

√
2)

}

log(8nu9
nx/δ)

= 64(3+2
√
2) log(8nu9

nx/δ).

Controlling the noise term To handle the numerator
in (12), consider that

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

ξ1 · · · ξTi

1 · · · 1

]

W

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

= sup
u∈Snx ,v∈Snx−1

Ti
∑

t=1

(

u⊤
[

ξt

1

])

(

w⊤
t v
)

= sup
u∈Snx ,v∈Snx−1

Ti
∑

t=1

(

u⊤
1 ξt + u2

) (

w⊤
t v
)

= sup
u∈Snx ,v∈Snx−1

Ti
∑

t=1

(u⊤
1 ξt)

(

w⊤
t v
)

+ u2

(

w⊤
t v
)

.

Using similar techniques as in the analysis of (13) and

introducing ū1 = u1/
√

1− u2
2 leads to

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

ξ1 · · · ξTi

1 · · · 1

]

W

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

= sup
v∈S

nx−1

ū1∈S
nx−1

u2∈[−1,1]

Ti
∑

t=1

√

1− u2
2(ū

⊤
1 ξi)

(

w⊤
t v
)

+ u2

(

w⊤
t v
)

≤ sup
u2∈[−1,1]

[

√

1− u2
2 sup

v∈S
nx−1

ū1∈S
nx−1

[

Ti
∑

t=1

(ū⊤
1 ξt)

(

w⊤
t v
)

]

+ |u2| sup
v∈Snx−1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Ti
∑

t=1

w⊤
t v

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

]

. (16)

Noting that

sup
v∈S

nx−1

ū1∈S
nx−1

[

Ti
∑

t=1

(ū⊤
1 ξt)

(

w⊤
t v
)

]

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Ti
∑

i=t

ξtw
⊤
t

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

,

we can apply Proposition 14 with δ
4nu

to obtain that if

Ti ≥ 1
2 log(4nu9

2nx/δ), then the upper bound

sup
v∈S

nx−1

ū1∈S
nx−1

[

Ti
∑

t=1

(ū⊤
1 yt)

(

w⊤
t v
)

]

≤ 4σw

√

Ti log(4nu92nx/δ)

(17)
holds with probability at least 1 − δ

4nu
. To upper bound

supv∈Snx−1

[∣

∣

∣

∑Ti

t=1 w
⊤
t v
∣

∣

∣

]

we use Lemma 16 to obtain

sup
v∈Snx−1

|v⊤
Ti
∑

t=1

wt| ≤
4

3
σw

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ) (18)

with probability at least 1 − δ
4nu

. Union bounding (17)

and (18) and plugging the result into (16) we obtain that

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

ξ1 · · · ξTi

1 · · · 1

]

W

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ sup
u2∈[−1,1]

√

1− u2
24σw

√

Ti log(4nu92nx/δ)

+ |u2|
4

3
σw

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)

≤ sup
u2∈[−1,1]

√

1− u2
24σw

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)

+ |u2|
4

3
σw

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)

= sup
u2∈[−1,1]

4σw

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)

(

√

1− u2
2 +

|u2|
3

)
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with probability at least 1− δ
2nu

if Ti ≥ 1
2 log(4nu9

2nx/δ).

Finally, plugging in the minimizer u∗
2 = 1√

10
we obtain

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

ξ1 · · · ξTi

1 · · · 1

]

W

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ 4
√
10

3
σw

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ).

(19)

Combining the previous results Taking (15) and (19),
plugging them into (12), and using union bound argu-
ments we obtain the desired result. Further, we compare
the two burn-in time conditions

max

{

1

2
log(4nu9

2nx/δ), 64(3 + 2
√
2) log(8nu9

nx/δ)

}

= 64(3 + 2
√
2) log(8nu9

nx/δ) ∀nx, nu ≥ 1

which concludes the proof. �

Note that like in the LTI case assuming i. i. d. data allows
us to provide error bounds on the individual matrices in-
dependently of the stability properties of the system con-
sidered. Further, the bounds in Theorem 5 can be com-
puted before collecting data, relying only on knowledge of
the system dimensions and the noise variance.

3.2 Data-dependent identification error bounds

Depending on the application it might not be necessary to
provide identification error bounds before data collection.
Instead, one can turn to data-dependent error bounds that
account only for the data observed and, hence, will be less
conservative. To this end, recall the matrices Mi defined
in (10) and note that they can be evaluated from data, i.e.,
we do not need to control the respective inverses. Thus,
we can leverage the derivations from the previous section
to obtain individual bounds for each of the unknown ma-
trices.

Corollary 6 Consider the unknown system Si as defined
in (3b) for any i ∈ [1, nu]. Fix a failure probability δ ∈
(0, 1) and let the data {x+

t , xt}Ti

t=1 be collected according to
Assumption 2. If Ti ≥ 1

2 log(2nu9
2nx/δ), then the identi-

fication error of the OLS estimate (5b) is bounded by

‖(B̂i −Bi)‖2 ≤ σw

σx

4
√
10
3

√

2Ti log(2nu · 9nx/δ)

λmin(Mi)

‖( ˆ[B0]i − [B0]i)‖2 ≤ σw

4
√
10
3

√

2Ti log(2nu · 9nx/δ)

λmin(Mi)

with probability at least 1 − δ
2nu

, where the matrix Mi is

defined in (10). If Mi has zero as an eigenvalue, we define
the inverse of that eigenvalue to be infinity.

Alternatively, we can use similar proof techniques to
(Dean et al., 2020, Proposition 3) to obtain ellipsoidal,
data-dependent identification error bounds.

Lemma 7 Consider the unknown system Si as defined in

(3b), for any i ∈ [1, nu] and with wt
i.i.d.∼ N (0, σ2

wInx
). Fix

a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1) and let the data {x+
t , xt}Ti

t=1
be sampled i. i. d. with Ti ≥ nx + 1. Define

C1(nx, δ) = σ2
w

(√
nx + 1 +

√
nx +

√

2 log(2nu/δ)
)2

.

Then with probability at least 1− δ
2nu

we have

[

⋆
]

[

(B̂i −Bi)
⊤

([B̂0]i − [B0]i)
⊤

]⊤

� C1(nx, δ)M
−1
i

where the matrix Mi is defined according to (10). If Mi

has zero as an eigenvalue, we define the inverse of that
eigenvalue to be infinity.

PROOF. We only provide a short version of the
proof, for a more detailed version we refer to the proof
of (Matni and Tu, 2019, Proposition V.1). First, define

E =
[

(B̂i −Bi) ([B̂0]i − [B0]i)
]⊤

.

Assuming N ≥ nx + 1 the singular value decomposition
of Z is given by Z = UΛV ⊤. Hence, when the inverse of
Λ exists, we can write
EE⊤ = V Λ−1U⊤WW⊤UΛ−1V � ‖U⊤W‖22(Z⊤Z)−1.

Each of the elements of the matrix U⊤W ∈ R(nx+1)×nx

is i. i. d. N (0, σ2
w) and, thus, we can apply (Vershynin,

2010, Corollary 5.35) to show that with probability at
least 1 − δ

2nu
we have ‖U⊤W‖2 ≤ σw

(√
nx + 1 +

√
nx

+
√

2 log(2nu/δ)
)

. �

Lemma 7 can be easily extended to sub-Gaussian
noise using (Vershynin, 2010, Proposition 5.39) instead
of (Vershynin, 2010, Corollary 5.35) in the proof.

3.3 Sample complexity of identifying bilinear systems

To obtain finite sample identification error bounds for the
bilinear system (2) we apply Algorithm 1 and combine
the results from Sections 3.1 and 3.2 using union bound
arguments.

Theorem 8 Consider Algorithm 1 where the data has
been collected from the bilinear system (2) according to
Assumption 2. Fix a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1). If

T0 ≥ T̄0,

Ti ≥ T̄i ∀i ∈ [1, nu],

then Algorithm 1 results in estimates Â, B̂0, B̂1, . . . , B̂nu

that satisfy

‖Â−A‖2 ≤ εA, (21a)

‖B̂i −Bi‖2 ≤ εBi
∀i ∈ [1, nu], (21b)

‖[B̂0]i − [B0]i‖2 ≤ ε[B0]i ∀i ∈ [1, nu] (21c)

with probability at least 1 − δ, where identification error
bounds and burn-in times are specified as follows:
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(1) A priori identification error bounds:

εA =
σw

σx

16
√

T0 log(4 · 9nx/δ)

T0
, (22a)

εBi
=

σw

σx

4
√
10
3

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)

Ti/2− 4
3

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)
, (22b)

ε[B0]i = σw

4
√
10
3

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)

Ti/2− 4
3

√

2Ti log(4nu9nx/δ)
, (22c)

T̄0 = 128 log(8 · 9nx/δ), (22d)

T̄i = 64(3 + 2
√
2) log(8nu9

nx/δ). (22e)

(2) Data-dependent identification error bounds:

εA =
σw

σx

4
√

T0 log(4 · 9nx/δ)

λmin(M0)
, (23a)

εBi
=

σw

σx

4
√
10
3

√

2Ti log(2nu · 9nx/δ)

λmin(Mi)
, (23b)

ε[B0]i = σw

4
√
10
3

√

2Ti log(2nu9nx/δ)

λmin(Mi)
, (23c)

T̄0 =
1

2
log(2 · 9nx/δ), (23d)

T̄i =
1

2
log(2nu9

2nx/δ). (23e)

PROOF. This result follows directly by using Theorem 5
(Corollary 6) and (the data-dependent version of) Theo-
rem 4 and leveraging union bound arguments. �

While we demonstrate in Section 5.1 that the a priori iden-
tification error bounds (22) are less tight than the data-
dependent identification ones (23), they provide the possi-
bility to bound the amount of uncertainty in the estimates
before running the experiment. Further, the a priori iden-
tification error bounds provide additional insights that
help to understand the difficulty in identifying the system
matrices in terms of the sample complexity. First, we can
observe that the identification of every unknown matrix
scales with O(1/

√
T) which is the known rate of OLS for

linear systems. Further, the problem size influences the
identification errors (22a)-(22c) of orderO(

√

nx log(nu)),
whereas the overall number of samples T = T0 + nuTi

needs to be of order O(nx(nu + 1)). In accordance with
the linear case, the failure probability enters inversely in-
side log-terms and lastly, we observe the signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) σx/σx for the identification error bounds of
A and Bi, ∀i ∈ [1, nu], whereas the identification of [B0]i
lacks the dependence on σx. This is because [B0]i enters
affinely in (3b) and is caused by choosing the normalized
control inputs ui = ei, such that the denominator of the
SNR is equal to one.

Equivalently, we can use the ellipsoidal, data-dependent
identification error bounds to obtain the following result.

Theorem 9 Consider Algorithm 1 with i. i. d. collected
data from the bilinear system (2). Fix a failure probability

δ ∈ (0, 1) and let wt
i.i.d.∼ N (0, σ2

wInx
). If

T0 ≥ nx and Ti ≥ nx + 1 ∀i ∈ [1, nu],

then Algorithm 1 results in estimates Â, B̂0, B̂1, . . . , B̂nu

that satisfy

(Â−A)(Â−A)⊤ � EA, (24a)

[

⋆
]

[

(B̂i −Bi)
⊤

([B̂0]i − [B0]i)
⊤

]⊤

� EBi
∀i ∈ [1, nu] (24b)

with probability at least 1− δ, where

EA = σ2
w

(

2
√
nx +

√

2 log (2/δ)
)2

M−1
0 ,

EBi
= σ2

w

(√
nx + 1+

√
nx +

√

2 log (2nu/δ)
)2

M−1
i .

If Mi, i ∈ [0, nu], has zero as an eigenvalue, we define the
inverse of that eigenvalue to be infinity.

PROOF. These results directly follow by using Lemma 7
and (Dean et al., 2020, Proposition 2.4) with δ

2 followed
by union bound arguments. �

With this, we have established a priori as well as data-
dependent finite sample identification error bounds for the
identification of bilinear systems from i. i. d. data. While
the results hold for bilinear systems, Koopman operator
theory provides an appealing tool to extend the results of
this work to more general nonlinear systems. While a de-
tailed analysis is out of the scope of this work, we sketch
some of the links between our results and the general non-
linear case in the following.

3.4 Implications for data-driven control of nonlinear sys-
tems

As already discussed,Koopman operator theory (Koopman,
1931; Mauroy et al., 2020) allows to accurately repre-
sent nonlinear systems by higher-dimensional bilinear
systems (Surana, 2016; Huang et al., 2018). Identifying
this lifted bilinear system from data collected from the
true system is an active field of research. Although (ex-
tended) dynamic mode decomposition (Williams et al.,
2015) is shown to suitably approximate the Koopman
operator (Korda and Mezić, 2018; Bevanda et al., 2021)
while being scalable to large-scale systems and robust
w.r.t. noise (Bevanda et al., 2024; Meanti et al., 2024),
finite sample identification error bounds are usually hard
to obtain for noisy systems (Mezić, 2022; Nüske et al.,
2023; Philipp et al., 2024). One particular challenge
lies in the fact that we cannot sample from the high-
dimensional lifted state-space directly, but only from the
lower-dimensional original state-space, where the two
are related by known lifting functions. At this stage,
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we emphasize that sampling in the original state space
and lifting the samples afterwards does not violate the
assumptions of Theorem 9, thus this result can still be
applied to a setting where the system is bilinear in a lifted
state space. Regarding Theorem 8, the following propo-
sition demonstrates for a particular choice of a lifting
function, which has been widely used in the Koopman
literature, that sub-Gaussian sampling in the lifted state
space (Assumption 2) can still be satisfied, enabling the
application of Theorem 8 in this setup.

Lemma 10 Consider a scalar random variable x
i.i.d.∼

U(a). Then, the random vector ξ =
[

x sin(x)
]⊤

is sub-

Gaussian distributed with variance proxy

σ2 ≤
{

2a+ 1, if a ∈ (0, 1],

a2 + 2a, if a ∈ (1,∞).

PROOF. See Appendix C. �

Note that, while we provide the proof for a scalar variable
x for clarity of exposition, the Lemma 10 can be easily ex-
tended to vector-valued random variables, where sin(·) is
applied element-wise. Although we can show that a suit-
able sampling in the original state space ensures the nec-
essary sub-Gaussian sampling in the lifted space for a spe-
cific lifting function, it remains an open question for gen-
eral lifting functions. However, we suspect that Lemma 10
can be extended to other classes of lifting functions using
bounded sampling. Further, we note that the derived up-
per bound of the variance proxy is not sharp, but shows
that lifted samples are sub-Gaussian distributed. Find-
ing the necessary exact variance proxy (or a tight lower
bound) is left for future research.

4 Controller design for bilinear systems

For the controller design, we consider the system repre-
sentation in (2) but focus on the noise-free part of the dy-
namics since our control objective is stabilization. In par-
ticular, we express (2) in terms of the OLS estimates Â,

B̂0 =
[

[B̂0]1 · · · [B̂0]nu

]

, B̂1, . . . , B̂nu
and define Âux =

[

B̂1 − Â · · · B̂nu
− Â

]

to obtain the uncertain bilinear

system

x+
t = Âxt + B̂0ut + Âux(ut ⊗ xt) + r(xt, ut). (25)

Here, r(x, u) is the residual capturing the identification
error resulting from the OLS estimation and is given by

r(x, u) = (A− Â)x+ (B0 − B̂0)u+ (Aux − Âux)(u⊗ x).
(26)

In the following, we demonstrate that the non-asymptotic
identification error bounds derived in Section 3 are suit-
able for robust control of bilinear systems. Therefore, we
follow the design proposed in Strässer et al. (2023, 2024b)

in the context of a Koopman-based bilinear surrogate
model. To this end, we express the obtained error bound
as a quadratic matrix inequality that bounds the residual
in a proportional manner, i.e.,

‖r(x, u)‖22 ≤
[

x

u

]⊤

Q∆

[

x

u

]

. (27)

To this end, we assume that the control inputs u satisfy
u ∈ U, where U ⊂ R

nu is a user-defined compact set.
This is motivated by the fact that u is typically bounded
in practice, e.g., due to physical constraints. Further,
the later established controller design is based on a pre-
defined state region X ⊂ Rnx , which is used to define the
region where stability of the closed-loop system can be
guaranteed. Since x is within X for all times, the set U

needs to satisfy that u = u(x) ∈ U for all x ∈ X .

4.1 Individual identification error bounds

In this section, we consider the individual identification er-
ror bounds presented in Theorem 8. The following propo-
sition characterizes how the results in Theorem 8 can be
transferred to the error bound (27).

Proposition 11 Consider the bilinear system (2) and let
the identification error be bounded according to (21) with
probability at least 1− δ with δ ∈ (0, 1). Then, the residual
r(x, u) of the uncertain bilinear system (25) satisfies the
quadratic bound (27) for

Q∆ =

[

2c2xInx
0

0 2c2uInu

]

(28)

with probability at least 1− δ, where

cx =

[

max
u∈U

|1−
nu
∑

i=1

[u]i|
]

εA +

[

max
u∈U

nu
∑

i=1

|[u]i|εBi

]

,

cu =

√

√

√

√

nu
∑

i=1

ε2[B0]i
.

PROOF. See Appendix D. �

Based on the individual identification error bounds de-
rived in Theorem 8, Proposition 11 yields a quadratic
bound on the residual. In particular, the bound is propor-
tional to the state and input, allowing a robust controller
design since the error bound vanishes at the equilibrium
(x, u) = (0, 0). As shown in Theorem 13, this allows a
controller design stabilizing the system in a region of at-
traction (RoA) around the equilibrium.
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4.2 Ellipsoidal identification error bounds

Next, we use the ellipsoidal identification error bounds
presented in Theorem 9 and derive a corresponding ma-
trix Q∆. Here, we consider a block-wise decomposition

of the matrices EBi
=

[

[EBi
]11 [EBi

]12

[EBi
]21 [EBi

]22

]

in (24b), where

[EBi
]11 ∈ Rnx×nx , [EBi

]12 = [EBi
]⊤21 ∈ Rnx , [EBi

]22 ∈ R.

Proposition 12 Consider the bilinear system (2) and let
the identification error be bounded according to (24) with
probability at least 1− δ with δ ∈ (0, 1). Then, the residual
r(x, u) of the uncertain bilinear system (25) satisfies the
quadratic bound (27) for

Q∆ =





(nu + 1)max
u∈U

|1−∑nu

i=1[u]i|2EA 0

0 0



+ (nu +1)ÊB

(29a)
with probability at least 1− δ, where

ÊB = [⋆]
⊤ ẼB





(max
u∈U

|u| ⊗ Inx
) 0

0 Inu



 , (29b)

ẼB =



























[EB1 ]11 [EB1 ]12
. . .

. . .

[EBnu
]11 [EBnu

]12

[EB1 ]21 [EB1 ]22
. . .

. . .

[EBnu
]21 [EBnu

]22



























.

(29c)

PROOF. See Appendix E. �

Similar to the discussion for the individual identification
error bounds, Proposition 12 establishes an error charac-
terization of the residual which is tailored to control and
vanishes at the origin.

4.3 Controller design based on linear robust control tech-
niques

In the following, we present the proposed controller design
for system (2) based on the identified bilinear system (25).
More precisely, we rely on the state-feedback controller
design presented in Strässer et al. (2023, 2024b). Here, the
controller design of the uncertain bilinear system (25),(27)
is addressed by linear robust control techniques, which

are based on rewriting the bilinear system as a linear frac-
tional representation (Zhou et al., 1996) within a user-
defined state region X . To this end, we define the set

X =







x ∈ R
nx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

x

1

]⊤ [
Qx Sx

S⊤
x Rx

][

x

1

]

≥ 0







, (30)

where Qx ≺ 0 and Rz > 0. Then, the proposed controller
design guarantees invariance of X and regional stability
of the closed loop for initial conditions in a subset of X .

Possible choices are, e.g., Qx = −I, Sx = 0, and Rx = c
defining a norm bound on the state ‖x‖2 ≤ c. An algo-
rithm to heuristically optimize the geometry ofX based on
the identified system dynamics is given in (Strässer et al.,
2024a, Procedure 8). Further, we assume that the inverse
[

Q̃x S̃x

S̃⊤

x R̃x

]

:=
[

Qx Sx

S⊤

x Rx

]−1

exists. Now we can formulate the

main theorem of this section.

Theorem 13 Consider the bilinear system (2), where the
residual of the system identification satisfies (27) for some
Q∆ with probability at least 1 − δ with δ ∈ (0, 1). If there
exist a symmetric matrix P = P⊤ ≻ 0 of size nx, matrices
L ∈ Rnu×nx , Lw ∈ Rnu×nxnu , a symmetric matrix Λ =
Λ⊤ ≻ 0 of size nu, and scalars ν > 0, τ > 0 such that the
linear matrix inequalities (31) and

[

νR̃x − 1 −νS̃⊤
x

−νS̃x νQ̃x + P

]

� 0 (32)

hold, then the controller

u(x) = (I − Lw(Λ
−1 ⊗ x))−1LP−1x (33)

ensures exponential stability of the closed-loop system for
all initial conditions in XRoA := {x ∈ R

nx | x⊤P−1x ≤
1} ⊆ X with probability at least 1− δ.

PROOF. This is a direct combination of (Strässer et al.,
2023, Theorem 4) and (Strässer et al., 2024b, Theo-
rem 4.1), where we generalize the result by exploiting Q∆

in (27) for the error bound on the residual. �

Theorem 13 establishes a controller design for the un-
known bilinear system (2) with end-to-end guarantees
based on measured data. In particular, the controller de-
sign ensures exponential stability of the closed-loop sys-
tem for all initial conditions in the RoA XRoA with high
probability. To this end, we exploit the identified system
dynamics and the identification error bounds derived in
Section 3 to establish a controller design that is robust
to the residual. Here, we can use the individual or the el-
lipsoidal identification error bounds to derive the matrix
Q∆ used in the controller design, see (28) and (29), re-
spectively. The design scheme requires and ensures that
the state x remains within the set X . Thus, the set X
needs to be carefully chosen when applying the controller
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Algorithm 2 Indirect DDC with end-to-end guarantees

1: Choose δ, T0, . . . , Tnu
and X

2: Collect data and identify system matrices using Algo-
rithm 1 with the sampling scheme chosen according
to the desired error bounds

3: if LMIs (31) and (32) are satisfied then
4: Controller (33) yields closed loop exponentially

stable in XRoA ⊆ X with high probability
5: else
6: Modify parameters in 1 until successful
7: end if

design. More precisely, if the controller design is not fea-
sible for a given set of data, feasibility might be ensured
by either collecting more data to reduce the identification
error or adjusting the set X to shrink the guaranteed RoA
XRoA ⊆ X . Thus, the controller design can be iterated
until successful, see Algorithm 2.

5 Numerical example

In this section, we first provide numerical simulations to
illustrate the derived identification error bounds of Sec-
tion 3 (Section 5.1), where we compare the a priori identifi-
cation error bounds (Theorem 5) with the data-dependent
bounds (Theorem 6). Second, we use both types of the
identification error bounds to design a controller for dif-
ferent bilinear systems and provide end-to-end guaran-
tees for indirect data-driven control of these systems (Sec-
tion 5.2). Finally, we apply our results to a nonlinear in-
verted pendulum using the link with Koopman operator
theory (Section 5.3). 1

5.1 Error bounds

In this section, we analyze the identification error bounds
derived in Section 3 with respect to conservatism and de-
pendence on key problem parameters. Here, we focus our
analysis on the identification problem (3b) and refer to
the works by Dean et al. (2020) or Matni and Tu (2019)
for the analysis of the identification error bounds of (3a).

1 The code for the numerical examples can be accessed
at: https://github.com/col-tasas/2024-bilinear-end-to-end

For the remainder of this section the setup will be as fol-

lows. Data is collected by sampling xk
i.i.d.∼ N (0, I) and

evaluating the unknown, affine function

x+
t = B1xt +B0 + wt,

where wt
i.i.d.∼ N (0, σ2

wInx
), σw = 0.5. The matrix B1 ∈

Rnx×nx and the vector B0 ∈ Rnx are drawn randomly.
We estimate B1 and B0 using the OLS estimate (5b).

First, we consider the influence of the sample size on
the identification error. To this end, we select nx = 25.
Further, we empirically estimate the identification error
through Monte Carlo simulations to average out the ran-
domness in the noise and data-sampling. Since the data-
dependent identification error bound (23b) also depends
on the observed data we consider the mean over theMonte
Carlo simulations. The mean and 3σ-band of the em-
pirically approximated identification error as well as the
mean of the data-based bound are displayed in Fig. 1a
along with the a priori sample complexity bounds. The
results show that the a priori identification error bounds
are more conservative than their data-dependent coun-
terparts. This is to be expected since the data-dependent
identification error bounds only take into account the
data that is observed and need less potentially conserva-
tive steps in their derivation. Further, even in a high-data
regime, both bounds overestimate the true identification
error, where as expected the absolute value of the gap de-
creases as the number of samples increases. Additionally,
Fig. 1b shows that the dependency on the sample size cap-
tured in the a-priori identification error bound, which is
O(1/

√
T ) is correct.

Now we focus on the dependence on the problem dimen-
sion nx. To this end, we consider random B1 and B0 with
nx varying between 1 and 30. Again, we use Monte Carlo
simulations to evaluate the identification errors and iden-
tification error bounds for T = 250.000 samples. The re-
sults are displayed in Fig. 1c. It is apparent that the identi-
fication error increases as expected with the problem size.
However, as shown in Fig. 1d, the conservatism of the er-
ror bounds decreases as the problem size nx increases. As
before, the data-based bound is consistently less conser-
vative than the a priori bound.
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Fig. 1. Mean of the identification error ( ), data-based bounds ( ), and a priori error bounds ( ) through 100 Monte
Carlo simulations. Shaded areas are respective 3σ-bands.

5.2 Controller design

Next, we study the incorporation of the different types of
identification error bounds in control. In particular, we
design a controller for the bilinear system (2) following
Theorem 13 with both the individual identification error
bounds of Section 4.1 as well as the ellipsoidal identifica-
tion error bounds of Section 4.2. Here, we study 1) the
feasibility of the controller design, and 2) the size of the
guaranteed RoA for the different error bounds. We note
that we do not consider the a priori identification error
bounds in the controller design, as they are more conser-
vative than the data-dependent bounds according to the
previous section. The simulations are performed in MAT-
LAB using the YALMIP toolbox (Löfberg, 2004) with the
solver MOSEK (MOSEK, 2022).

5.2.1 Academic example

We start by considering the academic dynamical system

x+
t =

[

1 1

0 1

]

xt +

[

1

1

]

ut +

[

1 0

0 1

]

utxt. (34)

We define the region of interest X in (30) via the norm
bound ‖xt‖2 ≤ c. Moreover, we assume a compact input
space U = [−2, 2]2. We emphasize once again that with
high probability the RoAXRoA ⊆ X is invariant under our
control law (33), where XRoA corresponds to the sublevel
set V (x) ≤ 1 of the Lyapunov function V (x) = x⊤P−1x
with P ≻ 0. Hence, we maximize the trace of P subject
to the LMIs (31), (32) to find the largest RoA.

First, we study the feasibility of the controller design for
the two types of identification error bounds. In particular,

Table 1
Required data length for a feasible controller design for the
academic example in Section 5.2.1.

X = {x | ‖x‖2 ≤ c} c = 0.1 c = 0.6 c = 0.9

Individual bounds T = 360 T = 2263 T = 34 668

Ellipsoidal bounds T = 33 T = 213 T = 3999

we select wt
i.i.d.∼ N (0, σ2

wI) with σw = 0.1, δ = 0.05, sam-

ple x
i.i.d.∼ N (0, I), and numerically determine the min-

imally required data lengths. Here, we restrict ourselves
to data lengths T0 = T1 = T , but note that generally
the lengths could be chosen differently. The results in Ta-
ble 1 show that the ellipsoidal error bounds require less
data to design a feasible controller compared to the indi-
vidual error bounds. In other words, the ellipsoidal error
bounds allow for larger regions of attraction for a given
data length. This is in line with Fig. 2, where we show
the regions of attraction corresponding to the simulations
in Table 1. We emphasize that the RoA is determined by
P whose trace is maximized in the controller design and,
thus, the obtained RoA for more data is not necessarily a
superset of the RoA for less data. However, this could be
ensured by adding a suitable set-containment constraint
to the optimization problem, which would come at the
cost of less degrees of freedom in the controller design.

5.2.2 Continuous stirred-tank reactor

Next, we consider the cooling of a continuous stirred-tank
reactor (CSTR) as considered in, e.g., Longchamp (1980)
with feedback control orKöhler et al. (2020), (Rawlings et al.,
2020, Example 1.11) with model predictive control. The
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Fig. 2. RoA for given X = {x | ‖x‖2 ≤ c} and the minimum
required data length for individual error bounds ( ) and
ellipsoidal error bounds ( ) as well as the RoA with ellip-
soidal error bounds for the minimum data length required for
individual error bounds ( ).

Table 2
Required data length for a feasible controller design for the
CSTR example in Section 5.2.2.

Rx 1× 10−4 1× 10−3 1× 10−2

Individual bounds T = 8430 T = 8767 T = 11 409

Ellipsoidal bounds T = 1650 T = 1797 T = 2497

corresponding bilinear model is given by

x+
t =

[

1.425 0.1

−0.625 0.8

]

xt +

[

−0.025

0

]

ut +

[

−0.1 0

0 0

]

utxt,

(35)
where [xt]1 and [xt]2 denote the deviation from the out-
put temperature and concentration, respectively. For the
simulation, the set X in (30) is defined via fixed val-
ues Rx, Sx = 0 and an heuristically optimized Qx ma-
trix following (Strässer et al., 2024a, Procedure 8). More-
over, we assume a compact input space U = [−2, 2]2.
Similar to the academic example, we study the feasibil-
ity of the controller design for the two types of error
bounds and different choices of Rx. In particular, we se-

lect wt
i.i.d.∼ N (0, σ2

wI) with σw = 0.1, δ = 0.05, sam-

ple x
i.i.d.∼ N (0, I), and numerically determine the mini-

mally required data lengths T0 = T1 = T . Table 2 depicts
that the ellipsoidal error bounds require less data to de-
sign a feasible controller compared to the individual error
bounds, and the required data length increases with Rx.

5.3 Nonlinear inverted pendulum

Finally, we illustrate the application of our results to a
nonlinear system using the link with Koopman operator
theory discussed in Section 3.4. To this end, we consider

−3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

3

[zt]1

[z
t
] 2

Fig. 3. RoA ( ) and closed-loop trajectories ( ) for the
nonlinear inverted pendulum example in Section 5.3.

the nonlinear inverted pendulum (Tiwari et al., 2023;
Verhoek et al., 2023; Strässer et al., 2024a)

z+t =

[

[zt]1 + Ts[zt]2

[zt]2 +
Tsg
l

sin([zt]1)− Tsb
ml2

[zt]2 +
Ts

ml2
ut

]

(36)

with mass m = 1kg, length l = 1m, damping coefficient
b = 0.5, gravitational acceleration g = 9.81m/s2 and Ts =
0.1 s. We follow Section 3.4 and define the lifting function

x = Φ(z) =
[

[z]1 [z]2 sin([z]1)
]⊤

leading to an uncertain

bilinear system representation in x. Here, we assume that
the lifting function Φ gives an exact finite-dimensional
Koopman representation of the system dynamics. How-
ever, we emphasize that, when an exact lifting is unknown,
the approximation error of the (finite-dimensional) Koop-
man representation cannot be neglected in the controller
design, see Strässer et al. (2024a,b) for a detailed discus-
sion. For the simulation, we choose the set X in (30) via

the norm bound ‖xt‖2 ≤ 11. Further, we select wt
i.i.d.∼

N (0, σ2
wI) with σw = 1 × 10−3, δ = 0.05, sample z

i.i.d.∼
N (0, I). Then, we assume a compact input space U =
[−2, 2] and collect T0 = T1 = 50 000 data samples. Follow-
ing Lemma 10 and Algorithm 2 we determine the corre-
sponding ellipsoidal error bounds and the respective Q∆

in (29). For the controller design, we observe that fea-
sibility improves when over-estimating the error bound
by choosing Q̃∆ = ‖Q∆‖2I in the quadratic expression
in (27). Clearly, if the controller is robust w.r.t. the over-
estimated error bound, then it is also robust w.r.t. the ac-
tual error bound. The obtained RoA is depicted in Fig. 3,
where we also include some closed-loop trajectories to il-
lustrate the controller’s performance. Overall, these re-
sults show that our approach can be applied to nonlin-
ear systems using the link with Koopman operator the-
ory, paving the way towards the design of data-driven
controllers for nonlinear systems using data affected by
stochastic noise.
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6 Conclusion

In this work, we leveraged tools from statistical learning
theory to derive finite sample identification error bounds
for the identification of unknown bilinear systems from
noisy data. To this end, the derived identification error
bounds are combined with robust control for bilinear sys-
tems to obtain a regionally exponentially stable closed
loop. The presented numerical studies show the interplay
between identification error bounds and controller design.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work con-
necting statistical learning theory results with robust con-
trol to provide end-to-end guarantees for indirect data-
driven control of bilinear systems from finite data affected
by potentially unbounded stochastic noise. We note that
the results of this work provide a promising avenue for in-
direct data-driven control of nonlinear systems by means
of Koopman operator theory but and view this as an in-
teresting direction for future work.
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Löfberg, J., 2004. YALMIP: A toolbox for modeling and
optimization in MATLAB. In: Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. on
Robotics and Automation. pp. 284–289.

Longchamp, R., 1980. Stable feedback control of bilinear sys-
tems. IEEE Trans. Autom. Control 25 (2), 302–306.

Luesink, R., Nijmeijer, H., 1989. On the stabilization of bilin-
ear systems via constant feedback. Linear algebra and its
applications 122, 457–474.

Mania, H., Tu, S., Recht, B., 2019. Certainty equivalence is
efficient for linear quadratic control. Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems 32.

Matni, N., Tu, S., 2019. A tutorial on concentration bounds for
system identification. In: Proc. 58th IEEEConf. on Decision
and Control (CDC). pp. 3741–3749.
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Worthmann, K., 2024. Variance representations and con-
vergence rates for data-driven approximations of Koopman
operators. arXiv:2402.02494.

Rawlings, J. B., Mayne, D. Q., Diehl, M. M., 2020. Model
Predictive Control: Theory, Design, and Computation, 2nd
Edition. Nob Hill Publishing, Madison, WI.

Sarkar, T., Rakhlin, A., 2019. Near optimal finite time identi-
fication of arbitrary linear dynamical systems. In: Int. Conf.
on Machine Learning. PMLR.

Sattar, Y., Oymak, S., 2022. Non-asymptotic and accurate
learning of nonlinear dynamical systems. J. of Machine
Learning Research 23 (140), 1–49.

Sattar, Y., Oymak, S., Ozay, N., 2022. Finite sample identifi-
cation of bilinear dynamical systems. In: Proc. 61st IEEE
Conf. on Decision and Control (CDC). pp. 6705–6711.

Shirani Faradonbeh, M. K., Tewari, A., Michailidis, G., 2018.
Finite time identification in unstable linear systems. Auto-
matica 96, 342–353.

Simchowitz, M., Mania, H., Tu, S., Jordan, M. I., Recht, B.,
2018. Learning without mixing: Towards a sharp analysis of
linear system identification. In: Conf. On Learning Theory.
PMLR, pp. 439–473.

Sontag, E. D., Wang, Y., Megretski, A., 2009. Input classes
for identifiability of bilinear systems. IEEE Trans. Autom.
Control 54 (2), 195–207.
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A Proof of Theorem 4

First, following similar arguments to the proof of Theo-
rem 5, we obtain

‖Â−A‖2 ≤ 1

σx

‖Ξ⊤W‖
λmin(Ξ⊤Ξ)

,

where Ξ =
[

ξ1 . . . ξT0

]⊤
with σxξt = xt. From here we

can apply Propositions 14 and 15 with δ
4 and choose c = 1

4
to obtain the result. �

B Technical results for the proof of Theorem 5

In the following, we provide technical results, used
throughout the proof of Theorem 5. The following propo-
sition is a generalization of (Matni and Tu, 2019, Prop
III.1) to sub-Gaussian noise and sampling.

Proposition 14 Let xt
i.i.d∼ subGnx

(σ2
x) and wt

i.i.d∼
subGnx

(σ2
w). Fix a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1) and let

Ti ≥ 1
2 log

(

92nx/δ
)

, then it holds that

P

[

‖
Ti
∑

t=1

xtw
⊤
t ‖2 ≤ 4σxσw

√

Ti log (92nx/δ)

]

≤ 1− δ.

PROOF. The proof can be carried out in the same way
as the proof of (Matni and Tu, 2019, Prop. III.1). �

The following Proposition provides a lower bound on the
smallest eigenvalue of a covariance-like matrix and is a
variant of (Vershynin, 2010, Theorem 5.39).

Proposition 15 Let xt
i.i.d∼ subGnx

(σ2
x). Fix a failure

probability δ ∈ (0, 1) and some c ∈ (0, 1
2 ). Let Ti ≥

8
c2

log(2 · 9nx/δ). Then it holds that

P

[

λmin

(

Ti
∑

t=1

xtx
⊤
t

)

≥ σxTi(1− 2c)2

]

≥ 1− δ.

PROOF. First we define σxyt = xt, such that yt
i.i.d.∼

subGnx
(1). Now note that

∑Ti

t=1 xtx
⊤
t = σ2

x

∑Ti

t=1 yty
⊤
t ,

i.e., it suffices to analyze the smallest eigenvalue of Z =
∑Ti

t=1 yty
⊤
t . Next, observe that Z = Y ⊤Y , with Y =

[

y1 y2 · · · yTi

]⊤
and using this definition it holds that
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σ2
min(Y ) = λmin(Z). Applying (Vershynin, 2010, Lemma

5.36) with B = 1√
Ti
Y yields

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

Ti

Y ⊤Y − I

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ max(ε, ε2) =⇒ λmin(Z) ≥ T (1− ǫ)2.

(B.1)
In the following, we deploy an ǫ-net argument to show the
bound on the l.h.s. of (B.1). To this end, let {vℓ}Mℓ=1 be
an 1

4 -covering of S
nx−1. By (Vershynin, 2010, Lemma 5.2)

we have M ≤ 9nx and consequently
∥

∥

∥

∥

1

Ti

Y ⊤Y − I

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 2 max
ℓ∈[1,9nx ]

|v⊤ℓ
(

1

Ti

Y ⊤Y − I

)

vℓ|

= 2 max
ℓ∈[1,9nx ]

| 1
Ti

v⊤ℓ Y ⊤Y vℓ − 1|.

Clearly, for some ℓ ∈ [1, 9nx ] we have v⊤ℓ Y
⊤Y vℓ =

∑Ti

t=1 v
⊤
ℓ yty

⊤
t vℓ =

∑Ti

t=1 ζ
2
k , where ζk = v⊤ℓ yt follows a

sub-Gaussian distribution with variance proxy σ2
ζ = 1.

Hence, ζ2k is sub-exponentially distributed with param-

eters (4, 4), the sum
∑Ti

t=1 ζ
2
k is sub-exponentially dis-

tributed with parameters (4Ti, 4) and has expected value
Ti. Applying the two-sided version of (Wainwright, 2019,
Proposition 2.9) with t = cTi, c ∈ [0, 1], we obtain

P
[

|v⊤ℓ Y ⊤Y vℓ − Ti| ≥ cTi

]

= P

[

|
Ti
∑

t=1

ζ2k − Ti| ≥ cTi

]

≤ δ

9nx
:= 2e−

c2Ti
8 . (B.2)

Observing that

|v⊤ℓ Y ⊤Y vℓ − Ti| ≥ cTi ⇔ | 1
Ti

v⊤ℓ Y ⊤Y vℓ − 1| ≥ c,

union bounding over all vℓ, and solving the r.h.s of (B.2)
for a burn-in-time condition, we conclude

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

Ti

Y ⊤Y − I

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 2c (B.3)

with probability at least 1 − δ if Ti ≥ 8
c2

log(2 · 9nx/δ).
Combining (B.3) with (B.1) results in the desired result,
where we require c ≤ 1

2 for a non-trivial lower bound. �

The following general result is a direct consequence of
Hoeffding’s inequality and a covering argument.

Lemma 16 Let xt
i.i.d.∼ subGnx

(σ2
x) and fix a failure prob-

ability δ ∈ (0, 1). Then it holds that

P

[

max
v∈Snx−1

|v⊤
Ti
∑

t=1

xt| ≤
4

3
σx

√

2Ti log(9nx/δ)

]

≥ 1− δ.

PROOF. First, we define σxyt = xt such that yt
i.i.d.∼

subGnx
(1). Note that

max
v∈Snx−1

|v⊤
Ti
∑

t=1

xt| = σx max
v∈Snx−1

|v⊤
Ti
∑

t=1

yt|,

i.e., it suffices to analyze

max
v∈Snx−1

|v⊤
Ti
∑

t=1

yt| = ‖
Ti
∑

t=1

yt‖2. (B.4)

Since we cannot evaluate the maximum in (B.4) directly,
we resort to ǫ-net arguments (see, e.g., Vershynin (2010)),
where we approximate the maximum over the sphere by
the maximum over an ǫ-covering. To this end, we define
Nǫ to be an ǫ-net of Snx−1. Defining v∗ as the minimizer of
(B.4) it follows that for some vℓ ∈ Nǫ which approximates

v∗ = argmaxv∈Snx−1 |v⊤
∑Ti

t=1 yt|, s.t. ‖vℓ − v∗‖ ≤ ǫ,
where ǫ ∈ [0, 1), we have

|v⊤ℓ
Ti
∑

t=1

yt| ≥ |v∗⊤
Ti
∑

t=1

yt| − |(v∗ − vℓ)
⊤

Ti
∑

t=1

yt|

≥ (1 − ǫ)‖
Ti
∑

t=1

yt‖2. (B.5)

Choosing ǫ = 1
4 it follows from (Vershynin, 2010, Lemma

5.2) that |Nǫ| ≤ 9nx , and by (B.5) we obtain

‖
Ti
∑

t=1

yt‖2 = max
v∈Snx−1

|v⊤
Ti
∑

t=1

yt|

≤ 4

3
max

ℓ∈[1,9nx ]
|v⊤ℓ

Ti
∑

t=1

yt|. (B.6)

Note that, by construction, v⊤ℓ yt ∼ subG(1) for all ℓ ∈
[1, 9nx ] since yt ∼ subGnx

(1). Thus, by applying Hoeffd-
ing’s inequality for each vℓ we obtain

P

[

|
Ti
∑

t=1

v⊤ℓ yt| ≥
√

2Ti log(9nx/δ)

]

≤ δ

9nx
.

Taking the union bounding over all vℓ ∈ Nǫ yields

P

[

max
ℓ∈[1,9nx ]

|
Ti
∑

t=1

ṽ⊤ℓ yt| ≤
√

2Ti log(9nx/δ)

]

≥ 1− δ.

By (B.6) and (B.4), we deduce

P

[

max
v∈Snx−1

|v⊤
Ti
∑

t=1

xt| ≤
4

3
σx

√

2Ti log(9nx/δ)

]

≥ 1− δ

which concludes the proof. �

C Proof of Lemma 10

First, we show that if x
i.i.d.∼ U(a) then sin(x) is a zero-

mean random variable, by considering

E[sin(x)] =

∫ ∞

−∞
sin(x)fX(x)dx =

1

2a

∫ a

−a

sin(x)dx

=
1

2a
[− cos(x)]

a

−a = 0.

Further, observe that sin(x) ∈ [−1, 1] for all x ∈ R and
let v ∈ S1 and λ ∈ R. Now, let ε be an independent
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Rademacher variable. 2 Note that since v⊤ξ is symmetric,
v⊤ξ and εv⊤ξ share the same distribution. Hence,

E

[

eλv
⊤ξ
]

= E

[

Eε

[

eελv
⊤ξ
]]

≤ E

[

e
λ2(v⊤ξ)2

2

]

= E

[

e
λ2(v1x+v2 sin(x))2

2

]

, (C.1)

where the inequality follows from (Wainwright, 2019, Ex-
ample 2.3). Since the variance proxy needs to hold for all
v ∈ S1, we consider

max
v∈S1

v21x
2 + v22 sin

2(x) + 2v1v2x sin(x).

In the following, we crudely bound this by

max
v∈S1

v21a
2 + v22 + 2a = max

v1∈[−1,1]
v21(a

2 − 1) + 2a+ 1.

Clearly, this yields

E

[

eλv
⊤ξ
]

≤
{

e
λ2

2 (2a+1), if a ∈ (0, 1],

e
λ2

2 (a2+2a), if a ∈ (1,∞),

which concludes the proof. �

D Proof of Proposition 11

We prove Proposition 11 by deriving the quadratic bound
in (27) from the individual identification error bounds
in (21). To this end, recall the residual r(x, u) in (26) and
observe that we can rewrite it as

r(x, u) = (1−
nu
∑

i=1

[u]i)(A− Â)x+ (B0 − B̂0)ui

+

nu
∑

i=1

[u]i(Bi − B̂i)x. (D.1)

Then, the identification error bounds (21) yield

‖r(x, u)‖2

≤ |1−
nu
∑

i=1

[u]i|‖A− Â‖2‖x‖+

√

√

√

√

nu
∑

i=1

‖[B0]i − [B̂0]i‖22‖u‖

+

nu
∑

i=1

|[u]i|‖Bi − B̂i‖2‖x‖

≤
[

max
u∈U

|1−
nu
∑

i=1

[u]i|
]

εA‖x‖+

√

√

√

√

nu
∑

i=1

ε2[B0]i
‖u‖

+

[

max
u∈U

nu
∑

i=1

|[u]i|εBi

]

‖x‖

with probability at least 1− δ. Recall

cx =

[

max
u∈U

|1−
nu
∑

i=1

[u]i|
]

εA +

[

max
u∈U

nu
∑

i=1

|[u]i|εBi

]

,

2 ARademacher variable ε takes the values {−1, 1} with equal
probability.

cu =

√

√

√

√

nu
∑

i=1

ε2[B0]i

and observe with probability at least 1− δ that

‖r(x, u)‖22 ≤ (cx‖x‖2 + cu‖u‖2)2 ≤ 2c2x‖x‖22 + 2c2u‖u‖22

=

[

x

u

]⊤ [
2c2xInx

0

0 2c2uInu

][

x

u

]

.

This ensures the quadratic bound in (27) with probability
at least 1− δ for Q∆ as in (28). �

E Proof of Proposition 12

In the following, we prove Proposition 12 by deriving the
quadratic bound in (27) from the ellipsoidal identification
error bounds in (9). Based on the representation of the re-
mainder in (D.1), we deduce for its norm with probability
at least 1− δ

‖r(x, u)‖22

= (⋆)⊤
(

(1−
nu
∑

i=1

[u]i)(A− Â)x

+(B0 − B̂0)u+

nu
∑

i=1

[u]i(Bi − B̂i)x

)

= (⋆)⊤
(

(1−
nu
∑

i=1

[u]i)(A− Â)x

+

nu
∑

i=1





(Bi − B̂i)
⊤

([B0]i − [B̂0]i)
⊤





⊤ 



[u]ix

[u]i









≤ x
⊤(nu + 1)(1−

nu
∑

i=1

[u]i)
2(A− Â)⊤(A− Â)x

+

nu
∑

i=1

(nu + 1) [⋆]⊤ [⋆]





(Bi − B̂i)
⊤

([B0]i − [B̂0]i)
⊤





⊤ 



[u]ix

[u]i





≤ (nu + 1)



(1−
nu
∑

i=1

[u]i)
2
x
⊤EAx+

nu
∑

i=1

[⋆]⊤ EBi





[u]ix

[u]i







 ,

where we exploit the binomial expansion for the penulti-
mate inequality and (24) for the last inequality. Hence,

‖r(x, u)‖22 ≤ x
⊤(nu + 1)max

u∈U

|1−
nu
∑

i=1

[u]i|2EAx

+ (nu + 1) [⋆]⊤ [⋆]⊤ ẼB





(u⊗ Inx) 0

0 Inu









x

u



 .

with probability at least 1 − δ. Then, defining ÊB as
in (29b) yields the Q∆ in (29). �
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