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Abstract—This paper considers the online nonstochastic con-
trol problem of a linear time-invariant system under convex state
and input constraints that need to be satisfied at all times. We
propose an algorithm called Online Gradient Descent with Buffer
Zone for Convex Constraints (OGD-BZC), designed to handle
scenarios where the system operates within general convex safety
constraints. We demonstrate that OGD-BZC, with appropriate
parameter selection, satisfies all the safety constraints under
bounded adversarial disturbances. Additionally, to evaluate the
performance of OGD-BZC, we define the regret with respect to
the best safe linear policy in hindsight. We prove that OGD-
BZC achieves Õ(

√
T ) regret given proper parameter choices.

Our numerical results highlight the efficacy and robustness of
the proposed algorithm.

I. INTRODUCTION

Online nonstochastic control has emerged as a powerful
paradigm for managing systems in unpredictable and adversar-
ial settings, attracting significant attention due to its robustness
and adaptability [1], [2]. This framework ensures that control
solutions can effectively respond to unforeseen disturbances
while optimizing a prescribed performance metric.

Recently, there has been growing interest in integrating
safety constraints into the online nonstochastic control frame-
work (e.g., [3], [4], [5], [6]), increasing its relevance for
real-world scenarios. For example, autonomous vehicles are
required to navigate through varying traffic patterns without
collisions, and robotic systems in manufacturing must avoid
causing harm to human workers. A key challenge in these
applications is that the safety constraints are often nonlinear,
creating a need for algorithms compatible with general convex
constraints.

In this context, this paper introduces the Online Gradient
Descent with Buffer Zones for Convex Constraints (OGD-
BZC) algorithm. Building on the work of [3], which handles
affine safety constraints, OGD-BZC generalizes the safety
constraints to general convex safety sets, ensuring step-wise
safety and achieving Õ(

√
T ) regret under adversarial cost

and disturbance. This regret bound represents a nontrivial
extension from the work of [3]. Specifically, the regret
analysis in [3] heavily relies on the affine structure of
the constraints, resulting in a bound that scales with the
number of linear constraints and making it challenging to
generalize to the convex case. In contrast, we develop a
novel analytical approach that (i) provides a sublinear regret
bound for problems with general convex constraints and (ii)
eliminates the dependence of the regret bound on the number
of constraints, thus improving on the existing literature.

Related Work: In the following, we highlight related work
that studies online control with constraints, general online
nonstochastic control, online convex optimization, model pre-
dictive control, and safe reinforcement learning.

Online Control with Constraints: There are several other
works that address online nonstochastic control problem with
constraints, [3], [4], [5], [6], [7]. The work by [6], [7] considers
time-varying system and safety constraints under unpredictable
noise. They propose a gradient-based algorithm called Safe-
OGD to achieve bounded dynamic regret against any safe
linear policy. This paper assumes the existence of a safe con-
troller for each step, regardless of the state at each step, which
might not be practical in some problem settings. The authors
in [4] conduct an extensive study on online nonstochastic
control, focusing on both soft and hard constraints, which are
assessed by cumulative constraint violations. The key differ-
ence lies in how violations are measured: for hard constraints,
violations are always non-negative for each step, whereas for
soft constraints, they can be negative if the state and input
stay strictly inside the safety constraints. Their algorithm,
named COCA (Constrained Online Nonstochastic Control
Algorithm), achieves a regret of O(T 2/3) and a constraint
violation of O(T−1/3) when dealing with hard constraints.
While the focus of [4] is not on achieving zero constraint
violation, the authors mention that using a projection-based
method similar to [3], their algorithm can also achieve zero
anytime violation. This guarantee of zero violation will only
be assured with high probability as their proof is contingent on
a random parameter (Qt representing a virtual queue) being
below a threshold, which holds only with probability 1−1/T .
In comparison, our safety guarantee is deterministic. The work
by [5] also considered convex constraints and uses an approach
inspired by the robust model predictive control to ensure
constraint satisfaction. In their approach, the algorithm is
compared with the optimal steady-state as a regret benchmark,
which is different from the definition we adopt. Additionally,
their cost function is assumed to be strongly convex and with
Lipschitz continuous gradients, which is a stronger condition
than we use.

General Online Nonstochastic Control: The foundational
work introducing the online nonstochastic control framework
by [1] shows that disturbance-action controllers can achieve
O(

√
T log(T )) regret with respect to the best linear policy

in hindsight. This work is extended by [8], [9] to provide
logarithmic regret under the assumption of strongly convex
cost functions. Follow up work on online nonstochastic control
(with no constraints) include [10], [11], [12], [13], [14].
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Online Convex Optimization (OCO): The goal of OCO is
to minimize the cumulative loss over time, when the loss
functions are revealed only after decisions are made [2]. Some
work also consider OCO with constraints by allowing soft
or hard cumulative constraint violation [15], [16], [17], [18],
[19]. The OCO framework is a crucial tool in our algorithm to
provide bounded regret guarantees. However, it is important
to note that OCO does not consider the system dynamics or
any disturbances.

Model Predictive Control: A traditional method for ensur-
ing constraint satisfaction is robust Model Predictive Control
(MPC) [20], [21], [22]. It typically relies on a predefined
model or cost function to predict future states and optimize
control inputs. An adversarial setting complicates this because
the cost function can change adversarially, making it difficult
to plan optimally over the horizon.

Safe Reinforcement Learning: Safe reinforcement learning
(RL) focuses on learning the optimal policy by interacting
with the environment with safety constraints. Many studies
have been conducted in this area (e.g. [23], [24], [25]).
However, most theoretical studies in the Safe RL literature
typically assume environments that do not change over time
to provide rigorous guarantees. In contrast, our framework
adapts to time-varying cost functions through the analysis of
policy regret.

Paper Overview: This paper is structured as follows: Section
II outlines the problem formulation, including essential def-
initions and assumptions critical for our analysis. In Section
III, we present preliminaries on online nonstochastic control.
Section IV details the development of our proposed Online
Gradient Descent with Buffer Zone for Convex Constraints
(OGD-BZC) algorithm. Section V demonstrates the main the-
oretical contributions of our work. In Section VI, we provide
several numerical experiments to validate the effectiveness and
robustness of the OGD-BZC algorithm in practical scenarios.
Finally, in Section VII, we draw conclusions and outline our
future directions.

A. Basic Notations

In this paper, ∥·∥1 , ∥·∥2 , ∥·∥∞ denote the L1, L2, L∞ norm
for vectors or matrices. We denote by 1S the indicater function
which equals to 1 if event S is satisfied and 0 elsewhere.
Occasionally, we use [H] for some integer H to abbreviate
the index set {1, 2, ...,H}. We use B̄n

∥·∥(∆) to denote the
closed ball centered at zero with radius ∆ > 0 in an n-
dimensional Euclidean space. Often, we omit the dimension
or norm notation when there is no confusion in the context.
To improve clarity, we express bounds using O(·) to omit
constants that do not depend on the horizon T . Similarly, Õ(·)
refers to the same concept while ignoring the log factors.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a Linear Time-Invariant (LTI) system described
by the dynamics:

xt+1 = Axt +But + wt, ∀t ≥ 0, (1)

where xt ∈ Rn is the state of the system, ut ∈ Rm is the
control input, and wt ∈ W := {w ∈ Rn : ∥w∥∞ ≤ w}
represents bounded disturbances. A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×m are
known system matrices and w is known.

Based on the system dynamics, we consider an online
nonstochastic control problem with convex safety constraints.
The problem is stated as follows:

Online Nonstochastic Control. At each step t ∈
{0, 1, ...T}, an agent observes the current state xt and assigns
a control input ut. After ut is implemented, the agent suffers
a stage cost ct(xt, ut). The cost function ct(·, ·) is generated
adversarially (i.e. arbitrarily) and revealed to the agent after
the control input ut is taken. The system then evolves to the
next step by following the system dynamics in (1).

Safety Constraints. To encode safety concerns, we require
a general convex constraint on both state xt and control input
ut:

xt ∈ X , ut ∈ U , ∀t ≥ 0, (2)

where X , U are closed convex sets. An algorithm is said to be
safe if the generated state xt ∈ X and the control input ut ∈ U
for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T and for any sequences of disturbances {wt ∈
W}Tt=0. We set x0 = 0 and require that both X , U should
include the origin. The case when x0 ̸= 0 is left for future
work. The following are some assumptions and definitions.

Performance Metric. As standard in the online nonstochas-
tic control literature, we consider regret with respect to the
class of safe and strongly stable linear policies ut = −Kxt,
for K ∈ Rm×n, as the comparison benchmark for our online
algorithm. Strong stability is a quantitative notion of stability
that encodes the rate of convergence of any stable system as
it implies that the system’s response to disturbances or initial
conditions diminish at a certain guaranteed rate over time (see
[26]). We provide a formal definition next.

Definition 1 (Strong Stability). We define a linear con-
troller ut = −Kxt to be (κ, γ)-strongly stable for κ > 1
and γ ∈ (0, 1] if there exist matrices L and H such
that A − BK = HLH−1, with ∥L∥2 ≤ 1 − γ and
max

{
∥K∥2 , ∥H∥2 ,

∥∥H−1
∥∥
2

}
≤ κ. Additionally, we define

κB := max{∥B∥2 , 1}1.

The regret of an online algorithm A, over T steps, is defined
as:

RegT (A) = max
{wk∈W}

(
T∑

t=0

ct(x
A
t , u

A
t )− min

K∈K

T∑
t=0

ct(x
K
t , uK

t )

)
,

(3)
where xA

t , uA
t is the state and control input generated by

algorithm A, and xK
t , uK

t generated by the best linear policy
K from the class of policies K, defined as,

K :=
{
K ∈ Rn×m : K is (κ, γ)-strongly stable,

xK
t ∈ X , uK

t ∈ U ∀wt ∈ W, 0 ≤ t ≤ T
}
.

For an online algorithm A, a performance guarantee is
represented by a sublinear bound on the regret.

1In fact, every stable matrix is κ, γ-strongly stable, for some κ, γ [1].



Given the adversarial nature of the control problem, we
next generalize the concept of a “buffer zone” from [3] to the
convex constraint case, incorporating it as a margin within the
safety constraints. This allows the online algorithm sufficient
reaction time to ensure safety even in the face of unforeseen
disturbances. The size of this margin will be judiciously
chosen to ensure favorable regret. To define this margin, we
first define two set operations.

Definition 2 (Shrinkage and Expansion [27]). The ∆-
shrinkage of a set D ⊂ Rd under norm ∥·∥, denoted by D∥·∥

∆

is defined as2

D∥·∥
∆ :=

{
x ∈ D : x+ y ∈ D,∀y ∈ B̄∥·∥(∆)

}
, (4)

where B̄∥·∥(∆) it the closed ball with radius ∆, under the
same dimension and norm. The ∆-expansion of a set D ⊂ Rd

under norm ∥·∥, denoted by D∥·∥
−∆ is defined as

D∥·∥
−∆ :=

{
x+ y : x ∈ D, y ∈ B̄∥·∥(∆)

}
. (5)

It is noteworthy that D∥·∥
0 is trivially defined to be D

itself. For simplicity of notation, we will omit the norm
notation in the superscript throughout this text. Unless oth-
erwise specified, the term D∆ should be interpreted as the
∆-shrinkage/expansion of D under infinity norm (i.e. D∥·∥∞

∆ ).

Definition 3 (Strictly and Loosely Safe Policies). A pol-
icy/algorithm A is called ϵ-strictly safe for some ϵ > 0 if
and only if for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T , we have xA

t ∈ Xϵ and uA
t ∈ Uϵ

under any disturbance sequence {wk ∈ W}Tk=0, where Xϵ and
Uϵ denote the ϵ-shrinkage of X and U .

Similarly, A is called ϵ-loose safe if and only if for all
0 ≤ t ≤ T , xA

t ∈ X−ϵ and uA
t ∈ U−ϵ under any disturbances,

where X−ϵ and U−ϵ are the ϵ-expansion of X and U .
This definition generalizes the idea of “buffer zone” defined

in [3] for affine constraints to general convex constraints. As
we will see, this buffer zone can be helpful to account for
nonstochastic disturbances and approximation errors caused
by the problem conversion. Next, we state two assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Loss Function). We assume that ct(xt, ut) :
Rn × Rm → R is convex and differentiable with respect to
xt and ut. Furthermore, for any ∥x∥2 ≤ D and ∥u∥2 ≤ D,
there exist a constant G such that |ct(x, u)|, ∥∇xct(x, u)∥2,
and ∥∇uct(x, u)∥2 are bounded by GD.

The following assumption specifies the existence of a
strictly safe linear policy over an infinite horizon. This assump-
tion is commonly encountered in the constrained optimization
and control literature [3], [29], [30]. It ensures that our per-
formance metric, as defined in (3), is well-defined. Moreover,
the existence of such a policy also guarantees the feasibility
of a safe disturbance-action policy, which is the core approach
to be used in this paper.

2D∥·∥
∆ can be also defined using Minkowski subtraction [28]. The

Minkowski subtraction of sets A,B ⊆ Rd is defined as A ⊖ B := {x :

x+B ⊆ A}. Thus, we can write D∥·∥
∆ = D ⊖ B̄∥·∥(∆) for ∆ > 0.

Assumption 2 (Existence of Strictly Safe Linear Policy).
There exists Kss ∈ K such that the linear feedback controller
ut = −Kssxt is ϵ∗-strictly safe in infinite horizon for some
ϵ∗ > 0.

Here, being infinitely-horizon strictly safe means that
xKss
t ∈ Xϵ∗ and uKss

t ∈ Uϵ∗ for all t ≥ 0 under any
disturbance sequence {wk ∈ W}∞k=0.3

III. PRELIMINARIES

The online policy we will adopt in this work will be within
the class of Disturbance-Action Controllers [1], which we
formally define next.

Definition 4 (Disturbance-Action Controller (DAC)). Fix a
(κ, γ)-strongly stable matrix K. A disturbance-action con-
troller π(K, {Mt}) of memory size H is defined as,

ut = −Kxt +

H∑
i=1

M
[i]
t wt−i, (6)

where wt = 0 for t < 0 and4

Mt ∈ M :=
{
(M

[1]
t , ...,M

[H]
t ) :

∥∥∥M [i]
t

∥∥∥
2
≤ a(1− γ)i−1,

M
[i]
t ∈ Rm×n, a > 0, ∀i ∈ [H]

}
.

(7)

The DAC encodes the behavior of the past H-step distur-
bances. Modeling with the class of DAC has many advantages.
For instance, in [2], it is shown that the DAC class always gives
a stabilizing control signal whenever K stablizes the system.
In addition, for brevity of notation, we define π(K, {M}) to
be the DAC class with fixed weight, i.e. Mt = M ,∀t ≥ 0.

The following proposition, which is directly adopted from
[1], allows us to divide the state and control for the DAC into
two components, one representing the effect of the predicted
state of the system H steps prior to the current step t, and the
other, referred to as the surrogate state and controller, capturing
the additional state influences that are not captured by the
predictive model and are due to recent disturbances only. This
result will be crucial in describing the set of safe DAC policies.

Proposition 1 (Lemma 4.3 in [1]). When applying a DAC
π(K, {Mt}) as shown in (6), the state and control input can
be written as:

xt = AH
Kxt−H + x̃t, ut = −KAH

Kxt−H + ũt, (8)

3We should mention that our Assumption 2 differs slightly from the
assumption made in [3], where they only require the existence of an ϵ∗-
strictly safe linear policy for a finite time horizon T . However, this could
indirectly allow ϵ∗ to depend on T since ϵ∗ could decrease as T increases.
As this could impact the result of the regret analysis, we make a slightly
stronger assumption of an infinite horizon ϵ∗-strictly safe policy.

4The choice of coefficient a in the definition of M is not very crucial. For
the technical simplicity and without loss of generality, we will pick a = 2κ3.



where AK = A−BK and the superscript H denotes raising
the matrix to the H-th power, x̃t and ũt are referred to as the
surrogate state and input and are defined as:

x̃t =

2H∑
k=1

Ψx
k(Mt−H:t−1)wt−k,

ũt = −Kx̃t +

H∑
i=1

M
[i]
t wt−i,

=

2H∑
k=1

Ψu
k(Mt−H:t)wt−k,

(9)

where Mt−H:t := {Mt−H , ...,Mt} and the “disturbance-
to-state/response” matrices Ψx

k(Mt−H:t−1),Ψ
u
k(Mt−H:t) are

defined as:

Ψx
k(Mt−H:t−1) =Ak−1

K 1(k≤H)

+

H∑
i=1

Ai−1
K BM

[k−i]
t−i 1(1≤k−i≤H),

Ψu
k(Mt−H:t) =M

[k]
t 1(k≤H) −KΨx

k(Mt−H:t−1).

Specifically, when we apply the same DAC weight matrix
from step t−H to t, the disturbance-to-state/response matrices
will have simpler expressions, denoted as,

Ψ̊x
k(M) = Ψx

k(M , ...,M), Ψ̊u
k(M) = Ψu

k(M , ...,M).
(10)

Often, when there is no confusion in the context, we will
omit the weight matrix and simply write Ψx

k,Ψ
u
k and Ψ̊x

k, Ψ̊
u
k .

With the definitions we have established, we are now
prepared to develop our online algorithm.

IV. THE OGD-BZC ALGORITHM

This section will introduce our online algorithm through
detailed analysis. As an overview, OGD-BZC is a projected
online gradient descent algorithm that finds an appropriate
weight matrix Mt at each time step. For a weight matrix
Mt to be appropriate, it needs to help us achieve low regret
while always guaranteeing the safety constraints. To attain low
regret, OGD-BZC performs gradient descent on an approxi-
mate cost function, aiming to reduce the actual cost function
at each step. For guaranteeing safety constraints, the algorithm
projects Mt onto a safe policy set. This ensures that the
chosen policy maintains the system’s state and control input
within safety constraints under any sequence of disturbances.
As such, the main two design components of OGD-BZC are
1) construction of the safe policy set, and 2) construction of
the approximate cost function, as discussed next.

Constructing the Safe Policy Set:
Our current safety set is defined based on the state and

control input (2). To construct a respective set of safe policies,
we will first utilize Proposition 1 to make a connection
between state space and the policy space.

The first step is to decompose the state and control input
into two parts as in (8). If the state is bounded, the first term
AH

Kxt−H will decay exponentially with respect to H . This

observation means that we can always choose H large enough
to force the first term to become smaller than some threshold
ϵ1, i.e.,

∥∥AH
Kxt−H

∥∥
∞ ≤ ϵ1. Consequently, we can require

the surrogate state x̃t to stay within the ϵ1-shrinkage of the
safety constraint, i.e., x̃t ∈ Xϵ1 , ensuring that the true state
will satisfy

xt = AH
Kxt−H + x̃t ∈ B̄n(ϵ1) + Xϵ1 = (Xϵ1)−ϵ1 ⊆ X ,

where the last set inclusion comes from a property of shrinkage
and expansion. The details can be found in the Appendix A,
Proposition 2. The same analysis can also be applied to the
control input ut.

Thus, we will need to make sure x̃t ∈ Xϵ1 and ũt ∈ Uϵ1 .
From (9), we equivalently need

2H∑
k=0

Ψx
k(Mt−H:t−1)wt−k ∈ Xϵ1 ,

2H∑
k=0

Ψu
k(Mt−H:t)wt−k ∈ Uϵ1 , ∀wt−k ∈ W.

(11)

However, verifying the aforementioned safety constraints is
challenging due to their coupling of all the policies Mt−H:t

from the past H steps. This issue can be addressed by approxi-
mating Ψx

k(Mt−H:t−1),Ψ
u
k(Mt−H:t) with Ψ̊x

k(Mt), Ψ̊
u
k(Mt)

as defined in (10). This approximation is reasonable if the
policy Mt changes slowly over time, which can be ensured by
configuring our online algorithm to operate with a diminishing
step size. Consequently, the error incurred by this alternative
evaluation can be bounded by a small parameter ϵ2 provided
that we select the step size to be sufficiently small (shown in
Lemma 6 in Appendix B). Therefore, we can ensure that the
algorithm is safe by enforcing

2H∑
k=0

Ψ̊x
kwt−k ∈ Xϵ1+ϵ2 ,

2H∑
k=0

Ψ̊u
kwt−k ∈ Uϵ1+ϵ2 ,

under any disturbance, which ensures that

x̃t =

2H∑
k=0

Ψ̊x
kwt−k +

2H∑
k=0

(Ψx
k − Ψ̊x

k)wt−k

∈ Xϵ1+ϵ2 + B̄n(ϵ2) = (Xϵ1+ϵ2)−ϵ2 ⊆ Xϵ1 .

Similar analysis can also be applied to ũt, and we will have
ũt ∈ Uϵ1 as expected.

To help write the summations (11) in a compact form, we
define the following matrices:

hx(Mt−H:t−1) =
[
Ψx

1 Ψx
2 ... Ψx

2H

]
,

hu(Mt−H:t) =
[
Ψu

1 Ψu
2 ... Ψu

2H

]
,

(12)

and similarly write h̊x(M), h̊u(M) as

h̊x(M) = hx(M , ...,M), h̊u(M) = hu(M , ...,M),

when a fixed weight matrix M is applied in the past H step,
where hx, h̊x ∈ Rn×2Hn, and hu, h̊u ∈ Rm×2Hn.

Now, we are prepared to define our set of safe DAC policies.
This safety set plays a critical role in our ability to select



a DAC that consistently ensures the state and control input
satisfy our safety concerns. The safety policy set Ωϵ is defined
as follows:

Ωϵ =
{
M ∈ M : h̊x(M) · B̄(w) ⊆ Xϵ

h̊u(M) · B̄(w) ⊆ Uϵ

}
,

(13)

where B̄(w) represents the closed L∞ ball lying in R2Hn,
corresponding to the size of h̊x and h̊u, the set M is defined
in (7). The process of selecting an appropriate buffer size ϵ to
ensure the algorithm’s safety and low regret will be discussed
in Section V.

Constructing the Approximate Cost Function:
The method we use to construct an approximate cost func-

tion is based on the work in [1], where an online nonstochastic
control problem is reformulated into an “OCO with memory”
problem, stated as follows: At each stage t, the agent selects
a policy Mt ∈ M and incurs a cost ft(Mt−H:t). Despite
the coupling of the current policy Mt with historical policies
Mt−H:t−1, M defined in (7) remains decoupled and depends
solely on the current Mt.

To solve this “OCO with memory” problem, the author of
[1] defines an approximate cost function f̊t as:

ft(Mt−H:t) := ct(x̃t, ũt), f̊t(M) := ft(M , ...,M). (14)

Here, ft is called the idealized cost and is convex with
respect to Mt−H:t since x̃t, ũt are affine functions of Mt−H:t

and ct(·, ·) is convex. For the same reason, the approximate
cost function f̊t is also convex with respect to M .

Consequently, the OCO with memory problem is reformu-
lated as a classical OCO problem with stage cost f̊t(Mt),
which can be tackled using classical OCO algorithms such
as online gradient descent (OGD) [31]. The stepsize of
OGD is chosen sufficiently small to ensure minimal variation
between the current policy Mt and the historical policies
Mt−H , . . . ,Mt, guaranteeing small approximation errors be-
tween f̊t(Mt) and ft(Mt−H:t), and thus low regret.

With the groundwork laid in the preceding steps, we now
proceed to formulate our online algorithm.

Algorithm 1: OGD-BZC
Input: A (κ, γ)-strongly stable matrix K, memory

size H > 0, buffer size ϵ, stepsize η.
1 Initialize M0 ∈ Ωϵ defined in (13).
2 for t = 0, 1, 2, . . . , T do
3 Apply control input ut = −Kxt+

∑H
i=1 M

[i]
t wt−i.

4 Observe the next state xt+1 and calculate wt.
5 Run projected OGD

Mt+1 = ΠΩϵ

[
Mt − η∇f̊t(Mt)

]
,

where f̊t(M) is defined in (14).

The parameters ϵ, H , and η must be carefully selected to
guarantee small approximation errors in Steps 1-4 and achieve
sub-linear regret. Conditions for suitable choices of parameters
are discussed in Section V.

V. THEORETICAL RESULT

In this section, we prove that OGD-BZC ensures safety
requirements and achieve Õ(

√
T ) regret if the parameters are

properly chosen. We will state our theoretical results in the
following order. First, we show that OGD-BZC is safe in
Theorem 1, and then provide a regret bound in Theorem 2.

A. Safety Result

In the following theorem, we prove that OGD-BZC is a safe
algorithm with appropriate choice of parameters.

Theorem 1. Assume ϵ ≥ 0 and H ≥ log(2κ2)
log((1−γ)−1) . Also, let

ϵ1(H) := c1H(1− γ)H ,

ϵ2(η,H) := c2
√
mn3ηH2,

ϵ3(H) := c3
√
n(1− γ)H .

where c1 = wκ3(2κ3 + 2aκ3κB + a)/γ, c2 = 4Gw3(κ3 +
2aκ3κB)(1 + κ)κ5κ2

B/γ
4 and c3 = 2wκ5. Then, if the buffer

size ϵ and H meet the condition

ϵ1(H) + ϵ2(η,H) ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ∗ − ϵ1(H)− ϵ3(H),

then the safety policy set Ωϵ is non-empty, and OGD-
BZC algorithm is safe under any sequence of disturbances
{wk ∈ W}Tk=0.

The proof of Theorem 1 differs from [3] primarily in how
we define the notion of “buffer zone” based on set shrinkage
and expansion to handle convex sets. We will see that this
distinct approach introduces additional challenges in the regret
analysis presented in Section V-B.

B. Regret Analysis

In this subsection, we analyze the regret of the OGD-BZC
algorithm and detail the specific parameters needed for the
algorithm to reach a regret of Õ(

√
T ).

Theorem 2 (Regret Bound). Under the requirement of H
and buffer size ϵ in Theorem 1, if the buffer size additionally
satisfies

ϵ <
ϵ∗
2

− ϵ1(H)− ϵ3(H),

OGD-BZC will have the following regret bound:

RegT (OGD-BZC) ≤ O
(
T
√
m2n3H2(1− γ)H + Tmn2H3η

+
m

η
+ T (1− γ)H

√
m2n3H5/ϵ∗

+ ϵT
√
m2n2H3/ϵ∗

)
,

where the hidden constant coefficients is the polynomial of
w,G, κ, κB , a, γ

−1.

Corollary 1 (Sublinear Regret). For sufficiently large T , if we
set

H =
log((8c1T + 4c3

√
n)/ϵ∗)

log((1− γ)−1)
,



and η = 1

n
√
TH3

, ϵ = ϵ1(H) + ϵ2(η,H), then OGD-BZC is
safe with

RegT (OGD-BZC) ≤ Õ(m1.5n1.5
√
T ).

The regret result derived here has the same order as the re-
sult in the unconstrained online nonstochastic control literature
for convex cost functions [1].

C. Proof of Theorem 2

Let JT (A) be the total loss received by our algorithm, i.e.
JT (A) =

∑T
t=0 ct

(
xA
t , u

A
t

)
, then the proof relies on dividing

the regret into two parts and give bound guarantee for each
part under any sequence of disturbances. Specifically,

JT (A)− min
K∈K

JT (K) =

JT (A)− min
M∈Ωϵ

T∑
t=0

f̊t(M)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Performance Gap

+ min
M∈Ωϵ

T∑
t=0

f̊t(M)− min
K∈K

JT (K)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Policy Set Gap

.

We will first provide a bound for the “Policy Set Gap” part.
In order to do so, we define the DAC approximation for a
given linear policy K ′ ∈ K as

M [i](K ′) := (K −K ′)(A−BK ′)i−1.

Also, we use the notation Map = M(K∗) where K∗ :=
argminK∈KJT (K). Then the “Policy Set Gap” can be sepa-
rated as

min
M∈Ωϵ

T∑
t=0

f̊t(M)− min
K∈K

JT (K) =

min
M∈Ωϵ

T∑
t=0

f̊t(M)− f̊t(Map)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(⋆)

+

T∑
t=0

f̊t(Map)− min
K∈K

JT (K)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lemma 3

.

An error bound for the second term is given in Lemma 3,
which will be discussed later in this section. Now it remains
to bound the first term, denoted as (⋆).

We highlight that bounding (⋆) is one of the main contri-
butions of this paper, as the method to derive the bound here
is distinct from existing works and is highly nontrivial. Specif-
ically, in [3], the authors derive a bound in the affine context
by leveraging the specific structure of affine constraints. This
approach results in a bound that scales with the number of
affine constraints, which cannot be directly applied in the
convex setting.

Here, we propose Lemma 1 that (i) provides a regret bound
that applies to general convex constraints and (ii) removes the
dependence of the regret bound on the number of constraints.

Lemma 1. Under the condition of Theorem 2, we have

(⋆) ≤ O
(
T
√
m2n2H3

(ϵ1 + ϵ3 + ϵ)

ϵ∗

)
,

under any sequence of disturbances.

To prove Lemma 1, we depend on an auxiliary lemma that
estimates the size difference between Ωϵ and Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 , denoted
as Lemma 2. This estimation is achieved by utilizing tools
from classical convex analysis and the proof can be found in
the Appendix C.

Lemma 2. If the buffer size ϵ and H satisfies

ϵ < ϵ∗ − ϵ1(H)− ϵ3(H),

there exists α1 = 1− ϵ
ϵ+r , α2 = 1 + ϵ1+ϵ3

ϵ+r such that

Ω̊(α1) ⊆ Ωϵ, Ω̊(α2) ⊇ Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 ,

where r := ϵ∗ − (ϵ + ϵ1 + ϵ3), and Ω̊(α) :=
{αM + (1− α)M(Kss) : M ∈ Ω}.

Proof of Lemma 1. To bound (⋆), we first need to utilize the
fact that f̊t is convex and possesses a bounded gradient. The
property of f̊t having a bounded gradient originates from [1].
In the context of this paper, we demonstrate that the bound
for ||∇f̊t||F is Gf = O(

√
mn2H3), where ∥·∥F denotes the

Frobenius norm (see Lemma 10 in Appendix D) . Then by
the bounded gradient and the convexity of f̊t, we have (⋆) ≤
minM∈Ωϵ TGf ∥M −Map∥F .

Next, we will use Lemma 2 to bound the distance between
Map and Ωϵ. In particular, we have that Map ∈ Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 ⊆
Ω̊(α2), and therefore, there exists M̃ ∈ Ω such that

Map = α2M̃ + (1− α2)M(Kss). (15)

At the same time, Ω̊(α1) ⊆ Ωϵ, and therefore

α1M̃ + (1− α1)M(Kss) ∈ Ωϵ. (16)

Therefore, combining (15) and (16), we have that
α1

α2
Map +

(
1− α1

α2

)
M(Kss) ∈ Ωϵ.

It follows that
min

M∈Ωϵ
TGf ∥M −Map∥F

≤ TGf

∥∥∥∥α1

α2
Map +

(
1− α1

α2

)
M(Kss)−Map

∥∥∥∥
F

= TGf

(
1− α1

α2

)
∥Map −M(Kss)∥F

≤ TGf

(
ϵ+ ϵ1 + ϵ3

r

)
∥Map −M(Kss)∥F .

To bound ∥Map −M(Kss)∥F , we use the fact that Map,
M(Kss) ∈ M. As a result,

∥Map −M(Kss)∥2F =

H∑
i=1

∥∥∥M [i]
ap −M [i](Kss)

∥∥∥2
F

≤
H∑
i=1

m
∥∥∥M [i]

ap −M [i](Kss)
∥∥∥2
2

≤
H∑
i=1

m
(∥∥∥M [i]

ap

∥∥∥
2
+
∥∥∥M [i](Kss)

∥∥∥
2

)2
≤

H∑
i=1

m · (2a(1− γ)i−1)2 ≤ 4ma2/γ.



Putting everything together, and using the fact that r =
ϵ∗ − (ϵ+ ϵ1 + ϵ3) > ϵ∗/2, it follows that

(⋆) ≤ TGf

(
ϵ+ ϵ1 + ϵ3

r

)√
4ma2/γ

< 2TGf

(
ϵ+ ϵ1 + ϵ3

ϵ∗

)√
4ma2/γ.

Then, since Gf = O(
√
mn2H3), we conclude that (⋆) is

bounded by O
(
T
√
m2n2H3(ϵ1 + ϵ3 + ϵ)/ϵ∗

)
.

Lemma 3. Given K∗ ∈ K and Map = M(K∗), we will have
Map ∈ Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 and

T∑
t=0

f̊t(Map)− min
K∈K

JT (K) ≤ O (TmnH(ϵ1 + ϵ3)) ,

under any sequence of disturbances.

The proof of Lemma 3 is based on [3] with minor dif-
ferences in coefficient and notation from its original proof.
The comprehensive proof of Lemma 3 is provided in the
Appendix C.

To finish the proof of Theorem 2, we now derive a bound
the “Performance Gap”, as provided in the following lemma.

Lemma 4 (Performance Gap). Under the condition of Theo-
rem 2, we have

JT (A)− min
M∈Ωϵ

T∑
t=0

f̊t(M) ≤ O
(
TmnH2(1− γ)H

+ Tmn2H3η +
m

η

)
,

under any sequence of disturbances.

The proof of Lemma 4 relies on bounding two separated
parts. The first one is to bound the gap between the true cost
ct
(
xA
t , u

A
t

)
and the approximated cost f̊t(Mt). This bound

can be found in [1] as direct result from the unconstrained
online nonstochastic control setting. The second part involves
estimating the remaining part by performing classical OGD
analysis in the literature [2], with f̊t serving as the objective
function. The detailed proof of Lemma 4 can be found in the
Appendix C, with subtle notation difference from their original
proof in [1], [2], [3].

Finally, by combining the results from Lemma 1, Lemma
3, and Lemma 4, we establish that the regret of OGD-BZC is
of the form as stated in Theorem 2.

VI. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we present the numerical experiments con-
ducted to evaluate the performance of our proposed algorithm.
The experiments aim to demonstrate the efficacy and robust-
ness of the algorithm in addressing constrained online non-
stochastic control problems.

We will apply the OGD-BZC algorithm in a toy example
with 2-D dynamics described as follows:

xt+1 =

[
1 1
0 1/2

]
xt +

[
1
1

]
ut + wt, ∀t ≥ 0,

(a) Random disturbances (b) Assigned disturbances

Fig. 1: State Evolution of OGD-BZC and Stable linear con-
troller with horizon T = 30.

Fig. 2: Average regret of OGD-BZC.

where xt ∈ R2 and ut ∈ R. For our initial conditions, we set
x0 = u0 = 0. The safety constraints is set to be ∥xt∥2 ≤ 1
and ∥ut∥2 ≤ 1. We consider adversarial disturbances wt ∈
W := {w : ∥w∥∞ ≤ w} with w = 0.3. For the algorithm’s
parameters, the matrix K =

[
1/2 0

]
is chosen to be strongly

stable matrix. Then, we set the memory size H = ⌊log(T )⌋
and the buffer size ϵ = log(T )/

√
T . The stepsize is defined

as η = 1/(
√
T log(T )). We also consider the cost function

ct(x, u) = ∥x∥22 + ∥u∥22 for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T .
The safety results are shown in Figure 1, while the regret

performance is illustrated in Figure 2. Figure 1 depicts the
evolution of the state under OGD-BZC and under a strongly
stable linear controller (which is simply chosen to be K),
respectively. Two scenarios are presented: one with i.i.d dis-
turbances generated uniformly from [−w,w] and the other
with assigned disturbances wt =

[
w w

]T
,∀0 ≤ t ≤ T .

In Figure 1(a), it is observed that the trajectory of states
generated by OGD-BZC remains within the prescribed safety
set throughout the time horizon. In Figure 1(b), in addition
to the safety constraints being satisfied for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T , it
is also observed that OGD-BZC “learns” from the assigned
disturbance sequence and converges to points closer to the
origin compared to the strongly stable linear policy. Figure 2
displays the average regret RegT /T of OGD-BZC compared
with the best safe linear policy in hindsight. The disturbance
for calculating regret is set as wt =

[
w w

]T
,∀0 ≤ t ≤ T , to

simplify the comparison. Notably, in our example, the regret
indeed converges to a value smaller than 0. This occurrence
is likely not due to numerical error but because DAC encom-
passes a larger policy set than the linear policy set to which



it is compared. Thus, it’s feasible that a DAC outperforms the
best safe linear policy in hindsight.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper studies the problem of online nonstochastic
control for LTI systems under general convex state and control
input constraints. Through the development and analysis of the
OGD-BZC algorithm, we have generalized the work estab-
lished by [3] to handle broader safety constraints. Our work
demonstrates that, with carefully chosen parameters, OGD-
BZC can ensure convex safety constraints while achieving
the Õ(

√
T ) regret. Our numerical experiments reinforce the

theoretical findings, showcasing OGD-BZC’s robustness and
effectiveness in practical scenarios.

Looking ahead, there are several directions to be explored
or improved in the future. For instance, we can conduct further
research on how to decrease the computational burden in the
projection step of our algorithm. We can also consider using
other policy sets instead of DAC. As an exploration direction,
we can consider safe online nonstochastic control with static
but unknown constraints and limited feedback at each step on
the constraints.
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APPENDIX

A. Supporting Lemmas

Proposition 2. Let D be a closed convex set in Rd and ∥·∥ be any vector norm. Then, for any ∆1,∆2 > 0, the sets D∆1
and

D−∆1
are closed convex, and the following relations hold:

(D∆1
)∆2

= D∆1+∆2
,

(D−∆1
)−∆2

= D−(∆1+∆2),

(D−∆1
)∆2

= D∆2−∆1
,

(D∆2
)−∆1

⊆ D∆2−∆1
.

(17)

As a simple corollary, if we set ∆1 = ∆2 = ∆ , the following equality holds for convex sets: (D∆)−∆ ⊆ D = (D−∆)∆.
It implies that if when we first shrink some safety constraint D to D∆, and then allow an expansion with radius less or equal
to ∆, eventually we will still stay in the safety constraint.

Proof. Firstly, if D is closed and convex, then D∆1 is an intersection of closed and convex sets and hence is also closed and
convex. It is also direct to see that (D∆1

)∆2
= D∆1+∆2

, and (D−∆1
)−∆2

= D−(∆1+∆2) by simply following the definition.
Next, we prove that (D∆2

)−∆1
⊆ D∆2−∆1

. For any x ∈ D∆2
, by definition we have x + B̄(∆2) ⊆ D and x + B̄(∆1) ⊆

(D∆2
)−∆1

. If ∆1 ≥ ∆2, then
x+ B̄(∆1) = x+ B̄(∆2) + B̄(∆1 −∆2)

⊆ D + B̄(∆1 −∆2)

= D∆2−∆1 .

This proves (D∆2
)−∆1

⊆ D∆2−∆1
. If ∆1 < ∆2, then

x+ B̄(∆2) ⊆ D
⇔ x+ B̄(∆1) + B̄(∆2 −∆1) ⊆ D
⇔ x+ B̄(∆1) ⊆ D∆2−∆1

.

In conclusion, we have (D∆2
)−∆1

⊆ D∆2−∆1
.

Lastly, we prove that (D−∆1)∆2 = D∆2−∆1 . If ∆1 ≥ ∆2, we have

D + B̄(∆1) = D + B̄(∆1 −∆2) + B̄(∆2) = D−∆1

⇒ D + B̄(∆1 −∆2) ⊆ (D−∆1)∆2 .

This implies (D−∆1
)∆2

⊇ D∆2−∆1
. If ∆1 < ∆2, for any x ∈ D∆2−∆1

, we have

x+ B̄(∆2 −∆1) ⊆ D
⇒ x+ B̄(∆2) = x+ B̄(∆2 −∆1) + B̄(∆1) ⊆ D−∆1

⇒ x ∈ (D−∆1
)∆2

.

So far we already proved (D−∆1
)∆2

⊇ D∆2−∆1
. For the reverse direction, we consider the support function of closed and

convex set:
hD(y) := sup{⟨y, u⟩ : ∀u ∈ D} ∀y ∈ Rd.

For x ∈ (D−∆1)∆2 , we have x + B̄(∆2) ⊆ D + B̄(∆1). By the property supporting function (one can see [28] for more
details), we have h{x} + hB̄(∆2) ≤ hD + hB̄(∆1). Also,it is easy to verify that the support function of a ball is a scaled norm
function. (i.e. hB̄(∆)(y) = ∆ ∥y∥). Thus we have

h{x}(y) + ∆2 ∥y∥ ≤ hD +∆1 ∥y∥ .

If ∆1 ≥ ∆2, then h{x}(y) ≤ hD + (∆1 −∆2) ∥y∥ implies x ∈ D + B̄(∆1 −∆2), which is x ∈ D∆2−∆1
.

If ∆1 < ∆2, then h{x}(y) + (∆2 −∆1) ∥y∥ ≤ hD implies implies x+ B̄(∆2 −∆1) ∈ D, which is also x ∈ D∆2−∆1
.



B. Proofs related to Theorem 1

Before giving Theorem 1, we give three lemmas that will be used by Theorem 1.

Lemma 5. Let xt, ut represents the state and control input generated by OGD-BZC, while x̃t, ũt denote the surrogate state
and input defined in (1). Then, under the condition of Theorem 1, it holds for any disturbance sequence {wk ∈ W} that

xt − x̃t ∈ B̄(ϵ1(H)),

ut − ũt ∈ B̄(ϵ1(H)),

Proof. By Lemma 9 we obtain that max{∥xt∥2 , ∥ut∥2} ≤ b. Thus

∥xt − x̃t∥∞ =
∥∥AH

Kxt−H

∥∥
∞ ≤

∥∥AH
Kxt−H

∥∥
2
≤
∥∥AH

K

∥∥
2
∥xt−H∥2

≤ κ2(1− γ)Hb.

∥ut − ũt∥∞ =
∥∥KAH

Kxt−H

∥∥
∞ ≤

∥∥KAH
Kxt−H

∥∥
2
≤ ∥K∥2

∥∥AH
K

∥∥
2
∥xt−H∥2

≤ κ3(1− γ)Hb.

Since when H ≥ log(2κ2)
log((1−γ)−1) , by Lemma 9 we have

b ≤ 2w
√
n(κ3 + aκ3κBH)/γ + w

√
m · a/γ ≤ O(

√
mnH).

We can set ϵ1(H) = c1
√
mn(1 − γ)HH , where c1 = 2wκ3(κ3 + aκ3κB + a/2)/γ. Then ∥xt − x̃t∥∞ ≤ ϵ1(H) and

∥ut − ũt∥∞ ≤ ϵ1(H). It trivially follows that xt − x̃t ∈ B̄(ϵ1(H)) and ut − ũt ∈ B̄(ϵ1(H)), completing the proof.

Lemma 6. Let Mt represents the weight matrix generated by OGD-BZC. Then, under the condition of Theorem 1, we have

(hx(Mt−H+1:t)− h̊x(Mt)) · B̄2Hn(w) ⊆ B̄n(ϵ2(η,H)),

(hu(Mt−H:t)− h̊u(Mt)) · B̄2Hn(w) ⊆ B̄n(ϵ2(η,H)).

Proof. By the definition of hx and h̊x in (12) and Lemma 11, we have

∥∥∥hx(Mt−H+1:t)− h̊x(Mt)
∥∥∥
∞

≤
2H∑
k=1

∥∥∥Ψx
k(Mt−H+1:t)− Ψ̊x

k(Mt)
∥∥∥
∞

≤
2H∑
k=1

√
n
∥∥∥Ψx

k(Mt−H+1:t)− Ψ̊x
k(Mt)

∥∥∥
2

≤ κ2κB

√
nH

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1 ∥Mt −Mt−i∥F

(18)

Then, we bound the last term as

∥Mt −Mt−i∥F ≤
i∑

s=1

∥Mt−s+1 −Mt−s∥F

=

i∑
s=1

∥∥∥ΠΩϵ

[
Mt−s − ηt−s∇f̊t(Mt−s)

]
−Mt−s

∥∥∥
F

≤
i∑

s=1

∥∥∥Mt−s − ηt−s∇f̊t(Mt−s)−Mt−s

∥∥∥
F

≤
i∑

s=1

η
∥∥∥∇f̊t−s(Mt−s)

∥∥∥
F

≤ iηGf ,

(19)



where the equality uses the update from the algorithm, the second inequality follows from the fact that Ωϵ is convex,5 the
third inequality holds because the step size is fixed (i.e. ηt−s = η) and the fourth inequality is from Lemma 10. Combining
(18) and (19), we have ∥∥∥hx(Mt−H+1:t)− h̊x(Mt)

∥∥∥
∞

≤ κ2κB

√
nH

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1iηGf

≤ κ2κB

√
nHηGf

1

γ2

≤ O(
√
nHη ·

√
mn2H3)

= O(
√
mn3H2η),

where we use the fact that Gf ≤ O(
√
mn2H3).

Similarily, we can bound the distance between hu and h̊u, as∥∥∥hu(Mt−H:t)− h̊u(Mt)
∥∥∥
∞

≤
2H∑
k=1

∥∥∥Ψu
k(Mt−H:t)− Ψ̊u

k(Mt)
∥∥∥
∞

≤
2H∑
k=1

√
m
∥∥∥Ψu

k(Mt−H:t)− Ψ̊u
k(Mt)

∥∥∥
2

≤ κ3κB

√
mH

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1 ∥Mt −Mt−i∥F

≤ κ3κB

√
mH

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1iηGf

≤ κ3κB

√
mHηGf

1

γ2

≤ O(
√
mHη ·

√
mn2H3)

= O(mnH2η).

Since ϵ2(η,H) := wκ3κB

√
mnHηGf

1
γ2 = c2

√
m2n3H2η, it follows that∥∥∥hu(Mt−H:t)− h̊u(Mt)

∥∥∥
∞

w ≤ ϵ2(η,H) and
∥∥∥hx(Mt−H+1:t)− h̊x(Mt)

∥∥∥
∞

w ≤ ϵ2(η,H).

Then, by the definition of the infinity matrix-norm, it follows that

(hx(Mt−H+1:t)− h̊x(Mt)) · B̄2Hn(w) ⊆ B̄n(ϵ2(η,H)), and (hu(Mt−H:t)− h̊u(Mt)) · B̄2Hn(w) ⊆ B̄n(ϵ2(η,H)),

completing the proof.

Lemma 7. Given some K ′ ∈ K, let
M [i](K ′) := (K −K ′)(A−BK ′)i−1,

and x
M(K′)
t , u

M(K′)
t be the states and inputs generated with disturbance-action policy M(K ′). Then, for any K ′ ∈ K, it

holds that
xK′

t − x
M(K′)
t ∈ B̄(ϵ3(H)),

uK′

t − u
M(K′)
t ∈ B̄(ϵ3(H)),

under any disturbance sequence {wk ∈ W}Tt=0.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof in [3], except for several notation differences. First, it is necessary to verify that
M(K ′) ∈ M. Indeed, this holds as∥∥∥M [i](K ′)

∥∥∥
2
=
∥∥(K −K ′)Ai−1

K′

∥∥
2
≤ 2κ3(1− γ)i−1 = a(1− γ)i−1,

5To see that Ωϵ is convex, first note that the set {h ∈ Rn×2Hn : h · B̄(w) ⊆ Xϵ} is convex because it is the intersection of convex sets (given that Xϵ is
convex). Therefore, by an affine mapping, the set {M ∈ M : h̊x(M) · B̄(w) ⊆ Xϵ} is also convex. Since this also holds for the constraint on h̊u, the set
Ωϵ is convex.



for all i ∈ [H].
Then, when applying linear policy K ′, we have

xK′

t =

t∑
s=1

As−1
K′ wt−s, uK′

t = −
t∑

s=1

K ′As−1
K′ wt−s,

where AK′ = A−BK ′.
On the other hand, when we implement disturbance-action policy π(K,M(K ′)), we have

x
M(K′)
t =

t∑
s=1

Ψ̃x
s (M(K ′))wt−s,

where

Ψ̃x
s (M(K ′)) = As−1

K +

s−1∑
j=max(1,s−H)

Aj−1
K BM [s−j](K ′)

When s ≤ H , we have

Ψ̃x
s (M(K ′)) = As−1

K +
s−1∑
j=1

Aj−1
K BM [s−j](K ′)

= As−1
K +

s−1∑
j=1

Aj−1
K B(K −K ′)(A−BK ′)s−j−1

= As−1
K +

s−1∑
j=1

Aj−1
K (AK′ −AK)As−j−1

K′

= As−1
K +

s−1∑
j=1

Aj−1
K As−j

K′ −
s−1∑
j=1

Aj
KAs−j−1

K′

= As−1
K +As−1

K′ −As−1
K = As−1

K′ .

When s > H ,

Ψ̃x
s (M(K ′)) = As−1

K +

s−1∑
j=s−H

Aj−1
K BM [s−j](K ′)

= As−1
K +

s−1∑
j=s−H

Aj−1
K B(K −K ′)(A−BK ′)s−j−1

= As−1
K +

s−1∑
j=s−H

Aj−1
K As−j

K′ −
s−1∑

j=s−H

Aj
KAs−j−1

K′

= As−H−1
K AH

K′ .

Hence,

x
M(K′)
t =

H∑
s=1

As−1
K′ wt−s +

t∑
s=H+1

As−H−1
K AH

K′wt−s

u
M(K′)
t = −Kx

M(K′)
t +

H∑
s=1

M [s](K ′)wt−s

= −
H∑
s=1

K ′As−1
K′ wt−s −

t∑
s=H+1

KAs−H−1
K AH

K′wt−s.

Then we can give the bound for
∥∥∥xK′

t − x
M(K′)
t

∥∥∥
∞

and
∥∥∥uK′

t − u
M(K′)
t

∥∥∥
∞

,



∥∥∥xK′

t − x
M(K′)
t

∥∥∥
∞

≤
∥∥∥xK′

t − x
M(K′)
t

∥∥∥
2
=

∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

s=H+1

(As−H−1
K −As−H−1

K′ )AH
K′wt−s

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
t∑

s=H+1

(
∥∥As−H−1

K

∥∥
2
+
∥∥As−H−1

K′

∥∥
2
)
∥∥AH

K′

∥∥
2
w
√
n

≤
t∑

s=H+1

2κ2(1− γ)s−H−1κ2(1− γ)Hw
√
n

≤ 2κ4w
√
n(1− γ)H/γ.

∥∥∥uK′

t − u
M(K′)
t

∥∥∥
∞

≤
∥∥∥uK′

t − u
M(K′)
t

∥∥∥
2
=

∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

s=H+1

(KAs−H−1
K −K ′As−H−1

K′ )AH
K′wt−s

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
t∑

s=H+1

2κ3(1− γ)s−H−1κ2(1− γ)Hw
√
n

≤ 2κ5w
√
n(1− γ)H/γ,

under any disturbance sequence {wk ∈ W}Tk=0. We can then set ϵ3(H) := 2κ5w
√
n(1 − γ)H/γ = c3

√
n(1 − γ)H and this

finishes the proof.

Before giving the proof of Theorem 1, we need one more corollary that comes directly from Lemma 5 and Lemma 6.

Corollary 2. Given linear policy K̃ ∈ K that are ϵ0-strictly safe for ϵ0 ≤ 0, we have M(K̃) ∈ Ωϵ0−ϵ1−ϵ3 , where M(K̃) is
defined in Lemma 7.

Proof. First, note that we use the notation x̃
M(K̃)
t to refer to the surrogate state at time t under the disturbance action policy

M(K̃). For the corollary to hold, we need that (i) h̊x(M(K̃)) · B̄2Hn(w) ⊆ Xϵ0−ϵ1−ϵ3 and (ii) h̊u(M(K̃)) · B̄2Hn(w) ⊆
Uϵ0−ϵ1−ϵ3 . First, we show (i). In fact, since M(K̃) is a fixed policy,

h̊x(M(K̃)) · B̄2Hn(w) =
{̊
hx(M(K̃))[w⊤

1 ... w⊤
2H ] : ws ∈ W ∀s ∈ [1, 2H]

}
,

=

{
2H∑
k=1

Ψ̊x
k(M(K̃))wt−k : ws ∈ W ∀s ∈ [t− 2H, t− 1]

}
,

=
{
x̃
M(K̃)
t : wt ∈ W ∀t

} (20)

and therefore (i) is equivalent to the condition that x̃M(K̃)
t ∈ Xϵ∗−ϵ1−ϵ3 under any disturbance sequence {wt ∈ W}. We show

this as follows,
x̃
M(K̃)
t = x

M(K̃)
t +

(
x̃
M(K̃)
t − x

M(K̃)
t

)
∈ x

M(K̃)
t + B̄n(ϵ1)

= xK̃
t +

(
x
M(K̃)
t − xK̃

t

)
+ B̄n(ϵ1)

⊆ xK̃
t + B̄n(ϵ3) + B̄n(ϵ1)

⊆ Xϵ0 + B̄n(ϵ3) + B̄n(ϵ1)

= Xϵ0−ϵ1−ϵ3 .

(21)

where the first inclusion is due to Lemma 7, the second inclusion is due to Lemma 5, the third inclusion is due to Assumption
2, and the fourth inclusion is a property of shrinkage and expansion (see Proposition 2). Therefore, combining (20) and (21),
it holds that

h̊x(M(K̃)) · B̄2Hn(w) =
{
x̃
M(K̃)
t : wt ∈ W ∀t

}
⊆ Xϵ0−ϵ1−ϵ3

Condition (ii) holds under the same reasoning. Since both (i) and (ii) hold, it follows that M(K̃) ∈ Ωϵ0−ϵ1−ϵ3 .

Proof of Theorem 1



Proof of Theorem 1. Given ϵ, η,H that satisfy the conditions in Theorem 1, we first prove that Ωϵ is non-empty. To show
this, we first show that M(Kss) ∈ Ωϵ∗−ϵ1−ϵ3 . This is direct from Corollary 2 if we replace K̃ by Kss and ϵ0 by ϵ∗. Then by
realizing that we choose ϵ ≤ ϵ∗ − ϵ1 − ϵ3, we obtain

M(Kss) ∈ Ωϵ∗−ϵ1−ϵ3 ⊆ Ωϵ,

which indicates that Ωϵ is non-empty. Next we show that OGD-BZC is safe. Since it is guaranteed in the algorithm that
Mt ∈ Ωϵ for all t ≥ 0, we have

h̊x(Mt) · B̄2Hn(w) ⊆ Xϵ, ∀t ≥ 0.

Thus by (12) and Lemma 6, we obtain that

xA
t+1 = x̃A

t+1 + (xA
t+1 − x̃A

t+1)

∈ x̃A
t+1 + B̄(ϵ1)

=

2H∑
k=1

Ψx
kwt+1−k + B̄(ϵ1)

⊆ hx(Mt−H+1:t) · B̄2Hn(w) + B̄(ϵ1)

=
(̊
hx(Mt) + hx(Mt−H+1:t)− h̊x(Mt)

)
· B̄2Hn(w) + B̄(ϵ1)

⊆ h̊x(Mt) · B̄2Hn(w) + (hx − h̊x) · B̄2Hn(w) + B̄(ϵ1)
⊆ h̊x(Mt) · B̄2Hn(w) + B̄n(ϵ2) + B̄(ϵ1)
⊆ (Xϵ)−ϵ1−ϵ2

⊆ Xϵ−ϵ1−ϵ2 ,

⊆ X

where the first inclusion is due to Lemma 5, the fourth inclusion is due to Lemma 6, and the last inclusion is due to the choice
ϵ ≥ ϵ1 + ϵ2. Similarly we can prove that uA

t ∈ U . Hence OGD-BZC is safe.



C. Proof related to Theorem 2

Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. We first proof that Ω̊(α1) ⊆ Ωϵ. For any M ∈ Ω̊(α1), there exist M ′ ∈ Ω such that M = α1M
′ + (1− α1)M(Kss)

where we use the notation M(Kss) as defined in Lemma 7. Then,

h̊x(M) · B̄(w) = h̊x(α1M
′ + (1− α1)M(Kss)) · B̄(w)

=
[
α1̊h

x(M ′) + (1− α1)̊h
x(M(Kss))

]
· B̄(w)

⊆ α1̊h
x(M ′) · B̄(w) + (1− α1)̊h

x(M(Kss)) · B̄(w)
⊆ α1X + (1− α1)Xϵ+r,

(22)

where the second equality is due to the fact that h̊x(M) is affine with respect to M . In order to show the last inclusion,
note that Kss is ϵ∗ strictly safe, and therefore we can apply Corollary 2 to get that M(Kss) ∈ Ωϵ∗−ϵ1−ϵ3 = Ωϵ+r and
h̊x(M(Kss)) · B̄(w) ⊆ Xϵ+r.

Then we claim that α1X + (1− α1)Xϵ+r ⊆ Xϵ. This can be verified by following the definition of Xϵ,

α1X + (1− α1)Xϵ+r + B̄n(ϵ) = α1X + (1− α1)(Xϵ+r +
1

1− α1
B̄n(ϵ))

= (1− ϵ

ϵ+ r
)X +

ϵ

ϵ+ r
(Xϵ+r + B̄n(ϵ+ r))

⊆ (1− ϵ

ϵ+ r
)X +

ϵ

ϵ+ r
X

⊆ X .

(23)

where the last inclusion is due to the convexity of X . Combining (22) and (23), we have that h̊x(M) · B̄(w) ⊆ Xϵ. Similarly,
we can also derive h̊u(M) · B̄(w) ⊆ Uϵ. Hence we can conclude that Ω̊(α1) ⊆ Ωϵ.

Next we prove Ω̊(α2) ⊇ Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 . This is equivalent to Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 ⊆ α2Ω + (1 − α2)M(Kss). Rearranging this inclusion
yields

Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 ⊆ α2Ω+ (1− α2)M(Kss) ⇐⇒ Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 + (α2 − 1)M(Kss) ⊆ α2Ω

⇐⇒ 1

α2
Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 + (1− 1

α2
)M(Kss) ⊆ Ω

We will show this directly. First note that, for any M ∈ 1
α2

Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 + (1− 1
α2

)M(Kss), there exist M ′ ∈ Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 such that
M = 1

α2
M ′ +(1− 1

α2
)M(Kss). Therefore, we will show that M ∈ Ω, by showing that both (i) h̊x(M) · B̄(w) ∈ X and (ii)

h̊u(M) · B̄(w) ∈ U . We show (i) as follows

h̊x(M) · B̄(w) = h̊x(
1

α2
M ′ + (1− 1

α2
)M(Kss)) · B̄(w)

=

[
1

α2
h̊x(M ′) + (1− 1

α2
)̊hx(M(Kss))

]
· B̄(w)

⊆ 1

α2
h̊x(M ′) · B̄(w) + (1− 1

α2
)̊hx(M(Kss)) · B̄(w)

⊆ 1

α2
(X + B̄n(ϵ1 + ϵ3)) + (1− 1

α2
)Xϵ+r

=
1

α2
X + (1− 1

α2
)(Xϵ+r +

1

α2 − 1
B̄n(ϵ1 + ϵ3))

=
1

α2
X + (1− 1

α2
)(Xϵ+r + B̄n(ϵ+ r))

⊆ 1

α2
X + (1− 1

α2
)X ⊆ X ,

where the second inclusion follows the same reasoning as in (22). Point (ii) can be shown similarily. This indicates that M ∈ Ω.
Therefore, we have Ω̊(α2) ⊇ Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 .

Proof of Lemma 3



Proof. The statement that Map ∈ Ω−ϵ1−ϵ3 can directly derived from Corollary 2 by noticing that K∗ ∈ K and thus 0-strictly
safe. Then we will bound JT (Map)−JT (K

∗). Let xt, ut and x∗
t , u

∗
t denotes the states/response by using policy π(K, {Map})

and linear policy K∗, then

JT (Map)− JT (K
∗) =

T∑
t=0

[ct(xt, ut)− ct(x
∗
t , u

∗
t )]

≤
T∑

t=0

Gb(∥xt − x∗
t ∥2 + ∥ut − u∗

t ∥2)

≤
T∑

t=0

Gb(
√
n ∥xt − x∗

t ∥∞ +
√
m ∥ut − u∗

t ∥∞)

≤
T∑

t=0

Gb
√
mn(∥xt − x∗

t ∥∞ + ∥ut − u∗
t ∥∞)

≤ 2TGb
√
mn · ϵ3,

where the last equality comes from Lemma 7. Then by Lemma 9 and Assumption 1, it is direct to see that

T∑
t=0

f̊t(Map)− min
K∈K

JT (K) =

T∑
t=0

f̊t(Map)− JT (Map) + JT (Map)− JT (K
∗)

≤
T∑

t=0

Gb(∥xt − x̃t∥2 + ∥ut − ũt∥2) + 2TGb
√
mn · ϵ3

≤
T∑

t=0

2Gb
√
mn · ϵ1 + 2TGb

√
mn · ϵ3

≤ 2TGb
√
mn · (ϵ1 + ϵ3)

≤ O(TmnH(ϵ1 + ϵ3)),

when H ≥ log(2κ2)
log((1−γ)−1) .

Proof of Lemma 4

Proof. We will prove Lemma 4 by giving three separate bounds as follows:

JT (A)− min
M∈Ωϵ

T∑
t=0

f̊t(M) =

JT (A)−
T∑

t=0

ft(Mt−H:t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Part i

+

T∑
t=0

ft(Mt−H:t)−
T∑

t=0

f̊t (Mt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Part ii

+

T∑
t=0

f̊t (Mt)− min
M∈Ωϵ

T∑
t=0

f̊t(M)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Part iii

.

For Part ii, by Lemma 10, we have

|ft(Mt−H:t)− f̊t(Mt)| ≤ 2Gb

√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
H∑
j=1

∥∥∥M [j]
t−i −M

[j]
t

∥∥∥
2

 .

Since Mt is generated by the OGD-BZC algorithm with fixed step size η, by Lemma 10 we have

∥Mt −Mt−i∥F ≤
i∑

s=1

∥Mt−s+1 −Mt−s∥F ≤
i∑

s=1

η
∥∥∥∇f̊t−s(Mt−s)

∥∥∥
F
≤ iηGf ,



and Gb ≤ O(
√
mnH), Gf ≤ O(

√
mn2H3). By plugging in the above result, we have for all t > 0,

|ft(Mt−H:t)− f̊t(Mt)| ≤ 2Gb

(
√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

√
H

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1 ∥Mt −Mt−i∥F

)

≤ 2Gb

(
√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

√
H

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1iηGf

)
≤ 2Gb

√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

√
HηGf

1

γ2

≤ O(
√
mnH ·

√
mn2H3 · η

√
nH)

= O(mn2H3η).

Thus Part ii ≤
∑T

t=0 |ft(Mt−H:t)− f̊t(Mt)| ≤ O(Tmn2H3η).
For Part i, let xt, ut denotes the states/response by running the algorithm, then by Assumption 1 we have

JT (A)−
T∑

t=0

ft(Mt−H:t) =

T∑
t=0

[ct(xt, ut)− ct(x̃t, ũt)]

≤
T∑

t=0

Gb(∥xt − x̃t∥2 + ∥ut − ũt∥2)

≤
T∑

t=0

Gb(
√
n ∥xt − x̃t∥∞ +

√
m ∥ut − ũt∥∞)

≤
T∑

t=0

Gb
√
mn(∥xt − x̃t∥∞ + ∥ut − ũt∥∞)

≤ 2TGb
√
mn · ϵ1 ≤ O(T ·

√
mnH ·

√
mnH(1− γ)H)

= O(TmnH2(1− γ)H).

For Part iii analysis is a standard gradient descent analysis that can be found in [2]. From the literature, we have
T∑

t=0

f̊t (Mt)− min
M∈Ωϵ

T∑
t=0

f̊t(M) ≤ δ2

η
+G2

fTη.

Also by Lemma 10, we have Gf := supt∈[T ],M∈Ωϵ ||∇f̊t(M)||F ≤ O(
√
mn2H3). It only remains to show that δ :=

supM ,M̃∈Ωϵ ||M − M̃ ||F ≤ 2
√
ma/γ. In fact,

δ = sup
M ,M̃∈Ωϵ

∥∥∥M − M̃
∥∥∥
F
≤ sup

M ,M̃∈M

∥∥∥M − M̃
∥∥∥
F

= sup
M ,M̃∈M

H∑
i=1

∥∥∥M [i] − M̃ [i]
∥∥∥
F

≤ sup
M ,M̃∈M

√
m

H∑
i=1

∥∥∥M [i] − M̃ [i]
∥∥∥
2

≤ sup
M ,M̃∈M

√
m

H∑
i=1

∥∥∥M [i]
∥∥∥
2
+
∥∥∥M̃ [i]

∥∥∥
2

≤ 2
√
m

H∑
i=1

a(1− γ)i ≤ 2
√
ma/γ.

Combine the bound for Part i, Part ii, and Part iii, we will have

JT (A)− min
M∈Ωϵ

T∑
t=0

f̊t(M) ≤ O(TmnH2(1− γ)H + Tmn2H3η + Tmn2H3η +
m

η
)

= O(TmnH2(1− γ)H + Tmn2H3η +
m

η
).



This finishs the proof.



D. Helping Lemmas

The lemmas in this section are fundamental analysis steps and are closely drawn from [3] and [1], with slight notation
differences. We include them here as auxiliary lemmas, which will be referenced when proving other lemmas.

Lemma 8 (Bound on Ψx
k and Ψu

k). Suppose Mt ∈ M for all t, we have

∥Ψx
k(Mt−H:t−1)∥2 ≤ κ2(1− γ)k−11k≤H + aκ2κBH(1− γ)k−21(k≥2)

∥Ψu
k(Mt−H:t)∥2 ≤ (a+ κ3)(1− γ)k−11(k≤H) + aκ3κBH(1− γ)k−21(k≥2).

Proof. By Definition 6 and Proposition 1, we have

∥Ψx
k(Mt−H:t−1)∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥Ak−1
k 1(k≤H) +

H∑
i=1

Ai−1
K BM

[k−i]
t−i 1(1≤k−i≤H)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥Ak−1

k

∥∥
2
1(k≤H) +

H∑
i=1

∥∥Ai−1
K

∥∥
2
∥B∥2

∥∥∥M [k−i]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
1(1≤k−i≤H)

≤ κ2(1− γ)k−11k≤H +

H∑
i=1

κ2(1− γ)i−1κB

∥∥∥M [k−i]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
1(1≤k−i≤H)

≤ κ2(1− γ)k−11k≤H +

H∑
i=1

κ2(1− γ)i−1κB · a(1− γ)k−i−11(1≤k−i≤H)

≤ κ2(1− γ)k−11k≤H +

H∑
i=1

aκ2κB(1− γ)k−21(1≤k−i≤H)

≤ κ2(1− γ)k−11k≤H + aκ2κBH(1− γ)k−21(k≥2).

Further for Ψu
k we have

∥Ψu
k(Mt−H:t)∥2 =

∥∥∥M [k]
t 1(k≤H) −KΨx

k(Mt−H:t−1)
∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥∥M [k]

t

∥∥∥
2
1(k≤H) + ∥K∥2 ∥Ψ

x
k(Mt−H:t−1)∥2

≤ a(1− γ)k−11(k≤H) + κ
(
κ2(1− γ)(k−1)1k≤H + aκ2κBH(1− γ)k−21(k≥2)

)
≤ (a+ κ3)(1− γ)k−11(k≤H) + aκ3κBH(1− γ)k−21(k≥2).

Lemma 9 (Bound on ∥xt∥2 and ∥ut∥2). Suppose Mt ∈ M for all t, we have

max(∥xt∥2 , ∥x̃t∥2) ≤ bx, max(∥ut∥2 , ∥ũt∥2) ≤ bu,

where

bx :=
w
√
n(κ2 + aκ2κBH)

(1− κ2(1− γ)H)γ
, bu := κbx + w

√
n · a/γ.

If we further define b := max(bx, bu) then we have

max(∥xt∥2 , ∥x̃t∥2 , ∥ut∥2 , ∥ũt∥2) ≤ b

When H ≥ log(2κ2)
log((1−γ)−1) , we have

b ≤ 2w
√
n(κ3 + aκ3κBH)/γ + w

√
n · a/γ ≤ O(

√
mnH)

Proof. We first bound ∥x̃t∥2 and ∥ũt∥2. By Lemma 8 we have,

∥x̃t∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥
2H∑
k=1

Ψx
kwt−k

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ w
√
n

2H∑
k=1

∥Ψx
k∥2

≤ w
√
n

2H∑
k=1

(κ2(1− γ)k−11k≤H + aκ2κBH(1− γ)k−21(k≥2))

≤ w
√
n(κ2 + aκ2κBH)/γ ≤ bx,



and

∥ũt∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥
2H∑
k=1

Ψu
kwt−k

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ w
√
n

2H∑
k=1

∥Ψu
k∥2

≤ w
√
n

2H∑
k=1

(
(a+ κ3)(1− γ)k−11(k≤H) + aκ3κBH(1− γ)k−21(k≥2)

)
≤ w

√
n
(
a+ κ3 + aκ3κBH

)
/γ ≤ κbx + w

√
n · a/γ = bu.

Further, based on the fact that ∥x0∥ = ∥u0∥ = 0 and by induction, we can prove that

∥xt∥2 =
∥∥AH

Kxt−H + x̃t

∥∥
2
≤ κ2(1− γ)Hbx + w

√
n(κ2 + aκ2κBH)/γ ≤ bx,

and

∥ut∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥−Kxt +

H∑
i=1

M
[i]
t wt−i

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥−Kxt∥2 +
H∑
i=1

∥∥∥M [i]
t wt−i

∥∥∥
2

≤ κbx +

H∑
i=1

√
n · a(1− γ)i−1w

≤ κbx + w
√
n · a/γ = bu.

Lemma 10 (Bound on ft and ∇f̊t). For any Mt,M̃t ∈ M for all t, we have

|ft(Mt−H:t−1)− ft(M̃t−H:t−1)| ≤ 2Gb

√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
H∑
j=1

∥∥∥M [j]
t−i − M̃

[j]
t−i

∥∥∥
2

 .

Further, for any t > 0 and Mt ∈ M, we have
∥∥∥∇f̊t(Mt)

∥∥∥
F
≤ Gf := 2Gb̃

√
nw̄(1+κ)κ2κB

√
H/γ. When H ≥ log(2κ2)

log((1−γ)−1) ,

we have b̃ ≤ 2w
√
n(κ3 + ãκ3κBH)/γ + w

√
n · ã/γ, and the result simpifies to Gf ≤ O(

√
mn2H3).

Proof. Let x̃ and ˜̃x be the surrogate state generated by π(K, {Mt}) and π(K, {M̃t}), we have

∥∥x̃t − ˜̃xt

∥∥
2
=

∥∥∥∥∥
2H∑
k=1

(Ψx
k(Mt−H:t−1)−Ψx

k(M̃t−H:t−1))wt−k

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
2H∑
k=1

∥∥∥Ψx
k(Mt−H:t−1)−Ψx

k(M̃t−H:t−1)
∥∥∥
2

√
nw̄

≤
√
nw̄

2H∑
k=1

∥∥∥∥∥
H∑
i=1

Ai−1
K B(M

[k−i]
t−i − M̃

[k−i]
t−i )1(1≤k−i≤H)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
√
nw̄

2H∑
k=1

H∑
i=1

κ2(1− γ)i−1κB

∥∥∥M [k−i]
t−i − M̃

[k−i]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
1(1≤k−i≤H)

=
√
nw̄κ2κB

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
H∑
j=1

∥∥∥M [j]
t−i − M̃

[j]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
,

and let ũt, ˜̃u be the corresponding surrogate response, we have

∥∥ũt − ˜̃ut

∥∥
2
=

∥∥∥∥∥−Kx̃t +K ˜̃xt +

H∑
i=1

M
[i]
t wt−i −

H∑
i=1

M̃
[i]
t wt−i

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ κ
∥∥x̃t − ˜̃xt

∥∥
2
+
√
nw̄

H∑
i=1

∥∥∥M [i]
t − M̃

[i]
t

∥∥∥
2

=
√
nw̄κ3κB

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
H∑
j=1

∥∥∥M [j]
t−i − M̃

[j]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
+

√
nw̄

H∑
i=1

∥∥∥M [i]
t − M̃

[i]
t

∥∥∥
2
.



Then combine Assumption 1 and Lemma 9, we get

|ft(Mt−H:t−1)− ft(M̃t−H:t−1)| = |ct(x̃t, ũt)− ct(˜̃xt, ˜̃ut)|
≤ ∥∇ct∥2

(∥∥x̃t − ˜̃xt

∥∥
2
+
∥∥ũt − ˜̃ut

∥∥
2

)
≤ Gb

(∥∥x̃t − ˜̃xt

∥∥
2
+
∥∥ũt − ˜̃ut

∥∥
2

)
≤ Gb

√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
H∑
j=1

∥∥∥M [j]
t−i − M̃

[j]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
+

√
nw̄

H∑
i=1

∥∥∥M [i]
t − M̃

[i]
t

∥∥∥
2


≤ 2Gb

√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
H∑
j=1

∥∥∥M [j]
t−i − M̃

[j]
t−i

∥∥∥
2

 .

(24)
where the last inequality uses the fact that κ, κB > 1.

Further, we can establish a bound for
∥∥∥∇f̊t(M)

∥∥∥
F

when M ∈ M. To achieve this, we define a slightly larger set

M̃ := {M :
∥∥M [i]

∥∥
2
≤ ã(1− γ)i−1,∀i ∈ [H]}, where ã = 2a, for some small δ > 0. Then, by following the same analysis

as in Lemma 8 and Lemma 9, we will obtain a result similar to (24). Specifically, when M ∈ M and M +∆M ∈ M̃, we
have

|f̊t(M +∆M)− f̊(M)| ≤ 2Gb̃

√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
H∑
j=1

∥∥∥∆M [j]
∥∥∥
2

 ,

where b̃ ≤ 2w
√
n(κ3 + ãκ3κBH)/γ + w

√
mn · ã/γ ≤ O(

√
nH), when H ≥ log(2κ2)

log((1−γ)−1) .
Let M ∈ M and we have

∥∥∥∇f̊t(M)
∥∥∥
F
= sup

∆M ̸=0;M ,M+∆M∈M̃

⟨∇f̊t(M),∆M⟩
∥∆M∥F

≤ sup
∆M ̸=0;M ,M+∆M∈M̃

f̊t(M +∆M)− f̊t(M)

∥∆M∥F

≤ sup
∆M ̸=0;M ,M+∆M∈M̃

2Gb̃
(√

nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

∑H
i=1(1− γ)i−1

√
H ∥∆M∥F

)
∥∆M∥F

≤ 2Gb̃
√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

√
H/γ

Then we have
∥∥∥∇f̊t(M)

∥∥∥
F
≤ 2Gb̃

(√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

√
H/γ

)
.

Setting Gf = 2Gb̃
√
nw̄(1 + κ)κ2κB

√
H/γ, we have

∥∥∥∇f̊t(M)
∥∥∥
F
≤ Gf . This finishes the proof.

Lemma 11. Consider any Mt,M̃t ∈ M for all t, we have

2H∑
k=1

∥∥∥Ψx
k(Mt−H:t−1)−Ψx

k(M̃t−H:t−1)
∥∥∥
2
≤ κ2κB

√
H

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
∥∥∥Mt−i − M̃t−i

∥∥∥
F
,

2H∑
k=1

∥∥∥Ψu
k(Mt−H:t)−Ψu

k(M̃t−H:t)
∥∥∥
2
≤

√
H
∥∥∥Mt − M̃t

∥∥∥
F
+ κ3κB

√
H

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
∥∥∥Mt−i − M̃t−i

∥∥∥
F
.



Proof. We first provide a bound for
∥∥∥Ψx

k(Mt−H:t−1)−Ψx
k(M̃t−H:t−1)

∥∥∥
2
,

∥∥∥Ψx
k(Mt+k:t−1)−Ψx

k(M̃t+k:t−1)
∥∥∥
2
=

∥∥∥∥∥
H∑
i=1

Ai−1
k BM

[k−i]
t−i 1(1≤k−i≤H) −

H∑
i=1

Ai−1
k BM̃

[k−i]
t−i 1(1≤k−i≤H)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥
H∑
i=1

Ai−1
k B

(
M

[k−i]
t−i − M̃

[k−i]
t−i

)
1(1≤k−i≤H)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
H∑
i=1

∥∥Ai−1
k

∥∥
2
∥B∥2

∥∥∥M [k−i]
t−i − M̃

[k−i]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
1(1≤k−i≤H)

≤
H∑
i=1

κ2(1− γ)i−1κB

∥∥∥M [k−i]
t−i − M̃

[k−i]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
1(1≤k−i≤H).

Then
2H∑
k=1

∥∥∥Ψx
k(Mt−H:t−1)−Ψx

k(M̃t−H:t−1)
∥∥∥
2
≤

2H∑
k=1

H∑
i=1

κ2(1− γ)i−1κB

∥∥∥M [k−i]
t−i − M̃

[k−i]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
1(1≤k−i≤H)

= κ2κB

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
2H∑
k=1

∥∥∥M [k−i]
t−i − M̃

[k−i]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
1(1≤k−i≤H)

≤ κ2κB

√
H

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
∥∥∥Mt−i − M̃t−i

∥∥∥
F
.

Next we provide a bound for
∥∥∥Ψu

k(Mt−H:t−1)−Ψu
k(M̃t−H:t−1)

∥∥∥
2
,

∥∥∥Ψu
k(Mt+k:t−1)−Ψu

k(M̃t+k:t−1)
∥∥∥
2
≤
∥∥∥M [k]

t − M̃
[k]
t

∥∥∥
2
1(k≤H) +

∥∥∥∥∥
H∑
i=1

KAi−1
k B

(
M

[k−i]
t−i − M̃

[k−i]
t−i

)∥∥∥∥∥
2

1(1≤k−i≤H)

≤
∥∥∥M [k]

t − M̃
[k]
t

∥∥∥
2
1(k≤H) +

H∑
i=1

κ3(1− γ)i−1κB

∥∥∥M [k−i]
t−i − M̃

[k−i]
t−i

∥∥∥
2
1(1≤k−i≤H)

Therefore,
2H∑
k=1

∥∥∥Ψu
k(Mt−H:t)−Ψu

k(M̃t−H:t)
∥∥∥
2
≤

√
H
∥∥∥Mt − M̃t

∥∥∥
F
+ κ3κB

√
H

H∑
i=1

(1− γ)i−1
∥∥∥Mt−i − M̃t−i

∥∥∥
F
.
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