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Online Nonstochastic Control with Convex Safety
Constraints

Nanfei Jiang, Spencer Hutchinson, Mahnoosh Alizadeh

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 O(+/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 [3l], which handles
affine safety constraints, OGD-BZC generalizes the safety
constraints to general convex safety sets, ensuring step-wise
safety and achieving (’5(\/?) 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], [S], [6], [7]. The work by [6l], [[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?/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 ((); representing a virtual queue) being
below a threshold, which holds only with probability 1—1/7.
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 [] shows that disturbance-action controllers can achieve
O(VTlog(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].



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], [[L6l], [17], [LL8I],
[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) [200, [210], [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. [23l], [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
outlines the problem formulation, including essential def-
initions and assumptions critical for our analysis. In Section
we present preliminaries on online nonstochastic control.
Section details the development of our proposed Online
Gradient Descent with Buffer Zone for Convex Constraints
(OGD-BZC) algorithm. Section E demonstrates the main the-
oretical contributions of our work. In Section we provide
several numerical experiments to validate the effectiveness and
robustness of the OGD-BZC algorithm in practical scenarios.
Finally, in Section we draw conclusions and outline our
future directions.

A. Basic Notations

In this paper, [|-||; , |||, |||, denote the Ly, Ly, Lo, norm
for vectors or matrices. We denote by 1 g the indicater function
which equals to 1 if event S is satisfied and O elsewhere.
Occasionally, we use [H| for some integer H to abbreviate
the index set {1,2,..., H}. We use B\T-H(A) to denote the
closed ball centered at zero with radius A > 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 7. Similarly, (5()
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:

iy = Axy + Bug +wy, V22> 0, (1)

where z; € R™ is the state of the system, u;, € R™ is the
control input, and wy € W = {w € R" : || < w}
represents bounded disturbances. A € R™"*" B € R™"*™ 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 x; and assigns
a control input u;. After u; is implemented, the agent suffers
a stage cost ¢;(x¢,us). The cost function ¢ (-, -) is generated
adversarially (i.e. arbitrarily) and revealed to the agent after
the control input u, is taken. The system then evolves to the
next step by following the system dynamics in ().

Safety Constraints. To encode safety concerns, we require
a general convex constraint on both state x; and control input
Ut

e €X, w €U, Vt>0, 2)

where X, U are closed convex sets. An algorithm is said to be
safe if the generated state x; € X’ and the control input u; € U
for all 0 < ¢ < T and for any sequences of disturbances {w; €
W}E ). We set xp = 0 and require that both X, U should
include the origin. The case when xzy # 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 u; = — Ky,
for K € R™*", 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 u; = —Kux; to be (k,~)-strongly stable for x > 1
and v € (0,1] if there exist matrices L and H such
that A — BK = HLH™', with |L]|, < 1 — ~ and
max {[|K]|,,[[H], HH’1||2} < k. Additionally, we define
kp = max{|Bl,, 1

The regret of an online algorithm A, over T’ steps, is defined
as:

T T
A A : K K
= max c(xy, uy') — min a(zy ,u
s, (St - pip S atat o).
3)
where xf, ug“ is the state and control input generated by

algorithm A, and =, u* generated by the best linear policy
K from the class of policies /C, defined as,

K:={K eR"™™: K is (k,v)-strongly stable,
J;f{eé\f,uf cu thEV\AOStST}.

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

UIn fact, every stable matrix is &, y-strongly stable, for some r,~y [1I.



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 A-
shrinkage of a set D C R? under norm ||-||, denoted by DM
is defined ad]

pil={zeD:z+yeDwyeB (A), @&

where B (A) it the closed ball with radius A, under the
same dimension and norm. The A-expansion of a set D C R¢
under norm ||-||, denoted by Dll is defined as

D[& = {x—i—y:mGD,yGBH,H(A)}. (5)

It is noteworthy that D(Ijl'H 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
A-shrinkage/expansion of D under infinity norm (i.e. Dk”"").

Definition 3 (Strictly and Loosely Safe Policies). A pol-
icy/algorithm A is called e-strictly safe for some ¢ > 0 if
and only if for all 0 < ¢ < T, we have x;“ € X, and u;“ €U,
under any disturbance sequence {wj, € W}}_,, where X, and
U, denote the e-shrinkage of X and U.

Similarly, A is called e-loose safe if and only if for all
0<t<T, a:g“ € X_. and u;“ € U_. under any disturbances,
where X_. and U_. are the e-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 c;(x¢, uy) :
R™ x R™ — R is convex and differentiable with respect to
x; and u,. Furthermore, for any ||z, < D and ||u|, < D,
there exist a constant G such that |c,(z, u)|, ||Vaei(z, uw)ll,,
and ||Vyci(x, u)|, 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 @ 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.

ZDKH can be also defined using Minkowski subtraction [28]. The
Minkowski subtraction of sets A, B C R? is defined as A © B := {x :
z + B C A}. Thus, we can write Dk” =Do BH,”(A) for A > 0.

Assumption 2 (Existence of Strictly Safe Linear Policy).
There exists K, € K such that the linear feedback controller
up = —Kssx4 1S €4-strictly safe in infinite horizon for some
€x > 0.

Here, being infinitely-horizon strictly safe means that
xtK e X, and uf( € U, for all ¢ > 0 under any
disturbance sequence {wy, € W}ZOZOEI

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
(k,7)-strongly stable matrix K. A disturbance-action con-
troller w(K,{M,}) of memory size H is defined as,

H
up = —Kap + Y M w_;, (6)
=1

where w; = 0 for ¢ < 0 and]

My e Mo={(mf", .. MMy HMF]

S Cl(l - ’Y)iila
2

MP eR™ " 0 >0, Vie [H]} .
(N

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 7(K, {M}) to
be the DAC class with fixed weight, i.e. M; = M,Vt > 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 ¢, 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
w(K,{M.}) as shown in (0), the state and control input can
be written as:

Tt = AﬁxtfH + Ty, up = —KA%UFH +ag,  (8)

3We should mention that our Assumption [2| differs slightly from the
assumption made in [3], where they only require the existence of an ex-
strictly safe linear policy for a finite time horizon 7. However, this could
indirectly allow €4 to depend on 7" since e could decrease as 1" increases.
As this could impact the result of the regret analysis, we make a slightly
stronger assumption of an infinite horizon e.-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 = 2x3.



where Ax = A — BK and the superscript H denotes raising
the matrix to the H-th power, Ty and u; are referred to as the
surrogate state and input and are defined as:

2H

Ty = Z \I/z(MtfH:tfl)wt*kv
k=1

H
i = —Ka + Y M w,_;, )
. =1
= Z \IJZ(MtfH:t)wtfkw
k=1
where My_p.+ = {Mi_u,..., M} and the “disturbance-
to-state/response” matrices Wi (My_pr.4—1), Vi (My_p.1) are
defined as:

\I/i(Mt—H:t—l) :A];(_l]l(kSH)
H
+ Z AlfngMt[ﬁ;Z]]l(lgkfigHy
i1

Ui (My—r4) ZMt[k]ﬂ(kgH) — KVE (M _p.i-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,

BE(M) = (M., M), B(M) = W}(M, ..., M),
(10)
Often, when there is no confusion in the context, we vovill
omit the weight matrix and simply write U%, Wit and W7, V.

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 M, at each time step. For a weight matrix
M, 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 M, 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 [I| 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 (§). If the state is bounded, the first term
Aty 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
€1, 1.e., |A§xt_H||oo < ¢€;1. Consequently, we can require
the surrogate state Z; to stay within the €;-shrinkage of the
safety constraint, i.e., ; € X, ensuring that the true state
will satisfy

v = ARy, g+ i€ B'e) + X, = (X)), CA,

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 ;.

Thus, we will need to make sure Z; € X, and u; € U, .
From (@), we equivalently need

2H

Z UE(Mi_g—1)wi—g € X,

k=0
- arn

Z UMy _pr)wi_p € Uey, Ywip €W.
k=0
However, verifying the aforementioned safety constraints is

challenging due to their coupling of all the policies M;_ .,
from the past H steps. This issue can be addressed by approxi-
mating Wi (M _p.¢—1), Vi (M pr.¢) with W3 (M), Wy (M)
as defined in (TI0). This approximation is reasonable if the
policy M, 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 e¢; 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 2H
§ \Ijﬁwt—k S X€1+€27 E \Ijzwt—k S uel—i-sga
k=0 k=0

under any disturbance, which ensures that
2H 2H
Ty = Z Viw g + Z(‘IJ% = V) wi—p
k=0 k=0

€ X61+€2 + B_n(€2) = (X€1+62)—62 - Xfl'

Similar analysis can also be applied to u;, and we will have
Uy € U, as expected.

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

hw(MtfH:tfl) = [‘I/f \Ilg
R (Mi—p.t) = [\Iﬂf vy

Uy,
(12)
\I]gH} )

and similarly write h®(M), h*(M) as

h*(M) = h*(M, ..., M), h“(M)=h*(M,....M),
when a fixed weight matrix M is applied in the past H step,
where h* h* € R"*2H" and h*, p* € 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 2¢ is defined
as follows:

Q={MecM: h(M)-B@) C X,
(M) - B(w) € U},

where B(w) represents the closed Lo ball lying in R2Hn,
corresponding to the size of h® and h", the set M is defined
in ([7). The process of selecting an appropriate buffer size € to
ensure the algorithm’s safety and low regret will be discussed
in Section [Vl

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 ¢, the agent selects
a policy M; € M and incurs a cost f;(M;_g..). Despite
the coupling of the current policy M, with historical policies
M; .41, M defined in remains decoupled and depends
solely on the current M;.

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

fe(My_p1.0) = ¢t (%0, @), fo(M):= fy(M,...,M). (14)

Here, f; is called the idealized cost and is convex with
respect to M, _p.; since Iy, u; are affine functions of M;_ .4
and ¢(-,-) is convex. For the same reason, the approximate
cost function f; is also convex with respect to M.

Consequently, the OCO with memory problem is reformu-
lated as a classical OCO problem with stage cost fi(M;),
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 M; and the historical policies
M;_p, ..., M, guaranteeing small approximation errors be-
tween f;(M;) and fi(M;_p.+), and thus low regret.

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

13)

Algorithm 1: OGD-BZC

Input: A (k,~y)-strongly stable matrix &, memory
size H > 0, buffer size e, stepsize 7.
1 Initialize M € Q¢ defined in (T3).
2 fort=0,1,2,...,7T do
3 Apply control input u; = —Ka:t—i—zinl Mt[l]wt,i.
Observe the next state x4y and calculate w;.
Run projected OGD

4
5
M =Ilge | M; — nvft(Mt)} )

where f;(M) is defined in (T4).

The parameters ¢, H, and 1 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 O (\/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 [I] 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.

log(2k2)
log((1—7)~1)"

er(H) = crH(1—7)",
e2(n, H) := coVVmn3nH?,
es(H) := cgv/n(1 —y)".
where ¢1 = Wr*(2k3 + 2aK*kp + a) /7, ca = 4GW(K* +

2ak3k) (1 + K)KS K% /v and c3 = 2wWkS. Then, if the buffer
size € and H meet the condition

Theorem 1. Assume ¢ > 0 and H > Also, let

e1(H) +e2x(n, H) < e<e.—er(H) —e3(H),

then the safety policy set Q¢ is non-empty, and OGD-
BZC algorithm is safe under any sequence of disturbances

{wk € W}Z:O'

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 O(V/T).

Theorem 2 (Regret Bound). Under the requirement of H
and buffer size € in Theorem |l if the buffer size additionally
satisfies

€ < % — &1 (H) — e3(H),

OGD-BZC will have the following regret bound:

Reg(OGD-BZC) < O (T\/m2n3H2(1 — N+ Tmn?H?y
+ % +T(1 =) IVm2n3H5 /e,
+ €TV m2n2H3/e*),

where the hidden constant coefficients is the polynomial of
w, Ga Kk, kB, Q, 'y_l'
Corollary 1 (Sublinear Regret). For sufficiently large T, if we

! L loa((8erT + deg /) )
log((1 —~)~1) ’




and n = -
safe with

\/;T € = e1(H) + ex(n, H), then OGD-BZC is

Reg(OGD-BZC) < O(m'>n**V/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

Let JT(A) be the total loss received by our algorithm, i.e.
Jr(A) = Zt o ¢t (z, uf), then the proof relies on dividing
the regret into two parts and give bound guarantee for each
part under any sequence of disturbances. Specifically,

Jr(A) — K) =

min Jr(
Ke
- Imn Jr(K).

Jr(A) — min E
MeQe ft

Performance Gap

)+ min E
MeQe ft

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

MUK = (K — K')(A - BK')"™!

Also, we use the notation My, = M (K*) where K* :=
argmin . J7(K). Then the “Policy Set Gap” can be sepa-
rated as

Jnin ;ft(M) — min Jp(K) =
T T .
anin > fi(M) = fi(Mip) + Y fu(Muy) — min Jp(K).
t=0 t=0
(%) 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 [I] 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

(%) <0 <T\/m(++)) |

€x

under any sequence of disturbances.

To prove Lemma [T} we depend on an auxiliary lemma that
estimates the size difference between Q€ and 2~ €1~ <3, 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 € and H satisfies
e<e—e(H)—es(H),

there exists a; = 1 — €+7’ as =1+ Z_L:" such that

Q(al) g QF ) Q(Oé

where v = e — (e + €1 + €3),
{aM + (1 —a)M (K,s) : M € Q}.

Proof of Lemma [I} To bound (%), we first need to utilize the
fact that f; is convex and possesses a bounded gradient. The
property of f; having a bounded gradient originates from [[1]].
In the context of this paper, we demonstrate that the bound
for ||V fi||r is Gy = O(Vmn?H3), where |-|| » denotes the
Frobenius norm (see Lemma [I0] in Appendix D) . Then by
the bounded gradient and the convexity of f;, we have (%) <
minMGQe TGf HM - MaP”F'

Next, we will use Lemma [2] to bound the distance between
M, and €2°. In particular, we have that M, € Q77 C

2) :_) 9*61*63,
and Qa) =

Q(cr2), and therefore, there exists M € € such that
M, = oM + (1 — az) M (Ky). (15)
At the same time, Q(al) C €, and therefore
oM + (1 — o) M(K,,) € Q°. (16)

Therefore, combining (I3)) and (I6), we have that

M, + <1 - 0‘1) M(K.,) € Q.
(65 (%)
It follows that

snin TGy [M — M|l

< TGf %Mdp + <1 - Zl> M(KSS) - Map
2 2 F

= TGf <1 - > ||Map M( SS)HF
€+e€e1+e€
< TGy <i‘°)> [ My — M (K5 -

To bound || M,, — M (K;)| »» we use the fact that M,
M(K,s) € M. As a result,

H
2
2 % i
1My, — M(K,)|I% = }}_1: | paly = natl )|

H

SZmHMH MU (K,,)

o ,
<>om ([ad], + [artir0],)



Putting everything together, and using the fact that r =
€. — (e + €1 + €3) > €. /2, it follows that

(%) < TG, <6+61+65> (i)
T

<21, <6+61+63> [GmaZ ],
€

Then, since Gy = O(Vmn2H?3), we conclude that () is
bounded by O (T\/m2n2H3(61 +e3+ e)/e*). O

Lemma 3. Given K* € K and M, = M (K*), we will have
M,, € Q77 and

T
; fi(M,,) — min Jr(K) < O(TmnH (e + €3)),

under any sequence of disturbances.

The proof of Lemma E] 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

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

T

3 A < O(TmnH2(1 — )

t=0
+ Tmn?H*n + %),

under any sequence of disturbances.

The proof of Lemma [] relies on bounding two separated
parts. The first one is to bound the gap between the true cost
¢t (z{',uf') and the approximated cost f;(M;). 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 f; 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 |I} Lemma
[3l and Lemma [d 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:

1 1 1
Tip1 = {O 1/2} Ty + [J ug +wy, Vt >0,

—— 0GD-BZC
_———— —~ Stablelinear policy

] Ti\l o Q))

= |\

(a) Random disturbances

(b) Assigned disturbances

Fig. 1: State Evolution of OGD-BZC and Stable linear con-
troller with horizon 7" = 30.

0.05

—— Average regret of OGD-BZC

Average Regret

[ 50 160 150 260 250 360
Horizon (T)

Fig. 2: Average regret of OGD-BZC.

where 2; € R? and u, € R. For our initial conditions, we set
xo = up = 0. The safety constraints is set to be [|z¢]|2 < 1
and |lu|l2 < 1. We consider adversarial disturbances w; €
W = {w: ||w|leoc < w} with w = 0.3. For the algorithm’s
parameters, the matrix K = [1 /2 ()] is chosen to be strongly
stable matrix. Then, we set the memory size H = [log(T)]
and the buffer size ¢ = log(T)//T. The stepsize is defined
as n = 1/(WVT log(T)g. We also consider the cost function
ci(z,u) = ||| + |Jul|; for all 0 <t < T.

The safety results are shown in Figure [I] 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 w; = [ﬁ W]T,VO <t <T.
In Figure [Tfa), it is observed that the trajectory of states
generated by OGD-BZC remains within the prescribed safety
set throughout the time horizon. In Figure [I[b), in addition
to the safety constraints being satisfied for all 0 < ¢ < 7T, 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 Reg,./T of OGD-BZC compared
with the best safe linear policy in hindsight. The disturbance
for calculating regret is set as w; = [@ @]T WNVO<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 LTT 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 @(ﬁ) 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 R? and ||-|| be any vector norm. Then, for any Ay, Ay > 0, the sets Da, and
D_na, are closed convex, and the following relations hold:
(DAl)A2 =Da,+a,,

(D-ay)-n: = D_(ar+4,); (17)

(D—Al )Az = DAQ—A1>

(DAz)—Al c DAz—Al'
As a simple corollary, if we set Ay = Ay = A, the following equality holds for convex sets: (Da)-a €D = (D_a)a.

It implies that if when we first shrink some safety constraint D to Da, and then allow an expansion with radius less or equal
to A, eventually we will still stay in the safety constraint.

Proof. Firstly, if D is closed and convex, then Da, is an intersection of closed and convex sets and hence is also closed and
convex. It is also direct to see that (Da,)a, = Da,+a,, and (D_a,)-a, = D_(a,+a,) by simply following the definition.
Next, we prove that (Da,)-a, C Da,-a,. For any & € Da,, by definition we have = + B(A3) C D and = + B(A;) C
(DAQ)—A1~ If Ay > A, then B B B
CD+ B(Al - A2)
=Dna,-a,-
This proves (Da,)-a; € Da,—a,- If Ay < Ag, then

v+ B(A) CD
& o+ B(A)+B(Ay—A)CD
& 2+ B(A1) CDa,-n,-
In conclusion, we have (Da,)-aA, € Da,—a,.
Lastly, we prove that (D_a,)a, = Da,—a,. If A1 > Ay, we have
D+ B(A1) =D+ B(A; — Ag) + B(Ag) =D_x,
= D+ B(A; —A) C(D_na,)a,-
This implies (D_a,)a, 2 Da,—na,. If Ay < Ag, for any & € Da,—a,, we have
v+ B(Ay—A)CD
= 2+ B(A3) =2+ B(Ay — A1)+ B(A1) CD_p,
= z€(D_a,)A,-

So far we already proved (D_a,)a, 2 Da,-a,. For the reverse direction, we consider the support function of closed and
convex set:

hp(y) := sup{(y,u) : Vu € D} Vy € R%.

For € (D_a,)a,, we have x + B(A2) C D + B(A;). By the property supporting function (one can see [28] for more
details), we have hi,y + hpa,) < ho + hza,). Also,it is easy to verify that the support function of a ball is a scaled norm
function. (i.e. hz(a)(y) = A ||y|). Thus we have

hizy(y) + Ao |yl < hp + Ay [|yl] -

If Ay > Ay, then hyyy(y) < hp + (A1 — Ay) |ly|| implies € D 4 B(A; — Ay), which is 2 € Da,_a, .
If Ay < Ag, then hy,y(y) + (A2 — Ay) [ly|| < hp implies implies 2 + B(Az — A1) € D, which is also 2 € Da,-a,. O



B. Proofs related to Theorem ]|
Before giving Theorem [} we give three lemmas that will be used by Theorem [I]

Lemma 5. Let x;,u; represents the state and control input generated by OGD-BZC, while T, u; denote the surrogate state
and input defined in (I)). Then, under the condition of Theorem [l} it holds for any disturbance sequence {w; € W} that

Ty — ift S B(El(H)),
Ut — ’ELt c B(El(H)),

Proof. By Lemma [9] we obtain that max{||||, , [|ut||,} < b. Thus

o~ o = ARl < [[AZeen], < [AZ], heecsl

< k2(1—~)"b.
e = el = | KAEze-a ], < || K Aftwell, < 1K, | A%, loe-nll,
< &3 (1 —~)b.

Since when H > %, by Lemma |§| we have

b < 2wy/n(s® + axPkpH) /vy +Wy/m -a/y < O(VmnH).

We can set €,(H) = ciy/mn(l — )" H, where ¢; = 2wk®(k® 4+ ax®skp + a/2)/v. Then ||z, — 2|, < e(H) and
lug — ||, < €1(H). It trivially follows that x¢ — &; € B(ei(H)) and uy — @ € B(ei(H)), completing the proof. O

Lemma 6. Let M, represents the weight matrix generated by OGD-BZC. Then, under the condition of Theorem[I} we have

(h* (M- pr410) — h* (M) - B2 (w)
(h* (M) — h" (M) - B2 (w)

Proof. By the definition of % and A* in (T2) and Lemma [11} we have

o

2H
th(MtfHJrlzt) —h"(My)|| < Z H\Ink;(MtfH+1it) — Wi (M)

2H
<V UE (M s — U (M) (18)
k=1
H .
< KhpVnH Y (1—7)""" My — My
i=1
Then, we bound the last term as
i
[ M — M| < Z [Mi—s41 — M|
s=1
= Z HHQE |:Mtfs - ntfsvft(Mtfs)} - M;_, »
s=1
(19)

< Z HMt—s - nt—svft(Mt—s) - M;_, .
s=1

< zi:n vat—s(Mt—s)
s=1

<inGy,

F



where the equality uses the update from the algorithm, the second inequality follows from the fact that Q€ is convexﬂ the
third inequality holds because the step size is fixed (i.e. 7:—, = 7)) and the fourth inequality is from Lemma [I0] Combining

(T8) and (19), we have .
th(Mt_HH;t) - iﬂ(Mt)Hoo < WrpVnH Y (1 - ) tinGy

1
< 52/$BVnH77Gf?

< O(VnHn - Vmn2H3)
= O(Vmn3H?n),

where we use the fact that Gf < O(vVmn?H3). )
Similarily, we can bound the distance between h* and h", as

Hh“(Mt_H:t) — (M)

2H
<3 M) — (b
[e'e] b1 [e’e]
2H

<3 Vi [ M) - 1),

k=1

< K kpvVm Z ) IM; — Myl

< k3kpVmH Z(l — ’y)iflint
i=1
1
< /<;3/£B\/mHnt—2
Y

< O(mHn-Vmn2H3)
= O(mnH?%).

Since €2(n, H) := wr*kpVmnHnG 25 = caVm?n3 H?y, it follows that

|

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

h (M r.¢) — h* (M)

W< ex(n, H) and th(Mt,HH:t) — )| < em, H).

(W™ (My—pr4124) — h* (M) - B2 (@) C B"(ea(n, H)), and  (h"(My_p.e) — b (M) - B (W) € B"(e2(n, H)),

completing the proof.

Lemma 7. Given some K' € K, let ‘ ‘
MU(K') .= (K — K')(A - BK')"!

M(K’ )

and M(K/) be the states and inputs generated with disturbance-action policy M (K'). Then, for any K' € K, it

holds that , , -
o — a5 € Bes(H)),

uf — ") € Bley(H)),
under any disturbance sequence {wy € W}L,.

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

|| = [l - KA

3 i1 _ i1
, S2:°(1 =) =a(l—9)"",

3To see that Q€ is convex, first note that the set {h € R"X2H ":ih- B( ) € Xc} is convex because it is the intersection of convex sets (given that X is
convex). Therefore, by an affine mapping, the set {M € M : h*(M) - B(w) C X} is also convex. Since this also holds for the constraint on h¥, the set
Q€ is convex.



for all i € [H|.
Then, when applying linear policy K’, we have

t

t

K’ s—1 K’ /gs—1

x; = E A we—s, U ——E KAy we—g,
s=1

s=1

where A = A — BK'.
On the other hand, when we implement disturbance-action policy w(K, M (K')), we have

t
RN 0.7 (0 )
s=1

where
s—1
VIM(K") = A+ Y A BMEN(K)

j=max(1l,s—H)

When s < H, we have

s—1
VI(M(K') = A5+ A BMEN(KY)
j=1
s—1 .
=AM+ AB(K - K')(A- BK')* !
j=1
s—1 . )
=AY AT AR — AR) AT
j=1
s—1 . ] s—1 . ]
= A DY AITTAT Y AL ATT
j=1 j=1
= AT ASCE AT = At
When s > H,
s—1
VI(M(K')) = A3+ Y A ' BMP(K)
j=s—H
s—1 ]
=Ai '+ Y AB(K - K')(A- BRI
j=s—H
s—1 s—1
s— j—1 4s—7 j s—j—1
= A+ > AT - Y ALA
j=s—H j=s—H
s—H—
== AK 1AH/.
Hence,

H t
M(K’ s—1 s—H—-1 1 H
X, (K _ g Aj we—s + E Ay AR wi—g

s=1 s=H+1
H
RS S
s=1

t

H
=Y KA w_,— Y KA AL w, .
s=1 s=H+1

M(K')
t

M(K')

. ’ ’
Then we can give the bound for fo - and HutK — Uy

i

. .



t
thK < H;Et — T _H Z (AsH=1 —AsZH=I AL 4y,
s=H+1 2
t
< S (AT + A ) AL, wve
s=H+1
t
< Y 20—y IR - ) v
s=H+1
<2:*wv/n(l — )" /.
R I I DO P e
—H+1 2
t
< Z 2&3(1—’}/)9 H-— 1H2< ) w\f
s=H+1

< 26°wyn(1 — )" /v,

under any disturbance sequence {wj, € W}{_,. We can then set e3(H) := 2x5w\/n(1 — v)7 /v = e3y/n(1 — )" and this
finishes the proof. O

Before giving the proof of Theorem [T} we need one more corollary that comes directly from Lemma [5] and Lemma [6]

Corollary 2. Given linear policy K € K that are ey-strictly safe for ey < 0, we have M (K ) € Qo7 ywhere M (K ) is
defined in Lemma [7}

Proof. First, note that we use the notation xiw (K) to refer to the surrogate state at time ¢ under the disturbance action policy
M (K). For the corollary to hold, we need that (i) he(M(K)) - BH"(W) C X.,_c,_e, and (i) h*(M(K)) - B*H"(w) C
Uey—ey—c,- First, we show (i). In fact, since M (K) is a fixed policy,

B (M(K)) - B0 () = {h*(M(K))w] ... w]y] s w, € W Vs € [1,2H] },
2H
_{Z Nwg_p : wSEWVse[t—2Ht—1]} (20)
k=
:{iiw(k) S wg EWVt}
M(K)

and therefore (i) is equivalent to the condition that T; € X, _c,—e, under any disturbance sequence {w; € W}. We show

this as follows, ~ _
ifW(K) M(K) I ( ~M(K) ym)
e M) | Br(e))
= mf( + (mfw(k) — T ) +Bn(€1) 21)
c xf + B (e3) + B"(e1)

o T Bn(ég) + B"(el)
_XEU €] —€3*

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

b (M(K)) - B2 () = {55;‘””{) Lwp €W Vt} A

Condition (ii) holds under the same reasoning. Since both (i) and (ii) hold, it follows that M (K ) € Qeo—c1—es, O

Proof of Theorem []



Proof of Theorem |l Given €,n, H that satisfy the conditions in Theorem [I} we first prove that ()¢ is non-empty. To show
this, we first show that M (K,) € Q¢ <. This is direct from Corollary [2|if we replace K by K, and €; by €.. Then by
realizing that we choose € < €, — €] — €3, we obtain

M(Kgs) € Q%77% C QF,

which indicates that Q¢ is non-empty. Next we show that OGD-BZC is safe. Since it is guaranteed in the algorithm that
M, € Q€ for all ¢ > 0, we have ) -
h® (M) - B*A"(w) C X, Vt>0.

Thus by (I2) and Lemma [6] we obtain that
A ~A A ~A
Tl = T + (@50 — )
€ i‘ﬁH + B(El)

2H

= Z Urwir1—k + Bler)
=1

C A" (My—pgy14) - B (@) + B(ey)

= (A" (My) + W (Myp10) = b (M) ) - B2 () + B(er)
C h®(My) - B> (w) 4 (h* — h*) - B*A™ () + B(ey)

C h®(My) - B> (W) 4 B™(e2) 4 B(er)

- (Xe)—el—ez
c X67617627
cx

where the first inclusion is due to Lemma[3} the fourth inclusion is due to Lemma[6] and the last inclusion is due to the choice
€ > €1 + €. Similarly we can prove that ug“ € U. Hence OGD-BZC is safe. O



C. Proof related to Theorem [2]
Proof of Lemma

Proof. We first proof that Q(c;) C QF. For any M € (o), there exist M’ € Q such that M = a; M’ + (1 — oy ) M (K)
where we use the notation M (K ) as defined in Lemma [7} Then,

h*(M) - B(w) = h* (a1 M’ + (1 — a1) M(K.,y)) - B(w)
- [ali’ﬂ(M’) +(1— a)h®(M(K,,) ] - B(w)

C alh*(M') - B) + (1 — ay)h* (M (K,y)) - B(w)
g QIX + (1 - al)Xeer

) (22)
(

where the second equality is due to the fact that h"”(M ) is affine with respect to M. In order to show the last inclusion,
note that K is e, strictly safe, and therefore we can apply Corollary 2| to get that M (Ks) € Q7% = Q" and
h*(M(K)) - B@) C Xeyy.

Then we claim that a; X + (1 — aq ) Xeyr € Xe. This can be verified by following the definition of X,

1
].—Ckl

arX + (1 —a))Xey, +B(€) = a1 X + (1 — o) (Xepr + B™(e))

€

€ _
—(1- X+ (x n
( e+r) +e+r( et + B (e +7)) (23)
Cl-——)x+—x
e+r €E+r
C X.

where the last inclusion is due to the convexity of X'. Combining (22) and (23), we have that h# (M) - B(w) C X.. Similarly,
we can also derive h* (M) - B(w) C U.. Hence we can conclude that Q(ay) C QF.
Next we prove (ag) D Q7. This is equivalent to Q727 C a0 + (1 — ag) M (K;). Rearranging this inclusion
yields
Q—e1—es g OfQQ + (1 — OCZ)M(KSS) < (Q—c17es + (CYQ - 1)M(K55) g 0[29
1 1
= —QUS4+(1-—)M(K,) CQ

(e%) Q2
We will show this directly. First note that, for any M € O%ZQ‘“‘@ +(1- Q%)M(Kss), there exist M’ € Q17 guch that
M = M’ + (1 - 35)M(K,). Therefore, we will show that M € ©, by showing that both (i) h* (M) - B(w) € X and (ii)

2

h*(M) - B(w) € U. We show (i) as follows

e (M) - B(@) = (=M + (1= ——)M(K,.)) - B(®)

- ii’ﬁ(M')ﬂlfa%)iﬂ(M(Kss)) - B(w)

lo%
1 _ 1 . . _
C —h"(M')-B(w) + (1 — —)h"(M(Kss)) - B(w)
(%) Q2
1 - 1
c 072()5 +B"(e1 +€3)) + (1 — ;Q)XE+T
1 1 S
= 0722( +(1- 072)()(”” + o lB (e1 4+ €3))
1 1 -
- 072‘){ + (1 - 072)()(6+r +B (€+T))
Qi.ﬂc’—i—(l——)XCX,
(6%} (6%}

where the second inclusion follows the same reasoning as in (22). Point (ii) can be shown similarily. This indicates that M € €.
Therefore, we have Q(ag) D Q717 ¢3, O

Proof of Lemma



Proof. The statement that M, € 2717 can directly derived from Corollary [2| by noticing that K* € K and thus O-strictly
safe. Then we will bound J7(M,,) — Jr(K*). Let o, u; and }, u; denotes the states/response by using policy 7 (K, { M,,})
and linear policy K™, then

[er (24, ue) — e (2], up)]

[M]=

Jr(My) — Jr(K*) =

~..
I
o

Gb([[ze — 2 lly + llue —uglly)

Mﬂ\

~..
I
o

Gb(Vn |lwr = o + Vi [lur — ug]l )

Mﬂ\

~
I
o

Mﬂ

Gbvmn(||lze — of || + llue — uflls)
< ZTGb\/mn - €3,

where the last equality comes from Lemma [7} Then by Lemma [9] and Assumption [I} it is direct to see that

L‘F
o

T
> fiMyp) — min Jr(K th Jr (M) + J(Mup) — Jr(K*)
t=0

T
<Y G|y — Folly + [lue — dell,) + 2TGby/mn - e

t=0

T
< Z 2Gb/mn - €1 + 2TGby/mn - €3

t=0

S 2TGb\/mn . (61 + 63)
< O(TmnH(e, + €3)),

log(2k2)
when H Z W O

Proof of Lemma [

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

T
Jr(A) = min > fi(M) =
T = T T T T
Jr(A) — th(MtfH ¢) + th(MtfH ) — Z fi (M) + Z fi (M) — meige th(M)
t=0 t=0 t=0 t=0 t=
Part i Part ii Part iii

For Part ii, by Lemma [I0} we have
H H ' _
(M) = Fo(MO)] <268 | Vaw(+ )w?ep 3 (1 =)0 S M - mP)|
i=1 j=1
Since M, is generated by the OGD-BZC algorithm with fixed step size 7, by Lemma |10 we have

1My = Ml € 30 IMiceis = Micdlp < 3| | V(M) | < inGy,
s=1 s=1




and Gb < O(y/mnH),Gf < O(Vmn?H?3). By plugging in the above result, we have for all ¢ > 0,

H
|fi(My_p.0) — fo(My)| < 2Gb (\/ﬁﬁ)(l +r)e2epVH Y (1 =)' | M; — Mti”F)

i=1
H

< 2Gb (ﬁw(l + H)/{QKB\/EZ(l - W)i_lint>
i=1

1
< 2Gbv/nw(1 + R)KQHB\/Ent—Q
5
< O(VmnH -Vmn?H3 - nvnH)
= O(mn*H?%n).
Thus Part ii < ZtT:O |fe(Mi_p.+) — ft(Mt)\ < O(Tmn?H?3n).
For Part i, let 2, u, denotes the states/response by running the algorithm, then by Assumption [T] we have

T

T
Jr(A) — Z Jt(My_p.t) = Z[Ct(xt, ut) — cp (T, )]
t=0

t=0

T
< Gl — Elly + lur — iielly)
t=0

Mq

Gb(vVn |y — &4l + VvV ||ue — G )

~

S
<

<Y Ghvmn(||zy — Tyl oo + Jue — U] )
0

< 2TGb\/ mn e, < O(T - /mnH - /mnH(1 —~v)H)
= O(TmnH?*(1 —4)").
For Part iii analysis is a standard gradient descent analysis that can be found in [2]. From the literature, we have

T

o 62
th (M) — min th ) < o + G?Tn.
=0

MeQe

Also by Lemma we have Gy := sup,cir) pmeo-
M — M||r < 2y/ma/v. In fact,

V fi(M)]|F

IN

SUPpg Nreqe

0= sup M—MH sup HM MH
M, MeQe P M,MeM
= sup HM[Z M
M. MeM r
< sup \FZHM“ MU
M, MeM i 2
<  sup J»ZHM[Z JrHM
M, MeM =

< 2v/m Z (1—7)" <2y/ma/y.
Combine the bound for Part i, Part ii, and Part iii, we will have

_ ) < 201 2773 2773 m
AI/}lElSth O(TmnH?(1 — )7 + Tmn®H3n + Tmn®H3n + TI)

= O(TmnH?*(1 — ) + TmnH3n + %)

O(Vmn2H?3). It only remains to show that § :=



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 ¥ and W}). Suppose M, € M for all t, we have

IUE(My g1l < K21 =) cn + ar’ip H( = 7)1 (g2

W (My—ra)lly < (a+ K2 (1= " gem + an’kpH(1 = 9)" Lz,
Proof. By Definition [6] and Proposition [I] we have

H
A gmn + D AR BME M < i)
=1

(W5 (Mi—mt-1)ll, =

2

IN

H
A5 L + 3 145 ] 11, |2y
=1

) Loi<k—i<m)

H
<R =) Mpen + 252(1 —7) " 'kB HM}EZ} , La<k—i<m)
i=1
H
<R =) Mpen + 252(1 =) e -a(l = )" T ki<
=1
H
S H2(1 — ’}/)k_lllkSH + ZCL:“&QHB(]. — W)k_Q]l(lSk—iSH)

i=1
k31— V)k_lllkSH + cm2f<;BH(1 — v)k_Q]l(kZQ).

IN

Further for ¥} we have
u k x
1Mol = || M gy — KU (M) |
k T
< | M vz + 1K 105 (Mo pa1)

< a(l - "y)k_lll(kSH) + kK (KQ(l — ’y)(k_l)]lkSH + aHQHBH(l — ’y)k_g]l(kzg))
S (a + 1'63)(1 — v)k_lll(kSH) + aH3I{BH(1 — ,y)k—Q]l(k22).

Lemma 9 (Bound on ||z¢||, and ||u||,). Suppose M; € M for all t, we have
max([[zelly, [|Z4lly) < bwy max(furlly, laelly) < bu,

where
. w\/n(k? + ax’kpH)

(I=r*(L=y)")y "’
If we further define b :== max(b,,b,) then we have

by := Kby +W\/n - a/y.

maX(thHz ) ||jt||2 ) ||ut||2 ) ||ﬂt||2) <b

When H > _log(2r%) we have

log((1—v)~1)”
b < 2wv/n(k® + axPkpH) /vy +Wy/n - a/y < O(vV/mnH)
Proof. We first bound ||Z||, and [|@||,. By Lemma (8 we have,

2H
E \I/iwt—k
k=1

2H
<wvn Y |1%,
2 k=1

Zell, =
2H
<wyn Y (k21— ien + ar’ipH(1 = 7)1 122))
k=1
<wyn(k® 4 ax’kpH) /[y < by,



and

[l =

2H
E ‘Iﬂéwtfk
k=1

2H
< m/ﬁz ((a+ K1 =N e +ar’hpH(L — 7)1 5)
k=1

2H
< E\/ﬁz W%l
k=1

2

<wyn(a+r®+ar’kpH) /v < kby +Wy/n - a/y = by.
Further, based on the fact that ||zo|| = [|uo|| = 0 and by induction, we can prove that
|zelly = ||ARzi—m + &, < K21 =) be + WVn(K*> + ar’kpH) [y < by,
and

H
luelly = H—m + > M,

i=1

H
< =Ky + Y | Mo
i=1

2
H

< kb, + Z Vn-a(l —~)" 1w
i=1

< kby + W/ - a)y = by.

Lemma 10 (Bound on f; and Vft). For any M, M, e M for all t, we have

H H
Fe(Mi-sta1) = fulMi-sra)] <265 | Vaw(L 4+ mpetis 31— 7)Y ||MP - w2
i=1 j=1

Further, for any t > 0 and My € M, we have HVfot(Mt) B < Gy:= 2Gb\/niw(14k)k2kpVH |y. When H >
we have b < 2wW\/n(k® + ar’kpH) /v +W/n - a/v, and the result simpifies to Gy < O(V'mn2H3).

Proof. Let & and I be the surrogate state generated by m(K, {M,}) and « (K, {M,}), we have

2H

Z(‘I’i (MtfH:tfl) - ‘I’ﬁ (MtfH:tfl))wtfk
k=1

|20 =], =

2

2H
< Z H\I'gjs(Mt—H:t—l) - ‘I’Q;S(Mt—H:t—l)HQ Vnw
k=1

2H H
< v > |N A BMETT - M e
k=1 []i=1 2
2H H
_ i— k—1 ~rlk—1
< \/ﬁw;Z;KQ(l —)' 'k HMLZ . , Lasgk—i<m

)

H H
= /nwk’kp Z(l — ’y)i_l Z HM"[]_]Z - Mtb_}l ,
i=1 j=1
and let @, % be the corresponding surrogate response, we have

H H
Hﬂ/t - ’l:j’tHQ = H_K.i} + K.%‘t + Z Mt[i]wt_i — ZMt[i]wt—i

i=1 i=1

2

H
< wla = Fll,+ Vo S [ af? - paf
=1

2

H H
= Vnok3kp Z(l — )it Z “le[i]l — Mt@z
i=1 j=1

H
- vao Y [ - !
i=1

2

log(2k2)

log((1—y)~1)’



Then combine Assumption [T and Lemma [9] we get

|ft(Mt—H:t—1) - ft(Mt—H:t—1)| = |Ct(§3t,at) - Ct(-%ta"itﬂ
< |Verlly (|17 = 2|, + (|7 — )
< G ([0 = Tl + (|7 — ],

H
Vi Z; Hth — !

H H
< &b Vi + r)rtes Y (1= Y M, -
i=1 j=1

H H
< 26b | Vo (L + m)tes Y (1= Y | - aa,
2
i=1 j=1
(24
where the last inequality uses the fact that x, kg > 1.
Further, we can establish a bound for HV ft(M )HF when M € M. To achieve this, we define a slightly larger set

M= {M : ||[MU|, < a(l—~)""',Vi € [H]}, where & = 2a, for some small § > 0. Then, by following the same analysis
as in Lemma (8] and Lemma @ we will obtain a result similar to ([24). Specifically, when M € M and M + AM € M, we
have

H H
(M + AM) = f(M)] < 2Gb | Vaw( + x)itip Y (1)1 D ||ambl] ),
i=1 j=1

where b < 2w\/n(k® + an’kpH) /7 + Wy/mn - /vy < O(/aH), when H > 1082%)
Let M € M and we have

(Vfi(M), AM)

HVft(M)HF B AM;éo;MS,lJtII)JFAMeM [AM]|
S - J(M + AM) — f(M)
AM#£0; M, M+AMeM ”AMHF
2Gb (viw(1 + m)r2kp 1L (1= 7)VH [AM]| )
: AM#O;MS,I;/II)-i-AMeM ||AM||F

< 2Gbv/nw(1 + k)k2kpVH |7y

Then we have HVft(M)HF < 2Gb (\/ﬁw(l + KJ)KJQHB\/E/’)/).

Setting G ¢ = 2G13\/ﬁw 14 rk)k2kpVH 7, we have Vft M < G/y. This finishes the proof.
gLy P !

Lemma 11. Consider any M, M, e M for all t, we have

)

2H H
> | sra) — V) || < PpVE Y (0= | Mo - M
k=1 i=1

2H H
> H‘I’%(Mt—H;t) - \Iﬂ]i(Mt—H:t)HQ <VvH HMt - MtHF + & hpVHY (1—7)" HMt—i -M, .
k=1 i=1

2



Proof. We first provide a bound for Hllfi(Mt,H:t,l) — WE(M;_pg41)

s

H\I/i(Mt‘i’k:t71)_W%(Mt+k:t71)“2: ZAZ 1BM[k 1<k i<H) ZAZ lBM[k (1<kfi§H)

2
= ZAL_lB (Mt[le] - Mt[’:l]) La<k—i<h)
i=1 )
H
i k—i ~ [k—i
= Z || A 1”2 1Bl HMt[—z I Mt[—i ] ) To<k—i<m
i=1
H
i k—i ~ [k—i
< 2“2(1 -7 'k HMt[fi St ) La<k—i<h)-
Then
2H 2H H
z T (A i k—i ~rlk—i
Z H\I/k,(Mt—H:t—l) — Vi (Mi—p.— H < ZZ Yp HMt[ - _ Mt[_i g ,
k=1 k=1 i=1
z k— ~rlk—1
3 S o)
<KkZpVHS (1-— ’”HM,Z-—M,Z-
<k KB\F;( 20) : =i,
Next we provide a bound for H\I!};(Mt,H:t,l) — \I/%(Mt,H:t,l) ,
~ ~ H . . - .
H‘I’%(erk:tfl) - ‘I’%(ka:tfl)HQ = HMt[k] - Mt[k]H2 Loem) + || _KA;'B (Mt[ﬁ;l] - M}EZ]) La<k—i<m)
i=1 5
~ H . .
= HMt[k] B Mt[k]Hz]l(’“SH) 2 1=k HMJET] M , Lask—i<m
i=1
Therefore,
2H | ]
H‘I’k M, _pr) — W3 (M, Ht)H < f“Mt MtH +K /%B\/>Z )’_1HMt,i—Mt,i -
k=1
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