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Abstract. Real-world intelligence systems usually operate by combining offline learning and
online adaptation with highly correlated and non-stationary system data or signals, which, however,
has rarely been investigated theoretically in the literature. This paper initiates a theoretical investi-
gation on the prediction performance of a two-stage learning framework combining offline and online
algorithms for a class of nonlinear stochastic dynamical systems. For the offline-learning phase, we
establish an upper bound on the generalization error for approximate nonlinear-least-squares estima-
tion under general datasets with strong correlation and distribution shift, leveraging the Kullback-
Leibler divergence to quantify the distributional discrepancies. For the online-adaptation phase, we
address, on the basis of the offline-trained model, the possible uncertain parameter drift in real-world
target systems by proposing a meta-LMS prediction algorithm. This two-stage framework, integrat-
ing offline learning with online adaptation, demonstrates superior prediction performances compared
with either purely offline or online methods. Both theoretical guarantees and empirical studies are
provided.

Key words. System identification, nonlinear-least-squares, Kullback-Leibler divergence, offline
learning, multiple models, least-mean-squares algorithm.
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1. Introduction.

1.1. Background. The development of big data and large models, particularly deep
neural network-based learning methods, have provided many new approaches for the pre-
diction and control of stochastic dynamical systems with uncertainties. Among these, the
integration of offline learning and online adaptation is the most widely applied(e.g., [12, 21,
20, 27]). Offline learning leverages pre-collected historical datasets for model training through
batch processing. By consolidating all computationally intensive tasks into a single upfront
training phase, this strategy enables efficient and rapid predictions while preserving the ca-
pacity to capture essential system dynamics(e.g., [20, 21]). Furthermore, offline learning
from multiple historical trajectories or from multiple environments, unlike single trajectory
approaches, enables the acquisition of generalized behavioral patterns across broader operat-
ing regimes(e.g., [31, 21]). However, this approach often requires excessive storage space and
struggles to adapt to dynamically changing environments or unfamiliar scenarios that often
arise during real-world deployment. Achieving guaranteed generalization performance may
require the smallness of either the parameter sensitivity function or the parameter estimation
error, which is an outcome that depends on strong data or model structure conditions such
as persistent excitation and expansiveness condition(e.g., [25, 32, 38]). When discrepancies
exist between real and training environments, the prediction performance often degrades
significantly and not robust. In contrast, online learning processes data, typically acquired
from a single system trajectory, in a streaming fashion, requiring minimal storage and com-
putational resources. Its lightweight, streaming processing enables flexibility and scalability.
Fortunately, many convergence results have been established for online learning algorithms,
particularly when applied to linear and saturated linear stochastic systems in the area of
adaptive systems theory(e.g., [7, 34, 36]). However, online adaptation methods typically face
several limitations. They generally require random initialization, which may induce large
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transient errors(e.g., [35]). Moreover, the theoretical analysis of pure online adaptation for
general nonlinear dynamical systems may lead to estimating all the unknown parameters
which may otherwise be partly estimated via offline learning. In other words, real-time
model online updates usually necessitate full parameter optimization, demanding substan-
tial computational resources that may be challenging to implement in embedded systems or
real-time application scenarios. Extensive empirical evidence indicates that full parameter
updates often underperform compared to carefully designed partial update strategies, such
as linear probing(e.g., [13]).

Given their complementary strengths and weaknesses above, integrating offline and on-
line approaches presents a promising path towards performance advancement. In the era of
big data and large models, the increasing complexity of engineering systems, from industrial
process control to autonomous navigation and robotic manipulation, has made such offline-
online framework not just appealing, but necessary. The existing representative methods
usually follow a two-stage approach: first, they learn either basis functions for unknown
system dynamics(e.g., [21]) or control policies via deep reinforcement learning(e.g., [12])
in idealized environments. Then, during real-time processing, the methods apply online
adaptation techniques such as Kalman-filtering or recursive-least-squares to refine model pa-
rameters in real time. This two-stage framework begins with extensive offline training on
historical or simulated data to develop high-capacity foundation models, which serve as a
solid baseline. It is then followed by online linear-probing in the target system, combining
the strengths of both learning approaches to ensure robust and reliable performance under
real-world uncertainties(e.g., [20, 12, 21, 27]).

Despite compelling empirical evidence across multiple domains, there has been limited
theoretical investigation on the integration of offline-learning and online-adaptation, partic-
ularly in quantitatively characterizing their complementary effects and the resulting overall
prediction performance. The state-of-the-art applications still rely primarily on heuristic
combination offline and online components, with limited unifying theory offering end-to-
end performance guarantees for the complete learning pipeline. Most existing frameworks
fundamentally assume that offline learning can sufficiently capture the unknown system dy-
namics(e.g., [20, 21]). The core theoretical challenges appear in two lines of sight. First,
differences between offline training environments and online deployment conditions cause
distribution shift (e.g., [3]), while parameter drift between source and target systems further
violates key assumptions like identical distribution and stationarity that underpin tradi-
tional statistical learning theory (e.g., [25, 38, 37]). The offline datasets often originate from
previous system executions, thus carrying both temporal dependencies that cannot satisfy
classical i.i.d. requirements. Apart from this, real-world systems often undergo parameter
drift, where system parameters evolve over time due to factors like aging or environmental
changes. When combined with distribution shift, this drift results in a substantial mismatch
between offline-trained models and their behavior during processing. Existing theoretical
frameworks are ill-equipped to capture such coupled dynamics, making it difficult to provide
reliable performance guarantees. Thus, it finally renders the learning methods inapplica-
ble to the safety-critical applications like the autonomous driving, weather systems, medical
devices, and industrial control fields where traceable and strong performance is mandated.

In this paper, we will provide formal prediction performance guarantees for the com-
plete two-stage learning pipeline and our theoretical development will address the coupled
challenges of distribution shift and parameter drift, while providing practical guidance for
implementing two-stage learning systems in safety-critical applications.

1.2. Contributions. This paper addresses the theoretical foundation of a two-stage
offline and online learning framework by making contributions in three aspects: (i)Offline-
learning phase. Based on historical trajectories generated by the source system, we es-
timate the unknown parameter through approximate nonlinear-least-squares and establish
a novel upper bound on the generalization error. This bound explicitly addresses non-i.i.d.
data with strong correlations and distribution shift, leveraging Kullback-Leibler(KL) diver-
gence to quantify the discrepancy between the training and new data under mild assumptions.
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This result not only provides theoretical guarantees for the offline-learning generalization
in nonlinear dynamical systems with bounded nonlinear mappings(encompassing a class of
deep neural networks) but also establishes a foundation for the subsequent online-adaptation
phase. (ii)Online-adaptation phase. On the basis of the offline-learning phase, we fur-
ther propose a meta-LMS prediction algorithm that integrates a multi-model meta-algorithm
with a projected least-mean-squares(LMS) algorithm. It is designed to circumvent the pa-
rameter drift in the target system and mitigate the excessive transient error inherent in
single-model approaches. We then provide a rigorous theoretical analysis of the prediction
performance of this two-stage offline and online learning framework with a special focus
on cross-system drift in the target system. Our analysis demonstrates that, under certain
typical conditions, the framework can achieve near-optimal or even optimal prediction per-
formance. (iii)Comparison with purely offline/online methods. Finally, we provide
a rigorous comparative analysis demonstrating the advantages of the proposed two-stage
learning framework over traditional purely offline or online methods. Specifically, we sys-
tematically articulate the necessity of online adaptation and the fundamental role of offline
learning through both theoretical analysis and experimental validation.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the nota-
tions and presents the two-stage algorithm, detailing both the offline-learning and online-
adaptation phases. Section 3 establishes a Generalization Lemma and states the main the-
orems on the prediction performance, while also examining advantages of our framework
relative to conventional purely offline and purely online methods. Proofs of the main the-
orems are provided in Section 4. Numerical simulations demonstrating effectiveness of the
two-stage algorithm are provided in Section 5. Concluding remarks are given in Section 6.

2. Problem Formulation.

2.1. Notation. In this paper, the symbol x ∈ Xp ⊆ Rp represents a p-dimensional
column vector in Xp, and xτ , ∥x∥, ∥x∥1 and ∥x∥∞ denote its transpose, Euclidean norm,
1-norm and infinity-norm, respectively. The inner product is ⟨x, y⟩ ≜ xτy for x, y ∈ Xp.
The radius of a compact set M is defined as 1

2
maxx,x′∈M ∥x − x′∥ and is denoted by

RM. The minimum(maximum) eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix A ∈ Rn×n is denoted
by λmin(A)(λmax(A)). The spectral radius ρ(B) of a matrix B is defined as the maximum
modulus among all its eigenvalues. For a matrix Γ ∈ Rn×m, ∥Γ∥ and ∥Γ∥F denote the oper-
ator norm induced by the Euclidean norm and Frobenius norm, respectively. The operator
vec(Γ) denotes the vectorization of Γ, obtained by stacking its columns into a single column
vector. In a probability space (Ω,F , P ), Ω is the sample space, the collection of events is
referred to as the σ-algebra F on Ω and P is a probability measure on (Ω,F). For an F-
measurable set A, its complement Ac is defined by Ac = Ω − A. The event A is said to
happen almost surely(a.s.) if P (A) = 1. Expectation and probability with respect to all
the randomness of the underlying probability space are denoted by E and P , respectively.
Expectation with respect to a random variable X is denoted as EX or EPX , which is defined
as :EXf(X,Y ) =

∫
f(X,Y )dPX , and PX denotes the marginal distribution of X. N(µ, σ2)

denotes the Gaussian distribution with mean µ and variance σ2. Let {Zt}T−1
t=0 be a stochastic

process with joint distribution PZ . For each pair (i, j), let PZi:j denote the joint distribu-

tion of {Zt}jt=i and Zij := σ{Zi, . . . , Zj} the σ-algebra generated by {Zt}jt=i. D(P∥Q) is
the Kullback–Leibler(KL) divergence between two distributions P and Q and is defined as:
D(P∥Q) =

∫
log( dP

dQ
)dP , which is nonnegative and can be ∞.

We need the following definitions in our analysis :

Definition 2.1. The dependency matrix of {Zt}T−1
t=0 is the matrix Γdep(PT ) ≜ {Γij}T−1

i,j=0

where:

Γij =
√

2 sup
A∈Z0:i

B∈Zj:T−1

|PZj:T−1(B|A)− PZj:T−1(B)|,

for i < j, Γii = 1, and Γij = 0, for i > j.
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Definition 2.2. For a given compact set D ⊆ Rm, the projection operator ΠD(·) is
defined as

ΠD(β) = arg min
ω∈D

∥β − ω∥, ∀β ∈ Rm.

2.2. Offline-learning phase. At this stage, we attempt to estimate the unknown
parameter α∗ from datasets generated by certain source system through least squares.

Consider the following source system with N1 trajectories:

yt+1,i = ft(α
∗, β0(t), xt,i) + vt+1,i, i = 1, 2, · · · , N1,

where α∗ ∈ M is unknown and can be regarded as an “internal” parameter, M is a known
convex and compact set in Rn with radius RM; the form of ft is known; the time-varying
parameter β0(t) is known and deterministic in the source system, which can be regarded as
an “environmental” parameter; xt,i ∈ Xp is the regression vector, yt+1,i ∈ Yq is the output
and vt+1,i is the noise. Here X can be a compact set or R.

In this section, denote {x0,i, x1,i, · · · , xT−1,i} ≜ x0:T−1,i and {y1,i, y2,i, · · · , yT,i} ≜
y1:T,i. Given datasets {x̂0:T−1,i, ŷ1:T,i}N1

i=1 generated by the trajectories described above,
we aim at using least-squares to estimate the true parameters α∗ and then derive a general-
ization error bound with respect to a new dataset x0:T−1, defined as:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Ex0:T−1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ft(α∗, β0(t), xt)− ft(α̂, β0(t), xt)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2.
Now we list the assumptions underlying our theoretical analysis, each accompanied by

some remarks that will be used in the subsequent analysis:

Assumption 2.1. The N1 different regression vector sets x̂0:T−1,i, i = 1, 2 · · · , N1, are

independent and identically distributed, that is, x̂0:T−1,i
i.i.d.∼ PT for i = 1, 2, · · · , N1. More-

over, the N1 noise sets v1:T,i, i = 1, 2, · · · , N1, are mutually independent.

Remark 2.3. It should be emphasized that Assumption 2.1 here pertains to datasets of
different trajectories, not necessarily requires that the data within any given trajectory to
be independent. For example, if xt,i = (yt,i, yt−1,i, · · · , yt−p+1,i, ut,i, ut−1,i, · · · , ut−q+1,i)

τ ,
then Assumption 2.1 holds provided that the initial conditions, input sets u0:T−1,i, i =
1, 2, · · · , N1, and noise sequences of different system trajectories are i.i.d, but clearly, for any
given i, {xt,i, t = 0, 1, · · · , T − 1} itself is a dependent sequence.

Assumption 2.2. There exists b1 > 0, b′1 > 0, b2, b
′
2 ∈ [0, 1), such that for any i =

1, 2, · · · , N1,

∥Γdep(PT,i)∥2 ≤ b1T
b2 , ∥Γdep(P

′
T )∥2 ≤ b′1T

b′2 ,

where Γdep(·) is the dependency matrix of the regression vectors defined in Definition 2.1
and Γdep(P

′
T ) denotes the dependency matrix of the new data sequence x0:T−1 defined on the

same probability space as the training one and x0:T−1 ∈ XpT .

Remark 2.4. This assumption characterizes the degree of dependence among the regres-
sion vectors along a single system trajectory either for training data or new data. In cases
where the regression vectors are independent, m-dependent or ϕ-mixing with

∑∞
i=1

√
ϕ(i) <

∞, it follows that b2 = 0; see [25, 22, 38] for a more detailed discussion.

Remark 2.5. We now show that for a general class of nonlinear time series models, one
may also have b2 = 0. Let xt = (yt, yt−1, · · · , yt−p+1)

τ . Suppose that |ft(α∗, β0(t), x)| is
bounded by a constant Mf <∞ for all x ∈ Rp, t ≥ 0, and that the noise vt+1 is

i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1)
and independent of y0, then the regression vector sequence {xt} is a time-inhomogeneous
Markov chain. The aforementioned source system can be formalized as:

xt+1 = Ft(xt, xt−1, · · · , xt−p+1) + Vt+1,
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where Vt+1 = (vt+1, vt, · · · , vt−p+2)
τ and Ft(xt, xt−1, · · · , xt−p+1) = (ft, ft−1, · · · , ft−p+1)

τ ,
fs ≜ fs(α

∗, β0(s), xs), t− p+ 1 ≤ s ≤ t.
Since Ft is bounded by

√
pMf , for any n ≥ 0, x0 ∈ Rp, A ∈ B(Rp), we have

Pn,n+p(x0, A) = P (xn+p ∈ A|xn = x0)

≥
∫
A

(
1√
2π

)p exp{−∥y − Fn+p−1∥2

2
}dy1dy2 · · · dyp

≥ δv(A),

where δ = ( 1√
2
)p exp{−pM2

f } and v(·) is a probability measure induced by p-dimensional

normal distribution N(0, 1
2
Ip), thus δv(·) is a nonnegative measure with non-zero mass δ.

By Remark 1 of Theorem 1 in Chapter 2.4 of [5], this time-inhomogeneous Markov chain
{xt} is uniformly geometrically ϕ-mixing, thus b2 = 0.

Moreover, if xt = (yt, yt−1, ..., yt−p+1, ut, ut−1, ..., ut−q+1)
τ , and the inputs {ut} is in-

dependent and identically distributed standard normal, a similar argument also shows that
b2 = 0. For a class of closed-loop systems with feedback control that satisfies Assumption
2.2, see [18, 2, 19].

Assumption 2.3. There exists a constant L > 0, such that for any α′, α′′ ∈ M, x ∈ Xp

and t ≥ 0,
∥ft(α′, β0(t), x)− ft(α

′′, β0(t), x)∥ ≤ L∥α′ − α′′∥.
Remark 2.6. This assumption is fairly mild when X is compact and β0(t) is bounded,

and it is also possible to derive a specific value of L, which can be interpreted as an up-
per bound on the sensitivity function of ft with respect to its unknown parameter α, as
discussed in [16]. For example, consider a deep neural network f of width H and depth
D, i.e., f(α, x) = W τ

Dσ(W
τ
D−1σ(· · ·σ(W τ

1 x) · · · ), where the activation function σ satis-
fies ∥σ(x) − σ(y)∥ ≤ l∥x − y∥ for any x, y ∈ RH(e.g., ReLu, tanh, sigmoid, etc.) and
α = (vecτ (WD), vecτ (WD−1), · · · , vecτ (W1))

τ . Denote hi ≜ σ(W τ
i σ(· · ·σ(W τ

1 x)) · · · ). We
have

∥h1 − h′
1∥ ≤ l∥W1 −W ′

1∥∥x∥,
and for i = 2, 3, · · · , D − 1,

∥hi − h′
i∥ ≤ l∥W τ

i hi−1 −W
′τ
i h′

i−1∥
≤ l∥hi−1∥∥Wi −W ′

i∥+ l∥W ′
i∥∥hi−1 − h′

i−1∥,

and,

∥f(α, x)− f(α′, x)∥ = ∥W τ
DhD−1 −W

′τ
D h′

D−1∥
≤ ∥WD −W ′

D∥∥hD−1∥+ l∥W ′
D∥∥hD−1 − h′

D−1∥.

Besides, by Lipschitz property of σ, we have ∥σ(x)∥ ≤ l∥x∥ + ∥σ(0)∥, ∥h1∥ ≤ l∥W1∥∥x∥ +
∥σ(0)∥, ∥hi∥ ≤ l∥Wi∥∥hi−1∥+ ∥σ(0)∥. Together with ∥Wi −W ′

i∥ ≤ ∥Wi −W ′
i∥F ≤ ∥α−α′∥,

we know that f satisfies this assumption and the Lipschitz constant L is bounded by a known
polynomial of ∥x∥. Moreover, we emphasize that if in Assumption 2.3, a time t belongs to
[0, T−1] and L depends on T , then, the corresponding conclusion remains valid under certain
conditions, see Corollary 3.8.

Let Ft,i ≜ σ{x0,i, x1,i, ..., xt,i, v1,i, v2,i, · · · , vt,i} be the σ-algebra generated by the past
regressors and noises up to time t of the ith trajectory.

Assumption 2.4. There exists a constant σ2
v > 0, such that for all λ ∈ R, ∥u∥ = 1, i =

1, 2, · · · , N1, the following inequality holds: E[eλ⟨vt+1,i,u⟩|Ft,i] ≤ e
λ2σ2

v
2 .

Remark 2.7. It can be concluded that the noise sequence must be a martingale difference
sequence by Jensen inequality. Moreover, consider any bounded noise vt+1,i for which the
conditional expectation E[vt+1,i|Ft,i] = µt is known. We can then apply a transformation by
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defining y′t+1 = yt+1−µt, v
′
t+1,i = vt+1,i−µt. According to Example 2.4 in Chapter 2 of [28],

Assumption 2.4 still holds under this transformation. Besides, taking a constant c > 2σ2
v

and defining At,i ≜ {vt,i : ∥vt,i∥2 ≥ c log t}, by Markov inequality, we have P (At,i|Ft−1,i) ≤
infs>0 exp{ s2σ2

v
2

− s
√
c log t} = exp{− c log t

2σ2
v
}, thus ∥vt∥2 = O(log t) by Borel-Cantelli Lemma

[9].

Assumption 2.5. Given a fixed ε∗ ≥ 0 and N1 datasets {x̂0:T−1,i, ŷ1:T,i}N1
i=1 generated

by these system trajectories, a sub-optimal estimator α̂ ∈ M can be obtained in the following
sense:

1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ŷt+1,i − ft(α̂, β0(t), x̂t,i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2

≤ min
α∈M

1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ŷt+1,i − ft(α, β0(t), x̂t,i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + ε∗.

Remark 2.8. Notice that the nonlinear-least-squares estimate over M satisfies this in-
equality with ε∗ = 0. For any given ε∗ > 0, an estimate satisfying this inequality can be
obtained using random search method similar to those proposed in [8, 29]. Besides, we em-
phasize that no statistical assumptions on the error ε∗ are required. According to Remark
2.6, a deep neural network with a suitable class of activation functions satisfies Assumption
2.3. Therefore, when the form of ft is unknown, the Universal Approximation Theorem for
deep neural networks(e.g., [4]) allows us to reformulate the problem as one of learning the
network parameters and ε∗ can be decomposed as ε∗ = εapp + εalg, where εapp denotes the
approximation error inherent to network’s capacity, and εalg represents the error introduced
by certain learning algorithms.

2.3. Online-adaptation phase. Unlike the previously studied source system, some
parameters of the actual system may be unknown and subject to drift and the new sequence
of regression vectors x0:T−1 may exhibit distribution shift compared with those during the
offline training. We now give a detailed description.

Let us consider the scalar output case, i.e., q = 1, for convenience. Consider the following
real-world target system:

yt+1 = ft(α
∗, β(t), xt) + wt+1,

where compared with the source system in the offline-learning phase, the “environmental”
parameter sequence may differ from that of the source system and thus β(t) ̸= β0(t), which
is now assumed to be unknown; wt+1 is either a stochastic or a deterministic bounded
perturbation satisfying |wt+1| ≤Wmax <∞ for any t ≥ 0, which may not satisfy Assumption
2.4. In addition, since most real-world systems are subject to fundamental physical laws that
inherently guarantee their boundedness, we assume that |ft(α∗, β(t), xt)| ≤Mf <∞ for any
t ≥ 0, even though ft(α

∗, β(t), xt) may not satisfy Assumption 2.3.
The constants Mf and Wmax are both known a prior, and for simplicity, the new se-

quence of regression vectors x0:T−1 is considered to be independent of the training datasets
{x̂0:T−1,i, y1:T,i}N1

i=1 originating from the source system(see Corollaries 3.7, 3.8 for the non-
independent case).

In this section, the parameter estimate α̂ obtained from the offline-learning phase re-
mains fixed, while online adaptation is employed to adapt the unknown, time-varying pa-
rameter β(t) only. Our focus will be put on the prediction performance of the target system
output in an average sense:

JT ≜
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E(yt+1 − ypredt+1 )2,

where ypredt+1 ∈ σ{α̂, x0, x1, · · · , xt, xt+1, y1, y2, · · · , yt} is a predicted value of the unseen yt+1,
and the expectation is taken over all randomness.
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In the following, we consider a typical case where ft(α, β, x) can be linearly parameter-
ized or approximated by a separable model of the form

∑m
i=1 λi(t)φi(β, t)ψi(α, x, t), which

is hold for quite general classes of nonlinear functions, see, e.g., the related mathematical
theorems in [23, 24, 11, 26]. Thus we may assume that for all α ∈ M and t ≥ 0,

(2.1) ft(α, β(t), xt) = βτ
t ϕt(α, xt),

where βt is an unknown m-dimensional vector whose components are the weighting coeffi-
cients λi(t)φi(β(t), t) of the “basis” functions ψi(α, xt, t) represented by the components of
the vector ϕt. In the presence of approximation error, it can in fact be treated as part of the
perturbation, thereby yielding analogous theoretical results.

Therefore, we consider the following real-world target system:

(2.2) yt+1 = βτ
t ϕt(α

∗, xt) + wt+1.

Additionally, we impose the following assumption:

Assumption 2.6. There exists known constants A,B, such that for the α̂ ∈ M obtained
from the offline-learning phase, ∥ϕt(α̂, xt)∥ ≤ A, ∥βt∥ ≤ B, for any t ≥ 0.

The original target system (2.2) can be rewritten as:

(2.3) yt+1 = βτ
t ϕt(α̂, xt) + εt + wt+1,

where εt ≜ βτ
t ϕ(α

∗, xt)− βτ
t ϕ(α̂, xt) represents the error caused by the discrepancy between

the parameter α̂ learned through offline training and the true system parameters α∗. Under
Assumption 2.6, βt is time-varying and bounded, ϕt(α̂, xt) is bounded.

Similar to (2.1), we can also write ft(α, β0(t), xt) = β0τ
t ϕt(α, xt), where β

0
t is known

when β0(t) is known as assumed in the offline-learning phase. Furthermore, the error εt is
straightforwardly bounded by Mf + AB, thus there always exist a constant L1 ≥ 0, and a
bounded sequence L0(t) ≥ 0, such that for all t ≥ 0:

(2.4) Eε2t ≤ L1E
(
β0τ
t ϕt(α

∗, xt)− β0τ
t ϕt(α̂, xt)

)2

+ L0(t).

This means that the generalization error at time t on the target system is bounded by that on
the source system plus an offset term L0(t). Moreover, L1 and L0(t) serve to characterize the
parameter drift from the source to the target system, and their specific choices satisfying (2.4)
are clearly not unique as detailed in Appendix A, and will influence the output prediction
error bound as discussed in Remark 3.11. As remarked in Case 2 of Appendix A, the
term L0(t) can reflect the squared norm of the inner product of the generalization error
ϕt(α

∗, xt)− ϕt(α̂, xt) and the projection residual of βt to the linear space spanned by β0
t .

Next, to predict the output at the next step, following previous studies [6, 27, 1, 33,
35], we propose a meta-LMS prediction Algorithm 2.1, aiming at enhancing the transient
performance through a multi-model framework with prediction-error-based weighting, by
employing multiple initializations under a single hyperparameter d, a mechanism analogous
to the switching strategy in [35]. Unlike the multiple hyperparameters in [33], our focus is
to generate the predicted outputs rather than the estimated parameters.

Similarly, we derive the following lemma to highlight the theoretical advantage of multi-
models over a single-model baseline: Algorithm 2.1 has a performance floor guaranteed by
the worst model and asymptotically achieves the performance of the best model:

Lemma 2.9. If the learning rate λ < 1
2(Mf+AB+Wmax)2

, then the average prediction error

produced by meta-LMS prediction Algorithm 2.1 satisfies:

(2.5)
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(yt+1 − ypredt+1 )
2 ≤ max

1≤i≤N2

{
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(yt+1 − ypredt+1,i)
2

}
, a.s.,
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Algorithm 2.1 Meta-LMS Prediction

Require: Learning rate λ > 0, γ ∈ (0, 1), d > A2

(1−γ)2 .

1: w0,i > 0 and
∑N2

i=1 w0,i = 1, D ≜

{
β ∈ Rm

∣∣∣∣∥β∥ ≤ B

}
, ∥ϕ0(α̂, x0)∥ ≤ m0 ≤ A

1−γ ,

and the initial values β̂0,i of these N2 models are chosen arbitrarily in D and
mutually different.

2: for t = 0, 1, . . . , T − 1 do
3: Obtain prediction ypredt+1,i = β̂τ

t,iϕt(α̂, xt) from each model i.

4: Aggregate prediction ypredt+1 =
∑N2

i=1 wt,iy
pred
t+1,i.

5: Incur loss lt(y
pred
t+1,i) ≜

(
yt+1 − ypredt+1,i

)2

for each model i.

6: Update the weights:

wt+1,i =
wt,i exp(−λlt(y

pred
t+1,i))∑N2

i=1 wt,i exp(−λlt(y
pred
t+1,i))

.

7: Update the estimate of βt+1 in parallel using projected LMS algorithm:

β̂t+1,i = ΠD

{
β̂t,i +

ϕt(α̂, xt)

d+m2
t

(
yt+1 − β̂τ

t,iϕt(α̂, xt)
)}

, i = 1, 2, · · · , N2.

8: Update mt+1:
mt+1 = γmt + ∥ϕt+1(α̂, xt+1)∥.

9: end for

and,

(2.6) JT =
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E(yt+1 − ypredt+1 )
2 ≤ min

1≤i≤N2

{
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E(yt+1 − ypredt+1,i)
2 +

log 1
w0,i

λT

}
.

3. Main Results.

3.1. Generalization Lemma. In Section 2.2, an estimate α̂ of the true parameter
α∗ was obtained by employing an approximate nonlinear-least-squares approach on datasets
originating from the source system. We first give the following Generalization Lemma on
the bound of the generalization error due to distribution shift between the training data and
new data. The proof is supplied in Appendix B.

Lemma 3.1. Under Assumptions 2.1-2.5, there exists N0 > 0 depending on n,RM, L, σv

and p such that when N1 ·T > N0, the generalization error based on the estimate α̂ obtained
in the offline-learning phase can be bounded as follows:
(3.1)

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Ex0:T−1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ft(α∗, β0(t), xt)− ft(α̂, β0(t), xt)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2
≤ C1

log(N1T )

N1T 1−b2
+ 8 sup

α∈M
MT,N1(α) + 8L2R2

Mb′1
D(PT ∥P ′

T )

T 1−b′2
+ 16ε∗, a.s.,

and the second term on the right-hand side is a measurable function of the training datasets
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{x̂0:T−1,i, ŷ1:T,i}N1
i=1 satisfying:

(3.2) E
[
sup
α∈M

MT,N1(α)

]
≤ C0σ

2
v
log(N1T )

N1T
,

where the constant C1 depends on n,RM, b1, L, p; C0 depends on n,RM, L, p. The constants
N0, C1 and C0 can be obtained according to the proof in Appendix B. P ′

T denotes the distri-
bution of the new data x0:T−1 and PT denotes the distribution of the training data x̂0:T−1,i.

Remark 3.2. Inspired by [25], this lemma derives an upper bound on the generalization
error across multiple source system trajectories, while allowing for distribution shift between
the training and new data without assuming Assumptions 4 and 5 from [25] which require
a kind of persistence of excitation condition on the data and a quadratic identifiability con-
dition. The third term on the right-hand side of (3.1) captures the error due to distribution
shift which depends on the data marginal distributions, and the fourth term corresponds to
the possible optimization errors in Assumption 2.5.

Remark 3.3. For many dynamical systems, the distribution shift may arise from possible
parameter drift in system dynamics, calling for a more refined analysis of (3.1) in General-
ization Lemma 3.1, see, e.g., Corollaries 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8 in the subsequent section. As is
well known, the KL divergence can sometimes be infinite. To address this issue, alternative
measures, such as Total Variation distance, Rényi divergence, and concentration coefficient,
have been proposed to quantify the difference between distributions(e.g., [3, 30]). However,
these alternatives often require stronger assumptions and may be less effective than the KL
divergence under some typical situations, e.g., Corollaries 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8.

3.1.1. Corollaries of Generalization Lemma 3.1. We note that, under the

i.i.d. assumption, i.e., x̂t
i.i.d.∼ P0 and xt

i.i.d.∼ P ′
0 for all t ≥ 0, the KL divergence term

simplifies to
D(PT ∥P ′

T )

T
1−b′2

=
D(PT ∥P ′

T )

T
= D(P0∥P ′

0), and thus may not vanish, as is also noted

in Remark 2 of [30]. Nevertheless, under Assumption 2.3, the expected generalization error
can be further bounded by L2E∥α∗ − α̂∥2, which vanishes as α̂ → α∗ in the mean square
sense.

Thus, the convergence of the parameter estimators plays an important role in charac-
terizing the robustness of the generalization error. As a trade-off, it may require certain
“excitation” conditions on the data and/or model structure. We now establish two sufficient
conditions for the mean square convergence of the nonlinear-least-squares(NLS) parameter
estimation based on Generalization Lemma 3.1 with proof given in Appendix C.

Corollary 3.4. (“Excitation” conditions for estimator convergence) Suppose that As-
sumptions 2.3 and 2.4 hold. Then, under either of the following two “excitation” conditions:

(3.3) T b2 log T = o

(
E min

α′∈M
λmin

( T−1∑
t=0

Ft(α
∗, α′)F τ

t (α
∗, α′)

))
,

or,

(3.4) log T = o

(
min
α′∈M

λmin

( T−1∑
t=0

Ft(α
∗, α′)F τ

t (α
∗, α′)

))
a.s.,

where Ft(α
∗, α′) ≜

∫ 1

0
∇αft(α

′ + s(α∗ − α′), β0(t), x̂t,1)ds, the NLS estimator α̂ satisfies:

E∥α̂− α∗∥2 → 0, as T → ∞.

Remark 3.5. In fact, the almost sure convergence of α̂ to the true parameter α∗ can be
obtained under Condition (3.4), and the proof is supplied in Appendix C. For either linear
stable model or nonlinear dynamical model with bounded nonlinear mapping, it is known
that b2 = 0(e.g., [25, 38] and Remark 2.5). Conditions (3.3) and (3.4) are reminiscent of the
weakest possible convergence condition for the standard linear-least-squares algorithm, see,
[14].
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We now provide three corollaries that illustrate the application of Generalization Lemma
3.1 to three typical classes of nonlinear dynamical systems. For convenience, consider the
case of a single trajectory and scalar outputs and let the optimization error ε∗ = 0, while
the general case can be considered similarly. The related proofs are provided in Appendix
C.

Corollary 3.6. (Generalizability for isomorphic systems) Consider the following two
systems, and it is the second system that generates the new data:

yt+1 = ft(α
∗, β0(t), ϕt, ut) + wt+1,

y′t+1 = ft(α
∗, β0(t), ϕ

′
t, u

′
t) + w′

t+1,

where
ϕt = (yt, yt−1, · · · , yt−p+1, ut−1, · · · , ut−q+1)

τ ,

ϕ′
t = (y′t, y

′
t−1, · · · , y′t−p+1, u

′
t−1, · · · , u′

t−q+1)
τ .

Assume that:
(i) ∥ft(α, β0(t), ϕ,u)∥ is bounded by Mf < ∞ for all t ≥ 0, α ∈ M and (ϕ, u) ∈

Rp+q; and for any compact set B ⊂ Rp+q, there exists a constant CB < ∞, such that
∥∇αft(α, β0(t), ϕ, u)∥ ≤ CB, for all t ≥ 0, α ∈ M and (ϕ, u) ∈ B, e.g., a deep neural
network in Remark 2.6 with bounded activation functions.

(ii) These two systems are independent of each other (initial values, inputs and noises)
and both systems share the same feedback input structure, i.e., ut = πt(ϕt) + vt, u

′
t =

πt(ϕ
′
t) + v′t, and |πt(ϕ)| ≤Mf <∞, for all ϕ ∈ Rp+q−1, t ≥ 0.
(iii) {wt+1, vt} and {w′

t+1, v
′
t} are both independent and identically distributed; wt+1 and

w′
t+1 are independent of σ{v0:t, ϕ0} and σ{v′0:t, ϕ′

0}, respectively; vt and v′t are independent of
σ{w1:t, ϕ0} and σ{w′

1:t, ϕ
′
0}, respectively. Besides, they are zero-mean, bounded by W > 2Mf

and satisfy inf
v∈[−W,W ]

p(v) > 0, inf
w∈[−W,W ]

p(w) > 0, where p(·) is denoted as the probability

density function.
(iv) The KL-divergence of the initial values x0 ≜ (ϕτ

0 , u0)
τ , x′0 ≜ (ϕ′τ

0 , u
′
0)

τ satisfies
D(D0∥D′

0) <∞, where x0 ∼ D0 and x′0 ∼ D′
0.

Let α̂ be the nonlinear-least-squares estimate of α∗, i.e.,

α̂ ≜ arg min
α∈M

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(
yt+1 − ft(α, β0(t), ϕt, ut)

)2

,

where the training dataset {ϕ0:T−1, u0:T−1, y1:T } comes from the first system.
Then, the generalization error has the following convergence rate:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
(
ft(α

∗, β0(t), ϕ
′
t, u

′
t)− ft(α̂, β0(t), ϕ

′
t, u

′
t)

)2

= O

(
log T

T

)
,

where the expectation is taken over all randomness.

Corollary 3.7. (Generalizability for time series models) Consider the following system
with l-dimensional outputs:

Yt+1 = F (α∗, Yt) +Wt+1,

where the F : Rn × Rl → Rl and the noise process {Wt+1} satisfy assumptions (i) and
(iii), respectively, in Corollary 3.6. Besides, assume that the initial value Y0 is supported on
B ≜ Bl(0,W −Mf ), i.e., a ball of radius W −Mf centered at the origin, and has a density
p0(x) satisfying

∫
{x|p0(x)>1} p0(x) log p0(x)dx <∞.

Let α̂ be the NLS estimate based on the system’s outputs Y0:T . Then, the generalization
error of the next trajectory of length T starting from time T has the following convergence
rate:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EYT :2T−1

∥∥∥∥F (α∗, Yt+T )− F (α̂, Yt+T )

∥∥∥∥2 = O

(
log T

T

)
a.s.
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Corollary 3.8. (Generalizability under feedback control with learned parameter) Con-
sider the following two systems:

yt+1 = ft(β0(t), yt, ut) + vt+1, ut = πt(α
∗, yt);

y′t+1 = ft(β0(t), y
′
t, u

′
t) + v′t+1, u′

t = πt(α̂, y
′
t);

where α̂ is the NLS estimate of α∗ obtained from the first system.
Suppose that:
(i) ft is bounded and ∥∇αft(β0(t), y, πt(α, y))∥ ≤ a|y|b + c for some constants a, b, c, for

all α ∈ M, y ∈ R, t ≥ 0, and b ≥ 0 is known(e.g., a deep neural network in Remark 2.6).
(ii) The noise vt is independent of σ{v0:t−1, y0}, and v′t is independent of σ{v′0:t−1, y

′
0}

and both {vt} and {v′t}
i.i.d.∼ N(0, σ2).

(iii) The KL-divergence between the distributions of the initial values y0, y
′
0 is finite.

Then, given the estimator α̂ produced by the control policy πt(α
∗, ·), the generalization

error on the second system with control policy πt(α̂, ·) has the following convergence rate:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Ey′
0:T−1

(
ft(β0(t), y

′
t, πt(α̂, y

′
t))− ft(β0(t), y

′
t, πt(α

∗, y′t))

)2

= O

(
logc T

T

)
a.s.,

where c ≥ 1 is a constant depending on n, b.

3.2. Theorems on the prediction ability. Next, by combining the above Gen-
eralization Lemma 3.1 with the meta-LMS prediction Algorithm 2.1 for online adaptation
of fine-tuning the drifting parameters in the target system, we can obtain the following
theorems.

Denote:

σ2
T ≜

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Ew2
t+1 ≤W 2

max, L0,T ≜
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

L0(t),

δ2T ≜
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥βt+1 − βt∥2 ≥
(

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥βt+1 − βt∥
)2

.

Theorem 3.9. Let the assumptions of the Generalization Lemma 3.1 as well as Assump-

tion 2.6 holds. If we take the design parameters d > A2

(1−γ)2
and λ < 1

2(Mf+AB+Wmax)2
in

Algorithm 2.1, then the average prediction error for the combined two-stage process of offline
learning and online adaptation is bounded by:

(3.5) JT ≤ Jmis + Jopt + Jest,

where

Jmis ≜ Nd

(
L1C

D(PT ∥P ′
T )

T 1−b′2
+ L0,T

)
,

Jopt ≜ NdL1ε
∗,

Jest ≜ Nd

(
L1
C log(N1T )

N1T 1−b2
+BδT + δ2T +

B2

T

)
+

(√
Cd + 1 +

1

d

)2

σ2
T ,

and where Cd ≜
(
1 + A2

d

)2 (
1 + A2

(1−γ)2d

) (
1 + 1

d

)
≥ 1, the constant Nd depends on the design

parameter d only and Nd = O(d); the constant C depends on n,RM, b1, b
′
1, L, p, σv and the

constants Nd, C can be obtained according to the proofs in Section 4.1 and Appendix B.

Remark 3.10. As can be seen from (3.5), the bound of the prediction error JT con-
tains three error terms: (i)Jmis: the model mismatch containing both the distribution shift
characterized by D(PT ∥P ′

T ) and the parameter drift between the source and target systems
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characterized by L1, L0,T in Inequality (2.4). Note that L0(t) also depends on the general-
ization error on ϕt, which is a key element linking offline learning in the source system to
cross-system drift in the target system; (ii)Jopt: the optimization error ε∗ multiplied by
Nd, L1; and (iii)Jest: the estimation errors determined by the number of training trajec-
tories N1 and the data-size T , by the parameter variation δT in the target system, and by
the “variance” of the random/deterministic disturbances described by σ2

T . Of course, all the
three error terms depend on the design parameter d in Algorithm 2.1.

Remark 3.11. We remark that various options are available for the selection of L1 and
L0(t) satisfying (2.4), and these choices directly influence the prediction error bound. For
guidance on selecting suitable L1 and L0(t) to further refine the prediction error bound in
different scenarios, see Appendix A for details. Furthermore, when multiple source systems
with different outer parameters β1

t , β
2
t , · · · , βN1

t are considered, the offset term L0(t) vanishes
under condition that the target parameter βt lies within the span of the set {β1

t , β
2
t , · · · , βN1

t },
and L1 can be taken as the maximum over t = 0 to T − 1 of the sum of the squared
magnitudes of these N1 representation coefficients at each time t, as guaranteed by Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality similar to Case 2 in Appendix A. This holds regardless of whether the
offline-learned parameter α̂ converges to the true parameter α∗ and provides theoretical
validation that the multi-environment learning strategy, as used in [21], indeed enhances the
generalization ability of the offline-learning phase.

Remark 3.12. Theorem 3.9 is established based on (2.5) in Lemma 2.9. Analogous result
can be derived from (2.6) with initial weights w0,i =

1
N2

, which takes the form of a modified

version of (3.9) wherein the term B2

T
in Jest is replaced by

min1≤i≤N2
E∥β̂0,i−β0∥2

4T
(≤ B2

T
),

together with the inclusion of an additional term logN2
λT

. As shown in FIG. 1 of Sec-
tion 5, employing multiple models significantly enhances the transient response of the sys-
tem without compromising prediction accuracy. And, for regression vectors of the form
xt = (yt, · · · , yt−p+1, ut, · · · , ut−q+1)

τ , analogous conclusions apply mutatis mutandis to
cases with model-specific regression vectors xt,i, including scenarios where the feedback in-
put ut depends on current parameter estimates, as discussed in [6], and the proof in Sec-
tion 4.1 remains valid when substituting xt with xt,i, e.g., [35]. We further emphasize that
Algorithm 2.1 and its analysis can be generalized to settings with random βt, as established
in [6]. Moreover, as is pointed out in Remark 3.3, for many dynamical systems, the KL

divergence term in Jmis, i.e.,
D(PT ∥P ′

T )

T
1−b′2

, which quantifies the distribution shift, can be fur-

ther characterized by parameter drift terms including the source-to-target parameter drift
terms L1, L0,T , and the time-varying parameter-induced drift term δT , and thus can become
particularly small in certain cases.

Remark 3.13. Under conditions of no parameter drift or disturbance, i.e., δT = 0, εt = 0
and wt+1 = 0, our projected LMS algorithm guarantees bounded regret, as shown in (4.1) in
the proof of Theorem 3.9. In contrast with the related result in Theorem 1 of [33], under the
same conditions, [33] yields a dynamic regret of order O(T ) for any fixed hyperparameter.
The fundamental reason for this difference lies in the distinct Lyapunov functions used in
the analysis. Moreover, following the ideas in [33], we can mitigate the trade-off arising
from the coefficient Nd and the noise term coefficient as functions of d. By incorporating
multiple values of design parameters di in the meta-algorithm, a tighter upper bound on
the prediction error JT can be derived by using the Lyapunov function in the proof of our
Theorem 3.9 in Section 4.1.

We now show that as T → ∞, the average prediction error will be closed to the optimal
value under some typical situations including the case where the disturbance is a martingale
difference sequence.

Theorem 3.14. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.9, suppose further that the noise
wt+1 is a bounded martingale difference sequence with respect to F ′

t and that L1 is known.

If δ2T , L0,T → 0, and if either L1 = 0 or L1 > 0 with
D(PT ∥P ′

T )

T
1−b′2

→ 0 as T → ∞, then for any
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ε > 0, by choosing ε∗ < ε
320L1

(or ε∗ < ∞ when L1 = 0) and d > max{ A2

(1−γ)2
,
8A2W2

max
ε

},
the asymptotic prediction error is bounded as follows:

(3.6) σ2
inf ≤ lim inf

T→∞
JT ≤ lim sup

T→∞
JT ≤ σ2

sup + ε,

where F ′
t ≜ σ{α̂, x0, x1, ..., xt, w1, ..., wt}, σ2

inf ≜ lim inf
T→∞

σ2
T and σ2

sup ≜ lim sup
T→∞

σ2
T .

Remark 3.15. Following the same approach as in the proof of Theorem 3.14 in Section
4.2, if we additionally assume that either L1 = 0 or L1 > 0 with ε∗ = 0 and δt decays at
a known rate, then the optimal prediction performance(i.e., ε = 0) can be guaranteed by
designing a time-varying hyperparameter dt = o(min{ 1

δt
, t}) and dt → ∞ instead of a fixed

d.

3.3. Further discussions. Based on the above theorems, let us explain why this
two-stage learning method outperforms either purely offline or purely online methods. The
simple reason is that this two-stage combined method shares the advantages of both offline
and online learning phases. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this natural idea has
rarely been explored and elaborated mathematically in theory before.

(i) Why the online-adaptation phase is necessary? Relying solely on offline-
learning without online-adaptation typically fails to achieve good prediction performance
in real-world systems. More precisely, compared with the relatively ideal source system in
the offline-learning phase, the real-world target system may contain unknown changed and
changing parameters, besides the negative influence due to the possible non-convergence of
the α̂ learned in the offline phase. Luckily, as is pointed out in Chapter 6 of [9], we are
capable of addressing these uncertainties using the projected LMS. In contrast, if we do not
adaptively adjust the β̂t, and instead directly use the parameters β0

t in the offline-learning
phase, the errors caused by the model mismatch and disturbance wt in the system will
accumulate(see, FIG. 1-Fixed Parameters). Along with the simulation result, we next provide
a theoretical example where the average prediction error JT becomes unbounded without
the online-adaptation phase. Suppose that all the vectors are 1-dimensional for convenience,
and that β0

t ≡ β0 ≡ β > 0, βt+1 = βt +
1

t+1
, and 0 < ϕ0 ≤ Eϕ2

t (α
∗, xt) ≤ ϕ1 < ∞ for all

t ≥ 0. Additionally, we assume α̂ is the NLS estimator of α∗(i.e., ε∗ = 0), the training and
new regressor sequences are identically distributed, and Assumption 2.2 holds. In this case,
without online-adaptation, even if the true value α∗ is known and no external disturbances
are present, the prediction error JT can be lower-bounded as: 1

T

∑T−1
t=0 E(βtϕt(α

∗, xt) −
βϕt(α

∗, xt))
2 ≥ 1

T

∑T−1
t=1 (1 + 1

2
+ · · · + 1

t
)2ϕ0 → ∞, as T → ∞. In contrast, if online-

adaptation is performed in this case, it is straightforward to verify that δ2T = O( 1
T
) and

B = O(log T ). And, since βt = (1 +
1+ 1

2
+···+ 1

t
β

)β, by Case 2 in Appendix A, we have
L1 = O(log T ), L0(t) ≡ 0. Therefore, Theorem 3.9 implies that as T → ∞, JT will be
bounded by O(σ2

T ) and the “O” constant depends on d only.
(ii) Why the offline-learning phase is important? The offline-learning phase en-

ables a reduction in model uncertainty and an improvement in computational efficiency by
using historical datasets. More precisely: a). A well-estimated α̂ obtained offline encapsu-
lates valuable prior knowledge that, when integrated into the multi-model meta-algorithm,
may improve transient performance particularly when β̂τ

0,iϕ0(α̂, x0) ≈ βτ
0ϕ0(α

∗, x0). This
stands in contrast to most purely online adaptation methods that typically suffer from large
transient errors due to arbitrary initialization(e.g., [35]), as confirmed in FIG. 1-Single Model.
b). When the dimension of the unknown parameter α∗ is quite large, the importance of its
offline-learning becomes more apparent, since it can help to reduce the computational burden
and increase the flexibility of adaptation in the online-adaptation phase. c). Once we can
obtain historical datasets generated from multiple system trajectories/environments, offline
learning overcomes the known limitations of single-trajectory system identification (e.g., [31])
by leveraging multi-trajectory datasets. By ensuring a sufficiently large number of experi-
mental trials N1, this approach, as formalized in Generalization Lemma 3.1, is designed to
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handle cases where the training data x̂0,T−1,i from any trajectory violate Assumption 2.2,
i.e., b2 > 1.

4. Proofs of the main theorems. In this section, we present proofs of our main
theorems(Theorems 3.9 and 3.14) which are based on [6, 9]. We first prove Lemma 2.9 based
on the ideas of [27, 1, 33].

Proof of Lemma 2.9. By boundedness of βt, ϕ(α̂, xt), β
τ
t ϕ(α

∗, xt) and wt+1 and
Lemma 2 in [27], it follows that (yt+1 − ypredt+1 )2 ≤ (Mf + AB + Wmax)

2 is bounded and

is λ-exp-concave for any 0 < λ < 1
2(Mf+AB+Wmax)2

. Therefore, by the definition ypredt+1 =∑N2
i=1 wt,iy

pred
t+1,i in Algorithm 2.1 and Jensen inequality,

exp(−λST ) ≥ exp(−λST−1)

N2∑
i=1

wT−1,i exp(−λsT−1,i)

≥ exp(−λST−2)

N2∑
i=1

wT−2,i exp[−λ(sT−1,i + sT−2,i)]

≥ · · · ≥
N2∑
i=1

w0,i exp

(
− λ

T−1∑
t=0

st,i

)
,

where St ≜
∑t−1

j=0(yj+1 − ypredj+1 )
2, st,i ≜ (yt+1 − ypredt+1,i)

2 and ST,i ≜
∑T−1

t=0 st,i, and the above
inequalities hold due to the definition of the weights for j = 1, 2, · · · , T − 1:

wT−j,i =
wT−j−1,i exp(−λsT−j−1)∑N2
i=1 wT−j−1,i exp(−λsT−j−1)

.

Furthermore, since
∑N2

i=1 w0,i exp(−λST,i) ≥ min
1≤i≤N2

{exp(−λST,i)}, it is not difficult to

see that:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(yt+1 − ypredt+1 )2 ≤ max
1≤i≤N2

{
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(yt+1 − ypredt+1,i)
2

}
.

Similarly, since
∑N2

i=1 w0,i exp(−λST,i) ≥ max
1≤i≤N2

{w0,i exp(−λST,i)}, we have:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(yt+1 − ypredt+1 )2 ≤ min
1≤i≤N2

{
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(yt+1 − ypredt+1,i)
2 +

1

λT
log

1

w0,i

}
.

Taking expectations yields (2.6) immediately from the above inequality.

4.1. Proof of Theorem 3.9. For i = 1, 2, · · · , N2 and k ≥ 0, define the Lyapunov
function as:

Vk,i = ∥βk − β̂k,i∥2 ≜ ∥β̃k,i∥2 ≤ 4B2,

and denote φk ≜ ϕk(α̂, xk), δk ≜ ∥βk+1 − βk∥.
Since ∥φk∥ ≤ A and mk = γmk−1 + ∥φk∥, we have ∥φk∥2 ≤ m2

k ≤ A2

(1−γ)2
.

By boundedness of βk, β̂k+1,i,

Vk+1,i = ∥βk+1 − β̂k+1,i∥2

= ∥βk + (βk+1 − βk)− β̂k+1,i∥2

≤ ∥βk − β̂k+1,i∥2 + 4Bδk + δ2k,
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furthermore, since βk ∈ D, by properties of projection,

∥βk − β̂k+1,i∥2

≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(I − φkφ

τ
k

d+m2
k

)
β̃k,i −

φkwk+1 + φkεk
d+m2

k

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2
≤ ∥β̃k,i∥2 −

(
2− A2

d+A2

)
(β̃τ

k,iφk)
2

d+m2
k

+ 2
|β̃τ

k,iφk| · |wk+1 + εk|
d+m2

k

+
A2(wk+1 + εk)

2

d2

≤ ∥β̃k,i∥2 −
(
1− A2

d+A2

)
(β̃τ

k,iφk)
2

d+m2
k

+

(
A2

d
+ 1

)
(wk+1 + εk)

2

d

= Vk,i −
(
1− A2

d+A2

)
(β̃τ

k,iφk)
2

d+m2
k

+

(
1 +

A2

d

)
(wk+1 + εk)

2

d
,

where the last inequality holds due to 2|x∥y| ≤ x2 + y2.
Therefore,(

1− A2

d+A2

)
(β̃τ

k,iφk)
2

d+m2
k

≤ Vk,i − Vk+1,i +

(
1 +

A2

d

)
(wk+1 + εk)

2

d
+ 4Bδk + δ2k.

Since V0,i = ∥β0 − β̂0,i∥2 ≤ 4B2, by summing up from 0 to T − 1, we can conclude that

VT,i +
d

d+A2

T−1∑
t=0

(β̃τ
t,iφt)

2

d+m2
t

≤ A2 + d

d2

T−1∑
t=0

(w2
t+1 + 2εtwt+1 + ε2t ) + 4B

T−1∑
t=0

δt +

T−1∑
t=0

δ2t + 4B2.

Take d > A2

(1−γ)2
to be sufficiently large. It follows that

(4.1)

T−1∑
t=0

(β̃τ
t,iφt)

2 ≤
(
1 +

A2

d

)2(
1 +

A2

(1− γ)2d

) T−1∑
t=0

((
1 +

1

d

)
w2

t+1 + (1 + d)ε2t

)
+ 16dBTδT + 4dTδ2T + 16dB2.

Note that the above inequality holds for all i = 1, 2, · · · , N2. By (2.5) in Lemma 2.9,
the average prediction error can be upper bounded as follows:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(yt+1 − ypredt+1 )2

≤ max
1≤i≤N2

{
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(
βτ
t ϕt(α̂, xt) + εt + wt+1 − β̂τ

t,iϕt(α̂, xt)

)2}

≤
√
Cdd+ 1 + d

T
max

1≤i≤N2

{ T−1∑
t=0

(
1√
Cdd

(β̃τ
t,iφt)

2 + ε2t +
1

d
w2

t+1

)}
,

where Cd ≜
(
1 + A2

d

)2 (
1 + A2

(1−γ)2d

) (
1 + 1

d

)
≥ 1.

Substituting (4.1) into the above inequality and taking the expectation with respect to
all randomness yields:

JT ≤ C′
d(BδT + δ2T +

B2

T
) + C′′

d
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Eε2t +
(√

Cd + 1 +
1

d

)2

σ2
T

≤ C′
d(BδT + δ2T +

B2

T
) +

(√
Cd + 1 +

1

d

)2

σ2
T

+ C′′
dL1

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E(βτ
0 (t)(ϕt(α

∗, xt)− ϕt(α̂, xt))
2 + C′′

dL0(t).

Finally, by Inequality (2.4) and Generalization Lemma 3.1, we can get the desired result
by direct calculation.
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4.2. Proof of Theorem 3.14. Define the Lyapunov function as Vk,i = E∥βk −
β̂k,i∥2. Since εk,m2

k, φk ∈ F ′
k, similar to the proof of Theorem 3.9, we have

Vk+1,i

≤ E∥βk − β̂k+1,i∥2 + 4Bδk + δ2k

≤ E
∥∥∥∥(I − φkφ

τ
k

d+m2
k

)
β̃k,i −

φk(wk+1 + εk)

d+m2
k

∥∥∥∥2 + 4Bδk + δ2k

≤ E∥β̃k,i∥2 − (2− A2

d+A2
)E

(β̃τ
k,iφk)

2

d+m2
k

+ 2E
|β̃τ

k,iφk| · |εk|
d+m2

k

+ E
A2(w2

k+1 + ε2k)

d2
+ 4Bδk + δ2k

≤ Vk,i − (1− A2

d+A2
)E

(β̃τ
k,iφk)

2

d+m2
k

+
d+A2

d2
Eε2k + 4Bδk + δ2k +

A2

d2
Ew2

k+1,

where the third inequality holds due to the martingale difference property of wk+1.
Summing up from k = 0 to T − 1 yields:

d

d+A2
E

T−1∑
t=0

(β̃τ
t,iφt)

2

d+m2
t

≤ d+A2

d2
E

T−1∑
t=0

ε2t + 4BTδT + Tδ2T +
A2

d2
TW 2

max + 4B2.

Since d > A2

(1−γ)2
≥ m2

t , we have

(4.2)

T−1∑
t=0

E(β̃τ
t,iφt)

2 ≤ 4

T−1∑
t=0

Eε2t + 8(d+A2)BTδT + 2(d+A2)Tδ2T + 16dB2

+
4A2

d
TW 2

max.

By (2.6) in Lemma 2.9, the average prediction error can be upper bounded as follows:

JT ≤ 1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E(βτ
t ϕt(α̂, xt) + εt + wt+1 − β̂τ

t,iϕt(α̂, xt))
2 +

log 1
w0,i

λT

=
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E(β̃τ
t,iϕt(α̂, xt) + εt)

2 +
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Ew2
t+1 +

log 1
w0,i

λT

≤ 2

T

T−1∑
t=0

E(β̃τ
t,iϕt(α̂, xt))

2 +
2

T

T−1∑
t=0

Eε2t +
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Ew2
t+1 +

log 1
w0,i

λT
.

Since ε∗ ≤ ε
320L1

and d > max{ A2

(1−γ)2
,
8A2W2

max
ε

}, by (4.2) and Generalization Lemma 3.1,

it follows that Theorem 3.14 holds.

5. Numerical Simulation. In this section, simulation experiments are conducted to
demonstrate that adopting a meta prediction strategy during the online-adaptation phase is
beneficial for reducing the prediction error. Furthermore, we demonstrate that, the proposed
two-stage offline-online prediction approach maintains satisfactory performance even when
the parameter α̂ identified during the initial offline stage deviates considerably from the true
value α∗.

Consider the real-world target system:

yt+1 = atσt(bxt + c) + dt + wt+1,

where σt(x) = 1
t+e−x and Wt

i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1). at = −50σt(t) +
1
t2
, dt = 15σt(t) +

2
log(t+1)

,
b = 1.5, c = −0.5 and at, b, c, dt are unknown beforehand.

The regression vector sequence {xt} is defined as follows:

xt+1 = 100σt(xt) + w′
t+1, x0 ∼ N(10, 1),
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where w′
t+1 is independent of wt+1 and is standard normal.

For simplicity, let N1 = 1. Parameter estimates of (b, c) are first obtained via offline
learning from a dataset generated by the source system. Then, these estimated parameters
are fixed in the target system, where Algorithm 2.1 performs continual adaptation of the
remaining unknown drifting parameters in an online manner. The perform index of our
algorithm in this simulation is the average prediction error:

(5.1) JT ≜
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(yt+1 − ypredt+1 )2.

Offline-learning Phase: Consider the source system in the offline-learning phase as:

yofft+1 = aofft σt(bx
off
t + c) + dofft + woff

t+1 ,

where W off
t is independent and identical distributed of Wt, a

off
t ≡ 20, bofft ≡ −10, and the

training dataset {xofft } is defined as follows:

xofft+1 = 100σt(x
off
t ) + woff ′

t+1 , xoff0 ∼ N(0, 1),

where woff ′

t+1 is independent of other random variables and is standard normal.
We then use grid-search in Matlab to get an estimate of (b, c) through least squares: the

search domain M is [−3.5, 6.5] × [−5.5, 4.5], and each dimension is uniformly divided into
50 segments.

Online-adaptation Phase: Fixing the parameters obtained via offline learning and
setting N2 = 500, λ = 10−3, d = 103 and D = {(a, d)|a2+d2 ≤ 107}, we initialize w0,i =

1
500

,

β̂0,1 = [10,−10]τ and β̂0,i ∼ N(−3, 1), for i ≥ 2. Algorithm 2.1 is subsequently employed to
fine-tune the time-varying parameters.
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Fig. 1. Average prediction error

The experimental results demonstrate that the meta approach in Algorithm 2.1 out-
performs the single-model method and reduces prediction error(see, FIG. 1), even when the
parameter estimate (b̂, ĉ) fails to converge(see, FIG. 2). Moreover, although a poor initial-
ization leads to a large error in the initial transient response, applying online-adaptation
in the second step eventually yields better performance than without adjustment(see, FIG.
1-Single Model and Fixed Parameters).

6. Concluding Remarks. In this paper, we have investigated the prediction per-
formance of a two-stage learning framework combining offline learning and online adaptation
for a class of nonlinear stochastic dynamical systems. For the offline phase, we derived a
generalization error bound for approximate nonlinear-least-squares estimation under data
scenarios involving strong correlation and distribution shift, showing that the generalization
error can be quite small under some typical situations. For the online phase, we addressed
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Fig. 2. Parameter estimation error of (b, c) in Algorithm 2.1

potential parameter drift in the real-world system by proposing a meta-LMS prediction al-
gorithm that builds upon the offline-trained model. To the best of the authors’ knowledge,
this paper appears to be the first to demonstrate in theory that this framework can synthe-
size the complementary strengths of both offline and online learning, resulting in superior
prediction performance compared with purely offline or purely online methods. Notably,
our results apply under the more general condition of a potentially biased offline estimator.
This study confirms that in safety-critical dynamic environments, the integration of offline
learning and online adaptation is of paramount importance. It establishes a key theoretical
foundation for building reliable learning systems that can withstand various uncertainties,
including parameter drift, distribution shift, and external disturbances, etc. Fundamental
challenges remain, including developing weaker assumptions on data dependencies and in-
tegrating offline reinforcement learning policies into online adaptive control for enhanced
performance.

Appendix A. Remarks on Inequality (2.4). To further refine the upper bound
in Theorem 3.9 by selecting appropriate L1 and L0(t), let us discuss three cases below:

Case 1: ∥βtβτ
t −Ktβ

0
t β

0τ
t ∥ ≤ Bt, Kt is scalar, and E∥ϕt(α

∗, xt)−ϕt(α̂, xt)∥2 ≤Mt, for
all t ≥ 0. In this case, λmax(βtβ

τ
t −Ktβ

0
t β

0τ
t ) ≤ ∥βtβτ

t −Ktβ
0
t β

0τ
t ∥ ≤ Bt, thus, by triangle

inequality, Inequality (2.4) holds provided that L1 ≥ max0≤t≤T−1 |Kt|, L0(t) ≥ BtMt.
Case 2:∥βt−Vtβ

0
t ∥ ≤ Bt, where Vt ∈ Rm×m and E∥ϕt(α

∗, xt)−ϕt(α̂, xt)∥2 ≤Mt, for all
t ≥ 0. Denote V ′

t (k) ≜ Vtβ
0
t β

0τ
t V τ

t −kβ0
t β

0τ
t ∈ Rm×m and its spectral radius ρt(k) ≜ ρ(V ′

t (k))
for k ≥ 0. Since λmax(βtβ

τ
t − Vtβ

0
t β

0τ
t V τ

t ) ≤ ∥βtβτ
t − Vtβ

0
t β

0τ
t V τ

t ∥ ≤ Bt(∥βt∥ + ∥Vtβ
0
t ∥),

similar to Case 1, by triangle inequality, a feasible choice satisfying Inequality (2.4) is L1 =
k, L0(t) = [ρt(k) +Bt(∥βt∥+ ∥Vtβ

0
t ∥)]Mt.

Since the offset term L0(t) can not be eliminated from the finial prediction error(see
Theorem 3.9), we then attempt to determine an k such that ρt(k) ≥ 0 is the smallest:

(i) β0
t is an eigenvector of Vt corresponding to an eigenvalue λt. In this case, ρt(|λt|2) = 0

is minimal. Thus L1 = max0≤t≤T−1 |λt|2, L0(t) = BtMt(∥βt∥+ ∥Vtβ
0
t ∥).

Furthermore, as a special case of (i), if βt,i = β0
t,i, i ̸= i0, |βt,i0 − β0

t,i0 | ≤ bt and
|ϕt(α

∗, xt)i0 − ϕt(α̂, xt)i0 |2 ≤ mt, a.s., for all t ≥ 0, then by triangle inequality we can
conclude that |βτ

t (ϕt(α
∗, xt) − ϕt(α̂, xt))| ≤ |β0τ

t (ϕt(α
∗, xt) − ϕt(α̂, xt))| + btmt. Thus by

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it follows that L1 = 2, L0(t) = 2b2tmt and it suffices to fine-tune
parameter βt,i0 without adjusting the entire m elements of βt by refining y′t+1 ≜ yt+1 −∑

i ̸=i0
β0
t,iϕi(α̂, xt) in the online-adaptation phase.

(ii) Vtβ
0
t and β0

t are linearly independent, thus ρt(k) > 0 for all k ≥ 0. In this case,
the spectral radius of V ′

t (k) coincides with that of its restriction to St ≜ span{β0
t , Vtβ

0
t }.

Let e1 =
β0
t

∥β0
t ∥
, e2 =

Vtβ
0
t −(β0τ

t V τ
t e1)e1

∥Vtβ
0
t −(β0τ

t V τ
t e1)e1∥

form an orthonormal basis of St. Then the matrix

representation of V ′
t (k) with respect to {e1, e2} is

(
a2t r

2 − kb2t a2t rt
√

1− r2t
a2t rt

√
1− r2t a2t (1− r2t )

)
, where
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at ≜ ∥Vtβ
0
t ∥, bt ≜ ∥β0

t ∥ and rt ≜ β0τ
t Vtβ

0
t

ab
< 1. A direct calculation shows that the spectral

radius of this 2 × 2 matrix, when minimized over k ≥ 0, achieves its minimum at the value
a2
t
2

(
1− r2t +

√
(1− r2t )(1 + 3r2t )

)
at k =

a2
t r

2
t

b2t
≥ 0.

Case 3: It follows that under additional assumptions, such as the “excitation” con-
ditions in Corollary 3.4, the nonlinear-least-squares estimate α̂ obtained from the offline
phase will converge to the true parameter α∗ in the mean square sense as T → ∞. Assume
that βτ

t ϕt(α, x) is uniformly continues with respect to α. By boundedness of ϕt(α̂, xt), βt

and βτ
t ϕt(α

∗, xt), we can conclude that E

(
βτ
t

(
ϕt(α

∗, xt) − ϕt(α̂, xt)

))2

→ 0, i.e., L1 =

0, L0(t) → 0.

Appendix B. Proof of Generalization Lemma 3.1.
Following the approaches in [25, 37, 15], we first prove Generalization Lemma 3.1. And

the proof begins with two key lemmas as follows:

Lemma B.1 (see [30, 37]). Let P and Q be two probability measures defined on a
common measurable space (Ω,F), with P ≪ Q(i.e., P is absolutely continuous with respect
to Q) and let F : Ω → R be a measurable function such that EQ[e

F ] <∞.
Then, the following inequality holds:

(B.1) EP [F ]− logEQ[e
F ] ≤ D(P∥Q).

Lemma B.2 (see [25, 22, 38]). For each t, let gt : M × Xp → R be such that 0 ≤
gt(α, x) ≤ C, for all (α, x) ∈ M×Xp, for some C > 0. Then, for any λ > 0 and α ∈ M we
have:

E exp

(
− λ

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, xt)

)
≤ exp

(
− λ

T−1∑
t=0

Egt(α, xt) +
λ2∥Γdep(PT )∥2

2

T−1∑
t=0

Eg2t (α, xt)
)
.

(B.2)

Proof of Generalization Lemma 3.1: For the new data x0:T−1, denote

0 ≤ gt(α, xt) ≜ ∥ft(α, β0(t), xt)− ft(α
∗, β0(t), xt)∥2 ≤ 4L2R2

M.

Take F = −λ
∑T−1

t=0 gt(α, xt) with λ > 0 to be determined later. By Lemma B.1, we
have:

(B.3)

∫
−λ

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, xt)dPT − log

∫
e−λ

∑T−1
t=0 gt(α,xt)dP ′

T ≤ D(PT ∥P ′
T ).

By Lemma B.2, for the second term on the LHS of (B.3), we have:

(B.4)

logEP ′
T
exp

(
− λ

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, xt)

)

≤ log

(
exp

(
−λ

T−1∑
t=0

EP ′
T
gt(α, xt) +

λ2∥Γdep(P
′
T )∥2

2

T−1∑
t=0

EP ′
T
g2t (α, xt)

))

≤ −λEP ′
T

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, xt) +
λ2b′1T

b′2

2
· 4L2R2

MEP ′
T

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, xt).

Substituting (B.4) into (B.3) and dividing both sides by λ > 0 yields:

EP ′
T

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, xt) ≤
D(PT ∥P ′

T )

λ
+ 2λb′1T

b′2L2R2
MEP ′

T

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, xt) + EPT

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, xt).
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Without loss of generality, assume EP ′
T

∑T−1
t=0 gt(α̂, xt) > 0, as the conclusion holds trivially

otherwise.

If D(PT ∥P ′
T ) > 0, by setting λ =

√
D(PT ∥P ′

T
)

2b′1T
b′2L2R2

MEP ′
T

∑T−1
t=0 gt(α̂,xt)

> 0, we then have:

(B.5)

EP ′
T

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α̂, xt)

≤
(√

2b′1T
b′2L2R2

MD(PT ∥P ′
T ) +

√√√√EPT

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α̂, xt) + 2b′1T
b′2L2R2

MD(PT ∥P ′
T )

)2

≤ 2EPT

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α̂, xt) + 8b′1T
b′2L2R2

MD(PT ∥P ′
T );

else, D(PT ∥P ′
T ) = 0, we have EPT ′

∑T−1
t=0 gt(α̂, xt) = EPT

∑T−1
t=0 gt(α̂, xt), which demon-

strates that (B.5) still holds.
Dividing both sides of (B.5) by T yields:

(B.6)
1

T
EP ′

T

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α̂, xt) ≤
2

T
EPT

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α̂, xt) +
8b′1L

2R2
MD(PT ∥P ′

T )

T 1−b′2
.

Next, based on the ideas of [25], we analyze the term 1
T
EPT

∑T−1
t=0 gt(α̂, xt) in (B.6),

where x0:T−1 is independent and identically distributed to the training data x̂0:T−1,i.
By Lemma B.2, we have for any λ > 0, α ∈ M:

E exp

(
− λ

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, x̂t,i)

)
=

N1∏
i=1

E exp

(
− λ

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, x̂t,i)

)

≤ exp

(
− λ

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

EPT gt(α, x̂t,i) +
λ2b1T

b2

2

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

EPT g
2
t (α, x̂t,i)

)
,

thus, by Markov inequality,

(B.7)

P

(
1

T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, x̂t,i) ≤
1

2T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

EPT gt(α, x̂t,i)

)

≤ inf
λ>0

P

(
exp

(
− λ

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, x̂t,i)

)
≥ exp

(
− λ

2

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

EPT gt(α, x̂t,i)

))

≤ inf
λ>0

EPT exp

(
− λ

∑N1
i=1

∑T−1
t=0 gt(α, x̂t,i)

)
exp

(
− λ

2

∑N1
i=1

∑T−1
t=0 EPT gt(α, x̂t,i)

) ≤ exp

(
−
N1

∑T−1
t=0 EPT gt(α, x̂t,1)

32b1T b2L2R2
M

)
.

Denote ht(α, x̂t,i) ≜ ft(α, β0(t), x̂t,i)−ft(α∗, β0(t), x̂t,i) and h(α, x̂1,i, x̂2,i, · · · , x̂T−1,i) ≜
(h0(α, x̂0,i), h1(α, x̂1,i), · · · , hT−1(α, x̂T−1,i)). Then ∥ht∥2 = gt.

Define the following function spaces:

H∗ = {γh(α,X)|γ ∈ [0, 1], α ∈ M, X = (x̂0,i, x̂1,i, · · · , x̂T−1,i) ∈ XpT },

H∗
r = {h ∈ H∗| 1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2 ≤ r2},

∂H∗
r = {h ∈ H∗| 1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2 = r2}, r to be determined later.
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For any h ∈ H∗, by (B.7), we have:

P

(
1

T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2 ≤ 1

2T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2
)

= P

(
1

T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2 ≤ 1

2T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2
)

≤ exp

(
−
N1

∑T−1
t=0 EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2

32b1T b2L2R2
M

)

≤ exp

(
−
N1

∑T−1
t=0 EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2

32b1T b2L2R2
M

)
.

Let Nr be the r√
8
- covering set of ∂H∗

r in L∞ sense with minimal cardinality. Specif-

ically, a r√
8
- covering set is a set such that for any h ∈ ∂H∗

r , there exists g ∈ Nr ⊂ ∂H∗
r ,

satisfying ∥h − g∥∞ = max
0≤t≤T−1

∥ht − gt∥∞ ≤ r√
8
. Moreover, among all sets possessing this

covering property, Nr has minimal cardinality.
By definition of H∗, we have for any h ∈ Nr, there exists γ ∈ [0, 1], α ∈ M, s.t. h =

γh(α,X).
Denote the event:

ϵ =
⋃

γh(α,X)∈Nr

{
1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

γ2∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2 ≤ 1

2T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT (γ
2∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2)

}
.

We then have:

P (ϵ) ≤ |Nr| exp
(
−N1r

2T 1−b2

32b1L2R2
M

)
.

Similar to (40) of [25], |Nr| is bounded when ft is L-Lipschitz with respect to α as follows:

|Nr| ≤ N(
r√
8
, H∗, ∥ · ∥∞) ≤ 8

√
8LRM

r

(
6
√
8LRM

r

)n

≜ C(L, n,RM)
1

rn+1

Therefore,

P (ϵ) ≤ C(L, n,RM)
1

rn+1
exp

(
−N1r

2T 1−b2

32b1L2R2
M

)
.

By the definition of Nr, for all h ∈ ∂H∗
r , there exists h′ ∈ Nr, s.t. ∥h(X) − h′(X)∥∞ ≤

r√
8
, for any X ∈ XpT , thus, by the above inequality and 2|x||y| ≥ −2x2 − 1

2
y2, we have

∥ht(x̂t,i)∥2 ≥ ∥h′2
t (x̂t,i)∥2

2
− r2

8
for any t = 0, 1, · · · , T − 1, i = 1, 2, · · · , N1. Summing over i

and t from 1 to N1 and 0 to T − 1, respectively, and then averaging, yields

1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(x̂t,i)∥2 ≥ 1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥h′(x̂t,i)∥2

2
− r2

8
.

Furthermore, on ϵc, from the above inequality, we can conclude that:

1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(x̂t,i)∥2 ≥ r2

4
− r2

8
=
r2

8
.

Therefore:

P

(
inf

h∈∂H∗
r

(
1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(x̂t,i)∥2 −
r2

8

)
≤ 0

)
≤ P (ϵ) ≤ C

1

rn+1
exp

(
−N1r

2T 1−b2

32b1L2R2
M

)
.
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Furthermore, for all h ∈ H∗ \H∗
r ,

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(x̂t,1)∥2 = r′2 > r2,

this yields r
r′ < 1, thus r

r′ h(X) ∈ ∂H∗
r .

Hence,

P

(
inf

h∈H∗\H∗
r

(
1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(x̂t,i)∥2 −
1

8T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(x̂t,1)∥2
)

≤ 0

)

≤ C
1

rn+1
exp

(
−N1r

2T 1−b2

32b1L2R2
M

)
.

Denote Br ≜

{
α ∈ M| 1

T

∑T−1
t=0 EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2 ≤ r2

}
. For all α ∈ M\Br, we have

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2 > r2,

hence,
h(α,X) ∈ H∗\H∗

r .

Therefore,

P

(
inf

α∈M\Br

(
1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2 −
1

8T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2
)

≤ 0

)

≤ C
1

rn+1
exp

(
−N1r

2T 1−b2

32b1L2R2
M

)
.

Define the above event as:

A =

{
inf

α∈M\Br

(
1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2 −
1

8T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2
)

≤ 0

}
.

On Ac, we have

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2 ≤ 8

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2 + r2,

on A,

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2 ≤ 4L2R2
M.

Therefore,

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT

∥∥∥∥ft(α, β0(t), x̂t,1)− ft(α
∗,β0(t), x̂t,1)

∥∥∥∥2 =
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT ∥ht(α, x̂t,1)∥2

≤ 4L2R2
MP (A) +

8

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ht(α, x̂t,i)∥2 + r2.

Given that the new data x0:T−1 and the training data x̂0:T−1,1 are identically distributed,
we have

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT gt(α, xt) =
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT gt(α, x̂t,1) ≤ 4L2R2
MP (A) +

8

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α, x̂t,i) + r2.
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Note that the above holds for all α ∈ M, specifically, let α = α̂ which is learned from the
training datasets. It yields

(B.8)
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

EPT gt(α̂, xt) ≤ 4L2R2
MP (A) +

8

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α̂, x̂t,i) + r2.

Furthermore, by Assumption 2.5:

1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ŷt+1,i − ft(α̂, β0(t), x̂t,i)∥2 ≤ 1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

∥ŷt+1,i − ft(α
∗, β0(t), x̂t,i)∥2 + ε∗.

By direct computation, we have
(B.9)

1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α̂, x̂t,i) ≤
4

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

⟨vt+1,i, ht(α̂, x̂t,i)⟩ −
1

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(α̂, x̂t,i) + 2ε∗

≜MT,N1(α̂) + 2ε∗

≤MT,N1(M) + 2ε∗,

where MT,N1(M) ≜ sup
α∈M

MT,N1(α) is the martingale offset term(see, e.g., [17, 38, 25, 37])

and is a measurable function of {x̂0:T−1,i, ŷ1:T,i}N1
i=1.

Let Nγ be the γ-covering set of {h(α,X)|α ∈ M, X ∈ XpT } ⊂ H∗ with minimal
cardinality. Since ht is bounded, by Assumptions 2.3,2.4, similar to (23) of [15], we have for
any γ > 0:

E [MT,N1(M)]

≤ 4γσvp+ γ2 +
1

N1T
E
(

sup
h∈Nγ

4

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

⟨vt+1,i, ht(x̂t,i)⟩ −
1

2N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(x̂t,i)

)
.

For the last term of the expression above, similar to Lemmas 2,3 in [37], we have for any
λ ∈ [0, 1

4σ2
v
],

E sup
h∈Nγ

(
4λ

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

⟨vt+1,i, ht(x̂t,i)⟩ −
λ

2N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(x̂t,i)

)

≤ logE exp

{
sup
h∈Nγ

4λ

N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

⟨vt+1,i, ht(x̂t,i)⟩ −
λ

2N1T

N1∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

gt(x̂t,i)

}
≤ log |Nγ | ≤ (n+ 1) log

(
C(L, n,RM)

1

γ

)
.

Taking λ = 1
4σ2

v
and combining the above two inequalities yields:

(B.10) E[MT,N1(M)] ≤ 4γσvp+ γ2 +
4σ2

v(n+ 1)

N1T
log(

C

γ
).

Finally, let γ = 1
N1T

, r2 = log(N1T )γ0

N1T
1−b2

, where γ0 > 16b1L
2R2

M(n + 3) is fixed. By

(B.6) and (B.8)-(B.10), we can get the desired result by direct computation when N1 · T is
sufficiently large.

Appendix C. Proofs of Corollaries 3.4, 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8.



24 HAIZHENG LI, LEI GUO

C.1. Proof of Corollary 3.4. (i) Under Condition (3.3): By Lemma 2 in [10],
without loss of generality, assume that the NLS estimate α̂ is a measurable function of the
training dataset {x̂0:T−1,1, ŷ1:T,1}. Let the new data x0:T−1 be identically distributed to the
training data {x̂0:T−1,1} and independent of the NLS estimate α̂. By Generalization Lemma
3.1 and the integral form of Mean Value Theorem,

O

(
log T

T 1−b2

)
=

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
∥∥∥∥ft(α∗, β0(t), xt)− ft(α̂, β0(t), xt)

∥∥∥∥2

= E(α∗ − α̂)τ
(

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Ft(α
∗, α̂)F τ

t (α
∗, α̂)

)
(α∗ − α̂)

≥ E min
α′∈M

λmin

(
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Ft(α
∗, α′)F τ

t (α
∗, α′)

)
∥α∗ − α̂∥2

= E

(
min
α′∈M

λmin

(
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Ft(α
∗, α′)F τ

t (α
∗, α′)

))
E∥α∗ − α̂∥2,

where the last equality holds due to the independence of x0:T−1 and α̂. Thus we can conclude
that α̂ converges to α∗ in the mean square sense.

(ii) Under Condition (3.4): By (92) in [25] and Borel-Cantelli Lemma, we can conclude
that the martingale offset term satisfies: supα∈MMT,1(α) = O( log T

T
), a.s., thus, by (B.9) in

the proof of Generalization Lemma 3.1, it follows that

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥∥∥∥ft(α∗, β0(t), x̂t,1)− ft(α̂, β0(t), x̂t,1)

∥∥∥∥2 = O

(
log T

T

)
a.s.,

similar to (i), by the integral form of Mean Value Theorem, under Condition (3.4), we can
conclude that α̂ converges to α∗ almost surely.

C.2. Proof of Corollary 3.6. Denote:

xt ≜ (ϕτ
t , ut)

τ =

(
yt, yt−1, · · · , yt−p+1, ut−1, · · · , ut−q+1, πt(ϕt) + vt

)τ

,

x′t ≜ (ϕ′τ
t , u

′
t)

τ =

(
y′t, y

′
t−1, · · · , y′t−p+1, u

′
t−1, · · · , u′

t−q+1, πt(ϕ
′
t) + v′t

)τ

.

We first verify that {xt} and {x′t} satisfy Assumptions 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4.
By boundedness of ft, πt, {w, v} and {w′, v′}, denote s = max{p, q − 1}, we conclude

that {xt} and {x′t} are both bounded by
√
p+ q(W +Mf ) for t ≥ s. Hence X is a compact

set in R, and ft satisfies Assumption 2.3.
Besides, since ϕt+1 = (yt+1, yt, · · · , yt−p+2, ut, ut−1, · · · , ut−q+2)

τ ≜ F ′
t (xt, wt+1), by

the definition of xt, it yields:

xt+1 =



ft(α
∗, β0(t), xt)

ft(α
∗, β0(t− 1), xt−1)

...
ft(α

∗, β0(t− p+ 1), xt−p+1)
πt(ϕt)

...
πt−q+2(ϕt−q+2)

πt+1(F
′
t (xt, wt+1))


+



wt+1

wt

...
wt−p+2

vt
...

vt−q+2

vt+1


,

by boundedness of ft and πt, similar to Remark 2.5, we have that, if k > s, for both systems:

Pn,n+k(x,A) ≥ δv(A),
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where δ ≜ infw∈[−W,W ]p+q p(w) > 0 and p(w) is the density function of the noise, which is
a (p+ q)-dimensional random vector, and v(·) is the Lebesgue measure restricted to [−W +
Mf ,W −Mf ]

p+q. Thus Assumption 2.2 holds with b2 = b′2 = 0.
Furthermore, since {wt+1}, {w′

t+1} are independent, zero-mean and bounded random
variables, Assumption 2.4 holds.

Finally, since {x′t} is a measurable function of {w′
t+1, v

′
t+1, x

′
0} and {xt, yt+1} is a mea-

surable function of {Wt+1, vt+1, x0}, thus {x′t} is independent of the training dataset.
Next, we address D(PT ∥P ′

T ). Since

xt+1 = Gt(xt, wt+1, vt+1), x′t+1 = Gt(x
′
t, w

′
t+1, v

′
t+1),

where

Gt(x,w, v) ≜

(
ft(α

∗, βt, x) + w, x1, x2, · · · , xp−1, xp+1 · · · , xp+q−1, πt+1(F
′
t (x,w)) + v

)τ

,

therefore, these two independent systems have identical transition kernels, i.e.,

PT = P (x0, x1, · · · , xT−1) = D0(x0)

T−1∏
i=1

Pi(xi|xi−1),

P ′
T = P ′(x0, x1, · · · , xT−1) = D′

0(x0)

T−1∏
i=1

Pi(xi|xi−1).

By the chain rule of KL divergence, we have

D(PT ∥P ′
T ) =

T−1∑
i=0

Ex0:i−1D

(
P (xi|x0:i−1)

∥∥∥∥P ′(xi|x0:i−1)

)

= D(D0∥D′
0) +

T−1∑
i=1

Exi−1D

(
Pi(xi|xi−1)

∥∥∥∥Pi(xi|xi−1)

)
= D(D0∥D′

0) <∞.

Consequently, by Generalization Lemma 3.1, the total expectation of the generalization
error diminishes to zero at a rate log T

T
.

C.3. Proof of Corollary 3.7. It is obvious that xt is not independent of the pre-
vious sequence, and the training dataset {x̂0:T−1, ŷ1:T } is {y0:T−1, y1:T } and the new data is
yT :2T−1.

Similar to the proof of Corollary 3.6, we can conclude that p(y|x) = pW (y − F (α∗, x)),
thus for any y ∈ B, by boundedness of F , ∥y − F (α∗, x)∥ ≤ W . Thus, there exists δ0 > 0,
such that the density function of the transition kernel satisfies q(y|x) ≥ δ0I{y ∈ B}.

Thus, for y ∈ B, pT (y) =
∫
X
pT−1(x)q(y|x)dx ≥ δ0.

Therefore, the KL divergence of x0, xT can be bounded above as follows:

D(P (x0)∥P (xT )) =

∫
B

p0(x) log
p0(x)

pT (x)
dx ≤

∫
{x|p0(x)>1}

p0(x) log p0(x)dx+ log
1

δ0
<∞.

Note that this upper bound is independent of T . By the proof of Corollary 3.4 in Appendix
B, we know that the martingale offset term satisfies MT,1(M) = O( log T

T
) a.s., similar to the

proof of Corollary 3.6, we can conclude that the generalization error over the new data is of
order O( log T

T
).

C.4. Proof of Corollary 3.8. By Remark 2.7, we have v2t = O(log t), v′2t = O(log t),

thus the radius of X is of order
√
log T , L = O(log T

b
2 ).

Similar to the proof of Corollary 3.6, we can conclude that b2 = b′2 = 0.
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Besides, for two Gaussian distributions, it yields D(N(a, σ2)∥N(b, σ2) = 2(a−b)2

σ2 . Note
that D(PT ∥P ′

T ) is random since P ′
T depends on the random variable α̂. Therefore, by the

chain rule of KL divergence,

D(PT ∥P ′
T ) =

T−1∑
i=0

Ey0:i−1D

(
P (yi|y0:i−1)

∥∥∥∥P ′(yi|y0:i−1)

)

= D(D0∥D′
0) +

T−1∑
i=1

Eyi−1D

(
Pi(yi|yi−1)

∥∥∥∥P ′
i (yi|yi−1)

)

≤ D(D0∥D′
0) +

T−2∑
t=0

Eyt

(
2(ft(β0(t), yt, πt(α

∗, yt))− ft(β0(t), yt, πt(α̂, yt))
2

σ2

)
= D(D0∥D′

0) +O(logc T ) a.s.,

where the inequality holds due to b2 = b′2 = ε∗ = D(PT ∥PT ) = 0 and (3.1) in Generalization
Lemma 3.1.

Similar to the proof of Corollary 3.6, the generalization error on the new data {y′t} will
converge to 0 as T → ∞.
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