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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.
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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 z € X? C R? represents a p-dimensional
column vector in XP, and z”, ||z||, ||z|l1 and ||z|| denote its transpose, Euclidean norm,
I-norm and infinity-norm, respectively. The inner product is (x,y) £ z"y for z,y € XP.
The radius of a compact set M is defined as 3 max, ,senm ||z — 2'|| and is denoted by
Rpq. The minimum(maximum) eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix A € R™*"™ is denoted
by Amin(A)(Amax(A)). The spectral radius p(B) of a matrix B is defined as the maximum
modulus among all its eigenvalues. For a matrix I' € R"*™, ||T'|| and ||T||# denote the oper-
ator norm induced by the Euclidean norm and Frobenius norm, respectively. The operator
vec(T") denotes the vectorization of I', obtained by stacking its columns into a single column
vector. In a probability space (Q, F, P), € is the sample space, the collection of events is
referred to as the o-algebra F on 2 and P is a probability measure on (€2, F). For an F-
measurable set A, its complement A€ is defined by A° = Q@ — A. The event A is said to
happen almost surely(a.s.) if P(A4) = 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 Ep, , which is defined
as :Ex f(X,Y) = [ f(X,Y)dPx, and Px denotes the marginal distribution of X. N(u, )
denotes the Gaussian distribution with mean y and variance o®. Let {Z;}/ ' be a stochastic
process with joint distribution Pz. For each pair (i, j), let Pz, ; denote the joint distribu-

tion of {Z;}J_, and Z;; := o{Zi,...,Z;} the o-algebra generated by {Z;}J_,. D(P|Q) is
the Kullback—Leibler(KL) divergence between two distributions P and @ and is defined as:
D(P|Q) = flog(%)dP, which is nonnegative and can be co.

We need the following definitions in our analysis :

DEFINITION 2.1. The dependency matriz of { Z: 15" is the matriz Taep(Pr) 2 {Fij}g:;zlo
where:

A€Zy.;
BeZj.r 1

Ii; = \/2 sup |PZj:T—1(B|A)_PZj:T—l(B)|7

fori<g, 'y =1, and I's; =0, fori>j.
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DEFINITION 2.2. For a given compact set D C R™, the projection operator Ilp(-) is
defined as
VB e R™.

II = i —

p(B) = arg min [|5 — wl|,
2.2. Offline-learning phase. At this stage, we attempt to estimate the unknown

parameter o from datasets generated by certain source system through least squares.
Consider the following source system with N; trajectories:

Y1, = fela®, Bo(t), xe,i) + vegr,e, i=1,2,--+, Ny,

where o € M is unknown and can be regarded as an “internal” parameter, M is a known
convex and compact set in R™ with radius Ra; the form of f; is known; the time-varying
parameter Bo(t) is known and deterministic in the source system, which can be regarded as
an “environmental” parameter; x:; € X? is the regression vector, y:y1,; € Y? is the output
and vyy1,; is the noise. Here X can be a compact set or R.

In this section, denote {0, %1,i, " ,TT—1,i} £ Zor—1,; and {y1,i,Y2,5, " ,YT,i} £
y1:1,i- Given datasets {Zo.:7—1,5,J1:7, f-V:ll generated by the trajectories described above,
we aim at using least-squares to estimate the true parameters a* and then derive a general-
ization error bound with respect to a new dataset xo.7—1, defined as:

1 T—1
f Z IE3'30:T—1
t=0

Now we list the assumptions underlying our theoretical analysis, each accompanied by
some remarks that will be used in the subsequent analysis:

2

fe(@®, Bo(t), xe) — fel&, Bo(t), zt)

ASSUMPTION 2.1. The Ni different regression vector sets Zo.r—1,:, @ = 1,2--- , N1, are
independent and identically distributed, that is, To.T—1,i tid Pr fori=1,2,---  Ni. More-
over, the N1 noise sets vi.t,:, © = 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 @i = (Yts, Yt—1,iy " » Ytmpti,is Ut iy Ut—1,5y " * 5 Ut—qt1,5) s
then Assumption 2.1 holds provided that the initial conditions, input sets uwo.r—1,i, 7 =
1,2,---, N1, and noise sequences of different system trajectories are i.i.d, but clearly, for any
given i, {z¢,:,t =0,1,--- , T — 1} itself is a dependent sequence.

ASSUMPTION 2.2. There exists by > 0,b] > 0, ba,b5 € [0,1), such that for any i =
17 27 e 7N1;
IPaep(Pr.i)lI” < 01772, [[Tacp(Pr)||* < 51772,

where Tqep(-) is the dependency matriz of the regression vectors defined in Definition 2.1
and Tyep(Pr) denotes the dependency matriz of the new data sequence xo.7—1 defined on the
same probability space as the training one and xo.r—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 ¢-mixing with >-°7, \/$(i) <
00, it follows that ba = 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 bo = 0. Let ¢ = (Y, yt—1, - ,Yt—p+1)". Suppose that |fi(a™, Bo(t),z)| is

bounded by a constant My < oo for all x € RP,¢ > 0, and that the noise vy is B N(0,1)
and independent of yo, then the regression vector sequence {z;} is a time-inhomogeneous
Markov chain. The aforementioned source system can be formalized as:

ZTi+1 = Fe(me, me—1, -, Te—pt1) + Vi1,



PREDICTION COMBINING OFFLINE AND ONLINE LEARNING 5

where Viy1 = (Ve41,0e, -+, Ve—pt2)” and Fy(xe, Te—1, -, To—pt1) = (ft, frm1, -+, frops1)",
fS é fs(a*aﬂo(s)vws)a t _p+ ]- S S S t
Since Fy is bounded by /pMj, for any n > 0, zo € R?, A € B(R?), we have

Pn,n+p(:r07 A) = P(x"‘H? € A|l‘n = 170)

—||ly — F,
)p exp{ ||y 271

2
> 41 Ydyrdys - - - dyp

|

“Ja V2
> 5u(A),

where § = (%)p exp{—pM7} and v(-) is a probability measure induced by p-dimensional

normal distribution N(0, 21,,), thus dv(-) is a nonnegative measure with non-zero mass 4.

By Remark 1 of Theorem 1 in Chapter 2.4 of [5], this time-inhomogeneous Markov chain

{z+} is uniformly geometrically ¢-mixing, thus by = 0.

Moreover, if T+ = (Yt Yt—1, oy Yt—p41, Ut, Ut—1, ..., Ut—g+1) ", and the inputs {u:} 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 o ,o’ € M,z € X

andt >0,
1fe(@’, Bo(t), x) — fe(a”, Bo(t), )| < Llla" —a”||.

Remark 2.6. This assumption is fairly mild when X is compact and Bo(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 f; with respect to its unknown parameter «, as
discussed in [16]. For example, consider a deep neural network f of width H and depth
D, ie., fla,z) = WHo(WhH_1o(---o(Wix)---), where the activation function o satis-
fies ||o(x) — o(y)|| < lllz — y| for any z,y € R7(e.g., ReLu, tanh, sigmoid, etc.) and
a = (vec” (Wp),vec" (Wp_1),--- ,vec” (W1))". Denote h; £ o(W{o(---c(Wiz))---). We
have

[P = Bl < YW — Wr|ll|z]],

and for i =2,3,--- /D —1,

R — Bl < YW hies — W, TR,y ||
< UhiallWis = Wi+ UIW [ hi1 = R,

and,

1f (e, ) — f(o @)l = [WDhp-1 — W5 hp_i]|
< |Wo = Wollllhp-1ll + Wb ll[Ap-1 — K1

Besides, by Lipschitz property of o, we have ||o(z)| < I||z] + ||[e(0)]], ||h1]] < U|Wa|l||lz]] +
o (), Iall < UWallllha—1 ]|+ lo(0) . Together with [Ws —W{|| < [[W: — W/[r < o~/
we know that f satisfies this assumption and the Lipschitz constant L is bounded by a known
polynomial of ||z||. Moreover, we emphasize that if in Assumption 2.3, a time ¢ belongs to
[0,7—1] and L depends on T, then, the corresponding conclusion remains valid under certain
conditions, see Corollary 3.8.

Let Fi; 2 0{Z0,i, T1,iy -y Tt,i, V1,i, V2,45, ** , Vi } De the o-algebra generated by the past
regressors and noises up to time ¢ of the ith trajectory.

ASSUMPTION 2.4. There exists a constant o2 > 0, such that for all A € R, |ju|| = 1,i =
2252
1,2,--+, N1, the following inequality holds: E[ek(”‘“vi’“w]ﬂ,i] <e 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 v¢41,; for which the
conditional expectation E[v¢t1,:|Ft,s] = pe is known. We can then apply a transformation by
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defining y 11 = Y41 — e, Vip1,; = Ver1,s — pe. According to Example 2.4 in Chapter 2 of [28],

Assumption 2.4 still holds under this transformation. Besides, taking a constant ¢ > 202

and defining A;; £ {ve,s : ||vm-||2 > clogt}, by Markov inequality, we have P(A¢ ;| Fi—1,:) <
2 _2

infs>o0 exp{ 252 — sv/clogt} = exp{— C;Z%t}, thus ||v¢||?> = O(logt) by Borel-Cantelli Lemma

[9]-

ASSUMPTION 2.5. Given a fized €* > 0 and Ny datasets {Go.r—1,i, §1.7,: 1, generated
by these system trajectories, a sub-optimal estimator & € M can be obtained in the following
sense:

1 N1 T—1 X A . 2
NT ; ; Ge+1,0 — Je(&, Bo(t), &t,5)
. T A :
< Iin NT ; ; Ge+1,i — fi(a, Bo(t), Te,s)|| +€".

Remark 2.8. Notice that the nonlinear-least-squares estimate over M satisfies this in-
equality with €* = 0. For any given €* > 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 €* 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 f; 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 €* can be decomposed as €* = €app + €alg, Where €q4pp denotes the
approximation error inherent to network’s capacity, and €414 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 xo.r—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., ¢ = 1, for convenience. Consider the following
real-world target system:

Yer1 = fe(a”, B(t), 2e) + we1,

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 3(¢) # Bo(t), which
is now assumed to be unknown; w:y1 is either a stochastic or a deterministic bounded
perturbation satisfying |wi41]| < Wmax < oo for any ¢ > 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 |f:(a*, 8(¢t), z+)| < My < oo for any
t > 0, even though f:(a”, 5(t), x+) may not satisfy Assumption 2.3.

The constants My and Wiax are both known a prior, and for simplicity, the new se-
quence of regression vectors xo.r—1 is considered to be independent of the training datasets
{:Eo;Tflmyl;T,i ?21 originating from the source system(see Corollaries 3.7, 3.8 for the non-
independent case).

In this section, the parameter estimate & obtained from the offline-learning phase re-
mains fixed, while online adaptation is employed to adapt the unknown, time-varying pa-
rameter 3(¢) only. Our focus will be put on the prediction performance of the target system
output in an average sense:

T—1
1 r
Jr & T E E(yi+1 — yffld)z,
t=0

where yffld € o{&, o, T, ,Tt, Te41,Y1,Y2, - , Yt} is a predicted value of the unseen yi11,

and the expectation is taken over all randomness.
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In the following, we consider a typical case where f;(c, 3, x) can be linearly parameter-
ized or approximated by a separable model of the form > 7", Xi(t):(8, t)1i(c, @, 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 « € M and t > 0,

(2.1) fela, B(t), me) = B pe(ev, xe),

where ; is an unknown m-dimensional vector whose components are the weighting coeffi-
cients A;(t)pi(B(t),t) of the “basis” functions ¥;(c, x+,t) represented by the components of
the vector ¢:. 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) yer1 = B de(a”, xe) + weya.

Additionally, we impose the following assumption:

ASSUMPTION 2.6. There exists known constants A, B, such that for the & € M obtained
from the offline-learning phase, ||¢i(&, ze)|| < A, ||B¢]| < B, for any t > 0.

The original target system (2.2) can be rewritten as:
(2.3) Yer1 = B Ge(G, 1) + €1 4 wetr,

where e, £ 8] ¢(a*,x¢) — B] p(&, x;) represents the error caused by the discrepancy between
the parameter & learned through offline training and the true system parameters o*. Under
Assumption 2.6, f; is time-varying and bounded, ¢:(&, z¢) is bounded.

Similar to (2.1), we can also write fi(c, Bo(t),zt) = B ¢¢(r, 1), where 8§ is known
when (Bo(t) is known as assumed in the offline-learning phase. Furthermore, the error & is
straightforwardly bounded by My + AB, thus there always exist a constant L; > 0, and a
bounded sequence Lo(t) > 0, such that for all ¢ > 0:

2
(2.4) Ee; < LlE( 0T (o, ) — ﬂ?%t(d,xt)) + Lo(t).

This means that the generalization error at time ¢ on the target system is bounded by that on
the source system plus an offset term Lo(t). Moreover, L1 and Lo(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 Lo(t) can reflect the squared norm of the inner product of the generalization error
ée(a*, xt) — ¢r(&, ) and the projection residual of §; to the linear space spanned by 7.

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 A < 1 725 then the average prediction error

2(M;+AB+Wmax)2
produced by meta-LMS prediction Algorithm 2.1 satisfies:

T-1 T—-1
1 1 re
25) e ot < o {3 S e -t s,
t=0 t=0

1<i< Ny
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Algorithm 2.1 Meta-LMS Prediction
Require: Learning rate A >0, v € (0,1), d > ﬁ.

1: wp, > 0 and 25\7:21 Wo,; = 1, D £ {ﬂ S Rm‘HﬁH < B}, ||¢0(6z,$0)|| <mgy < %,

and the initial values Bo,i of these Ny models are chosen arbitrarily in D and
mutually different.
2: fort=0,1,...,7T—1do

3:  Obtain prediction yff’ldz = Bzi@(d x¢) from each model i.

4:  Aggregate prediction yfj_ﬁd =37 wy, zyffldz

2
5. Incur loss lt(yffl )= (ytﬂ - yffldl) for each model i.

6:  Update the weights:

wii exp(=AL(yF}75)

ZNzl Wt 4 eXp( )‘lt(yfieldz))

We1,6 =

7. Update the estimate of 5,11 in parallel using projected LMS algorithm:

du(d,

BtJrl,i =1Ip {Bm d+m

)(yt+1 3;i¢t(a7xt))}, i=1,2,--- . N

8:  Update my;41:
mer1 = Mg + [|e1 (& vep) |-

9: end for

and,

T—

1 lo
_ 1 predy2 1 pred \2 &) wo,q
(2.6) Jr = T E:O E(yir1 —yi1)” <  Join {T ; E(ye+1 — yir1s) + T

3. Main Results.

3.1. Generalization Lemma. In Section 2.2, an estimate & of the true parameter
o™ 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 No > 0 depending on n, Ry, L, oy
and p such that when Ny -T > Ny, the generalization error based on the estimate & obtained
in the offline-learning phase can be bounded as follows:

3. 1)

E:TOTI

t=0

2

Je(@™, Bo(t), zt) — fi(&, Bo(t), z¢)

/
<y log(N,T') + 8 sup Mr N, (@) + 8L*R3b} D(PrlPr)

*
< W oy ¥ R Tl—b’Z +16€ 5 a.s.,

and the second term on the right-hand side is a measurable function of the training datasets



PREDICTION COMBINING OFFLINE AND ONLINE LEARNING 9

{Bo.0-1,6, G1mi by satisfying:
2 log(N1T)
v

(3.2) E{ sup Mr,n, (a)} < Coo NT

aEM
where the constant C1 depends on n, Ry, b1, L, p; Co depends on n, Ry, L,p. The constants
No,C1 and Co can be obtained according to the proof in Appendiz B. Py denotes the distri-
bution of the new data xo.7—1 and Pr denotes the distribution of the training data To.r—1,;-

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., & S Py and x: RS Pj for all t > 0, the KL divergence term

D(PIT_‘LI,)T) = D(PTT”PT) = D(P||Py), and thus may not vanish, as is also noted
2

in Remark 2 of [30]. Nevertheless, under Assumption 2.3, the expected generalization error
can be further bounded by L?E||a* — &||?, which vanishes as & — a* 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.

simplifies to

COROLLARY 3.4. (“Excitation” conditions for estimator convergence) Suppose that As-
sumptions 2.8 and 2.4 hold. Then, under either of the following two “excitation” conditions:

T—1
3.3 T 1ogT = o E min Amin F(a*,a)F] (a*,a") ) |,
(33) o ( min. (z_j (o, o) FY (o a)))

or,

T-1
(3.4) logT = o(arpeijr\l/l Amin ( Z Fi(a*, ) F/ (o, a'))) a.s.,

t=0
where Fy(a*,a') & fol Vaofi(a + s(a* —a'), Bo(t), #1,1)ds, the NLS estimator & satisfies:
Ellaé — o ||*> =0, asT — oco.

Remark 3.5. In fact, the almost sure convergence of & to the true parameter a* 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 by = 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 € = 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:

Yer1 = fo(a®, Bo(t), b, ut) + wey1,

yllH»l = ft(a*y ,B()(t), (;527 U;) + w£+l7
where
Gt = (Yt Ye—1," s Yempt1, Ut—1," "+, Ut—g41)
¢; = (yzvyéfla e 7y£7p+17 ui*h e 7u27q+1)7'
Assume that:

(i) || fe(c, Bo(t), d,u)|| is bounded by My < oo for allt > 0, « € M and (p,u) €
RPT2; and for any compact set B C RPTY, there exists a constant Cp < oo, such that
[Vafe(a, Bo(t), o, u)|| < Cgr, for allt > 0, a € M and (¢,u) € B, e.g., a deep neural
network in Remark 2.6 with bounded activation functions.

(i3) These two systems are independent of each other (initial values, inputs and noises)
and both systems share the same feedback input structure, i.e., uy = () + ve, up =
7 (P4) + i, and |m($)| < My < oo, for all ¢ € RPTI™L ¢ > 0.

(1i1) {wit1,ve } and {wi 1, v;} are both independent and identically distributed; w41 and
wiy are independent of o{vo.t, do} and o{vj., do}, respectively; vi and v; are independent of
o{wit, po} and o{wi., ¢y}, respectively. Besides, they are zero-mean, bounded by W > 2Mj5
and satisfy 1)e[lr‘l/‘f/yw]p(v) > 0, we[invg/7w]p(w) > 0, where p(-) is denoted as the probability
density function.

(iv) The KL-divergence of the initial values xo 2 (¢g,u0)”,z6 = (¢, uo)” satisfies
D(Dy||Dp) < oo, where o ~ Do and zj ~ Dj.

Let & be the nonlinear-least-squares estimate of o™, i.e.,

T—1 2
S 1
G £ arg min - ; (yt+1 filer, Bo(t), ¢t,ut)) :

where the training dataset {¢o.r—1,w0:r—1,Yy1:7} comes from the first system.
Then, the generalization error has the following convergence rate:

1 Tt . , . R log T
T;E(ft(a750(75)7@,%5)_ft(mﬂo(t),qﬁt,ut)) ~o(sl),

where the expectation is taken over all randomness.

COROLLARY 3.7. (Generalizability for time series models) Consider the following system

with [-dimensional outputs:
Yigr = F(a", Ye) + Wiy,

where the F : R™ x R — R! and the noise process {Wis1} satisfy assumptions (i) and
(i), respectively, in Corollary 3.6. Besides, assume that the initial value Yo is supported on
B 2 Bi(0,W — My), i.e., a ball of radius W — My centered at the origin, and has a density
po(x) satisfying f{x\po(x)>1} po(x) logpo(z)dx < co.

Let & be the NLS estimate based on the system’s outputs Yo.r. Then, the generalization
error of the next trajectory of length T starting from time T has the following convergence

rate: s
1 « 2 logT
TZEYT:2T—1 =O< T > a.s.
t=0

F(Oé*7)/75+T) - F(d7Y:f+T)
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COROLLARY 3.8. (Generalizability under feedback control with learned parameter) Con-
sider the following two systems:

Y1 = fe(Bo(8), ye, ue) + vy,  we = m(a”, ye);

Yrr1 = fe(Bo(t),ye, ur) + vigr,  up = (&, y1);

where & is the NLS estimate of o™ obtained from the first system.

Suppose that:

(i) fe is bounded and ||V ft(Bo(t),y, me(a, y))|| < aly|® + ¢ for some constants a,b,c, for
allao € M,y € R,t >0, and b > 0 is known(e.g., a deep neural network in Remark 2.6).

(ii) The noise v is independent of o{vo:t—1,yo}, and vy is independent of o{vj.—1, Y6}
and both {vi} and {v]} "% N(0,0?).

(111) The KL-divergence between the distributions of the initial values yo,yq is finite.

Then, given the estimator & produced by the control policy m(a™,-), the generalization
error on the second system with control policy m¢(&, -) has the following convergence rate:

2 c
1SE, oy (P00 @) = 20Ot i) ) =O(*ET ) as,

t=0

where ¢ > 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:
LT =
U% é f Z Ew§+1 S WI?]a)n LO»T é f Z Lo(t)’
t—0 t=0
= 1 I 2
61 2 5D 1B — Bl > (f D 1Beer = ﬁt”) :
t=0 =0

THEOREM 3.9. Let the assumptions of the Genemlization Lemma 3.1 as well as Assump-
tion 2.6 holds. If we take the design parameters d > )2 and A < m mn

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

(35) JT S Jmis + L]opt + Jest7

where

D(Pr||P;
Tmis 2 Ny (Llcw + Lo,T) )

1t}
opt NdLIE )
Clog(N1T) , B2 1\* ,
bsthd( W-&-B(sT-FCST—F? + de+1+g or,

2
and where Cy £ (1 + ATQ) (1 + = W)Qd) (1 + é) > 1, the constant Ny depends on the design
parameter d only and Ny = O(d); the constant C' depends on n, Ry, b1,b}, L, p, 0, and the
constants Ng, C can be obtained according to the proofs in Section 4.1 and Appendixz B.

Remark 3.10. As can be seen from (3.5), the bound of the prediction error Jr con-
tains three error terms: (i)Jmis: the model mismatch containing both the distribution shift
characterized by D(Pr||Pr) and the parameter drift between the source and target systems
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characterized by L1, Lo,r in Inequality (2.4). Note that Lo(t) also depends on the general-
ization error on ¢;, 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 €* multiplied by
Na, 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 ér in the target system, and by
the “variance” of the random/deterministic disturbances described by o%.. 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 L; and
Lo(t) satisfying (2.4), and these choices directly influence the prediction error bound. For
guidance on selecting suitable L1 and Lo(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 87, 82, - - - , BtNl are considered, the offset term Lo (¢) vanishes
under condition that the target parameter 3; lies within the span of the set {87, 8z, , tNl 1,

and L3 can be taken as the maximum over ¢t = 0 to T — 1 of the sum of the squared
magnitudes of these N; representation coefficients at each time ¢, as guaranteed by Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality similar to Case 2 in Appendix A. This holds regardless of whether the
offline-learned parameter & converges to the true parameter o™ 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 wo,; = 1\%7 which takes the form of a modified

: 3 2
version of (3.9) wherein the term %2 in Jest is replaced by mmlSiSN%l]?”BO’ﬁBOH (< BTQ),
together with the inclusion of an additional term lo’f\%. 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
Tt = (Yt,  ,Yt—p+1,Ut, "+ ,Ut—q+1) , analogous conclusions apply mutatis mutandis to
cases with model-specific regression vectors x: ;, including scenarios where the feedback in-
put u: depends on current parameter estimates, as discussed in [6], and the proof in Sec-
tion 4.1 remains valid when substituting z; with z;;, e.g., [35]. We further emphasize that
Algorithm 2.1 and its analysis can be generalized to settings with random S, as established

in [6]. Moreover, as is pointed out in Remark 3.3, for many dynamical systems, the KL
D(Pr | Pr)
Tl—b/z
ther characterized by parameter drift terms including the source-to-target parameter drift
terms L1, Lo, 7, and the time-varying parameter-induced drift term dr, and thus can become

particularly small in certain cases.

divergence term in Jmis, i.e., , which quantifies the distribution shift, can be fur-

Remark 3.13. Under conditions of no parameter drift or disturbance, i.e., 67 = 0,e; =0
and w41 = 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 N4 and the noise term coefficient as functions of d. By incorporating
multiple values of design parameters d; in the meta-algorithm, a tighter upper bound on
the prediction error Jr 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' — oo, 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
wit1 48 a bounded martingale difference sequence with respect to F; and that L1 is known.

If 6%, Lor — 0, and if either L1 = 0 or L1 > 0 with D(PriPr) _, 0 as T — oo, then for any

7
Tl—b2
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2 2
8A Winax }
)

£ >0, by choosing e* < gz~ (or " < oo when Ly = 0) and d > max{ﬁ, -

the asymptotic prediction error is bounded as follows:

(3.6) ol < hm mf Jr <limsup Jr < crbup + e,
T—o00
A ~
where Fy 2 0{b, 20,1, ..., Tt, W1, ..., Wt }, Opop 2 hmlnfUT and abup £ limsup o%.

T— 00

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 L; = 0 or Ly > 0 with ¢* = 0 and §; decays at
a known rate, then the optimal prediction performance(i.e., ¢ = 0) can be guaranteed by
designing a time-varying hyperparameter d; = o(min{é, t}) and d¢ — oo 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 & 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 Bt, and instead directly use the parameters A2 in the ofﬂlne learning
phase, the errors caused by the model mismatch and disturbance w; 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 Jr becomes unbounded without
the online-adaptation phase. Suppose that all the vectors are 1-dimensional for convenience,
and that 80 = Bo =8 > 0, Ber1 = B + 154%17 and 0 < ¢o < E¢7(a*, 1) < ¢1 < oo for all
t > 0. Additionally, we assume & is the NLS estimator of a*(i.e., €* = 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 o™ is known and no external disturbances
are present, the prediction error Jr can be lower-bounded as: % Z;‘F;Ol E(Bepe(a™, xe) —
Bo(a®, 1)) > + a + 244 1)%0 — o0, as T — oco. In contrast, if online-
adaptation is performed in thls case, it is straightforward to verify that 62 = O(%) and

T
B = O(logT). And, since 8y = (1 + 1+4)6, by Case 2 in Appendix A, we have
L, = O(logT), Lo( ) = 0. Therefore, Theorem 3.9 implies that as T — oo, Jr will be
bounded by O(¢%) 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 & obtained offline encapsu-
lates valuable prior knowledge that, when integrated into the multi-model meta-algorithm,
may improve transient performance particularly when B&iqﬁo(d,xo) ~ Bido(a”,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 a* 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 N7, this approach, as formalized in Generalization Lemma 3.1, is designed to
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handle cases where the training data Zo,r—1,; from any trajectory violate Assumption 2.2,
i.e., by > 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 ﬂt, o(&, xe), BLop(a™,x:) and we41 and
Lemma 2 in [27], it follows that (yi41 — yffld) (Mj + AB + Wiax)? is bounded and

is A-exp-concave for any 0 < A < Therefore, by the definition yffld =

2(IVIf+AB+WmaX)2 .
S wt’iyffrefi in Algorithm 2.1 and Jensen inequality,

N2
exp(—=ASt) > exp(—ASt-1) Z wr—1,; exp(—AST—1,i)
i=1
N2
> exp(—ASt—2) Z wr—2,; exp[—A(sT—-1,; + s7-2,i)]

i=1
No T—1

-2 Zwo,iexp <— AZ St,i)y
i=1 t=0

where S; £ ZE;E (yj+1 — yffl )2, st 2 (Yre1 — yfﬁdl) and St ; = Zt o St,i, and the above

inequalities hold due to the definition of the weights for j =1,2,--- ,T — 1:

_ wr—j-1,iexp(=Asr—j_1)
WT—j,i = No .
Dt wr—j—1,iexp(=AsT—;j_1)

Furthermore, since SN2 wo,; exp(—\St,;) > 1<mgzlv {exp(—ASt,)}, it is not difficult to
St N2

see that:
= -
red\ 2 red
T ;(ym —yl)? < max {T Z Yer1 = Yyt }

Similarly, since Z 2 wo,i exp(—ASt,i) > | ax {wo,i exp(=AS1,i) }, we have:
AP

T-1 -
1 pred\2 pred 1
T ;(ym yiit)’ < min {T Z Yer1 = Yrin)” + A log

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

4.1. Proof of Theorem 3.9. For i =1,2,---, N> and k > 0, define the Lyapunov
function as:

Vi = |18k — Br, ?<4B?,
and denote @y 2 ¢r(&, xr), Ok 2 ||Brr1 — Brll-
2
Since ||ox|| < A and mg = ymr_1 + ||ok||, we have |Jpr||* < mi < (1‘:‘7”2.

By boundedness of By, Bk-i,-l,i,

Viet1,i = [|Be+1 — /élc+1,i||2
= 1Bk + (Br+1 — Br) —
<18 = Brs1.ill® + 4B6k + 67,
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furthermore, since B, € D, by properties of projection,

1B — Brer1,ill”
< I_ sﬁk@k ﬁ _ PrWk41 + PkEE ?
- d+m? . d+m?
= A2 ~Ti 2 NTZ' - |w +€ A2 2
S ||6k’7,‘|2 Y (ﬁk, Sokz) + 2|ﬁk, ng;| ‘ k"g'l k| + (wk+1 +€k)
d+ A% ) d+m; d+mj d?
= A? (51: k)’ A? (w41 +€x)?
<NBril>=(1- : RIS ) [ e LA
< 1Bl < d+A2) d+m? et d

— Vi — (1 oA ) (BRipn)? n <1+ ﬁ) (Wht1 -|-Elc)27

d+A%2) d+m? d d
where the last inequality holds due to 2|z|y| < z® + ¢
Therefore,
A\ (Bragr)? AN (w1 +x)? >
1-— : < Vi,i — Vi1, 1+ — ) ——— +4B¢ Ok-
( d+A2) d+mZ = k, k+1i+ (14 P P + k 1 Ok
Since Vo.i = ||Bo — Bo.i]|> < 4B?, by summing up from 0 to T — 1, we can conclude that
T-1 ,3: 2 2 T-1 -1 T-1
d (BLigt) A" +d 2 2 2 2
VT,i+d+AQZ dimT <@ ;(wm+2etwt+1+et)+4B;5t+;6t+4B.

Take d > 1 )2 to be sufficiently large. It follows that

s e () (o ) B (o))

+ 16dBT6r + 4dT63 + 16dB>.

Note that the above inequality holds for all 4 = 1,2,---, N2. By (2.5) in Lemma 2.9,
the average prediction error can be upper bounded as follows:

rcd 2
(Ye41 — yt+1
t=0

T-1 2
max {l Z (5z‘r¢t(d,$t) + &t + w1 — B;id)t(d?xt)) }

1<i<Ny | T
t=0

IA

VCid+1+d — 1 = 2, 2,1
< -7 122’;{]2 ; m(ﬁt,i@t) +e&r + Ewt-H ,

2 2 2
where Cyq £ (1 + AT) (1 + 7(17‘:)2(1) (1 + é) >1
Substituting (4.1) into the above inequality and taking the expectation with respect to
all randomness yields:

//1 2

1 2
JT < Cd(B(ST+5T+ +Cd Z]Eﬁt (\/Cd+1+ E) ar

2

B?
<Cd(B6T+5T+—) <\/Cd+1+d> or

T-1

+ C&'h% D BB (1) (¢e(a” @) — ¢e(@,20))” + C Lo(t).

t=0

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 Vi; = E| 8, —
Br.i||?. Since e, m2, pr € Fy, similar to the proof of Theorem 3.9, we have

Vg1,
< E|Br — Brsrill® + 4Bk + 53

PePLr \ 5 Or(Wrt1 + €x)
<E - §— T "7
H( +mi)5’“’ d+m}

5 Ar N2 3T wol - A2 (w? 2
A (ﬂk,zm) o PRl leel | p A(Wir +e) | ps s

2
’ + 4B, + 67

o 2
A2 57 apk)” | d A2 A?
k

where the third inequality holds due to the martingale difference property of wg41.
Summing up from &k =0 to T — 1 yields:

T-1 a7 2 2
d EY (Blape)” _d+ A EZ £ +4BT5T+T6T+A—TW ax + 4B,

2 2 = 2
d+ A — d+m; d? — d
Since d > 7 )2 > m?2, we have

-1 T—1

> E(Blipe)” <4 Eei +8(d+ A*)BTor + 2(d + A*)T67 + 16dB°
(4.2) t=0 t=0

4A%
T TW2 k.
Jr d m

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

1

1 = 5 2 1Og wo,
Jr < T E(Bf ¢t (&, 1) + €4 + wig1 — BLide (G, 1)) + T =
=0
= - log wo L
=7 Z (Bt i@ (b, ) + Et Z wt+1 T
t=0 t=0
9 T-1 log 1
< 5D E(BL(a Z Eef + — Z Ewyy + — ==

-
Il

0

Since e" < 3357 and d > maux{ufi)2 , %} 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 & identified during the initial offline stage deviates considerably from the true
value a*.

Consider the real-world target system:

Yer1 = aror(bzy + ¢) + di + weg,

where oy() = = and W, "X N(0,1). ar = —500u(t) + &, di = 1501(t) + iy
b=1.5, c=—0.5 and a, b, ¢, d; are unknown beforehand.

The regression vector sequence {x;} is defined as follows:

@ip1 = 1000 (24) + wipy, xo0 ~ N(10,1),
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where wi; is independent of w11 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:

T

1 re
(5.1) Jr £ T (yer1 — yiiT)*
t

|
-

Il
<}

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

vell =t o+ o)+ i,
where Wtoff is independent and identical distributed of W4, afff = 20, bfff = —10, and the
training dataset {z¢7/} is defined as follows:

2] = 100042 + wil{, 2§ ~ N0, 1),
where w; _{{ "is independent of other random variables and is standard normal.

We then use grid-search in Matlab to get an estimate of (b, ¢) through least squares: the
search domain M is [—3.5,6.5] x [—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, A = 107°,d = 10° and D = {(a,d)|a” +d* < 107}, we initialize wo; = =15,
30,1 = [10,—10]" and BO,z‘ ~ N(=3,1),for ¢ > 2. Algorithm 2.1 is subsequently employed to
fine-tune the time-varying parameters.

Averaged Prediction Errors of Different Algorithms

300 -

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000

F1c. 1. Awverage 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 (l;, ¢) 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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Parameter Estimation Error (b,c) - Algorithm 2.1

§
&
E
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F1G. 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 Lo(t), let us discuss three cases below:

Case 1: ||3:0] — K887 || < By, K, is scalar, and E||¢¢(a*, 2¢) — ¢e (&, z0)||> < My, for
all t > 0. In this case, Amax (B8 — KiBYBYT) < ||8:87 — K:BYBY7|| < By, thus, by triangle
inequality, Inequality (2.4) holds provided that Li > maxo<i<r—1 |K¢|, Lo(t) > B¢ M;.

Case 2:||8; — Vi8¢ || < B:, where Vi € R™*™ and E||¢¢ (o, x:) — de (&, 24)||* < My, for all
t > 0. Denote V{ (k) & V337 BV —kBY BT € R™*™ and its spectral radius p:(k) £ p(V{ (k))
for k > 0. Since Amax(B:87 — ViBLBTV) < 1887 — VBBV || < Be(l1Bell + [IV2BLD),
similar to Case 1, by triangle inequality, a feasible choice satisfying Inequality (2.4) is L1 =
k, Lo(t) = [pe(k) + Be(||Bell + [|Va 7 )] Me.

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

(i) B¢ is an eigenvector of V; corresponding to an eigenvalue \;. In this case, p;(|\¢|*) = 0
is minimal. Thus L1 = maxo<i<r—1 |A¢|?, Lo(t) = BeMe(||Be| + | V2BL1)-

Furthermore, as a special case of (i), if f; = ﬁgi, i # Qo0, |Btie — /j'to,io\ < b and
| (o, zt)ig — de(G, 24)in]? < me,a.s., for all £ > 0, then by triangle inequality we can
conclude that [B7 (¢¢(a*, e) — ¢e(@, z1))| < BT (de(a, 1) — pe(&, x¢))| + bemme. Thus by
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it follows that Ly = 2, Lo(t) = 2b7m; and it suffices to fine-tune
parameter (3, without adjusting the entire m elements of 8; by refining vy 1 2 yey1 —
Z#io B?yiqﬁi (&, z¢) in the online-adaptation phase.

(i) V2B and Bf are linearly independent, thus p;(k) > 0 for all k¥ > 0. In this case,
the spectral radius of V/ (k) coincides with that of its restriction to S; £ span{B{,V:5;}.
ViB (BT V{ er)er

TV BI— (B0 Ve el form an orthonormal basis of S;. Then the matrix

Let e = By ey =
L= 80y 2
2 2 2 2 3
. . . a;r® — kb airin/1—7r
representation of V/ (k) with respect to {e1,es} is ¢ ¢ ¢ t where
p ¢ (k) p {e1, e} (G?Tt /717715 a?(1—r2) )
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A

S 0l b, 2 |80 2 BYTViBY ; :
ar = [|[ViB¢||,b: = ||8¢]] and ry & ==t < 1. A direct calculation shows that the spectral
radlus of this 2 X 2 matrix, when minimized over k > 0, achieves its minimum at the value

o (1—1}—&-\/1—7",5 1+3rt)atk—“”f > 0.

Case 3: It follows that under additional assumptions, such as the “excitation” con-
ditions in Corollary 3.4, the nonlinear-least-squares estimate & obtained from the offline
phase will converge to the true parameter * in the mean square sense as T' — co. Assume
that 87 ¢+(a, ) is uniformly continues with respect to a. By boundedness of ¢:(&, xt), Bt

and 7 (o™, x¢), we can conclude that E(ﬂ[ ((bt(oz*,a:t) — qﬁt(éz,:rt))) — 0, ie., L1 =
0, Lo(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 (2, F), with P < Q (i.e., P 1is absolutely continuous with respect

to Q) and let F : Q — R be a measurable function such that Egle”] < oo.
Then, the following inequality holds:

(B.1) Ep[F] ~logEqle”] < D(P||Q).
LEMMA B.2 (see [25, 22, 38]). For each t, let g : M x XP — R be such that 0 <
gt(a, ) < C, for all (a,x) € M x XP, for some C > 0. Then, for any A >0 and o € M we

have:

(B.2)

T-1 T-1 A2|Caep(Pr) |2
Eexp (— A th(a,xt)) < exp (— A ZEgt(a,a:t) # Z Eg; (a, ¢ >
t=0 t=0
Proof of Generalization Lemma 3.1: For the new data xo.r—1, denote

0 < gele,xe) 2 || fe(a, Bo(t), z) — fe(a®, Bo(t), 24)||* < 4L° R34

Take ' = —\ ZtT;Ol gt(a, x¢) with A > 0 to be determined later. By Lemma B.1, we
have:

T-1

(B.3) /f)\ > gila, z)dPr — log/ e A Xm0 9l gpr < D(Pr| Py,
t=0

By Lemma B.2, for the second term on the LHS of (B.3), we have:
T—1
logIEp% exp ( - A Z gt(a, xt))
t=0
T—1 2
A2 ge (Pr)
(B.4) <log <exp (—/\Z Ep/Tgt(a,xt) + H d p )l Z Ep, gt o, Tt) >>
t=0

T—1 \2p! T T—1
< —)\]Ep% Z ge(a, xe) + 1T .4L2Rf\4EP/T Z gt(a, xt).
t=0 t=0

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

T-1 D(Pr|| ) ) T-1 T-1
Ep;, Z gt(o, xt) S# + 2>\b/1Tb2L2R3v1EP’T Z gi(a,z:) + Epy Z g(a, zt).
=0

t=0 t=0
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Without loss of generality, assume E P} Z i—o gt(a x¢) > 0, as the conclusion holds trivially
otherwise.

If D(Pr||Pr) > 0, by setting A = \/

D(Pr|Py)
[ - A
W T2 L2RY B py S0 g1 (@)

> 0, we then have:

T—1
Ep; Z gt (&, )
t=0

T—1 2
= <\/2”'1Tb'2LQRiA (PrllP) + \|Epy ) ge(é, ) + 20, T L2 RS, D (PTHP%)>
t=0
T—-1 ,
<2Ep, Y gi(a, ) + 80, T2 L*RAD(Pr| Pr);
t=0

else, D(Pr|Pr) = 0, we have Ep_, Z;‘tol gt(&,z¢) = Epy, Z;‘tol 9¢(&, z¢), which demon-
strates that (B.5) still holds.
Dividing both sides of (B.5) by T yields:

T-1 T—1
1 . 2 ) 8b’L2R D(Pr|P
(B.6) TEry > gi(@,z) < TEPr N ACED! :/;‘1 b(, vl Pr)

Next, based on the ideas of [25], we analyze the term +Ep, ZtT:_OI gt(&, ) in (B.6),
where xo.7—1 is independent and identically distributed to the training data Zo.7—1,.
By Lemma B.2, we have for any A > 0, € M:

Ny T-1

Ny T-1
E exp < - )\Z th(a,i‘t,i)) = HEexp < - Z gt(a,fct,i)>
i=1 t=0 i=1 t=0
Ny T—1 ) )\2b1Tb2 Ny T-1
<exp( =AY > Eppgi(a, i) + S O> Erpgi(anin) ),

i=1 t=0 i=1 t=0

thus, by Markov inequality,

Ny T—1 1 Ny T—-1
( Zthaxm §7 Z Eppgi(a, &)

N———

i=1 t=0 i=1 t=0
Ni T—-1 Ny T—1
<t (o0 (0L L ataan) > o0 (<33 F Erateni))
(B.7) > i=1 t=0 i=1 t=0
]EP eXp( A gi(a, T i ) -~ R
< inf ! Z Zt 0 ol ) < exp 7N1 Z?:ol Ep, g:(o, £4,1) .
S0 - 320, T2 L2 R,

eXP( 3 Y Erpgi(a, wtl))

Denote ht(a, it,i) é ft (a, ﬂo (t), izyi)—ft (Oé*7 50(15), iit’i) and h(a, .fl’i, QAZQ,Z‘, s 7~%T—1,i) é
(ho(a,-’ﬁo,i), h1 (Oé, ff?l,i), ce 7hT—1(a,ﬁT—1,i)). Then ”htH2 = gi.
Define the following function spaces:

H" = {vyh(a, X)|y € [0,1],a € M, X = (Zo,i, 81,5, ,LT-14) € XPT},
_ 1 -1 _
Hy = {h € H'|7 D> Erp k(e 0)|* <7},
t=0
;T
OH! ={h € H*|T Z EPT||Et(Oé,i't7i)H2 = r2}, r to be determined later.

t=0
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For any h € H*, by (B.7), we have:

< ZZ 1o (e, &2,0)I* < ZZEPTHht (o, el )

1=1 t=0 i=1 t=0
Ny T—1 Ny T—1
_P<TZZ|htaa:tz _ZTZZEPTMMQM)H)
1=1 t=0 1=1 t=0
N1 3 By [he(o, @)
s eXp( 32b1T”2L2R2

< ox N Y EBeg (e #0) |1
=P 320, 7% [2R2,, '

Let N, be the % - covering set of OH,; in L°° sense with minimal cardinality. Specif-
ically, a ﬁ - covering set is a set such that for any h € OH}, there exists g € N,, C 0H,
satisfying ||h — G|l = oI Rt — Gilloo < 75~ Moreover, among all sets possessing this
covering property, IV, has minimal cardmallty. B

By definition of H*, we have for any h € N,,there exists ¥ € [0,1],&@ € M, s.t. h =
Fh(a, X).

Denote the event:

= U {NfTZi e 200 ZEPTwht(axu)n)}

Fh(a,X)EN, i=1 t=0
We then have:

N1r2T1*b2)

P(e) < |N, S L
() <| ‘eXp( 320, L2R2,,

Similar to (40) of [25], |N,| is bounded when f; is L-Lipschitz with respect to « as follows:

- 8VBLRMm (6VSLRM " 4 1
< — . < =
INe < NG I o) < 25 ( - C(Lyn, Ra)—x
Therefore,
P(e) < C(L,n, R ) 1 _ N7
Mt T P\ T35, 12RE,

By the definition of N,, for all h € OH;, there exists b/ € N;, s.t. HE(X) —h(X)|oo <

75> foramy X € XPT | thus, by the above inequality and 2|z||y| > —2z? — 1y°, we have
he(Ee,0))* > w — % forany t =0,1,--- , 7 —1,i=1,2,---, N;. Summing over
and ¢ from 1 to N; and 0 to T — 1, respectively, and then averaging, yields
Ny T—1 Ny T—1 h’ 2 2
NTZZW““T“ NTZZII _%'
i=1 t=0 i=1 t=0

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

Ny T—1

7‘2 7"2 7,,2
> - = —,
NTZZW’””“ =478 3

i=1 t=0

Therefore:

N1 T—1 2 1 Nyr2Ti—bz
Pl inf Tt - =) <o) <P <c - .
HeomHs NlT DD ke, g ) S0)sPl=Crmmew ( 32b1L2R3M)

i=1 t=0
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Furthermore, for all h € H* \ H},

T—1
1 = /A 2 2 2
7 O Erpl[he(ae)|* =1 > 0%,

this yields & < 1, thus Zh(X) € 0H;.
Hence,

hEH*\H} i—1 t=0

1 Nyr2T1—02
<O —— -
< O o ( 320, L2R3,

Ny T—1 1 T-1
. T /A 2
P ( inf (m > @)l ~ g7 ;mwhxxt,nu ) < o)

Denote B, £ {a € MIE ST Epyp|lhe(eyde1)|)? < r2}. For all @ € M\B,., we have

T-1

Z]EPTHht a, &,1)]* > r?,

hence,
h(e, X) € H'\H,.
Therefore,
Ny T—1
: <aej\r/llf\8r ( zz; t=0 huter 2l = g7 ZEPTHht (el > )

1 Nyr?T' 02
<O s
< Ol o ( 32b L2R2,,

Define the above event as:

Ny T—1 T—1
a={ it (2 Dol - o S Enltaionl?) <o},

1=1 t=0

On A°, we have

T-1 Ny T—1
7 2 Errllhu(o 2en)l? < 2z S0 S Ihalon el 407
t=0 i—1 t=0
on A,
=
7 2 Ihe(en &ea)||” < 4L R4
t=0
Therefore,
T-1 )

fe(, Bo(t), Ze,1) — fe(a®,Bo(t), T¢,1)

T—1
1 N
T Z Epr =7 > Eppllhi(, @)
t=0

Ny T—
< AL*R3,P(A) (|he (e, &4,4)

1
1=1 t=0
Given that the new data xo.r—1 and the training data Zo.7—1,1 are identically distributed,
we have

_ N1 T—-1

Z]EPTgt (v, @) Z]EPTgt (o, &1,1) < ALR3(P(A) > gilo, i)

t=0 zltO
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Note that the above holds for all & € M, specifically, let o = & which is learned from the
training datasets. It yields

T—1 Ny T—-1
1 . 8
(B.8) T > Eppgi(é,z:) < AL°R3P(A + N7 > > g, de) + 17
t=0 i=1 t=0

Furthermore, by Assumption 2.5:

Ny T-1 Ny T—1
o D0 S e = fulds Bo(t), )| < 5 — Fi(a”, Bo(t), &) + <.
i=1 t=0 i=1 :o

By direct computation, we have

(B.9)
Ny T—1 4 Ny T—1 Np T—1
Zthax“ ZZ Vet1,i, e (G, &) Zthaxm )+ 2"
NTzltO Nsz =0 NTzltO
2 Mr,n, (&) + 2"

< Mp N, (M) + 26*,

where Mr n, (M) £ sup Mr n, (@) is the martingale offset term(see, e.g., [17, 38, 25, 37])
aeM

and is a measurable function of {Zo.7—1,s, 2}1;T,¢}1N:11.

Let N, be the y-covering set of {h(a, X)|a € M, X € XPT} C H* with minimal
cardinality. Since h: is bounded, by Assumptions 2.3,2.4, similar to (23) of [15], we have for
any v > 0:

E [M7,n, (M)]
Ny T-1 Ny T—1
<4 v 'L,h 7, z
oup + 7" +NT (hseu]\rf) NlTZZ;tZ;UtJrl (@, 2NTZZ;;‘% &, )

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

AN Ny T-1 N1 T-1
5 sup (7 X 2 v bl — g D 3 i)

heNy i=1 t=0
A N; T—1 Ny T—1
< logEex su (Veg1,i, he (2 (Zt,5)

<log|Ny| < (n+1)log (C(L,n,RM)%)

Taking A = ﬁ and combining the above two inequalities yields:
(B.10) E[M7,n, (M)] < 4dyoup+7~ + —NT log(—).
1 v
Finally, let v = 7,7 = “ﬁgiﬂ;“ where 7o > 16b1L>R3,(n + 3) is fixed. By

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

Appendix C. Proofs of Corollaries 3.4, 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8.
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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 & is a measurable function of the
training dataset {Zo.r—1,1,1:7,1}. Let the new data zo.r—1 be identically distributed to the
training data {Zo.r—1,1} and independent of the NLS estimate &. By Generalization Lemma
3.1 and the integral form of Mean Value Theorem,

logT 1= . R 2
O(T1—b2) =5 ZE’ fi(@”, Bo(t), z1) — fe(&, Bo(t), zt)
t=0

—E(a"— &) (% jzol Fu(a”, &) F (", d)) (@ — &)

T-1
. 1 * T * * ~
> B i, Ao 7 > Ala" ) (o ) ) = al?

T-1
. 1 * T * ’ * ~
:E(agg}a )\min<? ; Fi(a*, o )F] (a*, a )>>E||a — O‘H2a

where the last equality holds due to the independence of zo.7—1 and &. Thus we can conclude
that & converges to o™ in the mean square sense.

(if) Under Condition (3.4): By (92) in [25] and Borel-Cantelli Lemma, we can conclude
that the martingale offset term satisfies: sup, ¢ Mr,1(@) = O(*%1), a.s., thus, by (B.9) in

the proof of Generalization Lemma 3.1, it follows that
T-1 2
1 logT
il =0 .S.
s (55) o

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

C.2. Proof of Corollary 3.6. Denote:

fe(a™, Bo(t), Ze1) — fe(Q, Bo(t), Te,1)

T

Tt £ ((bZ»ut)T = (yhyt—h oy Yt—p+1, Ut—1, 0 »Ut—q+177"t(¢t) +Ut> )

T

/I A / ’ / / / / / U /
Ty = (d)tT: ut)T = <yt7yt717 e 7yt7p+17 Up—1,° " 7ut7q+1777t(¢t) + Ut) .

We first verify that {z:} and {z;} satisfy Assumptions 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4.

By boundedness of f;, m, {w,v} and {w’,v'}, denote s = max{p,q — 1}, we conclude
that {z:} and {x}} are both bounded by \/p + ¢(W + Mjy) for ¢t > s. Hence X is a compact
set in R, and f; satisfies Assumption 2.3.

Besides, since ¢ii1 = (Yet1, Yty Ytmpt2s Uty Ut—1, -+, Ut—gt2)’ = F/ (x4, wis1), by
the definition of x:, it yields:

Je(a™, Bo(t), zt) W41
fi(a™, Bo(t — 1), m4-1) wy
ooy = | F@7 B0t =+ 1), @epia) | | | wimpt2
o (1) ve |7
Te—qt2(Pt—q+2) Vt—g+2
o1 (FY (e, wet1)) Vi1

by boundedness of f: and 7, similar to Remark 2.5, we have that, if £ > s, for both systems:

Prnyr(z, A) = 6v(A),
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where § £ inf,c_w,w)p+a p(w) > 0 and p(w) is the density function of the noise, which is
a (p + ¢)-dimensional random vector, and v(-) is the Lebesgue measure restricted to [-W +
My, W — M¢]PT2. Thus Assumption 2.2 holds with by = b5 = 0.

Furthermore, since {w¢41}, {wiy1} are independent, zero-mean and bounded random
variables, Assumption 2.4 holds.

Finally, since {z}{} is a measurable function of {w; 1, vi;1, 20} and {x¢,yi+1} is a mea-
surable function of {Wit1, vi+1, %0}, thus {2} is independent of the training dataset.

Next, we address D(Pr||Pr). Since

/ I / li
i1 = Go(@, Wit 1,Ve41),  Tppr = Ge(Th, Wig1, Vig1),

where
=
Gt($,w,’l)) £ <ft(a*aﬂt7x) +’LU,ZU1,1'2, oty Tp—1,Tp41 7xP+L1*137Tt+1(Ft/(wi)) +U) )

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

T—1
Pr = P(zo, 71, ,2r-1) = Do(w0) | | Pi(zs|zi-1),

i

T
[

1
Pj/" = P/(xo,m, s ,JJT71) = Dé(mo) PZ($Z|ZE271)
1

-
Il

By the chain rule of KL divergence, we have

T—1
DEePR) = Y- By D Plosfanicn) [P (oo
1=0
T—1
= D(DOlIDy) + 3 Bep D Piasfaics)| Piashoicr)
i=1

= D(Dy||D}) < oo.

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

C.3. Proof of Corollary 3.7. It is obvious that x; is not independent of the pre-
vious sequence, and the training dataset {#o.7—1, ¥1.7} is {yo:r—1,y1:7} and the new data is
YT:2T—1.

Similar to the proof of Corollary 3.6, we can conclude that p(y|z) = pw (y — F(a*, x)),
thus for any y € B, by boundedness of F, ||y — F(a*,z)|| < W. Thus, there exists do > 0,
such that the density function of the transition kernel satisfies q(y|z) > doI{y € B}.

Thus, for y € B, pr(y) = [y pr—1(z)q(y|z)dz > do.

Therefore, the KL divergence of xo, x7 can be bounded above as follows:

DP)IPler) = [ mios 20 dr< [ o) og(a)ds +log - < o0

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 M 1(M) = O(%) 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(*&T).

C.4. Proof of Corollary 3.8. By Remark 2.7, we have v = O(logt),v;> = O(logt),

thus the radius of X is of order y/logT, L = O(log T%).
Similar to the proof of Corollary 3.6, we can conclude that by = b5 = 0.
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2
Besides, for two Gaussian distributions, it yields D(N(a,o?)||N (b, 0?) = 2(“(7;;) Note

that D(Pr||Pr) is random since Pj depends on the random variable &. Therefore, by the
chain rule of KL divergence,

T—1
DPrlIP) =3 Eyoii_lD(Pmyo:H)
1=0

P/(y¢|y0;¢,1))

T-1

— DD + 3 Eyi_lD(sz(yAyH)

i=1

P{(yz‘|yz’—1)>

< D(Do|| Do) + Y By, g

t=0

= D(Do||Dg) + O(log°T)  a.s.,

— <2<ftwo<t>7yt,m<a*7yt>> - ftwo(t),yt,m(a,yt))?)

where the inequality holds due to by = by = &* = D(Pr||Pr) = 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;} will
converge to 0 as 1" — oo.
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