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Abstract

We derive finite time error bounds for estimating
general linear time-invariant (LTI) systems from
a single observed trajectory using the method of
least squares. We provide the first analysis of the
general case when eigenvalues of the LTI system
are arbitrarily distributed in three regimes: stable,
marginally stable, and explosive. Our analysis
yields sharp upper bounds for each of these cases
separately. We observe that although the under-
lying process behaves quite differently in each of
these three regimes, the systematic analysis of a
self-normalized martingale difference term helps
bound identification error up to logarithmic fac-
tors of the lower bound. On the other hand, we
demonstrate that the least squares solution may be
statistically inconsistent under certain conditions
even when the signal-to-noise ratio is high.

1 Introduction

Finite time system identification—the problem of estimat-
ing the parameters of an unknown dynamical system given
a finite time series of its output—is an important problem
in the context of time-series analysis, control theory, eco-
nomics and reinforcement learning. In this work we will
focus on obtaining sharp non—asymptotic bounds for linear
dynamical system identification using the ordinary least
squares (OLS) method. Such a system is described by
X1 = AX; + ny1 where X; € R? is the state of the
system and 7, is the unobserved process noise. The goal
is to learn A by observing only X;’s. Our techniques can
easily be extended to the more general case when there is a
control input Uy, i.e., X;11 = AXy + BU; + 01 In this
case (A, B) are unknown, and we can choose Us.

Linear systems are ubiquitous in control theory. For ex-
ample, proportional-integral-derivative (PID) controller is

a popular linear feedback control system found in a va-
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riety of devices, from planetary soft landing systems for
rockets (see e.g. [ACB13]) to coffee machines. Further,
linear approximations to many non-linear systems have
been known to work well in practice. Linear systems also
appear as auto—regressive (AR) models in time series anal-
ysis and econometrics. Despite its importance, sharp non—
asymptotic characterization of identification error in such
models was relatively unknown until recently.

In the statistics literature, correlated data is often dealt with
using mixing—time arguments (see e.g. [Yu94]). How-
ever, a fundamental limitation of the mixing-time method
is that bounds deteriorate when the underlying process
mixes slowly. For discrete linear systems, this happens
when p(A)—the spectral radius of A—approaches 1. As
a result these methods cannot extend to the case when
p(A) > 1. More recently there has been renewed ef-
fort in obtaining sharp non—asymptotic error bounds for
linear system identification [FTMI7, [SMT™18]||. Specifi-
cally, [FTM17] analyzed the case when the system is either
stable (p(A) < 1) or purely explosive (p(4) > 1). For
the case when p(A) < 1 the techniques in [FTMI17] are
similar to the standard mixing time arguments and, as a
result, suffer from the same limitations. When the system is
purely explosive, the authors of [FTM17]] show that finite
time identification is only possible if the system is regu-
lar, i.e., if the geometric multiplicity of eigenvalues greater
than unity is one. However, as discussed in [SMT™18],
the bounds obtained in [FITM17] are suboptimal due to a
decoupled analysis of the sample covariance, ZZ;I X X],
and the martingale difference term ZtT:I Xni 1. Asecond
approach, based on Mendelson’s small-ball method, was
studied in [SMT™18]). Such a technique eschewed the need
for mixing-time arguments and sharper error bounds for
1-C/T < p(A) < 14+C/T could be obtained. The authors
in [SMTT 18] argue that a larger signal-to-noise ratio, mea-
sured by Apin ( tT:_Ol At AY), makes it easier to estimate
A. Although this intuition is consistent for the case when
p(A) < 1, it does not extend to the case when eigenvalues
are far outside the unit circle. Since X7 = 23:1 ATy,
the behavior of X is dominated by {n1,72, ...}, i.e., the
past, due to exponential scaling by {AT—1 AT=2 1 As
a result, X; depends strongly on {X5, ..., X7} and stan-
dard techniques of creating “independent” blocks of covari-
ates fail.



The problem of system identification has received a lot
of attention. Asymptotic results on identification of AR
models can be found in [LWS83]. Some of the earlier
work on finite time identification in systems theory in-
clude [CW02,[VKO06]. A more general setting of the prob-
lem considered here is when X is observed indirectly via its
filtered version, i.e., Y; = CX; where C' is unknown. The
single input single output (SISO) version of this problem,
i.e., when Yy, U; are numbers, has been studied in [HMR16]
under the assumption that system is stable. Provable guar-
antees for system identification in general linear systems
was also studied in [OO18]. However, the analysis there re-
quires that ||A||< 1. Generalization bounds for time series
forecasting of non—stationary and non—-mixing processes
have been developed in [KM18].

2 Contributions

In this paper we offer a new statistical analysis of the or-
dinary least squares estimator of the dynamics X;4; =
AX¢ + n¢41 with no inputs. Unlike previous work, we do
not impose any restrictions on the spectral radius of A and
provide nearly optimal rates (up to logarithmic factors) for
every regime of p(A). The contributions of our paper can
be summarized as follows

o At the center of our techniques is a systematic analysis
of the sample covariance 2:{:1 X; X/ and a certain self
normalized martingale difference term. Although such
a coupled analysis is similar in flavor to [SMT™ 18], it
comes without the overhead of choosing a block size
and applies to a general case when covariates grow
exponentially in time.

e Specifically, for the case when p(A) < 1, we recover
the optimal finite time identification error rates pre-
viously derived in [SMTT18]. For the case when all
eigenvalues are outside the unit circle, we argue that
small ball methods cannot be used. Instead we use anti—
concentration arguments discussed in [FTM17, LW&3].
By leveraging subgaussian tail inequalities we sharpen
previous error bounds by removing polynomial fac-
tors. We also show that this analysis is indeed tight by
deriving a matching lower bound.

e We provide the first analysis of the general case when
eigenvalues of A are arbitrarily distributed in three
regimes: stable, marginally stable and explosive. This
involves a careful analysis of the noise-covariate cross
terms as the underlying process behaves differently in
each of these regimes.

e We show that when A does not satisfy certain reg-
ularity conditions, OLS identification is statistically
inconsistent, even when signal-to-noise ratio is high.
Our result indicates that consistency of OLS identifi-
cation depends on the condition number of the sample
covariance matrix, rather than the signal-to-noise ratio
itself.

3 Notation and Definitions

A linear time invariant system (LTI) is parametrized by a
matrix, A, where the observed variable, X, indexed by ¢
evolves as

Xip1 = AX + meq1. (D

Here 7, is the noise process. Denote by p;(A) the absolute

value of the i*" eigenvalue of the d x d matrix A. Then

Pmax(A) = p1(A) > p2(A) > ... > pa(A) = pmin(A).

Similarly the singular values of A are denoted by o, (A).
For any matrix M, ||M||op= || M|]2.

Definition 1. A stable LTI system is that where pmax(A) <
1. An explosive LTI system is that where pmyin(A) > 1.

For simplicity of exposition, we assume that Xy = 0 with
probability 1. All the results can be obtained by assuming
X to be some bounded vector.

Definition 2. A random vector X € R% is called isotropic
if for all x € R we have

E(X,2)? = |23

Assumption 1. {n;}?°, are i.i.d isotropic subgaussian and
coordinates of 1, are i.i.d. Further, let f(x) be the pdf of
each noise coordinate then the essential supremum of f(-)
is bounded above by C' < oo.

We will deal with only regular systems, i.e., LTI systems
where eigenvalues of A with absolute value greater than
unity have geometric multiplicity one. We will show that
when A is not regular, OLS is statistically inconsistent.

Define the data matrix X and the noise matrix E as

X m

X U
X=| .|, E= .

X7 77/T+17

where the superscript o’ denotes the transpose. Then X, E
are (T'+ 1) x d matrices. Consider the OLS solution

T
A= argminZHXt+1 — BXy[3.
LE R —
One can show that
A A= (XX)"X'E) @

where M is the pseudo inverse of M. We define

T T
Yr=XX=Y XX;, Sr=XE=) X,
t=0 t=0

To analyze the error in estimating A, we will aim to bound
the norm of (X'X)*X'.
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vs(4,6) = \/Sd(log (%) + %log (4tr(I‘T(A)) + 1))

Yms(A, 0) = 4 [16d1log (tr(Tr(A)) + 1) + 32d log (L)T)
7e(4,9) = %\/Iog 5 +2log5 +log (1 +7(4,9))

Table 1: Notation

We will occasionally replace X; (or X (¢)) with the lower-
case counterparts x; (or (t)) to denote state at time ¢, when-
ever this does not cause confusion. Further, we will use C ¢
to indicate universal constants that can change from line to
line. Define the Gramian as

t
k=0
and a Jordan block matrix Jg(\) as
Al 0 0
0 A 1 0
Ja(A) = | RN “4)
0o ... 0 X 1
0 O 0 A

dxd

We present the three classes of matrices that will be of
interest to us:

e The perfectly stable matrix class, Sy

C
(A)<1- =
pi(A) < T

forl <i<d.
e The marginally stable matrix, S;

C
1— = < pi(A) <1
T<pz( ) <1+

SIQ

forl <i<d.
o The regular and explosive matrix, Sz

»>1+C
Pi T

forl <i<d.

Slightly abusing the notation, whenever we write A € S; U
S; we mean that A has eigenvalues in both S;, S;.

Critical to obtaining refined error rates, will be a result
from the theory of self-normalized martingales. We let
Fi=0o(m,n2, ... 0, X1,...,X) to denote the filtration
generated by the noise and covariate process.

Proposition 3.1. Let V' be a deterministic matrix with V' -
0. Forany 0 < 6 < 1 and {n, X;}_, defined as before,
we have with probability 1 — §

T-1
(V1) 2> Xmjia |2
t=0
/ 1/2d —1/2d
< R,|8dlog (5d€t(YT1) 51/ddet(v) ) (5)

where Y1 = (Y, + V)7 and R? is the subGaussian

parameter of 1.

The proof can be found in appendix as Proposition 8.2} It
rests on Theorem 1 in [AYPS11]] which is itself an applica-
tion of the pseudo-maximization technique in [PLS08] (see
Theorem 14.7).

Finally, we define several A-dependent quantities that will
appear in time complexities in the next section.

Definition 3 (Outbox Set). For the space R define the
a—outbox, Sy(a), as the following set

Sa(a) = {v] min [v;|> a}

Sa(a) will be used to quantify the following norm-like quan-



tities of a matrix:

T

min A) = inf min Aty A=+ 6

Pmin(A) vesa() (; v ) (6)
T

¢max(A): sup Umax(ZA7i+1UU’A*i+1’> (7)
oll2=1 s

where A = P~YAP is the Jordan normal form of A.

1(A) is defined in Proposition [3.2|and is needed for error
bounds for explosive matrices.

Proposition 3.2 (Proposition 2 in [FIMI17]). Let
pmin(A) > 1 and P~YAP = A be the Jordan decom-
position of A. Define zp = A™T ZiT:1 AT=in; and

Y(A,d) = sup {y €R: P<1Igil£dPiZT|< y) < 5}

where P = [Py, P, ..., Pd]/. Then

¥(A,0) = p(A)d >0

_ 1 . .
Here (A) = 55 SPizza Oy where Cx is the essential
supremum of the pdf of X.

We summarize some notation in Table [I] for convenience in
representing our results.

4 Main Results

We will first show non—asymptotic rates for the three sep-
arate regimes, followed by the case when A has a general
eigenvalue distribution.

Theorem 1. The following non-asymptotic bounds hold,
with probability at least 1 — 6, for the least squares estima-
tor:

o forAe S US;

" C 1)
14— All2< /= % (4,7)
———
=0(y/1og (3))
whenever
1) 0
7 2 wax (7,(3).7:(3))
e ForAe S,
N CUm X Ail 5 2
14~ Alla< =), (4.9)
\/Ta'min(r[mj (A)) —_———
=0(log (%))
whenever

P2 (01 57) 255 ()

> a(d) we have that

. T
Since O'min(FLWJ (A4)) Tog T’

s 2
A= Aljp< 08T 2me (+2)
—\ ad) T

e ForAc S,

p _ 0
14 = All>< Coman(AT) 7 (4, F)
———

=0(3)
whenever 5
7 7.(5)
Since omax(A™T) < a(d)(pmin(A))~T for A € So,
the identification error decays exponentially with T'.

Here C, c are absolute constants and o/(d) is a function that
depends only on d.

Remark 1. T,(9) is a set where there exists a minimum
T, < oo such that T € T,,(5) whenever T' > T,. However,
there might be T < T, for which the inequality of T, (9)
holds. Whenever we write T € T, () we mean T > T..

Proof. We start by writing an upper bound

14 = Allop < 1[Y7"S7lop
< O 2 lop | (V) 25 llop-— (®)

The rest of the proof can be broken into two parts:

e Showing invertibility of Y7 and lower bounds on the
least singular value

e Bounding the self-normalized martingale term given
by (Y;5)'/2Sr

The invertibility of Y7 is where most of the work lies. Once
we have a tight characterization of Y, one can simply ob-
tain the error bound by using Proposition 3.1} Here we
sketch the basis of our approach. First, we find determinis-
tic Viup, Van, To such that
& = {0 =< Van 2 Y7 = ‘/upaT > TO} 9
P(&)>1-6 (10)

The next step is to bound the self-normalized term. Under
&y, it is clear that Y7 is invertible and we have

(V)28 =Y /%Sy,
Define event & in the following way

& =

5det(YrVy !t + 1)1/2d> }

{||ST|(YT+Vdn)_1§ 8dlog ( s1/d



It follows from Proposition [3.1|that P(€;) > 1 — 4. Then
Eo = Yr+ Vi, 22Yp = (Yr+ Vy,) ' = %YT_17
and we have that under &,

157[ly,-+ < V2IIS7l (vt viam) -
Now considering the intersection & N &1, we get

EN&E =

5det(V,, V! + 1)1/2
51/d

&N {|5T|YT1§ 16d log <
(11)

We replaced the LHS of &; by the lower bound obtained
above and in the RHS replaced Y by its upper bound under
&o, Vup. Further, observe that P(E; N &1) > 1 — 26. Under
Ey N & we get

probability we have
T
Yr=(1—-¢AYr_1A +(1—¢) Zntné
t=1

T
= (L—e) > - (14)
t=1

The details of this proof are provided in appendix as Sec-
tion[9] When 1 — C/T < p;(A) < 1+ C/T we note
that the bound in Eq. is not tight. The key to sharp-
ening the lower bound is the following observation: for
T > max (2T77 (3%) , 2T (3%1) s T (g)) we can ensure
with high probability

t
Z Ny = t1
=1

Y= (1—AY, A+ (1—etl  (15)

5det(Vy,, Vb + 1)1/2d

N 1
A—A||pp< ———— .| 16d1
I lop< Tonin (Vi) 6d log < 51/d

ar

Br
(12)

where o goes to zero with T" and S is typically a constant.
This shows that OLS learns A with increasing accuracy as 1’
grows. The deterministic V,,;,, Vg, T differ for each regime
of p(A) and typically depend on the probability threshold
0. We now sketch the approach for finding these for each
regime.

YT behavior when A € Sy U S;
The key step here is to characterize Y in terms of Yp_.

Yr = 1‘01';) + AYTflA/—l-

T-1 T
+ > Az + o A) + >,
t=0 t=1
= AYp A+
T-1 T
+ ) (A + e A) + Y mme (13)
t=0 t=1

Since {n;}]_, are i.i.d. subgaussian we can show that
ZtT:I ne1); concentrates near 11, 4 with high probability.
Using Proposition [3.1] once again, we will show that with
high probability

T— T

(Azy oy + ez A) = —e(AYr 1 A+ i)
0 t=1

[

t=

where ¢ < 1/2 whenever p;(A) < 14+ C/T and T > Ty
for some Ty depending only on A. As a result with high

simultaneously for all ¢ > T'/2. Then we will show that
€ = By() in Table[1} The sharpening of € from 1/2 to 3,()
is only possible because all the eigenvalues of A are close
to unity. In that case by successively expanding Eq. we
get

1/Bo(8)
Yo = (1= )VPo® Ay A + 5 > (1-etata”
t=1
(16)
and then Eq. (T6) can be reduced to

T(Ty /g5y (A) = 1)
4e '

Yo = (1 6)1/50(6)AYT/271A/ +

‘We show that

(d)TR?0pmin(AA)
8ec(A, )

1/80(8) = =

and by Proposition Yr = a(d)T? for some function
a(-) that depends only on d. The details of the proof are
provided in appendix as Section[I0]

To get deterministic upper bounds for Y7 with high proba-
bility, we note that

T
Yy <tr <Z XtXt’> I.

t=1

Then we can use Hanson—Wright inequality or Markov in-
equality to get an upper bound as shown in appendix as

Proposition
YT behavior when A € S,

The concentration arguments used to show the convergence
for stable systems do not work for unstable systems. As



discussed before X, = Zle At~y and, consequently,
Xr depends strongly on X7, Xs,.... Due to this depen-
dence we are unable to use typical techniques where X;s
are divided into roughly independent blocks of covariates.
to obtain concentration results. Motivated by [LW8&3]], we
instead work by transforming x; as

Zt = Ait.’ﬂt
t
:xo—i—ZA_TnT. (17)
T7=1

The steps of the proof proceed as follows. Define

T
Up=A""Y waiA™" = A~ "yp A"
t=1

T
— ZA—T+tZtZ£A—T+t/
t=1
T—-1
FT = Z A_tZTZTA_t/ (18)
t=0
‘We show that
|1Fr = Urllop< e

Here € decays exponentially fast with 7". Then the lower and
upper bounds of Uz can be shown by proving correspond-
ing bounds for F'r. A necessary condition for invertibility
of Fr is that the matrix A should be regular (in a later sec-
tion we show that it is also sufficient). If A is regular, the
deterministic lower bound for Fr is fairly straightforward
and depends on ¢i, (A) defined in Definition 3} The upper
bound can be obtained by using Hanson—Wright inequality.
The complete steps are given in appendix as Section[T1] [

The analysis presented here is sharper than [FTM17]] as we
use subgaussian matrix inequalities such as Hanson—Wright
Inequality (Theorem ) to bound the error terms in contrast
to uniformly bounding each noise variable and applying a
less efficient Bernstein inequality. Another minor difference
is that [LWS83]],[FTM17] consider ||Ur — Fs|| instead and
as a result they require a martingale concentration argument
to show the existence of z.

Lower bounds for identification error when p(A4) < 1 have
been derived in [SMT*18]]. In Table[1]and Theorem[I] the
error in identification for explosive matrices depends on &
as % unlike stable and marginally stable matrices where the
dependence is log % Typical minimax analyses, such as
the one in [SMT™ 18], are unable to capture this relation
between error and . Here we show that such a dependence
is unavoidable:

Rroposition 4.1. Let A = a > 1.1 be a 1-D matrix and
A = a be its OLS estimate. Then whenever Ca?*T?a=T >
82, we have with probability at least § that

C(l—a"?%)§

_al> =2 = )7
o —alz —a2(log )3

where C' is a universal constant. If Ca’T?a~" < 62 then
with probability at least § we have

—2

la — a|> (M)a—T
—dlogd

Our lower bounds indicate that % is inevitable in Theorem

i.e., when Ca?T?a~T < §2. Second, when Ca?T?a~T >

52, our bound sharpens Theorem B.2 in [SMT™18]]. The

proof and an explicit comparison is provided in Section[I6]

For the general case we use a well known fact for matrices,
namely, that there exists a similarity transform P such that

4 0 0]
A=P' 0 A., O|P (19)
0 0 A,

Here A, € Sy, Ains € S1, As € Sa. Although one might
be tempted to use Theorem|I|to provide error bounds, mix-
ing between different components due to the transformation
P requires a careful analysis of identification error. We
show that error bounds are limited by the slowest compo-
nent as we describe below. We do not provide the exact
characterization due to a shortage of space. The details are
given in appendix as Section[I3]

Theorem 2. For any regular matrix A we have with proba-
bility at least 1 — 6,

o forAe §US,

poly(log T, log })

||A—A||2§ T

whenever 1
T> poly(log 5)
° FOVAES()US1U82

poly(log T, log %)

A— All,<
I l[2< T

whenever 1
T> poly(log 5)

Here poly(-) is a polynomial function.

Proof. Define the partition of A as Eq. (T9). Since

t

X = Z A"

T=1

t
Xt = jjlet = Z A~771 pilT]t_T_;,_l (20)
T=1 ﬁt—' 1

then the transformed dynamics are as follows:

Xt-i—l =AX, + Tt1-



Here {7};}{_, are still independent. Correspondingly we
also have a partition for X¢, 7,

3 Xy un
Xe= | X% e = [n® 21

X7 un

Then we have

T ro| XP(XP) XP(X[) XP(XP)
DoKX =D | XX XPR(XY X (XY
t=1 t=1 Xe(Xs) Xp(xre)y XX
(22)

The next step is to show the invertibility of 23:1 X, X/.
Although reminiscent of our previous set up, there are some
critical differences. First, unlike before, coordinates of 7,
i.e., {ng,n"*, ni} are not independent. A major implication
is that it is no longer obvious that the cross terms between
different submatrices, such as Zthl X (XY, go to zero.

Our proof will have three major steps:

o First we will show that the diagonal submatrices are in-
vertible. This follows from Theorem[I|by arguing that
the result can be extended to a noise process { Pn; }1-_;
where {n;}~_; are independent subgaussian and ele-
ments of 7, are also independent for all ¢. The only
change will be the appearance of additional o2 (P) sub-
gaussian parameter (See Corollary [8:T). We will then
show that

i |:Xms Xms / XtTnS(Xf)/
Xp (XY Xp(Xq
is invertible. This will follow from Theorem [I] (its
dependent extension). Specifically, since X,,ss con-
tains only stable and marginally stable components, it
falls under A € Sy U S;. It should be noted that since
X%, X{ are not independent in general, the invertibil-
ity of X mss can be shown only through Theorem [T In
a similar fashion, Zt 1 X (Xg) is also invertible as
it corresponds to A € Sa.

e Since invertibility of block diagonal submatrices in
ZtT:1 X, X/ does not imply the invertibility of the en-
tire matrix we also need to show that the cross terms
1 XX |2, | X£(XF)||2 are sufficiently small rel-
ative to the appropriate diagonal blocks.

e Along the way we also obtain deterministic lower and
upper bounds for the sample covariance matrix follow-
ing which the steps for bounding the error are similar
to Theorem[T]

The details are in appendix as Section[T3] O

5 Inconsistency of OLS

We will now show that when a matrix is irregular, then
it cannot be learned despite a high signal-to-noise ratio.

Il CDF of x
Il PDF of x & 3.5

cdf(x)

Figure 1: CDF and PDF of /3’0

Consider the two cases
1.1 1 1.1 0
Ar = [O 1.1} Ao = [O 1.1}
Here A, is a regular matrix and A, is not. Now we run

Eq. (@) for A = A,, A, for T = 10°. Let the OLS estimate
of A,., A, be A,., A, respectively. Define

Br :[ ]127602[ O],
67’*[ ]12,ﬁ0*[ o],

Although 3, ~ BT, ﬁo does not equal zero. Instead Fig.
shows that ﬁo has a non—trivial distribution which is bimodal
at {—0.55,0.55} and as a result OLS is inconsistent for A,.
This happens because the sample covariance matrix for A, is
singular despite the fact that I'r(4,) = (1.1)71, i.e., a high
signal to noise ratio. In general, the relation between OLS
identification of A and its controllability Gramian, I'r(A),
is tenuous for unstable systems unlike what is suggested
in [SMTT18]]. To see this singularity observe that

x M 77(1)
Xipn=Ao | oy | + |3
X( ) 7715+)1

T 1 2
S S )
i 1<X“’><X< ) Ly
where Xt(l), Xt(Q) are independent of each other. Define
a=1.1

Proposition 5.1. Let {n;}L_| be i.i.d standard Gaussian
then whenever T? < a | we have that

HAO — Aoll=r

where yr is a random variable that admits a continuous pdf
and does not decay to zero as T' — oco. Further, the sample
covariance matrix has the following singular values

QX X[) =0(a®),02()_ XeX[) = O(VTa")
t=1 t=1



The proof is given in Section[I9)and Proposition[T19.1} Propo-
sition suggests that the consistency of OLS estimate
depends directly on the condition number of the sample
covariance matrix. In fact, OLS is inconsistent when con-
dition number grows exponentially fast in 7" (as in the case
of A,). The proof requires a careful expansion of the (ap-
propriately scaled) sample covariance matrix inverse using
Woodbury’s identity. Since the sample covariance matrix
is highly ill-conditioned, it magnifies the noise-covariate
cross terms so that the identification error no longer decays
as time increases. Although for stable and marginally stable
A this invertibility can be characterized o i (I'r(A)) such
an intuition does not extend to explosive systems. This is
because the behavior of Y7 is dominated by “past” 7;s such
as 71,12 much more than the np_1,nr etc. When A is
explosive, all singular values of || AT || grow exponentially
fast. Since X7 = AT\ + AT 20+ ...+ Anp_1 + 17
the behavior of X is dominated by A7 —1,. This causes a
very strong dependence between X1 and X7 and some
structural constraints (such as regularity) are necessary for
OLS identification.

6 Discussion

In this work we provided finite time guarantees for OLS
identification for LTI systems. We show that whenever A is
regular, with an otherwise arbitrary distribution of eigenval-
ues, OLS can be used for identification. More specifically
we give sharpest possible rates when A belongs to one of
{80, S1, S2}. When the assumption of regularity is violated,
we show that OLS is statistically inconsistent. This sug-
gests that statistical consistency relies on the conditioning
of the sample covariance matrix and not so much on the
signal-to-noise ratio for explosive matrices. Despite sub-
stantial differences between the distributional properties of
the covariates we find that time taken to reach a given error
threshold scales the same (up to some constant that depends
only on A) across all regimes in terms of the probability
of error. To see this, observe that Theorem|[I] gives us with
probability at least 1 — ¢

Co(d)log 5

AeS, = ||A-A||< T

~ C1(d) T
_All< l
AeS = ||[A-A4|< T log((s)

Cs (d)amaX(A_T)
0

AeS, — [|A—A||< (23)

The lower bounds for A € Sy and A € &; are given
in [SMT™ 18] Appendix B, F.1 which are

R By(d)log L
Aesy = |l Az | oldloes

- Bi(d). (1
Aes = [lA-Allz = 1og(5) (24)

with probability at least §. For A € Sy we provide a tighter
lower bound in Proposition i.e., with probability at least
)

2(d)Tmax (A_T)

. _B
A A— Al|>
€S = || 1= 51086

(25)

Now fix an error threshold e, from Eq. we get with
probability > 1 — ¢

AeSy = ||[A— A< eitT > log 3
0 =B =300 4)
AeS = [|[A— A< citT > log
L =S = 00d)
) log & + log Cs(d
A8 — [|A— A< citT > 25 T108Co(d)
1ngmin

From Eq. 24)),(25) we also know this is tight. In summary
to reach a certain error threshold, T must be at least as large
as log } for every regime.

Another key contribution of this work is providing finite
time guarantees for a general distribution of eigenvalues. A
major hurdle towards applying Theorem [I]to the general
case is the mixing between separate components (corre-
sponding to stable, marginally stable or explosive). Despite
these difficulties we provide error bounds where each com-
ponent, stable, marginally stable or explosive, has (almost)
the same behavior as Theorem|[I} The techniques introduced
here can be used to analyze extensions such as identifica-
tion in the presence of a control input U; or heavy tailed
distribution of noise (See Sections[T4]and [T5).
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7 Appendix

Proposition 7.1. Let P,V be a psd and pd matrix respectively and define P = P + V. Let there exist some matrix Q for
which we have the following relation

I1P72QlI< ~

For any vector v such that v' Pv = o, v'Vv = f it is true that
WQII< VB +ay

Proof. Since
I1P72QI53< +*
for any vector v € S4~1 we will have
o' PL/2P=1/2Qq) p=1/2P1/2y
v' P

<7
and substituting v’ Pv = a + f3 gives us
V'QQ'v < v*'Pu
= (a+B)?
O

Proposition 7.2. Consider a Jordan block matrix Jy()\) given by @), then J4(\)~* is a matrix where each off-diagonal
(and the diagonal) has the same entries, i.e.,

aq as as RPN Qaq
0 a1 as ... ag_q
JaNTF=10 (26)
0 e 0 aq ag
0 0 PN 0 al

dxd
for some {a;}%_,.

Proof. J4(\) = (A + N) where N is the matrix with all ones on the 1°¢ (upper) off-diagonal. N* is just all ones on the
k" (upper) off-diagonal and N is a nilpotent matrix with N = 0. Then

d—1
(M +N)™" = (> (-1)!AINY
1=0
d—1
3 dk 1)\ -1
(1)L (k — 1) (A + N)~ ( e Nl)
1=0
<d )
= Ve N
1=0
and the proof follows in a straightforward fashion. O

Proposition 7.3. Let A be a regular matrix and A = P~YAP be its Jordan decomposition. Then

lalle= ”Zaz >0
a

Further ¢min(A) > 0 where ¢umin(+) is defined in Deﬁnition



Proof. When A is regular, the geometric multiplicity of each eigenvalue is 1. This implies that A~ is also regular.
Regularity of a matrix A is equivalent to the case when minimal polynomial of A equals characteristic polynomial of A (See
Section[I8]in appendix), i.e.,

d
\Jnt 11> ad™ e >0
2=t o

Since A=3 = P~1A~7 P we have

d
inf ||y a;,PT'ATPl >0
i=1

[la][2=1

d
inf ||Zaip_1A_i+1||2Umin(P) >0
=1

[lall2=1

d
inf aiA_i‘H Omin(P)0min P_l >0
D0 i (Pl (P

llall2=1

d
inf ||Z aiA_i+1||2 >0
i=1

Since A is Jordan matrix of the Jordan decomposition, it is of the following form

[Tk, (A1) 0 e 0 0
0 Jko(A2) 0 o 0
A= : : : 27
0 ... 0 Jkl()\l) 0
| 0 0 . 0 Trrr (A1)
where J, (\;) is a k; x k; Jordan block corresponding to eigenvalue \;. Then
[ 7. F () 0 .0 0
0 JF(e) 0 . 0
ATF= S : (28)
0 . 0 J,5(\) 0
0 0 e 0 Tk (M)

Since HZf:l a; A~ 1||3> 0, without loss of generality assume that there is a non—zero element in k; x k; block. This
implies

d
1> @i ()l2> 0

i=1

=S

By Proposition [7.2] we know that each off-diagonal (including diagonal) of S will have same element. Let j, =
inf {;j|S;; # 0} and in column j, pick the element that is non—zero and highest row number, . By design .S;, j, > 0 and
further

0:J0

S/ﬂ*(jo*io)ykl = Sio;jo
because they are part of the same off-diagonal (or diagonal) of S. Thus the row k1 — (jo — 40) has only one non-zero
element because of the minimality of jj.

We proved that for any ||a||= 1 there exists a row with only one non—zero element in the matrix 25:1 a; A=+, This
implies that if v is a vector with all non—zero elements, then ||Z§l=1 a; A" ][> 0, ie.,

d
inf ||Z a;i A" |y >0
llall=1" &



This implies

”ail?f_1||[v,Aflv, AT ally > 0
o

Omin([v, A" 0, . AT ) > 0

By Definition [3] we have
@min (A) >0
O

Proposition 7.4 (Corollary 2.2 in [IL11]). For any positive definite matrix M with diagonal entries mj;, 1 < j < d and p
is the spectral radius of the matrix C with elements

ciy =0 ifi=j
My e g
= fi#]
then
[T, my; — det(M)

0< <1—e ™mn

d
ITj=1 myj
where Amin = minq<j<q A;(C).
Proposition 7.5. Let 1 — C/T < p;(A) <1+ C/T and A be a d x d matrix. Then there exists o(d) depending only on d

such that for every 8d <t < T
omin (Tt (A)) > ta(d)

Proof. Since A = P~1AP where A is the Jordan matrix. Since A can be complex we will assume that adjoint instead of
transpose. This gives

T
Trp(A) =1+ A'AY
t=1
T
=T+ P—l ZAtPP/(At)*P—ll

t=1
T
=1+ Umin(P>2P_1 ZAt(At)*P—l/
t=1
Then this implies that

T
Tmin(P7(A)) > 1+ ouin (P)2omin (P71 Y AY(AY PTY)
t=1

T
Z ]-+ O—min(P)20min(P71)2o—min(Z At(At)/)
t=1

Omji 2 T
> 1+ %amm(z AY(AYY)
Now
i S0 JE (A1) (JE, (M))* 0 . 0
0 Sy L ) (T, (A2))* 0
At(At)* = ] 2 ) 2

0 N 0 ST JE W ()



Since A is block diagonal we only need to worry about the least singular value corresponding to some block. Let this block
be the one corresponding to Ji, (A1), i.e

T T
oumin(D_ AT AN = g (Y JE, ), ())7) (29)
t=0

t=0

Define B = Z?:o J (M) (JE, (A1))*. Note that Jy, (A1) = (A I 4 N) where N is the nilpotent matrix that is all ones on
the first off-diagonal and N*1 = 0. Then
(i
J

ot 0t 07 = (35 (0w (35 (Josrv)

(MI+N)' =

-

<

]~

J=0 J

t ¢ 2 . ) ] J=tk=t t t . )
=50 (0) e wievy 4030 () () Moty

3=0 J Diagonal terms J#k /

t " 2 Jj=t,k=t " " )
=30 () e wievy 430 () (4) Moty

J=0 Diagonal terms i>k

PN
> (k)(.)wx;)w(m

i<k J

t + 2 J=tk=t t t .
:Z<J) PN+ D (k)(ﬂ) AaPEX]ENTENR (kY

J=0 Diagonal terms J>k On (j — k) upper off-diagonal

J=tk=t o\ gy

A 23 )\* k*JN] N] / Njfk /

-y (1) (5) paon—a vy v

On (k — 7) lower off-diagonal

Let \; = re'?, then similar to [Erx94], there is D = Diag(1,e~ 0 e=29 ... e~ (F1=19) quch that D(\ T + N)*((A T +
N)')*D* is a real matrix. Observe that any term on (j — k) upper off—diagonal of (A1 + N)*((A1I + N)*)* is of the form
10e!U=*)% 1In the product D(A 1 + N)!((A1I 4+ N)!)*D* any term on the (5 — k) upper off diagonal term now looks like
e~ 10+ik0y ¢i(I=F)0 — 0 which is real. Then we have

t 2 j=t,k=t
D(MI+N)Y((\I+N))*D* = Z (t> A 29 NI(NTY + Z (Z) <t> M| 2F A [P R NI R NE (VR
=\ — J

Diagonal terms 3>k On (j — k) upper off-diagonal

j=t,k=t

=3 (1) () punr ey oy G30)

i<k

On (k — j) lower off-diagonal

Since D is unitary and D(A1I + N) (A + N)H)*D* = (|\ |1 + N) (AT + N)t), we can simply work with the case
when A; > 0 and real, as the singular values remain invariant under unlta% transformations. Now we show the growth of
ij*" term of the product D(A\y 1 4+ N)*((A 4+ N)*)* D*), Define B = LM+ NI+ N)YY

T
B”_Z (AL + NI+ N)YH* ]y (31)
t=1

T

Zi ( ) Ad 279 (32)
=0

t=1



Since 1 — C/T < |\|< 14 C/T, then for every t < T we have
670 < |)\1|t§ eC

Then
T ki—1 n 2 .
Bu=3)_ ) ) A [209)
=1 j=o \J
_QC T ki— l<>
Z 0

t=1 j=

ey S (1) ey

t=T/2 j=0 t=T/2

t2k1 —20+2 _
> C(kl)T2k1—2l+1 (33)

An upper bound can be achieved in an equivalent fashion.

T ki—l
By = Z Z ( ) | A 2D

t=1 5=0
k1—1 ‘

€2CT Z T2] < C(kl)T2k1_2l+1 (34)
3=0

£ ()
500

Similarly, for any By, j4; we have

2
t=T/2 j=0
k1—k—I
T T/2\ (T/2
> ¢~ 2C
=7 5 (D00 o
> C(kl)T2k172lcfl+l (38)

and by a similar argument as before we get Bj, = C(k;)T?*1=3=*+1_ For brevity we use the same C (k1) to indicate
different functions of k; as we are interested only in the growth with respect to 7". To summarize

Bji, = C(ky) T =3 =H+1 (39
whenever T' > 8d. Recall Proposition[7.4] let the M there be equal to B then since

B T2k17j7k+1

Gy = Olh)pe = O s

it turns out that C;; is independent of T" and consequently A,,,;, (C), p are independent of T" and depend only on k1 : the
d 2

Jordan block size. Then Hflzl Bj; > det(B) > Hflzl Bjje_lﬂpmin = C(ky) H;ﬁ:l Bjj. This means that det(B) =

C(k1) H;“:l B;; for some function C'(k1) depending only on k;. Further using the values for B;; we get

det(B) = C(k1) [[ Bj; = [] Clka)T?* =21 = C(ky) T (40)
j=1 j=1
Next we use Schur-Horn theorem, i.e., let o;(B) be the ordered singular values of B where o;(B) > 0,41(B). Then o;(B)
majorizes the diagonal of B, i.e., for any k < k;

k

Y i)=Y n

i=1



Observe that B;; < Bj; when i < j. Then from Eq. (39) it implies that

Bk1k1 = Cl(kl)T > Ok, (B)
k1
Z Bjj = Cg(kl)T3 + Cl(k‘l)T > O’klfl(A) + ok, (A)

Jj=k1-1

Since k1 > 1 it can be checked that for T > Ty = 2ky,/ g;gﬁig we have o, _1(A) < (1 + (2k1)2)Ca(k1)T? <
(1 + ky 1) Co(ky)T? as for every T > Ty we have Cy (k1 )T > 4k3Cy (k1)T. Again to upper bound o, _o(A) we will use
a similar argument

k1
> Bjj = Cs(k))T° + Ca(k1)T? + C1(k1)T > 0%, 2(A) + 0%, -1(A) + 0%, (A)
j=k1—2

and show that whenever

02(/<i1)>

T > max (Tl, 2k )

we get o, _2(A) < (14 (2k1) 72 + (2k1) ™) C3(k1)T® < (1 + ky1)C3(k1)T" because T > T) ensures Cy (ki )T >
4k3C1 (k)T and T > Ty = 2k1\/m ensures C3(k1)T° > 4k3C5(k1)T3. The C;(k;) are not important, the goal is to

Cs (k1)
show that for a sufficiently large 7" we have an upper bound on each singular values (roughly) corresponding to the diagonal
element. Similarly we can ensure for every i we have o;(A) < (1 + k; 1)Ch, i1 (k1)T?*1 =27+ whenever

Ci(k1)
T > T; = max (TZ—, 2k 7)
PN Ciga (k)
Recall Eq. @0) where det(B) = C(ki)T*. Assume that oy, (B) < —UT ___ Then whenever T >

el Citi(k1)

Ci(k1)
max (Sd7 sup; 2kq Ci+1(k1)>
det(B) = C(ky)TH

k1
H 0; — C(kl)Tk%
i=1

k1
ok (B)(L+ k) TR ] G 2 C (k) TH

i=2
Cy, T
Tk (B) = —1\k ,11 k1
(L+ky )R L G
C(k)T
" eI, Ciga (k)
which is a contradiction. This means that oy, (B) > % This implies
‘ ell;2; Civ1(k1)
Umin(P)2
min I'r(A >1 ———C(k1)T
Fuin(Pr(4) > 14+ 0 Ol
for some function C'(k;) that depends only on k;. O

It is possible that o(d) might be exponentially small in d, however for many cases such as orthogonal matrices or diagonal
matrices «(A) = 1 [As shown in [SMT™18]]]. We are not interested in finding the best bound «(d) rather show that the
bound of Proposition[7.3]exists and assume that such a bound is known.



Proposition 7.6. Let t1/to = 8 > 1 and A be a d x d matrix. Then
ATy, (AT (A)) < C(d, B)

where C(d, (3) is a polynomial in 3 of degree at most d*> whenever t; > 8d.

Proof. Since A1 (T'y, (A)T,'(4)) >0

M (T, (AL} <A>><tr<rt1< )L (A))
< w(T;, /2 (A)T, (AT, 2 (4))

< do < (A, (AT, 2 (4))

/

2T
<d sup tl( )
Jlzll0 2'T'ea (A)2

Now

t;
Ty, (A)=P~' > A'PP' (AP
t=0
ti

< O_max(P)QP—l ZAt(At)*P—l/

t=0
t;
T, (A) = omin(P)? P71 AHAN)* PV
t=0
Then this implies
2Ty, (AT _ Omax(P)? o' g AL A

sup < sup
lal30 2Tty (A)z = Tmin(P)? |2]30 2/ 312 o A (A

Then from Lemma 12 in [AYPS11]] we get that

oy T T AAD s det(S (M)
lell20 @ Sp2 o At(Af)*2 ~ det(30)2 ) AL(AL)*)

Then
det(35,2 At(At)*) det(l_L L (020 Tk () (T (M))))
det(_,Lo AF(AF )*) det(TTi—, (Crto T, () (i, (A)D)*))

Here [ are the number of Jordan blocks of A. Then our assertion follows from Eq. (40) which implies that the determinant
of Z?:O T, (Ni) (Jk, (Ni)1)* is equal to the product of the diagonal elements (times a factor that depends only on Jordan
2

block size), i.e., C (kl)tgf . As a result the ratio is given by

det(TT.1 (02 o T (M) (T (A)D))) _ ﬁ
det(Hl 1 (im0 Tk (AT (X)D)*)) i

whenever to,t; > 8d. Summarizing we get

X Ftl (A) Umax P k2
sup
lallzo 2Ty (A)z = Umm (P)? Hﬂ




8 Probabilistic Inequailities
Proposition 8.1 ([Verl0]). Let M be a random matrix. Then we have for any ¢ < 1 and any w € S that

P(IM||> 2) < (1+2/)P(||Mw||> (1 - €)2)

The proof of the Proposition can be found, for instance, in [[Ver10].

Proposﬂmn@helps us in usmg the tools developed in de la Pena et. al. and [AYPS11] for self-normalized martingales.
We will define S; = ZT o X+7r+1 where 7); = w?'n, is standard normal when w is a unit vector. Specifically, we use
Lemma 9 of [AYPS11]] which we state here for convenience:

Theorem 3 (Theorem 1 in [AYPSTIN). Ler {F;}i2 be a filtration. Let {n,}52, be a real valued stochastic process such
that ny is ' measurable and 0, is conditionally R-sub-Gaussian for some R > 0., i.e.,

)\2R2

YA ER E[eM|F, 1] <e

Let {X;}52, be an R%—valued stochastic process such that X, is FFy measurable. Assume that V is a d x d positive definite
matrix. For any t > 0 define

t t
Vi=V 4> XX, S =Y naXs
s=1
Then for any 6 > O with probability at least 1 — § forallt > 0

Vi) 1/2 ~1/2
[1Se][3, 1< 2R 1o <def(Vt) glet(V) )

Proposition 8.2. Ler P have full row rank and
X1 = AXy + Py

where {n;}1_, is an i.i.d. subGaussian process with variance proxy = 1 and each n; has independent elements. For any
0 < § < 1, we have with probability 1 — §

T—1
N(Yr-0) ™2 Xemp o Pl
t=0
Sdet(Yr_1)Y/ 2 der(V)~1/24
<R 8dlog< ( )51/d ) (41)
where Y1 = (3_, Xy X[+ V)~! and any deterministic V with V > 0.
Proof. Note that P, is a non—trivial subGaussian if P has full rank.
Define S; = Zs 1 Xs14y 1 P’ Using Proposmonand setting e = 1/2, we have that
&—1/2 d >—1/2 Yy ——1/2 y2
PV 17 Srall2< y) < 5PV 1" Sroawl< 5) = P71 Sroawll3< =) (42)

Setting Sp_qw = Zf_ll Xn, 1 P'w we observe that 7 ; P'w satisfies the conditions of Theoremlw1th variance proxy
Omax(P)?. Then replace in Eq. (#2)

Vo )1/2 —1/2

which gives us from Theorem 3]
PV 1*Sr-1ll2< y) < 6



Theorem 4 (Hanson—Wright Inequality). Given a subGaussian vector X = (X1, Xo,...,X,,) € R™ withsup;|| X; ||y, < K
and X; are independent. Then for any B € R"*" and t > 0

Pr(|X'BX — E[X'BX]|< )

t t2
< 2exp{ — cmin ( , ) (43)
{ KB KW[Bls }

Proposition 8.3 (Theorem 5.39 [Ver10]). Let E be an T' x d matrix whose rows 1), are independent sub—Gaussian isotropic

random vectors with variance proxy 1 in R%. Then for every t > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2¢=t* one has

VT —CVd —t < oqin(E) < VT + CVd+t (44)

The implication of Propositionis as follows: E'E > (/T — C+v/d — t)2I with probability at least 1 — 2e=t”. Let
t=4/ % log %, and ensure that
2
T >T,(5) = c(d+ log 5)

for some large enough universal constant C. Then for 7' > T},() we have, with probability at least 1 — 4, that

3 b)
e ment =1 (45)

E'E

Further with the same probability

302, (P) 1« 502, (P)
min I < = P IP/ =< max I
=TS ; P < =
2
T,(5) = c(d +log 5) (46)

Corollary 8.1 (Dependent Hanson—Wright Inequality). Given independent subGaussian vectors X; € R such that X ij are
independent and sup,; || Xi; ||, < K. Let P have full row rank. Define

PX;
PX,

X=| . |eR™
PX,
Then for any B € R and t > 0
Pr(|X'BX — E[X'BX]|< t)

t t2
< 2exp fcmin( : ) (47)
{ K201(P)||B||” K*o1(P)||B||%s }
Proof. Define
Xy
- Xo
X=1.
Xn

Now X is such that X; are independent. Observe that X = (Lnsn ® P)X. Then X'BX = )N((Inm ® P)B(Inxn ® P’)X.
Since

|(Inxn ® P)B(Inxn @ P')|| < ai(P)[|B]|
w((Inxn @ P)B(Inxn @ P')(Inxn ® P)B(Inxn @ P')) < 0} (P)tr((Inxn @ P)B*(Inxn @ P'))
< o} (P)tr(B?)

IN



and now we can use Hanson-Wright in Theorem @ and get the desired bound. O

Let X; = Z;;é Ay
Proposition 8.4. Let P have full row rank and

Xiy1 = AXy + P

where {n;} is an i.i.d. process and each n; has independent elements. Then with probability at least 1 — 6, we have

Sy Ttr(Tr—1(A))

T
HZXtXt/HzSGl(P) 5

JTtr(Tr(A) = 1)

T
I} XAl < 0y (P05

t=1

Let § € (0,e 1) then with probability at least 1 — &

||2T: X X{||2< Ul(P)ztr(TZ_l I (4)) (1 + %k’g (%))
t=0

t=1
for some universal constant c.

Pm

Py
Proof. Define 11 = . | . Then 7 is a non—trivial subGaussian whenever P has full row rank.

P’f]T
As in Corollary by defining Aas

I 0 0 0
A I 0 0
i-| o G e P)
AT-1 AT-2 4T3 ]
observe that

X1
~ Xo
An=| .
X7

Since
|| X X{||= X7 X,

we have that

T T
1> X X< Y XiX, = if A A7 = w(Aqif A').
t=1 t=1

The assertion of proposition follows by applying Markov’s Inequality to tr(/lfm’ A ). For the second part observe that each
block matrix of A is scaled by A, but the proof remains the same. Then in the notation of Theorem@|B = A’A, X =7

T

> w(Ty(4))

t
1B]1% < 11B]]s| Bl|2

|Blls = tr(A"A)
-1

t
=0



Define ¢* = min (¢, 1). Set t = ll*]ﬁ‘jlg%l log (§) and assume & € (0,e™') then

t - 12
c||B|| ~ ¢*||B||%

we get from Theorem 4] that

c||B||3 ] 1)} .
og = ) ¢. Since
Bl "985

Bl -
Bl =

Bl 1
- )<
exP{( BlE%5) <

and we can conclude that with probability at least 1 — ¢

with probability at least 1 — exp{ ( —

it follows that

T-1

i A’ Ajy < tr(z Ft(A))(l + C—l*log (%))

t=0

Corollary 8.2. Whenever § € (0,e™1), we have with probability at least 1 — &

| XT: X X][||2a< a‘f‘(P)tr(TZ_1 Ft(A))(l + élog (%))
t=k+1 =k

for some universal constant c.

Proof. The proof follows the same steps as Proposition[8.4] Define

I 0 0 ... 0
AT 0 ... 0

A= : : S nxn @ P
AT-1 qT-2 AgT-3 ]

Define Ay, as the matrix formed by zeroing out all the rows of A from k + 1 row onwards. Then observe that

T T T k
1Y XXl <u( > XX)=ud X X[ - XX}
t=1 t=1

t=k+1 t=k+1



Since tr(S1 X, X - SF X, X (AA- A A) =0

1) > 0 for any 7} it implies B =

1B]]s = u(4'A) =
1BI[7 < IBlIs|IBll2

Define ¢* = min (¢, 1). Sett = cll*ﬁ‘llj\l log (§) and assume & € (0,e~ ') then

t < 12
c||B|| — ¢*||Bl%

we get from Theorem [4] that

7 A7 < 1B+ I20E 1og (1) <y 12105 o (1) < s 1+

Bl N6

cl|Bll% ;
S 1BI1Z lo g5)}. Since

Bl -,
IBIE =~

c||Bl% }
exp log <94
{( || Bl[3 )

and we can conclude that with probability at least 1 — 9

(Y ry(4
t=k

with probability at least 1 — exp{ (

it follows that

i A'Af < tr

N1+ e (5))

Proposition 8.5. Whenever the pdf of X, f(-), satisfies ess sup,, f(z) = Cx < oo we have

P(IX|< §) < 20x6

Proof. Since the essential supremum of f(-) is bounded. Then

)
P(1X|< 6) = / | fla)do < 20xs

L (1)

O

Proposition 8.6 (Proposition 2 in [FTM17]). Let P~'AP = A be the Jordan decomposition of A and define zp =
AT Z;il AT=n;. Further assume that n, is continuous, subGaussian with variance proxy = 1 then

P(A,9d) = sup{y eR: P( mln \P zp|< y) < 6}

where P = [Py, P, ..., Pd]/. If pmin(A) > 1, then
Y(A,6) > (A)d >0

where 1p(A) depend only on A.



Proof. Define the event € = {min;<;<q4|P, zr|< y}, & = {|P, 2r|< y}. Clearly € = UZ | &;, then
P(&) < P(UL &) <Zp

From Proposition [8.5|and Assumption I we have P(€;) < 20, y. Then we get

d
P(g) < (2ZCIP:Z ‘)y<2d sup ClP/ T‘y

i—1 1<i<d

where CIP{ .| Is the essential supremum of the pdf of |P, zr|. Then ¢p(A) = 5 Sup1<1id i O

9 Lower Bound for Y when A € S, U S;

Here we will prove our results when p(A) < 1+ C/T. Assume for this case that ), = Lij; where {#;}7_, are i.i.d and all
elements of 7j; are independent. Further L is full row rank. Define o (LL') = R? > 0. Let 0ax (LL') = 1 (this does not
affect our result: R is just the inverse of the condition number). Define

P =AYy A
T-1

Q= Z Ay
=0

V=TI

T, = C(log% +d10g5)

d 1/2 -1/2
&1(9) = {||Q||%P+V)1§ 8log (5 det(P + V)§ det(V) > }
- o Tu(Dp(A) — 1)
= {H; Awal, )| =B S
£,(8) ={T > T,(5) 71<7me_ 41}

£(6) = £,(5) N &1(6) N Ex(0)

Recall that oy
Yr = AYp_ 1A+ Z AJCt’I]H_l + 77t+1ZZ?tA + Zntﬁt (48)
t=0 t=1

Our goal here will be to control
1QI]2 (49)
Following Proposition 3.1} Proposition[8.4] it is true that P(&;(6) N &2(8)) > 1 — 26. We will show that

E0) = E)(0) N EL(O) NE2(0) = Twmin(YT) > 1/4
Under &,)(5), we get

T-1

YT >‘ AYT 1A =+ Z AItT]H_l + 77t+1xtA =+ Z?’]t'f]t
=0 t=1
T-1 3

Yr = AYp A"+ Z Axnyy + e A+ ZR2TI
=0

T-1
3
U'YrU > U AYp AU+U Y (A;cm; bt nmx;A’) U+ ZTR2 YU € 8971 (50)

t=0



Intersecting Eq. (30) with & (5) N &(6), we find under E£(J)

5%det(P + V)1/2det(V)~1/2
||Q||%P+V)*1§ 8log ( 5

d TU@r(A)=1) | P/ 2det(TT)—1/2
<810g<5det( { + TI)'/2det(TT) >

o

< 8log <5ddet(tr(I‘T(/61{)j -0+ ])1/2>

Using Propositionand letting k2 = U’ PU then

QU2
- /
< VT T |8log <5ddet(tr(FT(1;131 0+ 2)

So Eq. (30) implies

5 3
U'YrU > k% —\/(k2 + T)\/16dlog (tr(Tp — I) + 1) + 32dlog 5 + ETRQ

which gives us

Y 2 2 16d 32d 5 3

=B

If we can ensure
TR4 5
o8 2 2 log(tr(FT -I1)+1) —|—dlog5

then 3 < R?/2,i.e.,

16d 32d 5)
\/Tlog(tr(FT—I)—i—l)—i—Tlog(s <

Let T be large enough that Eq. (52) is satisfied then Eq. (31)) implies

K2 (5 +1)R? 3pz Rz g2
> yr - 4 >
T 2 1 14 T

with probability at least 1 — 39 whenever

pi(A)

IN

14

C
tr
T>m (C(log +dlog5> CR2(%llog (tr(Ty — I) + 1) + dlog g))

Remark 2. Eq. (52) is satisfied whenever tr(Ur — I) grows at most polynomially in T This is true whenever p(A)

<1+

(D

(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

o



10 Sharpened bounds when 1 — 7 < pi(A) <1+ 7

Here we show that the bound for Y in Eq. (54)) can be sharpened to have quadratic growth in T'. The key idea towards
sharpening will be that we want Eq. (54] sat1sﬁed forevery t > L 5 simultaneously, i.e., we need

2
vo- U0 (56)

simultaneously for ¢ > % with high probability. By similar arguments as before as long as we have
pi(A) <1
2 9 )
¢ > max (C’(log = +dlog 5) CR ( log (tr(Ty — I) + 1) + dlog 5)) (57)
we can conclude with probability at least 1 — 26 that Y; > %[ . This means that with probability at least 1 — 35% we have

fort > L 5 simultaneously

tR?
Yoz =1

when Eq. is satisfied for each ¢. Since the LHS of Eq. is least at t = 7'/2 and RHS is greatest at t = T, a sufficient
condition for every t > T satisfying Eq. is the following

2 d
T > max (C(log s+ dlog;5),c(5 log (tr(D — I) + 1) + dlog g))
Then by substituting 6 — $7 we can conclude with probability at least 1 — 4 that

t2
yt>£1

simultaneously for every ¢ > % whenever

T > max (C(log % +dlog 5),CR2<§ log (tr(Tp — I) + 1) + dlog 25—?)) (58)

Define v;—1 = /U’ A’Y;_1 AU and Eq. (53) becomes

5T 3
UY,U>~2 1 —y/ (72, +1) \/16dlog (tr(Ty — I) + 1) + 32d log 5 +4tR2

i R2VE
Under Eq. (38) is< T‘[

15T
Z 7,52_1 - (’Yt—l + \/i)\/lﬁdlog (tr(Ft — I) + 1) + 32d10g W + 1 R2
15T  3tR? 15T
>, - ’yt_l\/16dlog (tr(Ty — I) 4+ 1) 4+ 32dlog — 25 + 1 \/i\/16dlog (tr(C'y — I) + 1) + 32dlog — %
<R2Yt
16dlog (tr(T'y — I) + 1) + 32d log 15T) N tR?
%271 4
16dlog (trf(T'y — I) + 1) 4 32dlog 22T TR?
og (tr(l'r — I) + 1) g 55 ) N (59)
Yi-1 8
_ [e(A5)
N 'Yt2—1
Observe that
— T R?
Yi—1 = U AY,_1 AU > oin(A) (60)

8e



Eq. (39) will give us a non-trivial bound only when # < 1/4 which is true whenever
t—1

64ec(A,9)

T> ———~

B Rzg?nin(A)

The scaling 1 — # in Eq. (39) depends on ~y;_; itself. We will show that
t—1
T
_ 2
Y—1 = TQ(l) = Yt—1 ( C(A,é))
T \1/2 T \3/4

-1 TQ((C(A,a)) ) = o= TQ((C(A, )) )

From Eq. (39),(60) since

c(A,0) 16ec(A, 0)
LA QY sl VY

’thl O’min(AA )T

it follows that
16ec(A, ) ,  R2TI
1 — _
Yt—( Gmin(AAl)TR2>AYt 14T+ 8
=p1

c(A,$)

The goal here is to refine the upper bound for T such that
t—1

c(A,0) < C
Y ~ T
Eq. (62) implies that
min(\_ﬁij,%)
@ TR? - kogk b BoTT
Yoz & > (1-p)kakA T
k=1
in(l41.%)
() TR2 o AEAf 4 R2TI
16e 16
k=1
R%*T R*TI
=Toe Ll AW T g
Here
8 = 16ec(A, 0)
'V o (AA)RET

(61)

(62)

(63)

Due to the choice of T, d we will usually have LéJQ < %. (a) follows by successively expanding Eq. (62), (b) follows

because (1 — (1) L5 > % since 51 < 1/2 by Eq. (6I). Then we can conclude that
%&271 Z O'Inin(AY;A/>
R*Tmin(AA")omin (T 1 (A))
> By
- 16e

(64)



which gives us

c(A,9) ( 16ec(A, 9) )1/2
¥2_, RQTUmin(AA’)amin(FL%J (A))

IN

= f2 (65)

It is clear from Eq. (63)) that we get a recursion during the refinement process. Specifically at the k*" repetition of Eq. (62)
up to Eq. (63) we get,
16ec(A, 0)

1/2 66
T in (A )0 (T J(A))) (66)
k—1

Br = (
Now [y, is a non-increasing sequence. We show this by induction. Since oy, (I':(A4)) > 1 and

16ec(A, 0) <1
O’min(AA')RZT -

it follows trivially that 82 < (3. Assume our hypothesis holds for all k& < m. Then since I';, (A) = I, (A) whenever
t1 > to we have
( 16ec(A, 0) )1/2 < ( 16ec(A, d) >1/2
RQTJmin(AA’)amin(I‘L/%J (4)) - RQTamin(AA’)amin(FLﬁ 1 J(A))
m m—1

ﬂm+1 S Bm

and we have proven our hypothesis. To now find the best upper bound for # we find the steady state solution for

Eq. (69), i.c.

16ec(A, d)

2 )

0 () = (et )

BOU ( I—ﬁoJ< )) RQTO'min(AA/) (67)
Now a solution for 3y € (ﬁi,)m, 1). To see this set Sy = 1, then LHS > RHS. Next set Sy = #ﬁ,)ﬂ%g then

$ince pmin(AY) > omin(A?) and p; < 1+ C/T we see that

AC%omin(Ty 3 (A) g ygmp (PROTI2C gy
Umin(AA/)2T2 o R40'min(AA/)2T2/02
2eC 16ec(A, 9)
< <
- O'min(A)QT - (RQTUmin (AA/))

and LHS < RHS because C is a constant but ¢(A, ¢) is growing logarithmically with 7" (and we can pick T" accordingly).
By ensuring that

64ec(A, )
>~ 7
T - R2O'min(A)2

we also ensure that 8; < 1/2 and as a result all subsequent 35, < 1/2. Now we can conclude that whenever T' > ‘jjffff(j)‘?

we get Eq. (62)

TR%I
Vi=(1— Bo)AYi1 A" + 3 (68)
and following as before we get with probability at least 1 — §
Y, TR Ty (A)+ TR (69)
7= 16e L7 16

where (3 is solution to

16ec(A,§
a1 = (g 1)

and
15T
c(A,6) = 16dlog (tr(Ty — I) + 1) + 32dlog %



/ 2 . ’
It should be noted that % will equal a(d)lifc(zm(;')'(AA ) , i.e., grow linearly with T, as shown in Proposition Then it
can be seen from Eq. (69) that

TR? TR?I
> 1
Vo= e g A+ 5
TR? TR?I
~ ———Omi 1
Yr = g omn(Cig) () + =5
. TR? TRQ\/a(d)crmm(AA’)I ~ Va(d)T?R*omin(AA) (70)
~ 16e 16ec(A, 0)C(d) N 256e2¢(A, d)

11 Invertibility of Y in explosive systems

Assume for this case that n; = Lij; where {#; }}_, are i.i.d and all elements of 7, are independent. Further L is full row
rank. Define oy (LL') = R? > 0. Let opax (LL') = 1. Recall that

Zt = Aitil't
t
=X —+ Z A_T’r]7—
T=1

Define

-1
2(Tt) = (Z A_sﬁT+1t+s>

s=0
where z(T,t) = 0 fort < 0,¢ > T + 1. An observation that will be useful is that z(t) is statistically independent of
2(T) — 2(t). Recall that Up = A~T S ayaf AT Fp = S0 At oz At
Bounding || Fr — Ur|lop

Observe that

t—1

2(T)—2(T—t) = AT+ <Z A_S77T+1_t+s> = A_T'H_lz(T7 t) (71)
s=0

Then

/

T
1Ur = Frllop=[1>_ A7 (T = 1)2(T — )’ = 2(T)2(T) )J(A™) |2

t=1
Letu = 2(T —t),v = z(T) and since uv’ — vv’ = (u — v)u' + u(u —v) — (u — v)(u — v)’ we have

T
U7 = Frilop < [ A7 (T ~ ) = (D) ((T ~ ) = 2(T)) A" |

;1
HID AT —#) — 2(T))2(T - ) + 2T —t)(2(T —t) —2(T) YA ||, (72)

The reason we decompose it in such a way is so that we can represent the cross terms (z(T —t) — z(T))z(T — t)’ as the
product of independent terms. This will be useful in using Hanson—Wright bounds as we show later.

First we bound

1D AT T =) = 2(T)((T — ) = 2(T)) A"l
t=1



From Eq. (7T) we see that A=%(2(T — t) — 2(T)) = —A~T=12(T\,t), then

m

2

AT (T )y = AT 10,0,..., T AL AT AT
~~

T —t+1 term :

nr

Since ZtT:l(z(T —t) = 2(T)(2(T —t) — 2(T)) < 23:1 trace((2(T — t) — 2(T))(2(T — t) — z(T"))")I. Based on these
observations we have

T T
I3 AT 1) = T)(A(T 1) =200 A 3 AT 0,0 A

t=1

T
<traceAle (T, t)=z(T\,t) A_T1 ZthATlA_Tl(T,t):ﬁ/fl/flﬁ
t=1

t=1

T
Up
where 7= | . | and

nr
0 0 0 A-T-1
~ 0 0 . AT pT2

A:

Af.Tfl Af.TfQ A72.T+1 A;QT

Since tr(AA’) = Ttr(A~T'Tp(A~1)A~T-V). Applying Markov’s Inequality (See Proposition , we have with
probability at least 1 — ¢ that

tr(E[Aqi A']) < o1 (L) Tr(A-T-1Tp (A1) A-T-)
)

< 5 (73)

Although this bound can be tightened by dependent Hanson—Wright (See Corollary [81)), there is no reason to do so as §
depends only logarithmically on 7. In fact we get with probability at least 1 — ¢ that

4 d 1 1
i A A < (1 + ~log 5)(01(L)QTtr(A_T_lFT(A_l)A_T_l’)) (74)
Next we analyze the second term
T
1D AT =) = 2T)AT = 1) + 2T = )(2(T = 1) = 2(T) )A™" ||z
t=1
Consider the summand Zthl A=t ((2(T —t) — 2(T))2(T — t) A=Y, then

T
STAT(AT —t) = 2(T)a(T —t) A = AT (T )2(T — 1) A7 (75)



We define scaled version of z(T,t), z(T — t).

m
2
AT )= AT (T ) = ATTN0,0,..., T AT AR L AT
~~
T—t+1 term .
A(T,b) nr
_Aftfll'
A7t72/
2(T - t)l == Z(T - t)/A_t/ = [7717 77/27 . 7,,7%] A*T/ +"I30
—_———
ﬁ/ 0
L 0 ]
A(T—t)

Then the probability of the second term can be written as

T
PUR (T, OFT = 1) + AT = )3(T,1) )22 2) < 2 x5 x P( ) > z/4)

T
> 2 AT AT — 1) v
t=1

T
i ( STAT ) ATV AT — 1) + AT — t) v’ AT A(T, t))ﬁ

§2><52de<
t=1

< z/4> (76)

To Eq. (76) apply Hanson-Wright inequality. For any u, v, due to the statistical independence of 2(T — t), z(T', t) we have
T
EDY 2u 2T, 6)2(T — ) v] = 0
t=1

We now need an upper bound on ||S||2, ||S||r. Since CD' + DC" < CC' + DD’

AT, ) AT Y A(T —t) + A(T — t)/ v’ A= T7LA(T )

i
[M]=

~
Il

1

Il
[M]=

AT, t) A= THD A=THDA= ) AT — ) + A(T — t) vu’ A~TTDE=) A=(THDe g(T ¢)

~
Il

1

=Cc =D’
T T
< ZA(T7t)/Af(Tle)e/Af(TJrl)eA(T?t)+ZA(T )UU/A (T+1)(1— e)A (T+1)(1—¢) T A( t)
t=1 —Ccr t=1 —DD’
T
= of (AT THIYN " AT ) A(T, ) + u A=(THD 70 =T UZA — )0’ A(T — t)
t=1 t=1
T T
< o2 (A (T+De (ZA Tt>I+a (A~ (T+D(1-0)) tr( AT )va(T—t))I
t=1 t=1

(a)
< 2To? (A~ TV (Dp (A~
Here (a) follows because

AT, )A(T,t) = Ty 1 (A), A(T — )A(T — t) = Dy_(A)



Then whenever 5 1
T2T0:5<log5+log2+2dlog5) a7

Eq. (76) becomes with probability at least 1 — 4 that
T
1D (AT =) = 2(T)2(T = 1) + 2(T = )(2(T =)’ = 2(T))||o< 4T%0 (A~ TFV)r(Tr (A7) (78)

Then combining Eq. (73)),(78) we get for T' > T, given in Eq. (77),

5 (79)

Ttr(A~T-1Tp(A- ) A- TV
||UT o FT||2S <4T20_%(A(T+1)e)tr(FT(A1)) + ( T( ) )>
with probability at least 1 — 25. We pick € such that (7 + 1)e = | T4 |. In fact using Eq. instead of Eq. we get

||Ur — Frl||2< <4T2o—§(A—(T“)f)tr(rT(A—l)) + (1 + = log 5)Ttr(A T=ir (A—l)A—T—l’)> (80)
Bounding Ur

To give lower and upper bounds on Uz, we need to bound Fr. The steps involve

|Ur — Frll < A
Fr>=Vi =0
= Up > Vy, — AI
Fr =V,

— Up < Vip + AT

From Proposition [12.1) we get, with probability at least 1 — 26,

FT >_ (bmin( )2¢(A)252Umin(P_1)2I
~ Pmax(4)?

omm(P) (1+ %log%)tr(P(FT(Afl) —I)P)I

Define

A= L in (W(l + %log %)tr(P(FT(A_l) - P, ¢min(A)2¢(A)25%min(P—1)2)

2 Umin(P)2
7 ¢min(A)zw(A)2520min(P71)2
N 2

Then in Eq. (79) by ensuring that

<4T20%(A_(T+1)6)tr(FT(A_1)) I Ttr(A—T—ll"T(A_l)A—T—I/)> - ¢min(A)27/)(A)252

) 20 max (P)2

we get with probability at least 1 — 44 (since this is the intersection of events governed by Eq. (79).(86),([87))

. 2 252 . —1)2 (bmin(f4*)2w(l4)262 ¢min(’4)2¢(14)262
UT i ¢m1n(A) w(A) 5 Umln(P ) I - 2O'max(P)2 I t 2O'max(P)2 I (81)
Similarly, for the upper bound
3Pmax(A)? 1 1 1 ,
Ur < 2omin(P)2 (1+ p log g)tr(P(FT(A ) —1)P)I (82)



Thus with probability at least 1 — 40 we have

¢min(A>2w(A)262 T AT
YT = 20n11x(P)2 A
3dmax(4 ) 1 1 1 N AT AT
Yr 2 5 (L log Su(P(Tr(47) — HP)ATA &9

whenever

(84)

<4T2a%(A—<T+1>€)tr(rT<A—1>)+ Ttr(A_T_lrﬂA_l)A_T_l/)) < Gmin(A)H(AVS

4] 20 max (P)?

12 Regularity and Invertibility

Through a counterexample in [NieOS8|], Remark 4 in [PM13] it is shown that unless a matrix is regular, the estimation of the
parameters maybe asymptotically inconsistent.

Recall Fr from Eq. (T8). Assume again that 7, = Lj; where {7 }1_; are i.i.d isotropic subGaussian and all elements of 7;
are independent. Further L is full row rank. Define o,in(LL') = R? > 0. Let oyax(LL') = 1 (this does not affect the
main result as it appears only as a scaling). For the invertibility of Y7 in explosive systems, it will be important that F7 is
invertible with high probability. It will turn out that invertibility of F7 can be ensured by assuming regularity of A. This
is Proposition 1 in [FTM17] and has been presented here for completeness. It will be useful to recall the definitions of
Pmin(A), Pmax(A) from Definition 3]

We will show F indeed has rank d with probability 1. Formally,
Proposition 12.1. Let A be regular, then we have with probability at least 1 — 20

¢m1n( )

Umin(FT) O'max(P) w(A) 5
Omax (Fr) < ¢max((1f))2( log(ls) r(P(Tr(A™Y = 1)P)

where A = P~YAP is the Jordan decomposition of A.

Proof. Let Sy, = [z, A" 2p, ..., A7 F2p] where 270 = A~ Tor = A7T( {:—01 Ak Ljr_4). Note that L7; is continuous
whenever L is full row rank. Then Fr = S7.5/.. Observe that

A_tZT = P_IA_tPZT

Define the event
_ : /
£4(0) = { min [Pizr|> 1 (4)d}

where ¢)(A) is the lower bound shown in Proposition (which we can use due to the continuity of L#;) and v = Pzyp.
Under £1(6), |v;|> 0. Now we need a lower bound for oy,in (Frr) under £ (6)

T T
Fr = p1 ZA7i+1PZTZ%PIA7i+1/P71/ —_ p-1 ZAfz#l,leAfiJrl/Pfl/ (85)
i=1 i=1
X 2 2¢2p—1p—1s ¢min(A)2 262
= ¢min(A)"Y(A)°6° P~ P 57( P)Qw(A) 61 (86)
Urnax

Further, since A is regular we have that ¢, (A) > 0 from Proposition Then with probability at least 1 — § we have

¢min(A)22w(A)252 > 0

min F Z o
7 ( T) Umax(P)

For the upper bound, observe that Pz is a sub-Gaussian random variable. Since

[|Pzr2i P'||< 25 P Parp



and recalling that

m

72

Zr = [A_17A_2,...7A_T] .
A nr

we can use dependent Hanson Wright inequality (Corollary to bound 24P’ Pzp. In Theorem

B=AP'PA
E[zP' Pzy| = t(P(Tp(A™Y) — I)P)oy(L)? = tr(P(Dp(A™Y) — I)P')
[1Bl2, ||Bl|r< u(A'P'PA) = u(P(Pr(A™Y) = I)P')

Then with probability at least 1 — § we have
!/ / 1 1 —1 /
zpP'Pzr < (14 p log g)tr(P(FT(A )—1)P")

and we get from Eq. (83)

T
Fr=<p! Z AT Pap2l PPATHY pY

i=1

T
= (2 P'Pzr) sup amax<P*1ZA%HM/A*"“’P*”)I

[[v][2=1 i=1
¢maX(A) 1 -1y ’
Umm(P) (1+- 1og (5) r(P(Tr(A™") = I)P')I (87)
Then we have with probability at least 1 — 24
¢m1n(A)2
Fr Umax(P)2 V(A)2621 (88)
¢maX(A)2 1 —1 /
Pr = S (14 log ue(P(Dr(A™) = )P (59)

13 Composite Result

In this section we discuss error rates for regular matrices which may have eigenvalues anywhere in the complex plane. The
key step is to recall that for every matrix A it is possible to find P such that

P (90)

Here A, A5, As are the purely explosive, marginally stable and stable portions of A. This follows because any matrix A
has a Jordan normal form A = P~'AP, where A is a block diagonal matrix and each block corresponds to an eigenvalue.
We can always find () (a rearrangement matrix) such that A is partitioned into two diagonal parts: explosive, marginally
stable and stable, i.e.,

Ae 0 0
A=P7 QT |0 A, 0]|QP (91)
0 0 A



Clearly, P= QP. Since

t
-1
= Z AT
T=1

t

Xt PXt Z A~T_1 P?’]t77—+1 (92)
T=1 Y
MNt—7r+1

Now, the transformed dynamics are as follows:
X1 = AXy + e

where A has been partitioned into explosive and stable components as Eq. (90). Corresponding to A partition X, i

} Xy un
Xy = | X{"% |, 0 = | ni*® (93)
X7 un

3 T Xp(Xg)  Xp(xpre)  Xp(Xy)
Yr =) X X[ =) | XP(Xp) XPe(Xre) o Xpe(Xp) (94)
= = XS(X@) Xp(Xm) Xp(Xp)

We analyze the error of identification in the transformed system instead and show how it relates to the actual error. Note that
P is unknown, the transformation is done for ease of analysis. The invertibility of submatrix corresponding to stable and
marginally stable components, i.e.,

ms
inss — |:Xt :|

X
follows from Theorem[T} To see this let A, be a d. x d. matrix. Define
Pmss:p[de"_l:dﬁ}

i.e., P ss is the rectangular matrix formed by removing the rows of P corresponding to the explosive part. Then, by
definition, we have that

nms

|: ,;;ts :| =P, mssTt

and
A 0 N
Xmss — ms X mss + g+1:|
41 |: 0 A5:| t |:77t+1
A
Further
E[Pmémtmpém} PmééPr/nss 0

! s is invertible and { P,,,ss7; } £, are independent subGaussian vectors.
Now this is the same set up as the general version of Theoremmdiscussed in Section@ Since A5 € Sp U Sy only has
stable and marginally stable components, it follows from the Eq. (34) that

Since all rows of P are independent then P,,,,, P/

T

T
ZXZWSS(X?LSS)/ — 40m111(PM55P7n99)I
t=1

E ) > omin(P)? = R?, we have that Zthl Xres(X[ee) = TTR2]. Let
Omax(P) = 1. (this makes no difference to the results and R can be interpreted as the inverse condition number)

with high probability. Then since opmin (Prss P,

mss

Recall the definition of B4(0)

Bo(6) = inf {ﬂ|52o—min(rh%j (A4) = (m>}



we refer to (3y(0) as . Following our discussion in Proposition 7.5 we see that 3y > 0 and since omin (I:(A4)) > a(d)t we
have that

8ec(A, 9) 1 TR?o fmn(A)C( )
o= TReGZ, (A)CW) — Bo =~ Sec(A.d)

Define

Bo

T
e TR? TR?
Vo= (3 X{(X{)), Vi = Ty, Vi = (KFL , J(Ams))

where the invertibility in V. holds with high probability. Observe that V;,s < (31—, X7 (X)), Ve = (X1, X5 (X5))
with high probability (follows from Eq. (54),(69)). This observation will be useful in proving the composite invertibility.

Although the technique to prove the invertibility of Zle X, X/ is similar in spirit to that of [FTMI7], it addresses additional
difficulties arising due to the presence of a marginally stable block.

‘/;71/2 0 0
Baxa=| 0 U2 (95)
0 0 v

We will show that B Y, X; X/B' is positive definite with high probability, i.e.,

T o I o Zf_lv V2 xe(xmsy V*;f; ST v xe(xsy 1/;11/2;
> BX,X[B'= Py msj/;cwmvel/g D v/l 1vmj/;<m<xm> n:f/g v/l 1vn7s1//;cm<xs>vl/g ’
= — s e — / - s ms - / — s s — /
= Sy Vi X (XE) Ve Sy Vo VX (XY Vi Sy Vo VX (XE) Vi

(96)
We already showed that lower submatrix is invertible. To show that the entire matrix is invertible we need to show
T
VY2 XX ) V2 v ? ZXE X2V < /8
t=1
with high probability for some appropriate + and
—1/2 T —1/2
ms 0 mss mss\/ ms 0
Omin ~1/2 ZXt (X{"*%) —1/2 >7>0
( 0 Vs pry 0 Vs
13.1 Cross Terms have low norm
Define the following quantities:
(A 5) = Homax(40° G (40) (1+ Hlog}Ju(P(Pr(47* — 1)P)) 97)
a(Ae,
¢m1n( ) Umln(Ae)2 ¢(Ae)252
2
Tne(8) = {T (A, O)tr(A;THme D (ATTHome(T))1) < 2756} (98)
R2 2
ke = kme(T) =T [ 1 — 2 (99)
2048de; (Dr(Ane) T () (1+1102}))
ffo( B
2
T.e(8) = {T aAe, O)tr(A7 TR T (AT TR < ;56} (100)
2,2
kse = keo(T) = T<1 - Ry ) (101)
1024a; (D7 (A,) (1 + L10g 1))



Remark 3. Note that T,,.(6) (and Ts.(9)) is a set where there exists a minimum T, < oo such that T € T,,,.(§) whenever
T > T,. However, there might be T < T, for which the inequality of Tp,.(6) holds. Whenever we write T € Ty,.(6) we
meanT > T,.

Second note that for every 7', since R,y < 1 we have

e T), Fne(T) >

These quantities will be useful in stating the error bounds. We have

T
IV X SV 1] < IV 3 XA Vb PV Y XE eV
=t t=1 t=k+1

We will need a more nuanced argument to upper bound Eq. (T02)) than that provided in [FTM17] (although it will be similar
in flavor).

T
POV XP (X)) Vi) (102)
t=1

For any vy, v we break \vﬂ/e_lﬂ Zle Xo(Xprey s v2| into two parts

\vm*/QZXﬂX?S) Vis/ 2 0o
t=1
and
VS OV
t=k+1
CFor [y Ve A X (X7 Vins 2 va| we have

T T
oy V2 Z STVt Poo) < (Ve V2N Xp(Xp Ve Vi oV ST XS (X ) Vid P
t=k+1 t=k+1 t=k-+1
<1
g Ug 7;51/2 Z Xms Xms)lv_l/ ,02< Ul( _1/2 Z Xms Xms)lv_l/z)
t=k+1 t=k+1
T
< MDD XXy Vind) (103)
t=k+1

To upper bound Eq. (T03) we simply need to upper bound Vims!? ZtT: o1 X (X ) V2. We can use dependent
Hanson—Wright inequality (Corollary [8.1) and Corollary[8.2} Then from Corollary [8.2]and since V;,,, is deterministic we
can conclude that with probability at least 1 — § we get
d 1. 1
V—1/2 Xms Xms V—l/2 _< 1/2F ms —-1/2 (1 21 7)[ 104
SHEED DR Ztr #(Ams) Vi) (14~ log (104)
t=k+1 t=k+1

We can upper bound the deterministic quantity in Eq. (T04) as

T T
> u(VPTH( AV ) < dh() ] Ti(Ams)Vind)
t=k+1 t=k+1
se§- A Ap)~!
:d/\l(TR2 2 Tl mo )Tty (Ams) )
t=k+1
8e(T — k _
<d)\1( (TR2 )PT(Ams)FLﬁJ(AmS) 1) (105)



1/2 are the same as QP! and non—negative whenever

-y (A,s)~ L, appears in Eq. (T03) only because Vs is
deterministic. This will help us in getting non—trivial upper bounds for the cross terms of explosive and marginally stable pair.
The key is the choice of k. In Proposmonwe showed that Ay (T, I, t ) only depends on the ratio of 1 /t3 and A, and

not on the specific values of ¢1, t5. Note that due to Proposmonthe normalized gramian term FT(A’"S)FL 1 5] (Ams)

The last inequality holds because the eigenvalues of P~1/ 2QP‘
P, Q are psd matrices. The normalized gramian term, 't (A4,,)

logT

has spectral radius that is at most polynomial in T'8y(6). Since 8o() ~ x log &, we get that

— 1
M(Cr(Ars)TTL, | (Ams)) = poly (log T, log 5 )

/30(5)

Our choices of T},,.(8), kme(T) in Eq. (O8),(99) are motivated by the preceding discussion. We set k = k;,,.(T') and we

have that d)\; (Se(Tj;;k) FT(AmS)FL (A, )_1) < &5 (check by directly substituting k& = k,.(T') in Eq. (105)) and

as a result from Eq. (T03)

(5)J

T
VYT XEXT) Vit Pual<
t=k+1

for arbitrary vy, vo. Similarly for the second part

k
|’U1 1/ZZX6 Xma) V—1/2,U2| <. |v Al 1/2 ZXe Xe A 1/ ,U2‘/mé/ mes(Xms)/vaél/Q (106)

t=1 t=1 t=1

al <1

For the choice of k = k,,,. the other term can be simplified as

k k k
TN A e PP 10 S U ARETEN -1 el P9 €10 S L A ESN PO PP 10 el 7y
t=1 t=1 t=1
k
<\ e Xs(xeyve ) (107)
t=1

By ensuring that both 7', k = ky,,.(which is > T'/2) € T,,(5) (from Table[T)) we have from Eq. (83) that

S(bmax(* 1e>2 1 1 -1 k 1k
§ : t( t) - 9 1nin(Pe)2 ( c 0og 5)tr( E( T( e ) ) e) e’te

¢m1n( e) 'll)(Ae)z(SQ

Ve T e (P2

ALAT

Define
Soma(AL)02 (A) (1 +Llog %)tr(Pe(FT(Agl) — P
Ae0) = (A min(A)? VMBS
and we can conclude
k

(> Xp(Xp)vet) < \/a(Ae75)tr(AgT+k(A;T+k;),)

with probability at least 1 — 26. Since T' € T, (0) we have

a1 < \Ja(de, O)r(AZTHE(AZTHY) < » (108)



with probability at least 1 — 26. Then combining Eq. (T03)),(T04),(T06),(T08) we get with probability at least 1 — 44 that

T
VY X VP < (109)

t=1

This implies with probability at 1 — 46 we have

T
V23 XXy V2 < (110)

t=1

We have a similar assertion for the stable—explosive block but with T" € T;.(d) and k = ks.(T).
- v
IIW”;XE(Xf)’V;WH <3 (111)

It should be noted that T € T.(8), Trne(8) are both poly logarithmic in & because of A=T+Fme (or A=T+Fs¢) term which is
exponentially decaying.

Remark 4. Whenever T' € Ts.(0), Tine(0), the other conditions on T such as T/2 € Ty, (0) or T > T4(0) V Tms(%)for
the invertibility of the individual stable, marginally stable blocks are satisfied simultaneously (or are trivial to satisfy) and
we do not state them explicitly.

13.2 Norm of scaled 5, X;™**(X;***)’ is high

Now we need to check

Umin( )Z’Y>O

Since from Theorem [I] and its extension in Section [9 it is known that with probability at least 1 — § we have

Zle Xpres(Xes) = R*ZL for some fixed R = oyin(P) > 0, then we know that the Schur complement of
Zthl X[55(X[™5%)" is invertible too. For shorthand let

T

Z thnss (Xtm,es)l

t=1

)

0 ‘/871/2

2

0 Vg71/2

T
_ mss mss\/ __ Mll Ql
M_;Xt (Xt ) _[Q Moo

Then the Schur complement is
M/My = Mz — QM1' Q'

Since oin(M) > R? % then from Corollary 2.3 in [Liu05]] we have that
T
Umin(M/Mll) Z Rzz

Since Moy = Zth_ol tr(T':(Ay)) (1 + 1log %) I with probability at least 1 — §. We see that with probability at least 1 — &

_ _ _ _ _ _ R?
M 1/2 M/ MM 1/2:I—M 1/2 M 1/2M 1/2 "M 1/2> I 112
22 ( / 11) 22 22 Q 11 11 Q 22 L 4tr(FT(AS))(1—|— %log%) ( )

Since A; is stable tr(I'r(As)) < tr(Too(As)) < co. Define

R2
"~ 4r(Pr(A))(1+ Llog 1)

w(d) >0 (113)

Then this implies that

MI? 0 o M0 | I M2Q My W),
O M2_21/2



because for any v = [zl} we have
2
—1 2 —-1/2
I QM
v —b v = vjvy + v] Dvg + v5D'vy + vhue
M—1/2Q,M—1/2 I

=101 — 2/1 = w(9)|[va|[|[v1||[+v5v2
w(d)

Zv’lvl—2(1— 5

Yol llfor [ +v5e2

Since from Eq. (TT2) it follows that || D||?< 1 — w(§) we obtain

w(d
vhor = 2¢/T = w)[valljor] | +vhvz = vfor —2(1 - Q)Hvzuumuwavz

2
w(6) ) w(d)
= (1= 57 ) ol (=loalD? + (1 = /1 = =22 ) Qo P+l )
w(d) 2 2
>
> (557 (lonlP+1vs 1)
Combining these observations we get
r —1 2 —-1/2
/ I 2QMy," w(8)
_,_/
v =D UZ( 4 )
1/2Q, 1/2 I

‘We have that

=t/ -1/
o M1512 M;:”Q]MlMlém M;ﬂ?bzw)

Since Mas = Vi, My1 = V,,,s we have with probability at least 1 — §

Vi 0 | V20 w(8)
omin| | S xpes(xesy [V f > (47) >0 114
(0%1/2;t<t>ovsm (%5 (114)
Now we replace in Eq. (TT0),(TTT) v — Y~,~. Then that implies
T
_ o yarTr— w(d)
V23 Xe (v = Y
—-1/2 d e ms 1/2 (5)
V2 S Xy v = Y
t=1
13.3 Lower Bound on Zthl X, X!
Recalling that
S oy Ve KD B Ve XY,
24 - ms e —1/2/ - ms ms —1/2r - ms s —1/2/
ZBXtXtB = S " QX (X )Vl 2 Sic ms1 2X Xy iy Zt?l " 2Xt (Xt)vsl 2
— 12 _ / _ _ /
= S Ve PXp v S Ve X (X ey v S Ve X (X Vs
then it follows from Eq. (I14) that
T 1 S Ve Xy Vi DL VX (X v
ZBXt t/B/i Zt ) T;;/2Xms(Xe) V—1/2/ @I 0
t=1

—12 s/ ve 1/2 w(8
S Ve (v M 0 w0



U1

Let v = |va| Then v' ) BX,X{B'wv = |[va|[>+2 (|Jua|3+[|usl13) + 20] S0, Ve V2X5(X1) Vind 0 +
U3
—1 2ve/vs —1/21 w(8 \/w(é ‘/

20) Y1, Ve AXE (X0 Ve P s > (o P+ 22 (foall3+[vsl3) — Yan | [oal[vzl]— a2 [on] [ [vs]]. Then we get

~ w(0) w(d w(o
BEXB' > Joal P+ (ol B sl 1) — “ o] P esl ) ~ g

(ol +lvslI*)

M%

t=1

Thus amin(thzl BX,X/B) > @. Summarizing we have with probability at least 1 — C§.  The

Cd comes because we are considering the intersection of invertibility of Zthl X[ss(X[™5)  and
T e e T S S T ms ms
2= XE(XE) 200 XP(XP) 20y Xy (X))

d v Y/ R/ w(5)
omin(Y_ BX:X{B') >

t=1 8
whenever
T € Tine(0) N Ty (0) (115)
Replacing § — & we get with probability at least 1 — § that
T s
-~ w(Z
Umln(z BXtX/BI) Z (80)
t=1
Define
e _ ¢min(A€)21/)(A€)262 T AT/ s _ TR2 ms _ TR2
Vi () = SETE S ATAT Vi) = = LVER0) = (S5 Ty (o)

This implies that with probability at least 1 — 26 we have that

;o w(@) / oJ(%) o
ZBXtXB I — ZXtX B
8 8
t=1 t=1
r . w(L) Vi (6) 0 0
> X X| = 80 0 V() 0 (116)
=1 0 0 Vi (&)

=Vdn

Vi, depends differently than the rest because V. was chosen to be data dependent and we only apply the lower bound on
Zle X (X7) at the very end.

13.4 Finding the Upper Bound Zthl X, X]

M,y
For the upper bound on 23:1 th(t’ . We use Lemma A.5 of [SMT™18]. Consider an arbitrary matrix M = | M3 |. Then
M;
3M; M 0 0
0 3My M) 0 >= M M’. This is because
0 0 3M3 M
2My M| —My M, —M; M M, 0 M, 0
—MoM{ 2MoMy —MoML| = (| 0 | — |Ma|)(| O | — [Ma])
—MsM{ —MsM, 2M3M;j 0 0 0
M, 0 M, 0 0 0 0 0
wfol=lohdol=]oly+col|=|mp]o]|=]|m|y



Define

3pmax(A)2Tmax(P)*
Omin (P)2

V5, (8) = 30max(P)*Ttr(Tp (Ay)) (1 + 11og (%))1
V5(8) = 30ymax(P)2Ttr(Dr (Apns)) (1 + Llog (;))1

Then with probability at least 1 — 4§ we have

VE,(8) =

(1+ %10g ;)tr(FT(A 1)) AT AT

S Xe(Xp) 0 0 Ve 0 0
0 S XS (X s 0 < 0 V,ms(5) 0
0 0 ISP oo el 0 0 V(0

We get these upper bounds for stable and marginally stable matrices from Proposition (§8.4) and Eq. (83) for explosive
matrices. Then with probability at least 1 — 46 we have

o 3V5,(0) 0 0
Z X X < 0 3V,ms(6) 0 117)
0 0 3V, (0)
=Vup

Note that the time requirement in Eq. (TT3) is sufficient to ensure the upper bounds with high probability and we do not
state them explicitly.

13.5 Getting Error Bounds

We recall the discussion for Theorem We have V,,,, Vi, SO we compute Vude;1 which gives us

8 3V1fp(6)(vden(6))_1 0 0
VipVir' = —5+ 0 BV (O)(Vins (&))" 0
w(e) 0 0 3V (Vi) ()
-1 24 d e e -1 ms ms g -1 s s g -1
der(Va V") = () 0eVip 90 V3 (0) ™)tV (9) (Vi () ™ etV O) Vi () ™)
C

Further Vdsn(%) =V (9) (only the time required to be greater than this with high probability changes). Then

log (det (Vi V1)) = dlog 24 — log () + log det (V5 (8)( Vi, (9)) ™)

Flog det(V3" (0) (VA" (2))™) +log det(Vi, (8) (Vi () ™)

Following this the bounds are straightforward and can be computed as shown in Eq. (I2). It should be noted that
Proposition [3.1] works for a general case of noise process which 7, satisfies.

Now we only know the error of the transformed dynamics, i.e.,
roT T
YO XX Xidiern)
t=1 t=1 t=1
. T o < o . . . . oye
Since (D, ; X¢X;) is invertible with high probability

Z(ZXtXt ZXH?tJrl ZX Xt)il(z Xiilet1)
-1

t=1 t=1



Then it is clear that

T T
> O XX Z Xifli41)

t=1 t=1

Omin (p)

T
Z Z X Xo) T Xymesn

t=1 t=1

Z Omin (P

and we have bounded the original error term in terms of the unknown amin(P), amin(f"l). However this factor only
depends on d and not 7.

14 Extension to presence of control input

Here we sketch how to extend our results to the general case when we also have a control input, i.e.,
Xiy1 = AXy + BU; 4+ i (118)

Here A, B are unknown but we can choose U;. Pick independent vectors {U; ~ N(0,I)}1_,. We can represent this as a

variant of Eq. (1) as follows
Xi1| _ A B |X: o | e
Uit 0 0] |U; Uiy1

Xi41 A MNt+1

Since

det( {AB” jID -

holds when \ equals an eigenvalue of A or 0. The eigenvalues of A are the same as A with some additional eigenvalues that
are zero. Now we can simply use Theorem 2]

15 Extension to heavy tailed noise

It is claimed in [FTM17] that techniques involving inequalities for subgaussian distributions cannot be used for the class of
sub-Weibull distributions they consider. However, by bounding the noise process, as even [FTM17] does, we can convert the
heavy tailed process into a zero mean independent subgaussian one. In such a case our techniques can still be applied, and
they incur only an extra logarithmic factor. We consider the class of distributions introduced in [FIM17] called sub—Weibull
distribution. Let 7, ; be the it" element of 7 then 7 ; has sub—Weibull distribution if

P(lmei > y]) < bexp{ (_ni )} (119)

When o = 2 it is subGaussian, o = 1 it is subExponential and o < 1 it is subWeibull. Assume for now that 7 ; has
symmetric distribution. The extension to asymmetric case needs some computation in finding and is not discussed here.
Consider the event

W(o) = { max [[7e]]o < VT(5)}

1/a
where VT(5) = (m log (de) ) Then Proposition 3 in [FTM17] shows that P(OV(4)) > 1 — 4. Clearly because each

I v i = are i.i.d and have symmetric distribution

E[ne,i W(0)] = E[neil{|ne.:|< vr ()} =0 (120)
Then under W(4), n;,; has mean zero and {m,i}le,’;;d are independent under the event W(§). Further since under W(6)
these are bounded, they are also subGaussian. The subGaussian parameter or variance proxy R? < v (8)? which is
logarithmic in 7". This appears as simply a scaling factor in Theorem 3] Proposition 3.1} We can now use all our techniques
from before.



16 Optimality of Bound
Let A = a be 1-D system. Assume that 7' € T, () (as in Table . Then X, n; are just numbers. Then let E be the error,
ie.,
T T
E= (Z xf)fl(z TeNe+1)
t=1 t=1

T T

= a*T(Z a*2Ta:f)7l(Z a”"zimega)

t=1 t=1

In this section, we will show that the bound obtained for explosive systems is optimal in terms of §. Assume 7; ~ N (0, 1)
i.i.d Gaussian. Let Sp = ZtT:l a Tamyy, U = Zle a=?T2? Now E = a~TU;"' St and St has the following form

0 a7 o T+ .. a!
a0 ™" NT+1
257 = 11, m] | AR : (121)
: : m
at a? a3 0 T
Y
Define Fp = S\ a=242(q2T42) = 11:”;,2: a=?Tx2.. and 0? = Var(a=?T22.). It is clear that a= Tz is a Gaussian

random variable. Note that F'r, Uy are the same as Eq. (I8) and Sectionwhen A = a. We can easily calculate o

1
a? —1

a?<o?<

Consider four events

§20%  CT?a T 1. 1\ Ta™ %" 6
&1(9) {UT r|< C v(l_a—Q +( T2 0g6><1_a_2)>},52(5) {|ST|_ —Ca2log5}

CT?a~T 1. 1\ Ta2T
_ 2 2 _ 2 2 _ _
&;(0) = {0 < Fr < 060 },84(5) = {0 <Ur< ((02 +1/C)é6%0 ) v ( = + (1+ Clog5) a —a2)>}

From Eq. we have with probability at least 1 — & that

T41 T 1
U7 = Frlls < <4T203<A< S(0r (A7) + (T4 o 5)0%<A“>tr<rT<Al>>>
Eq.
47%0~T 1 1\ Ta?T
< = 7 - -y -
1ozt (1+ 010g5>(1—a_2)

Assume 02 € (0, 135] then

2 1600 22
P(&(9)) = /2 e 22dx

210 Joso
146 25662
> e 2
2w
> 146 > 25
2me

Recall T, (6) is the set of T that satisfies Eq. (84) when A = a.



16.1 T € T,(6)
For T € T,(6) and from Eq. (79), we have with probability at least 1 — $ that

4727 Ta=2T Pmin(a)?e

a)?s?

(
Ur — Frl|s < =
1Ur = Frllz < 7— = + s1—a2) =~ 20max(P)?
TeT, (5))Eq' @

The last inequality follows because for 1-D systems ¢min(A), ¥ (A), omax(P) are just constants, for example P =

1, $umin(a) = 1,7(a)? = Co? < —£— which follows by definition. Note T' € T}, (6) if and only if we have

a’—1
§20? >
Thus, P(&;(8)) > 1 — 3. Clearly & (6) N E3(8) = &1(8) N E4(S) and

_ C
£2(8) N E4(8) => {ISTWT1 Zm}

We bound P(€>(5)) in Section|17|and Eq. (T24), which gives P(5(5)) > 1 — 2 and then

P(&1(6) N&2(6) N Ea(0)) > P(E1(6) N E2(F) N E3(0))
> P(&1(5)) +P(&28) N &(0)) — 1
> P(&1(9)) +P(&2(0)) + P(&3(9)) — 2
X

Since £2(8) N E4(8) == {[ST|Ur" > —2;551555 ) When T' € T,(d) then
C )
P{ISrIUs' > —————}) > =
{Sr|Uz " = 702a2610g5}) -2
we have proved our claim that with probability at least § we have that

_ C(l—a?) _
Er>(———— JaT>2 — /47T
|Er|> (—02a2510g5>a — —dlogd
whenever Ca?T2a~T < §2.
162 T &7T,(5)

If Ca®T?a~T > 62, then with probability at least 1 — &

CT?q~T 1 1\ Ta 3T
SR (14 2 10g s ) — 2
Ur = Frls T+ (14 Og&)(l—a—2)>

and we have with probability at least § that

C(1—a"?)da” }

(s> -
—T2a2logd + (1 — %)Ta*T

and we can conclude with probability at least §

C(1—a?%)§

Epl> 22— )0
|Er|= —a?(log 6)3

where Ca?T?a~T > 62 — T < —logé.

(122)



16.3 Comparison to existing bounds

Theorem 5 (Theorem B.2 [SMT18]). Fixan a. € Rand defineU'r = >_,_, a?'. Fix an alternative @’ € {a, —2¢, a,+2¢}
and § € (0,1/4). Then for any estimator G

sup  P(la(T) —ax|>€) >0
a€{a,a’'}

Sfor any T such that TT'r < %.

a2T+2_1

Note 'y = *———. Theoremsuggests that for a given T, § if e < a~ 7'/ % then P(|a. —a(T')|> €) > §. However
we show that whenever Ca2T2%a~T < §2, we have that

7+C(1—a"?)
—a > TZ\- " J >
P(|a* a(T)|> a ~5Togd ) >4

— -2 . .
Since a=1'y/ 7C}°g5 <q T CSM“ 5) our lower bound is tighter.
og

Theorem 6 (Theorem B.1 [SMTT18])). Ler e € (0,1) and § € (0,1/2). Then P(|a(T) — a.|< €) > 1 — § as long as

8 2 4log%

T> —  log=,—=€
—max{ua*—ew—l %55 1og (Ja.|—¢)

+810g§}

We now compare Eq. (122) to the upper bound in Theorem[6] Eq. (I22) gives us that if

¢ < Cl-a™®) _p
- —dlogod

we have with probability at least § that | E|> €. This reduces to whenever

1 C(l-a~?)
T < log ¢ N log ———
~ loga loga

(123)

we have with probability at least § that |E|> €. We focus on the case a,. > 1 + € of Theorem@ Leta, =1+ €+ 7, then
the bounds in Theorem [6] indicate that whenever

8 2 410gl 2
Ty>— log2+——2€¢ _ tlog=
Ty 42 &% log (v +1) &%

we have with probability at least 1 — 0 |Er|< e. If ¥ = o(e), then the requirement on 7" reduces to

8 2 4logi
T, > -2 log= e
250 85 T oo

By substituting log a ~ € in T_ we note that T_ < T'.. For the case when v = (¢) for T} we get

+ smaller terms

8 2 4log L 8 2 2logi
T, > (—=——V1)log- < ~ V1)log - L
+—(mqv)oﬁﬂﬁ%a+n@) Qm) >%5+l%a

>(loga)~—t

In either cases T < T,

17 Distribution of St

Recall St from Eq. (IZ1). Since ), ;[M|; ;> |[M||. (the nuclear norm), we have that || M [, < 20" and it is obvious

1—a—1
that || M||a> a~!. Since M = U " AU (because it is symmetric) and 7; are i.i.d Gaussian then U7 is also Gaussian with



T+1

j=1 A
. . —1 .. . .

Gaussian with » 3, A; = 0,3 A;[< 2% The characteristic function of St is

each of its entries being i.i.d Gaussian. This implies that 257 = ) ;797 where \; are eigenvalues of M and g; are i.i.d

!
i

+ 1

¢ (t)_H< 1 )1/2_( )1/2
ST 1=2ith ) \T =42 M) — 1883 (X ey NN A) + 166 (3 iy NN ARA) - -

<.

where the coefficient of ¢ vanishes because Z )\ = 0. Further since };_,; 2\ = — )\f we have and
STOANMA) =D N0 YT NN =D N0 Y MMt D A — D M)

I#j#k#m l I#j#k#m l I#j#k#m l#p#m l#p#m

=D 00D N = D AN A = DA A+ YA A)

l JFEk#EM l#p#m l#m l#m

A7)? M2

—Z)\l N A Am YA A) = Zl ZX‘ — tr(M?)
p#EmM l#m

The coefficients of even powers of ¢ can be obtained in a similar fashion. Then recall by Levy’s theorem that

= —itz tydt = s </ )dt <
fST(:r) [me ¢ST() gpfST(x) = 700|¢ST | \/1+Clt2+62t4+

Now whenever ¢, > 0 (and not decaying asymptotically to zero) for some k > 2, we get sup,, fs,.(z) < C for some
universal constant C' and we can use Proposition[8.5]to get P(|S7|< &) < C4. But since that may not be always be true we
can explicitly calculate the integral

e e} " e} ezt:c
xr) = e " t)dt ~ —dt
fST( ) /_oo (bST( ) - \/m

Modified Bessel Function of the Second Kind

eitr cos(tx)
)dx = —dtdx = ——duxdt
/ for(x / / V14 2022 / /5 1+ 20282

s / sin(td) _ sin(td) . _ 05/ _ sin(t6) g+ O /°° sin(to) &t
tvV1 + 2022 0o 0tvV1+2a=2t2 s 0tV1+42a2¢2
< C6? — Cadlog(d)

Thus
P(|St|< 6) < —Cadlogd

and replacing § — ﬁggé we get

P(Iszl< —C0 ) < g (124)

18 LemmaB

Let the characteristic and minimal polynomial be x(¢), u(t) respectively.

k k

x(t) = [Tt = x ) = [Tt - 2"

i=1 i=1

where b; < a;. b; is the size of the largest Jordan block corresponding to \; in the Jordan normal form. a; sum of size of
all Jordan blocks corresponding to ;. Now, if x(t) = p(¢) then a; = b;, i.e., there is only Jordan block corresponding
to each A;. On the other if there is only one Jordan block (geometric multiplicity = 1) corresponding to each eigenvalue
= a; = b; and x(¢) = u(t).



19 Inconsistency of explosive systems
Recall that A = af where @ > 1.1 and

Xt(i)l Xt( Y 77&)1
<O | =A |y T O
t+1 t t+1

Since A is scaled identity we have that Xt(l) = ZZ: =t (1 , X 2) Zt Lalt ( ). The scaled sample covariance
matrix a = 2TYp = o727 Zthl XX, is of the following form

_ T 1 _ T 1) (2)
a2y, =| ¢ T Zt:l(Xt( ))2 S Xt( Xt( ] (125)

_ 2 _ 2
L XOXP ot (xP))?

Define a7 X = Zp with Zj(j ) corresponding to appropriate coordinates, and recall that Z¥ ) is a Gaussian random variable

with variance in (a2, %) and each a T X; = (a T Xy, Z7) Zr + (a1 Xy, Z£) Z7. This implies

T T T
a?"Y XX = (07X, Z0)* 202y + Y0 (X, Zo) (X, Z5) Zo(Z7) T
t=1 e t=1
T T
+> (0 TXy, Zr) (07T Xy, ZF) 23 21 +Z Xy, 23N 24 (25T
t=1 o t=1 Vv
=t =Bt =Pt
= lal?ZrZ7 + 1811?27 (Z7) " +{e, B)(Z5 Z7 + Zr(Z7) ")
=M

:M+M?T_Z%l [(1) (1)] [(ZZTET)T}
o ———

By using Woodbury’s matrix identity and since M ! = ||a||72Z7Z} + ||8]| 7224 (Z£)T,C = C~! we get

T
@Y X X)) =M (0, AMTU(C + (o, HU MUY U T M
t=1

=t =tz Wz ([P ) i

Then the error term is

AOAO_(XT:a nt+1X’) *QTZXXT

T
N (o T Xe Zr)a T Zy + Z(wTXt,Z%) o1 (Z3) ) 2T ZX X )"
t=1 t=1

We now check the projection of Z7, Zz on (=27 Y1, X, X,7)~!

T —92 —1 a —2r7T
2T XD = el 22 = Gt o[ ) ) i

_ el 7?27 + (o, B)llel 211811 % (Z7)
(o, B)?[|ed 7211|721

81172z ~ o a2 ( [0 ) ]

_ —lBIT(Zg) T + (o, B)lled | 28I Z7
(@, B)%[]al[ 2|87 -1

(126)

T
T(CL_2T Z XtXtT)_l
t=1

(127)




We will show that with high probability ||a|| 2= ©(1), ||3]| 2= Q(a?T), (a, 8) = O(a~T) as a result Eq. (126) is Q(a”)
()

T
with high probability). First taking a closer look at ay = a=27 XV Z{1) 4 027 X(? 7{?) reveals the following behaviour

and Eq. (127) is Q(a?"). Note that Z7- = g(l) where we have ignored the scaling (as these will be of constant order

o X 25 = a2 — a7 T 2 )
ar—1=a (27" +(25)) — a2y g + 270
72TX(1) Z(l) 2(Z ) 7T7121(ﬂ11177§ﬂ1) _ a—T72Z(T1)n(Tl)
or—s = a 2(Z0)2 + (22)?) — a T (20 0P + 22 @) — a T2 (200 + 2En@)

Since Z(Tl) is a Gaussian random variable with bounded variance, we see that oy decays exponentially as ¢ decreases (up to
some a~ 7 additive terms). In a similar fashion one can show that 23:1 al = 117_aa—722T ((Zj(ﬂl))2 + (Z}Q))Q)2 +O0(T?a"T)
with high probability. Clearly ||a||~?= ©(1) with high probability. For /3, note that Z(Tz) is independent of Xt(l) and observe
that {a” ,Bt}tT:_ll are non—decaying and non-trivial random variables. Specifically these are subexponential random variables
with ||-|| 4, norm as ||a” S]]y, = Ca~'. Here |||, norm is the same Definition 2.7.5 in [VerI8]. To see this consider for
examplet =T — 1, T — 2, then

aTBroy = (Xro1, 28) = X2, 200 - X2, 2 = a7 P 20 — P 2)
o Brs = (Xr1, 2) = X, 20 = XP 20 = a N + 07020 — 0, + o) 2 (128)

Clearly, a®T'||3||3= Q(1) and a**||8]|3= O(T') with high probability. Recall the error term

T

S a? 77t+1X’> 2TZX X,

T T

Z@fTXtaZT)a*T??tHZ/T + Z<07TXMZ%> Tne1(Z7) ) 72TZX X'
t=1

T T
(Ao = A0)Z7 = (O (a "Xy, Zr)a T Z0) (a7 XX, ) 27
t=1

T T
+ O 0 "Xy, Z)a T (Z7) ) 0T XX 28

t=1 t=1
_ @Bl STy gvaTy 11812 10T X g T
= T Bl 1 2 Ko Zrhe e — f e gy 2 (07 Xe 2
—211. T Rl|—2 T
= G P a1 (oo e = Bl P) = a29)

t=1



Observe the term a” B ||| 2741

a” Byl g1 = [|?

2) (1 1) (2 —2/.(2) (1 1) (2 1
O
(a” ( 12y = M1 2y )+a_2(77+ZT — Mo Zy’) +

:||a|2la (nﬁ_?l)nfi)l(zl()l) (()§i>(11)) T) (a- mg%Z;B El; ZZ;) )77%1]
"((n t+1)Z 1M1 2 ) (a~ (77+2Z —77t+22 )

T 1 2 1 1 2 1
Z [nt+1 t+1Z( ) + ( (77§+)2Z”EF) ( ) Z( )) + .. ~>771E+)1

T (2)
T 2 -1 2 Z 1(77t+1 ZT
a” Billal|[*ne = a” || ( t 2 2 1 1 2 2
; 7]t+177t+1Z( ) + (a” (anr)2ZT(“) _77t( ) Z( )) ~)77( )

S )22y

t=1 t+1
=6(T)
— o™ [all*(6(T)
T
TN 5 Sl 0 A A Kl o AL ¥ Ml )
=1 [T " Zy +‘171774-77 Zp +(17277 +2h Zy "7a7177t+177 Zy -2 N2 Zy
=0(VTlog L)

The O(V/T log T) follows by applying Hanson-Wright inequality to each of a7 Zthl nt(i)J i Y terms where we get
with probability at least 1 — /7 that a7 Zt 1 77t Y Jnt(l) < ca™7O(VTlog ?) Therefore simultaneously for all j <
T we have with probability at least 1 — § (using union bound) that a =7 Zt M @ M < eqmi O(VTlog ) =

+5"h
Zle a=’ thl nﬁ)]ntl) < O(VT'log L). Plugging this in Eq. (T29) we get that

— — T
[laf|2[la” 8] 2

7= Lo, aTB)[al[2[aT Bl 21 (D (o™ Byaw — a" BillalFmess )

t=1 —om)

=0(VT)
Clearly then 7 in Eq. (129) satisfies a non—trivial pdf, i.e., error does not decay to zero.

Another interesting observation is that Zthl a=?Tn 1 X, decays O(a~T) with high probability, however the error is a
non—decaying random variable. This immediately gives us that

Proposition 19.1. The sample covariance matrix EZ;I X X," has the following singular values
T
1O Xxx]) = 0(a*T), 0 ZXt O(VTa")
t=1
Proof. The largest singular values of Zthl X X," = ©(a®T) this follows because

T
1—a2T
1N a XX = = Ze 27| < O(a )
t=1

with high probability, which follows from the claims of Eq. (I7), (I8) in Theorem [I]and discussion in Section[TT} The
second claim follows because 3, a2, 1 X, decays Q(a~T) with high probability. To see this

T T T

S a P X[ <am T D mimey | D a XXy ~ VTa ™"

t=1 t=1 t=1

The /T factor can be removed by similar arguments as above. However the identification error is a random variable which
implies that oo (Y,_, a 2T X, X,7) = O(v/Ta™ 7). O



