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Abstract

This paper investigates the identification and prediction problems for stochastic dynamical
systems with saturated observations, which arise from various fields in engineering and social
systems, but still lack comprehensive theoretical studies up to now. The main contributions
of this paper are: (i) To introduce a two-step Quasi-Newton (TSQN) identification algorithm
which is applicable to a typical class of nonlinear stochastic systems with outputs observed under
possibly varying saturations. (ii) To establish the convergence of both the parameter estima-
tors and adaptive predictors and to prove the asymptotic normality, under a weakest possible
non-persistent excitation (PE) condition, which can be applied to stochastic feedback systems
with general non-stationary and correlated system signals or data. (iii) To establish probabilis-
tic estimation error bounds for any given finite number of data, by using either martingale
inequalities or Monte Carlo experiments. A numerical example is also provided to illustrated
the performance of our identification algorithm.

Keywords— Stochastic systems; Saturated observations; Quasi-Newton algorithm; Convergence; Asymp-
totic normality; Non-PE condition

1 Introduction

Identifying the input-output relationship and predicting the future behavior of dynamical systems based on
observation data are fundamental problems in various fields including control systems, signal processes and
machine learning, etc. This paper considers identification and prediction problems for stochastic dynamical
systems with saturated observations. At each time, the noise-corrupted output can be observed only when
its value lies in a certain range, while those observations outside this range are blind. The relationship
between the system output and observation is illustrated in Fig.1, where vk+1 and yk+1 represent the system
output and observation respectively, the interval [lk, uk] is the observation range, when the system output
exceed this range, the only possible observation is a constant, either Lk or Uk. We call the observations
produced by such a mechanism as saturated observations. Note that if we take Lk = lk = 0, uk = Uk = ∞,
then the saturation function will become the ReLu function widely used in machine learning; and if we take
Lk = lk = uk = 0, Uk = 1, the saturation function will turn to be a binary-valued function widely used in
classification problems([1], [2]).

∗Corresponding author: Lei Guo.
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Figure 1: Saturated observations.

Saturated observations in stochastic dynamical systems exist widely in various fields including engineering
([4]-[6]), economics ([7]-[8],[17],[29]) and social systems[9]. We only mention several examples in three different
application areas. The first example is in sensor networks ([4]), where the observations of each sensor are
saturated observations due to power and bandwidth limitations; The second example is in economics ([7]),
where vk is interpreted as an index of consumer’s intensity of desire to purchase a durable, yk is the true
purchase which can be regarded as an saturated observation, because the intensity vk can be observed only
if it exceeds a certain threshold where the true purchase takes place; The third example is in sentencing
([9]), where yk is the pronounced penalty which can also be regarded as a saturated observation, since it is
constrained within the statutory range of penalty according to the related basic criminal facts.

From a theoretical standpoint, various identification methods with saturated observations have been stud-
ied intensively with both asymptotic and non-asymptotic results, on which we give a brief review separately
in the following:

First, most of the existing theoretical results are asymptotic in nature, where the number of observations
need to increase unboundedly or at least to be sufficiently large. A great deal of research efforts has been
devoted to asymptotic analyses of identification algorithms for linear or nonlinear stochastic dynamical
systems with uncensored or unsaturated observations([12], [3], [10]-[13]). Particularly, Ljung (1977) [12]
introduced the ODE method to establish the convergence of a wide class of nonlinear recursive algorithms, and
Lai and Wei (1982) [13] gave the weakest possible excitation condition for strong consistency of the classical
least square algorithm for linear regression stochastic models. When the observations of stochastic dynamical
systems are saturated, the investigation goes to be more complicated due to the saturated nonlinearity of the
system observations. The least absolute deviation methods were considered in [15], and the strong consistency
and asymptotic normality of the estimators were proven for independent signals satisfying the usual persistent
excitation (PE) condition where the condition number of the information matrix is bounded. Besides, the
maximum likelihood (ML) method was considered in [16], where the consistency and asymptotic efficiency
were established for independent or non-random signals satisfying a stronger PE condition. Moreover, a
two-stage procedure was proposed in [17], called Heckman two-step estimator, which first calculates the
ML estimates of Probit model parameters ([7] ) and then implements the least squares method on the ML
estimates obtained in the first procedure. Furthermore, empirical measure approach was employed in [18]-
[20], where the strong consistency and asymptotic efficiency were established under periodic signals with
binary-valued observations. Such observations were also considered in [21] , where a strongly consistent
recursive projection algorithm was given under a condition stronger than the usual PE condition.
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Second, there are also a number of non-asymptotic estimation results in the literature. Despite the
importance of the asymptotic estimation results as mentioned above, non-asymptotic results appear to be
more practical, because one usually only has finite number of data available for identification in practice.
Non-asymptotic identification results are usually given under high probability. We first mention a few
related contributions on non-asymptotic analysis with uncensored observations. The mixing-time methods
were considered in [23] and related studies for linear dynamical systems, which rely on the assumed fast
convergence to a stationary distribution that allows dependent samples to be treated roughly as if they
were independent. In another line of studies, see [24]-[26], the probabilistic error bounds were given by
a conditional PE condition which is similar to that used previously in [31] for estimating time-varying
parameters. However, non-asymptotic identification results for stochastic models with saturated observations
are mostly established under assumptions that the system data are independently and identically distributed
(i.i.d), e.g., the analysis of the stochastic gradient descent methods in [27]-[28], and the study of the ML
method in [29]. Moreover, an online Newton method was proposed in [30], where a probabilistic error-bound
was given for linear stochastic dynamical systems where the usual PE condition is satisfied. The main
technique in [30] are the Lyapunov function method and the use of Markov inequalities.

In summary, almost all of the existing identification results for stochastic dynamical systems with sat-
urated observations need at least the usual PE condition on the system data, and actually, most need i.i.d
assumptions. Though these idealized conditions are convenient for theoretical investigation, they are hardly
satisfied or verified for general stochastic dynamical systems with feedback signals (see, e.g. [14]). This
inevitably brings challenges for establishing an identification theory on either asymptotic or non-asymptotic
results with saturated observations under more general (non-PE) signal conditions.

The first paper that established the strong consistency of estimators for general stochastic regression mod-
els with binary-valued observations under non-PE condition appears to be [22], where a recursive projection
Quasi-Newton type algorithm was proposed and analyzed. The non-PE condition used in [22] is similar to
the weakest possible signal condition for stochastic linear regression model with uncensored observations (see
[13]), which can be applied to non-stationary stochastic dynamical systems with feedback control. However,
there are still some unresolved fundamental problems, for instances, a) How should a globally fast convergent
estimation algorithm be designed for stochastic systems with general saturated observations? b) What is
the asymptotic distribution of the estimation error under non-PE condition? c) How to get a useful and
computable probabilistic estimation error bound under non-PE condition when the number of data is finite?
The main purpose of this paper is to solve these problems, by introducing a two-step Quasi-Newton type
adaptive identification algorithm, by refining the stochastic Lyapunov function approach, and by applying
some martingale inequalities and convergence theorems. Monte Carlo method is also found quite useful in
computing the estimation error bound. As we mentioned in the introduction, binary-valued observations are
only special cases of saturated observations, and in this sense, the current investigation may be regarded as
a continuation of the authors’ work [22], but with considerably different contents in the proposed algorithms,
the main theorems and the theoretical analyses.

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows:

• We propose a two-step Quasi-Newton (TSQN) adaptive identification algorithm for stochastic dynam-
ical systems with saturated observations. The first step is to produce adaptive parameter estimates
by a projected Quasi-Newton method, which are then used to construct the adaptation gains together
with “noise variance” estimates in the second step for designing the accelerated adaptive identification
algorithm.

• Asymptotic results on the proposed new identification algorithm, including strong consistency and
asymptotic normality, are established for stochastic dynamical systems with saturated observations
under quite general non-PE conditions. The optimality of adaptive prediction or regrets is also es-
tablished without resorting to any excitation conditions. To the best of the authors knowledge, these
results appear to be the first ones in the literature for stochastic dynamical systems with saturated
observations under general non-PE conditions.
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• Non-asymptotic error bounds for both parameter estimation and output prediction are also provided,
when only finite number of data is available, for stochastic dynamical systems with saturated observa-
tions and no PE conditions. Such bounds have been successfully applied to sentencing computation
based on practical judicial data [9].

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give the problem formulation; The
main results are stated in Section 3; Section 4 presents the proofs of the main results together with some
key technical lemmas. A numerical example is provided in Section 5. Finally, we conclude the paper with
some remarks.

2 Problem Formulation

Let us consider the following piecewise linear regression model:

yk+1 = Sk(φT
k θ + ek+1), (1)

where θ ∈ Rm is an unknown parameter vector to be estimated; yk+1 ∈ R1, φk ∈ Rm, ek+1 ∈ R1, k = 0, 1, · · ·
represent the system observation, stochastic regressor and random noise, respectively. Sk(·) : R → R is a
time-varying saturation function defined as follows:

Sk(x) =







Lk x < lk
x lk ≤ x ≤ uk

Uk x > uk

, k = 0, 1, · · · (2)

where [lk, uk] is the given observable range, Lk and Uk are the only observations when the output exceeds
this observable range.

2.1 Notations and Assumptions

Notations. By ‖ · ‖, we denote the Euclidean-norm of vectors or matrices. The spectrum of a matrix
M is denoted by {λi {M}}, where the maximum and minimum eigenvalues are denoted by λmax {M} and
λmin {M} respectively.

To carry out our theoretical analyses , we need the following basic assumptions:

Assumption 1. The stochastic regressor φk is Fk−measurable and bounded for all k ≥ 0, where {Fk, k ≥ 0}
is a non-decreasing sequence of σ−algebras. Besides, the true parameter θ belongs to a known compact convex
set D ⊆ R

m.

We remark that Assumption 1 on stochastic regressors is quite general, since it does not require stringent
statistical conditions like stationarity and ergodicity, and can include complicated signals or data generated
from stochastic feedback control systems.

Assumption 2. The thresholds {lk,Fk}, {uk,Fk}, {Lk,Fk}, {Uk,Fk} are known bounded and square inte-
grable adapted stochastic sequences, satisfying

Lk ≤ lk ≤ uk ≤ Uk, a.s. ∀k ≥ 0. (3)

Assumption 3. The noise ek is Fk−measurable for any k ≥ 0, and there exists a constant η > 2, such that

sup
k≥0

E [|ek+1|η | Fk] < ∞, a.s. (4)

Besides, the function Gk(x), defined by Gk(x) = E [S(x+ ek+1) | Fk] is differentiable and its derivative G′
k(·)

satisfies
0 < g = inf

|x|≤Mk, k≥0
G′

k(x) ≤ sup
|x|≤Mk, k≥0

G′
k(x) = g < ∞. (5)

where {Mk, k ≥ 0} can be taken as a bounded sequence by Assumption 1.
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It is worth to mention that under condition (4), the function Gk(·) in Assumption 3 is well-defined for
any k ≥ 0, and can be calculated given the conditional probability distribution of the noise ek. In Appendix
A, we have provided a typical example to illustrate how to concretely calculate the function Gk(·).

2.2 Algorithm

Because of its “optimality” and fast convergence rate, the classical LS algorithm is one of the most basic and
widely used ones in the adaptive estimation and adaptive control of linear stochastic systems. Inspired by the
analysis of the LS recursive algorithm, we have introduced a Quasi-Newton type algorithm to estimate the
parameters in linear stochastic regression models with binary-valued observations in [22]. However, we find
that a direct extension of the Quasi-Newton algorithm introduced in [22] from binary-valued observations
to saturated observations does not give satisfactory speed of convergence, which motivates us to introduce a
two-step Quasi-Newton identification algorithm as described shortly.

In the first step of our new algorithm , we need to introduce a suitable projection operator. For the
linear space R

m (m ≥ 1), we define a norm ‖ · ‖Q associated with a positive definite matrix Q as ‖x‖2
Q =

xTQx, ∀x ∈ R
m. Let Dk ⊆ R

m be a convex compact set defined by

Dk = {x ∈ D : ‖φT
k x‖ ≤ Mk}. (6)

Definition 1. For the convex compact set Dk defined by (6) , the projection operator Πk
Q(·) is defined as

Πk
Q(x) = arg min

w∈Dk

‖x− w‖Q, ∀x ∈ R
p. (7)

The new two-step Quasi-Newton (TSQN) identification algorithm is defined as follows:

Algorithm 1 Two-Step Quasi-Newton (TSQN) Algorithm

Step 1. Recursivly calculate the preliminary estimate θ̄k for k ≥ 1:

θ̄k+1 = Πk

P̄
−1

k+1

{θ̄k +
1

1 + β̄2
kφ

T
k P̄kφk

β̄kP̄kφk[yk+1 −Gk(φT
k θ̄k)]},

P̄k+1 = P̄k − 1

1 + β̄2
kφ

T
k P̄kφk

β̄2
kP̄kφkφ

T
k P̄k,

β̄k = min{g, 1

2gφT
k P̄kφk + 1

},

(8)

where g, g and Gk(·) are defined in Assumption 3, Πk

P̄
−1

k+1

is the projection operator defined as in Definition

1, the initial values θ̄0 and P̄0 can be chosen arbitrarily in D and with P̄0 > 0, respectively.
Step 2. Recursivly define the accelerated estimate θ̂k based on θ̄k for k ≥ 1:

θ̂k+1 = θ̂k +
1

µk + β2
kφ

T
k Pkφk

βkPkφk[yk+1 −Gk(φT
k θ̂k)],

Pk+1 = Pk − 1

µk + β2
kφ

T
k Pkφk

β2
kPkφkφ

T
k Pk,

βk =
Gk(φT

k θk) −Gk(φT
k θ̂k)

φT
k θk − φT

k θ̂k

I{φT
k

θ̂k−φT
k

θk 6=0} +G′
k(φT

k θ̂k)I{φT
k

θ̂k−φT
k

θk=0},

(9)

where {µk} can be any positive random process adapted to {Fk} with 0 < infk≥1{µk} ≤ supk≥1{µk} < ∞,

θ̂0 and P0 can be chosen arbitrarily in D and with P0 > 0, respectively.
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Remark 1. As described above, our identification algorithm is actually defined by two successive steps,
between which the main difference is the construction of the adaptation gains besides the use of projection
operator in the first step. In the first step, the scalar adaptation gain β̄k is constructed by using the bounds
g and g defined in (5), in a similar way as that constructed in the identification algorithm of [22]. Though

the strong consistency of the preliminary estimate θ̄k in the first step may be established following a similar
arguments as in [22], its convergence speed appears to be not so good, and its asymptotic normality also
appears to be hard to establish, because the scalar adaptation gain β̄k is simply constructed by using the
“worst case” information g and g. To overcome these shortcomings, the second step estimation is introduced
with the following two features: (i) To accelerate the strong convergence of the estimation algorithm, the
salar adaptation gain βk is defined in an adaptive way by using the preliminary estimates θ̄k generated in the
first step, and (ii) To ensure the asymptotic normality of the estimation errors under non-PE condition, the
regularization factor µk is taken as a “noise variance” estimate constructed by using the preliminary estimates
θ̄k in the first step (see Theorem 3). Simulations in Section 5 also demonstrate that the convergence speed
of the parameter estimates given in the second step outperforms that of the first step.

3 Main results

In this section, we give some asymptotic results of the TSQN identification algorithm. To be specific, we
will establish asymptotic upper bounds for both the parameter estimation errors and the adaptive prediction
errors in Section 3.1, study the asymptotic normality of the TSQN algorithm in Section 3.2 and give high
probabilistic error bounds for any given finite number of data in Section 3.3. For convenience, we introduce
the following notations to be used throughout the sequel:

wk+1 = yk+1 −Gk(φT
k θ), (10)

ψ̄k = Gk(φT
k θ) −Gk(φT

k θ̄k), ψk = Gk(φT
k θ) −Gk(φT

k θ̂k) (11)

āk =
1

1 + β̄2
kφ

T
k P̄kφk

, ak =
1

µk + β2
kφ

T
k Pkφk

. (12)

3.1 Asymptotic error bounds

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1-3, the estimator θ̂k given by the TSQN Algorithm has the following
upper bound almost surely as k → ∞:

‖θ̃k+1‖2 = O

(

log k

λmin(k)

)

, a.s. (13)

where θ̃k = θ − θ̂k, λmin(k) is the minimum eigenvalue of the matrix
k
∑

i=1

φiφ
τ
i + λ0I with the initial value

λ0 > ‖P−1
0 ‖ .

From Theorem 1, it is easy to see that the algorithm will converge to the true parameter almost surely if
the right-hand side (RHS) of (13) converges to 0 almost surely. This condition does not need the independence
and stationarity conditions on the system regressors and hence applicable to stochastic feedback control
systems, and is much weaker than the traditional PE condition.

Remark 2. If the excitation condition (13) is strengthened to the well-known PE condition, i.e. n =

O(λmin{
n
∑

i=1

φiφ
T
i }), then the convergence rate of the TSQN algorithm can be improved to the following iterated

logarithm rate:

‖θ̃k‖2 = O

(

log log k

k

)

, a.s., (14)
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which is known to be the best rate of convergence of the classical least squares in the linear case. It is worth
noting that we do not know how to establish such a best possible convergence rate for the preliminary estimate
given in the first step by the projected Quasi-Newton algorithm.

Given the parameter estimate θ̂k by the above TSQN algorithm, one can define the adaptive predictor
for the output as follows:

ŷk+1 = Gk(φT
k θ̂k).

Usually, the difference between the best predictor and the adaptive predictor along the sample path, can be
measured by the regret defined as follows:

Rk = [E[yk+1 | Fk] − ŷk+1]2. (15)

One of the goals of this paper is to give both asymptotic and non-asymptotic results for the regret Rk.

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions 1-3 hold. Then the sample paths of the accumulated regrets will have the
following upper bound:

k
∑

i=1

Ri = O(log k), a.s. (16)

The convergence of the accumulated regrets in Theorem 1 does not require any excitation condition to
hold, and thus can be easily applied to closed-loop control systems. We remark that the order log k is known
to be the best possible order in the linear case (see [33]).

3.2 Asymptotic normality

In this subsection, we study the asymptotic distribution properties of the estimation, and show that the
asymptotic variance of the estimation error can reach the Cramér–Rao lower bound in some typical cases.

For this, we need the following additional assumptions on the noise sequence:

Assumption 4. The derivative function of Gk(·) is Lipschitz continuous with the Lipschitz constant ρ.

Let us now take the regulation factor sequence {µk} in the second step of the TSQN algorithm as

µk = σk(φT
k θ̄k), (17)

where θ̄k is the preliminary estimate given in the first step of the TSQN algorithm, and the function σk(·) is
defined by

σk(x) = E
[

[

Sk(x+ ek+1) − E[Sk(x + ek+1) | Fk]
]2 | Fk

]

. (18)

We are now in a position to present a theorem on asymptotic normality of the parameter estimate θ̂k under
a general non-PE condition.

Theorem 3. Let Assumptions 1-4 be satisfied. Assume that {φk, k ≥ 0}satisfies as k → ∞
log2 k

λmin(k)
→ 0, a.s. (19)

where λmin(k) is same as that in Theorem 1. Assume also that for each k, there exists a non-random positive
definite matrix ∆k such that as k → ∞

∆−1
k Q

− 1
2

k

p→ I, (20)

where Q−1
k =

k
∑

i=1

(G′

i(φT
i θ))2

σi(φT
i

θ)
φiφ

T
i . Then the estimate θ̂k given by the TSQN algorithm has the following

asymptotically normal property as k → ∞:

Q
− 1

2

k θ̃k
d→ N(0, I), (21)

where θ̃k = θ − θ̂k,
p→ and

d→ mean convergence in probability and in distribution, respectively.
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Notice that if {φk} is a determined sequence, then ∆k can be simply chosen as Q
− 1

2

k . Moreover, if {φk} is
a stationary and ergodic random sequence with positive covariance matrix and {ek} is a stationary sequence,

then ∆k can be taken as
√
k{E[

(G′

1(φT
1 θ))2

σ1(φT
1

θ)
φ1φ

T
1 ]} 1

2 .

Remark 3. If our nonlinear models degenerate to linear regression models with binary-valued observations,
e.g., yk = 0 or 1 when the saturation function satisfies Lk = lk = uk = 0, Uk = 1. The fisher information
matrix Ik given data {(yk, φk), 1 ≤ k ≤ n} can be calculated as follows:

Ik = −E[
∂2[log p(y1, y2, · · · , yn)]

∂θ2
] = Q−1

k . (22)

where {φk} is a deterministic sequence, {ek} is an independent sequence. Thus our TSQN algorithm is
asymptotically efficient in the sense of

I
1
2

k θ̃k
d→ N(0, I). (23)

Remark 4. Asymptotic confidence interval. When the sample size n tends to ∞, the 1−α asymptotically
correct confidence sets usually take the following form ([35],[34]):

C = {θ : ‖Q̂− 1
2

n θ̃n‖2 ≤ X 2
m,α}, (24)

where Q̂n is an estimate of Qn and can be taken as (
n
∑

i=1

(G′

i(φT
i θ̂n))2

σi(φT
i

θ̂n)
φiφ

T
i )−1 in our current case, X 2

m,α is the

α−quantile of the standard X 2
m distribution with parameter m, where m is the dimension of the parameter θ.

Based on Theorem 3, the confidence set C may be computed approximately when n is large enough. Moreover,
since

‖ǫT
j θ̃n‖ = ‖ǫT

j Q̂
1
2
n Q̂

− 1
2

n θ̃n‖ ≤ ‖ǫT
j Q̂

1
2 ‖ · ‖Q̂− 1

2 θ̃n‖, (25)

where ǫj is the jth column of the identity matrix, from which we can get a more detailed 1−α asymptotically
correct confidence intervals for the components of the estimation error vector as follows:

C′(j) =

(

θ̂(j) −
√

Q̂(j)X 2
m,α , θ̂

(j) +
√

Q̂(j)X 2
m,α

)

(26)

where Q̂(j) is the jth diagonal element of Q̂.

3.3 Non-asymptotic analysis

Though an asymptotic bound can be given based on Theorem 3 as discussed in Remark 4 which, however,
requires that the number of data samples is sufficiently large. As a result, the asymptotic bound is hard to
apply in real situations where one only has finite number of data samples. In this subsection, we will provide
some upper bounds for the estimation errors with high probability when the number of data samples is given
and finite.

3.3.1 Lyapunov function-based confidence interval

In this subsection, we give a Lyapunov function-based confidence interval based on the analysis of a Lyapunov
function used in the proof of Lemma 1. For convenience, we introduce the following notations to be used:

σk = E[ω2
k+1 | Fk], σ̄2

k = E
[

[w2
k+1 − E(w2

k+1 | Fk)]2 | Fk

]

. (27)

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions 1-3, assume the noise satisfies supk≥0 E[|ek+1|4 | Fk] < ∞. Then for any

0 < δ < 1
2 and any given n ≥ 1, with probability at least 1 − 2δ and j = 1, 2, · · · ,m, we have

|θ̃(j)
n+1|2 ≤ P

(j)
n+1[σ2

b (log |P−1
n+1| + 6γ̄−1

n log |P̄−1
n+1|) + Tn + 6γ̄−1

n Γ̄n], (28)
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Rn ≤ 2(1 + cn)[σ2
b (log |P−1

n+1| + 6γ̄−1
n log |P̄−1

n+1|) + Tn + 6γ̄−1
n Γ̄n] (29)

where

Tn =V0 + σ2
b log |P−1

0 | +
Φntr(P0)σ̄2

b

2σ2
b

+ 18σ2
b

1 − δ

δ
,

Γ̄n =V̄0 + σ2
a log |P̄−1

0 | +
Φ̄ntr(P̄0)σ̄2

a

4σ2
a

+ 10σ2
a

1 − δ

δ
.

(30)

Besides, P
(j)
n+1 is the ith diagonal component of Pn+1, and σ2

a = sup
0≤k≤n

{σ2
k}, σ̄2

a = sup
0≤k≤n

{σ̄2
k}, σ2

b =

sup
0≤k≤n

{σ2
kµ

−1
k }, σ̄2

b = sup
0≤k≤n

{σ̄2
kµ

−2
k }, γ̄n = sup

0≤k≤n

{ µ
−1

k
g2

ā2
k

β̄2
k

}, Φn = sup
1≤k≤n

{µ−1
k β2

k‖φk‖2}, Φ̄n = sup
1≤k≤n

{β̄2
k‖φk‖2},

cn = sup
0≤k≤n

{µk + β2
kφ

T
k Pkφk}.

The detailed proofs of Theorem 4 are supplied in the next section.
In contrast to Remark 4 where the number of data samples is sufficiently large, the above Theorem 4

can provide a concrete confidence interval for any given finite number of data samples. Next, we provide an
alternative confidence interval by using the Monte Carlo method, which turns out to have some advantages
also in the case of finite data samples.

3.3.2 Monte Carlo-based confidence interval

In this subsection, we give a Monte Carlo-based confidence interval by designing a Monte Carlo experi-
ment.

Consider the nonlinear stochastic system defined by (1)-(2) and the adaptive nonlinear TSQN algorithm
defined by (8)-(9). Suppose that the unknown system parameter θ ∈ D is a random vector with uniform
distribution U , that the system noise {ei}n

i=1 is an i.i.d sequence which is independent of θ with distribution F ,
and that both the saturation functions {Si(·)}n

i=1 and system regressors {φi}n
i=1 are deterministic sequence,

where n is a given fixed data length. It is easy to see that the vector X = (θT , e1, · · · , en) has a joint
distribution P = U × Fn.

To construct the Monte Carlo-based confidence interval, let {X1, X2, · · · , XK} be K samples taken from
the joint distribution P , and generate the corresponding n-dimensional observation set {Y1, Y2, · · · , YK} by
the model (1)-(2) together with the given data of regressors {φi}n

i=1. From the TSQN algorithm, it is easy to
see that there is an measurable function Hj : Rn+m → R and a probabilistic distribution function F (j), such

that the jth component of the parameter estimation error θ̃
(j)
n,i can be expressed as follows for any 1 ≤ i ≤ K

and j = 1, 2 · · · ,m:

θ̃
(j)
n,i = Hj(Xi) ∼ F (j). (31)

Let the empirical distribution function of the generated samples for the jth component be

F
(j)
K (x) =

1

K

K
∑

i=1

I{(Hj (Xi))≤x}, ∀x ∈ R, j = 1, · · · ,m.

Under the above mentioned assumptions and notations, we have the following proposition on the confi-
dence interval with finite data length:

Proposition 1. For any positive α and t with α + t < 1, and any j = 1, 2, · · · ,m, the jth component of

the estimation error θ̃
(j)
n generated by the TSQN algorithm belongs to the following confidence interval with

probability at least 1 − α− t:

θ̃(j)
n ∈ [z

(j)
K (

α

2
−
√

ln 2 − ln t

2K
), z

(j)
K (1 − α

2
+

√

ln 2 − ln t

2K
)], j = 1, 2 · · · ,m. (32)

where z
(j)
K (α) and z(j)(α) are the α quantiles of the distribution F

(j)
K and F (j) respectively.

9



It is obvious that the confidence interval of the estimation error given in Proposition 1 will decrease
asymptotically, as the number of random samplings K used in Proposition 1 increases. We remark that
there are at least two advantages of Proposition 1, one is that it is applicable to the case where the data
length n is given and finite, another is that the confidence interval maybe better than that given in Theorem
4 in some applications.

4 Proofs of the main results

To prove the main results, we need to establish the following lemmas first.

Lemma 1. Let Assumptions 1-3 be satisfied. Then the parameter estimate θ̂k given by TSQN Algorithm
has the following property as k → ∞:

θ̃T
k+1P

−1
k+1θ̃k+1 +

k
∑

i=0

akψ
2
k = O (log k) . (33)

where θ̃k is defined as θ − θ̂k.

Proof of Lemma 1.

Following the analysis ideas of the classical least-squares for linear stochastic regression models (see e.g.,
[11], [13], [32]), we consider the following stochastic Lyapunov function:

Vk+1 = θ̃T
k+1P

−1
k+1 θ̃k+1. (34)

By (9), we know that
P−1

k+1 = P−1
k + µ−1

k β2
kφkφ

T
k . (35)

Hence, multiplying akφ
T
k Pk from the left hand side and noticing the definition of ak, we know that

akφ
T
k PkP

−1
k+1

=akφ
T
k (I + µ−1

k β2
kPkφkφ

T
k ) = µ−1

k φT
k .

(36)

Also by (11) and the definition of βk in (9), we know that

Gk(φT
k θ) −Gk(φT

k θ̄k)

=Gk(φT
k θ) −Gk(φT

k θ̂k) +Gk(φT
k θ̂k) −Gk(φT

k θ̄k)

=ψk + βkφ
T
k (θ̂k − θ̄k) = ψk + βkφ

T
k (θ − θ̄k − θ̃k)

(37)

Hence,

ψk − βkφ
T
k θ̃k = ψ̄k − βkφ

T
k

˜̄θk. (38)

Moreover, by (36), we know that

Vk+1 =[θ̃k − akβkPkφk(ψk + wk+1)]TP−1
k+1[θ̃k − akβkPkφk(ψk + wk+1)]

=Vk + µ−1
k β2

k(φT
k θ̃k)2 − 2akβkφ

T
k PkP

−1
k+1 θ̃kψk + a2

kβ
2
kφ

T
k PkP

−1
k+1Pkφkψ

2
k

− 2akβkφ
T
k PkP

−1
k+1 θ̃kwk+1 + 2a2

kβ
2
kφ

T
k PkP

−1
k+1Pkφkψkwk+1 + β2

ka
2
kφ

T
k PkP

−1
k+1Pkφkw

2
k+1

=Vk − µ−1
k ψ2

k + µ−1
k (ψk − βkφ

T
k θ̃k)2 + µ−1

k akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφkψ

2
k − 2µ−1

k ψkwk+1

+ 2µ−1
k (ψk − βkφ

T
k θ̃k)wk+1 + 2µ−1

k akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφkψkwk+1 + µ−1

k akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφkψkw

2
k+1

=Vk − akψ
2
k + µ−1

k (ψ̄k − βkφ
T
k

˜̄θk)2 − 2akψkwk+1 + 2µ−1
k (ψk − βkφ

T
k θ̃k)wk+1 + µ−1

k akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφkw

2
k+1

(39)

10



Summing up both sides of (39) from 0 to n and using (38), we have

Vn+1 =V0 −
n
∑

k=1

akψ
2
k +

n
∑

k=1

µ−1
k (ψ̄k − βkφ

T
k

˜̄
θk)2 −

n
∑

k=1

2akψkwk+1

+

n
∑

k=1

2µ−1
k (ψ̄k − βkφ

T
k

˜̄θk)wk+1 +

n
∑

k=1

µ−1
k akβ

2
kφ

T
k Pkφkw

2
k+1.

(40)

We now analyze the RHS of (40) term by term. First, by Lemma 4 in Appendix B, we know that

n
∑

k=1

2akψkwk+1 = O(

n
∑

k=1

akψ
2
k)

1
2

+ζ = o(

n
∑

k=1

akψ
2
k) +O(1), a.s., ∀ζ > 0, (41)

and similarly that

n
∑

k=1

2µ−1
k [ψ̄k − βkφ

T
k (θ − θ̄k)]wk+1 = o(

n
∑

k=1

µ−1
k [ψ̄k − βkφ

T
k (θ − θ̄k)]2) +O(1), a.s. (42)

For the last noise term on the RHS of (40), let us take Xk = βkφk in Lemma 5 in Appendix B, we get

n
∑

k=0

akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφk = O(log n), a.s. (43)

Moreover, from Lyapunov inequality, we have for any δ ∈ (2,min(η, 4))

sup
k

E[|w2
k+1 − E(w2

k+1 | Fk)| δ
2 | Fk] < ∞, a.s. (44)

Denote Λn = (
∑n

k=0

(

akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφk

)
δ
2 )

2
δ , by Lemma 4 in Appendix B with α = δ

2 , we get

n
∑

k=0

akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφk

{

w2
k+1 − E[w2

k+1 | Fk]
}

=O
(

Λn log
1
2

+ζ(Λ2
n + e)

)

=o(log n) +O(1), a.s. ∀ζ > 0.

(45)

Hence, from (43) and (44)
n
∑

k=0

akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφkw

2
k+1

≤
n
∑

k=0

akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφk

(

w2
k+1 − E[w2

k+1 | Fk]
)

+ sup
k

E[w2
k+1 | Fk]

(

n
∑

k=0

akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφk

)

=O(log n) a.s.

(46)

Note that the third term on the RHS of (40) can be estimated following a similar proof as that for Lemma
5 in [22] as follows:

n
∑

k=1

(ψ̄k − βkφ
T
k

˜̄
θk)2 = O(log n). (47)

11



Finally, combine (40), (41), (66), (46) and (47), we get the desired result

Vn =V0 −
n
∑

k=1

akψ
2
k +O(log n) a.s. (48)

Proof of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2. For the proof of Theorem 1, note that

θ̃T
n+1P

−1
n+1θ̃n+1 ≥ inf

k≥0
{µ−1

k }g2(λmin(n) − ‖P−1
0 ‖)‖θ̃n+1‖2, a.s.

Theorem 1 follows immediately from Lemma 1, because λmin(n) ≥ λ0 > ‖P−1
0 ‖ and infk≥0{µ−1

k } > 0.
For the proof of Theorem 2, from the definition of ψk, we have ψk ≥ g(φT

k θ̃k)2. Besides, Since {µk},
{βk} and {‖φk‖} are bounded, we obtain that

inf
k≥0

{ak} = inf
k≥0

{ 1

µk + β2
kφ

T
k Pkφk

} > inf
k≥0

{ 1

µk + β2
kφ

T
k P0φk

} > 0, a.s.

Thus Theorem 2 also follows from Lemma 1.
Proof of Theorem 3.

Similar result has been proven in [13] for linear stochastic regression models, where some key ideas may
also be used here to prove Theorem 3 for our current nonlinear stochastic regression models, and the details
will be presented elsewhere.

Proof of Theorem 4.

To establish the high probability convergence result of the estimate θ̂k, we need the following inequality
for martingales:

Lemma 2. ([37]) If {Sn =
∑n

i=1 Xi,Fn, n ≥ 1} is a square interable martingale with E[S1] = 0 and
F0 = (∅, w), then for any positive constants a,b

P{Sn ≤ a

n
∑

j=1

E[X2
j | Fj−1] + b, any n ≥ 1} ≥ 1 − (1 + ab)−1 (49)

Proof of Theorem 4. Let

Yk+1 = −2akψkwk+1 + µ−1
k akβ

2
kφkPkφk[w2

k+1 − E(w2
k+1 | Fk)] + 2µ−1

k (ψk − βkφ
T
k θ̃k)wk+1, (50)

then
∑k

i=1 Yi+1 is a square integrable martingale. Moreover,

E[Y 2
k+1 | Fk] ≤ 9akµ

−1
k ψ2

kσ
2
k + 9µ−2

k (akβ
2
kφkPkφk)2σ̄2

k + 9µ−2
k (ψk − βkφ

T
k θ̃k)2σ2

k (51)

where σk = E[ω2
k+1 | Fk], σ̄2

k = E
[

[w2
k+1 − E(w2

k+1 | Fk)]2 | Fk

]

. By Lemma 2 with a = 1
18σ2

b

and b =

18σ2
b

1−δ
δ

, we have

P{
n
∑

k=1

Yk+1 ≤ 1

2

n
∑

k=1

akψ
2
k +

n
∑

k=1

[
σ̄2

b

2σ2
b

(akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφk)2 +

1

2
µ−1

k (ψk − βkφkθ̃k)2] + 18σ2
b

1 − δ

δ
, any n ≥ 1}

≥P{
n
∑

k=1

Yk+1 ≤ 1

18σ2
b

n
∑

k=1

E[Y 2
k+1 | Fk] + 18σ2

b

1 − δ

δ
, any n ≥ 1} ≥ 1 − δ.

(52)

where σ2
b = sup0≤k≤n{ σ2

k

µk
}, σ̄2

b = sup0≤k≤n{ σ̄2
k

µ2
k

}. Moreover, following the similar proof idea of Remark 3.2

in [32], we have
n
∑

k=1

(akβ
2
kφ

T
k Pkφk)2 =

n
∑

k=1

ak(βkφ
T
k )(Pk − Pk+1)(βkφk)

≤Φn

n
∑

k=1

tr(Pk − Pk+1) ≤ Φntr(P0),

(53)
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where Φn = sup
1≤k≤n

{µ−1
k β2

k‖φk‖2}. Thus, by (40), (52) and (53), we know that the following holds with

probability at least 1 − δ:

Vn+1 +
1

2

n
∑

k=1

akψ
2
k ≤ σ2

b log |P−1
n+1| + Tn + Sn, ∀ n ≥ 1. (54)

where

Tn = V0 + σ2
b log |P−1

0 | +
Φntr(P0)σ̄2

b

2σ2
b

+ 18σ2
b

1 − δ

δ
,

Sn =
n
∑

k=1

3

2
µ−1

k (ψk − βkφkθ̃k)2 =
n
∑

k=1

3

2
µ−1

k (ψ̄k − βkφ
T
k

˜̄θk)2.

(55)

To analyze the term Sn above, we need to analyze the preliminary estimation error ˜̄θk, for this we denote

the Lyapunov function V̄k as V̄k = ˜̄θT
k P̄

−1
k

˜̄θk. Using the similar analysis above and the Lyapunov function
analysis as in [22], we know that with probability at least 1 − δ,

V̄n+1 +
1

4

n
∑

k=1

ākβ̄
2
k(φT

k
˜̄
θk)2 ≤ σ2

a log |P̄−1
n+1| + Γ̄n, ∀ n ≥ 1. (56)

where σ2
a = sup0≤k≤n{σ2

k}, σ̄2
a = sup0≤k≤n{σ̄2

k}, and

Γ̄n = V̄0 + σ2
a log |P̄−1

0 | +
Φ̄ntr(P̄0)σ̄2

a

4σ2
a

+ 10σ2
a

1 − δ

δ
, (57)

where Φ̄n = sup
1≤k≤n

{β̄2
k‖φk‖2}. Let

E1 = {1

4

n
∑

k=1

ākβ̄
2
k(φT

k
˜̄θk)2 ≥ σ2

a log |P̄−1
n+1| + Γ̄n, ∀ n ≥ 1},

E2 = {Vn+1 +
1

2

n
∑

k=1

akψ
2
k ≥ σ2

b log |P−1
n+1| + Tn + Sn, ∀ n ≥ 1},

E3 = {Vn+1 +
1

2

n
∑

k=1

akψ
2
k ≥ σ2

b log |P−1
n+1| + 6σ2

aγ
−1
n log |P̄−1

n+1| + Tn + 6γ−1
n Γ̄n, ∀ n ≥ 1}.

(58)

where γ−1
n = sup0≤k≤n{ µ−1

k
g2

ā2
k

β̄2
k

}. From (56) and (54), we thus have P (E1) ≤ δ and P (E2) ≤ δ. Moreover, note

that (ψ̄k − βkφ
T
k

˜̄
θk)2 ≤ g2(φT

k
˜̄
θk)2 by (11). Hence for Sn defined by (55), we have Sn ≤ 6σ2

aγ
−1
n log |P̄−1

n+1| +

6γ−1
n Γ̄n for any ω ∈ Ec

1. Thus we obtain

P [E3] ≤ P [E3 ∩ Ec
1] + P [E1]

≤P [E2] + P [E1] ≤ 2δ.
(59)

Therefore, (29) can be obtained from (59). Furthermore, we have

‖θ̃(j)
n+1‖2 =‖eT

j P̄
1
2

n+1 · P− 1
2

n+1θ̃n+1‖2

≤‖eT
j P

1
2

n+1‖2 · ‖P− 1
2

n+1θ̃n+1‖2

≤P (j)
n+1 · Vn+1, a.s.

(60)
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Hence, by (59), we know that with probability at least 1 − 2δ,

‖θ̃(j)
n+1‖2 ≤ P

(j)
n+1[σ2

b (log |P−1
n+1| + 6γ−1

n σ2
a log |P̄−1

n+1|) + Tn + 6γ−1
n Γ̄n], ∀ n ≥ 1. (61)

This concludes the proof of Theorem 4.

Proof of Proposition 1. For any given positive α and t with α+ t < 1, denote υ =
√

ln 2−ln t
2K

and let

E1 = {θ̃(j)
n ∈ [z

(j)
K (

α

2
− υ), z

(j)
K (1 − α

2
+ υ)]},

E2 = {θ̃(j)
n ∈ [z(j)(

α

2
), z(j)(1 − α

2
)]},

E3 = {F (j)
k (z

(j)
K (

α

2
− υ) − F (j)(z

(j)
K (

α

2
− υ))) > −υ} ∩ {F (j)

k (z
(j)
K (1 − α

2
+ υ) − F (j)(z

(j)
K (1 − α

2
+ υ))) < υ}.

(62)
For every ω ∈ E3, we have

F (j)(z
(j)
K (

α

2
− υ)) < F

(j)
k (z

(j)
K (

α

2
− υ)) + υ =

α

2
,

F (j)(z
(j)
K (1 − α

2
+ υ)) > F

(j)
k (z

(j)
K (1 − α

2
+ υ)) − υ = 1 − α

2
,

(63)

which means
z(j)(

α

2
) ≥ z

(j)
K (

α

2
− υ),

z(j)(1 − α

2
) ≤ z

(j)
K (1 − α

2
+ υ).

(64)

Hence, we have
(E2 ∩ E3) ⊂ E1. (65)

From the definition of E2, we have
P (Ec

2) < α. (66)

We now prove that
P (Ec

3) < t. (67)

Since E[F
(j)
K (x)] = E[ 1

K

∑K
i=1 I{(Hj (Xi))≤x}] = F (j)(x) for any x ∈ R, by Hoffeding’s inequality, we have

P{F (j)
k (z

(j)
K (

α

2
− υ) − F (j)(z

(j)
K (

α

2
− υ)) ≤ −υ} ≤ t

2

P{F (j)
k (z

(j)
K (1 − α

2
+ υ) − F (j)(z

(j)
K (1 − α

2
+ υ)) ≥ υ} ≤ t

2

(68)

Thus (67) holds true. From (65), (66) and (67), we finally have P (E1) ≥ 1 −α− t, which proves Proposition
1.

5 Numerical simulations

In this section, we compare the convergence speeds of the preliminary parameter estimate θ̄k in the first step
with the accelerated parameter estimate in the second step θ̂k of TSQN algorithm by a simulation example.
Let the saturation function Sk(·) in the model (1)-(2) be time-invariant with

Sk(x) =







0 x < 0
x 0 ≤ x ≤ 15
15 x > 15

. (69)

The true parameter θ = [θ(1), θ(2), θ(3), θ(4), θ(5)]T = [0.5,−1, 1.5,−0.5, 2]T and the noise sequence {ek+1, k ≥
0} is i.i.d with normal distribution N (0, 5). Moreover, the corresponding regressors {φk, k ≥ 0} are generated

14



by φk = [φ
(1)
k , φ

(2)
k , φ

(3)
k , φ

(4)
k , φ

(5)
k ]T , where φ

(1)
k = 1 and φ

(i)
k are independent and normally distributed

with 15
4
√

k
N(0, 1) for any k ≥ 1 and i = 2, · · · , 5. It can be verified that λmin{∑n

k=1 φkφ
T
k } ∼ √

n and

λmax{∑n
k=1 φkφ

T
k } ∼ n, which mean that the PE condition is not satisfied in this case. Let the convex

compact parameter set be D = {[θ(1), θ(2), θ(3), θ(4), θ(5)] : |θ(i)| ≤ 5}, on which the estimate is projected

in the first step. The preliminary estimate θ̄k and accelerated estimate θ̂k will be generated by our TSQN
algorithm, respectively.

100 101 102 103 104
10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101
Parameter estimation error

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5
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Figure 2: Comparison of estimation errors and averaged regrets.

The first figure in Fig 2 shows the trajectory of the estimation error of the preliminary estimate θ̄k and
the accelerated estimate θ̂k, where we can see that the accelerated estimate θ̂k in the second step does indeed
outperform the performance of the preliminary estimate θ̄k in the first step, in terms of the convergence of
the parameter estimation error.

The second figure in Fig 2 shows the convergence result of the averaged regrets of adaptive prediction
under TSQN algorithm, where one can see again that the averaged regrets in the second step outperforms
that in the first step.

6 Conclusions

Motivated by various application backgrounds, we have in this paper studied the problem of identification and
prediction problems of stochastic dynamical systems with saturated observations. To get a better estimation
algorithm than that of the nonlinear Quasi-Newton estimation algorithm, we have proposed a new two-step
TSQN algorithm to estimate the unknown parameters. It is shown that the strong consistency and the
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asymptotic normality of the estimate can be established under non-persistent excitation conditions as the
data length increases to infinity. When the data length is given and finite, it is also shown that the estimation
error can have small estimation error bound with high probability by using either Lyapunov function-based
method or Monte Carlo-based method, which appears to be more suitable for application problems where
only finite number of data are available. Simulation examples demonstrates that the convergence speed of the
proposed TSQN algorithm is better than the Quasi-Newton algorithm even under non-persistent excitation
conditions of the data. The proposed new TSQN algorithm has also been used successfully in sentencing
computation problems with real finite data set in [9]. For future investigation, there are still a number of
interesting problems need to be solved, for examples, how to establish global convergence or estimation error
bounds for adaptive estimation algorithms of more complicated stochastic regression models including multi-
layer neural networks, and how to solve adapted control problems with saturated observations for stochastic
dynamical control systems.

Appendix A

In this appendix, we give a typical example for the calculation of the functions Gk(·) and σk(·). Let us
consider the case where Lk = lk < uk = Uk for any k ≥ 1, the noise ek is Fk−measurable with the
conditional probability distribution function Fk(·) and the conditional probability density function fk(·),
then the function Gk(x) : R1 → R1 and σk(x) : R1 → R1 can be calculated as follows:

Gk(x) = uk(1 − Fk(uk − x)) + lkFk(lk − x) +

∫ uk

lk

tfk(t− x)dt (70)

σk(x) = (uk −Gk(x))2(1 − Fk(uk − x)) + (lk −Gk(x))2Fk(lk − x) +

∫ uk

lk

[t−Gk(x)]2fk(t− x)dt (71)

In particular, when the noise sequence {ek} is independent and normally distributed with ek ∼ N(0, σ2),
Fk(·) ≡ F (·) and fk(·) ≡ f(·) will correspond to the distribution function and density function of N(0, σ2)
respectively, and Gk(x) and σk(x) can be calculated further as follows:

Gk(x) =uk + (lk − x)F (lk − x) − (uk − x)F (uk − x) + σ2[f(lk − x) − f(uk − x)],

σk(x) =(uk −Gk(x))2 + [σ2 + (Gk(x) − x)2 − (uk −Gk(x))2]F (uk − x)

− [(lk −Gk(x))2 − (Gk(x) − x)2 − σ2]F (lk − x)

+ σ2[(lk + x− 2Gk(x))f(lk − x) − (uk + x− 2Gk(x))f(uk − x)].

(72)

Appendix B

In this section, we give some key lemmas which are used in the proof of Lemma 1.

Lemma 3. ([36]). The projection operator given by Definition 1 satisfies

‖Πk
Q(x) − Πk

Q(y)‖Q ≤ ‖x− y‖Q ∀x, y ∈ R
m (73)

Lemma 4. ([3]). Let {wn,Fn} be a martingale difference sequence and {fn,Fn} an adapted sequence. If

sup
n

E[|wn+1|α | Fn] < ∞ a.s. (74)

for some α ∈ (0, 2], then as n → ∞:

n
∑

i=0

fiwi+1 = O(sn(α) log
1
α

+η(sα
n(α) + e)) a.s.,∀η > 0, (75)
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where

sn(α) =

(

n
∑

i=0

|fi|α
)

1
α

(76)

Lemma 5. ([13]). Let X1, X2, · · · be a sequence of vectors in R
m(m ≥ 1) and let An = A0 +

∑n
i=1 XiX

T
i .

Let |An| denote the determinant of An. Assume that A0 is nonsingular, then as n → ∞
n
∑

k=0

XT
k A

−1
k Xk

1 +XT
k A

−1
k Xk

= O(log(|An|)). (77)

Lemma 6. ([32]). Let X1, X2, · · · be any bounded sequence of vectors in R
m (m ≥ 1). Denote An =

A0 +
∑n

i=1 XiX
T
i with A0 > 0, then we have

∞
∑

k=0

(

XT
k A

−1
k Xk

)2
< ∞. (78)
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