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Abstract

We study the problem of system identification for stochastic continuous-time dynamics, based on a single
finite-length state trajectory. We present a method for estimating the possibly unstable open-loop matrix by
employing properly randomized control inputs. Then, we establish theoretical performance guarantees showing
that the estimation error decays with trajectory length, a measure of excitability, and the signal-to-noise ratio, while
it grows with dimension. Numerical illustrations that showcase the rates of learning the dynamics, will be provided
as well. To perform the theoretical analysis, we develop new technical tools that are of independent interest. That
includes non-asymptotic stochastic bounds for highly non-stationary martingales and generalized laws of iterated

logarithms, among others.

Index Terms
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I. INTRODUCTION

Stochastic linear dynamical systems are powerful models for capturing the evolutions of random
environments. They appear frequently in various areas such as portfolio optimization [1], algorithmic
trading [2], and quantitative biology [3]. In many applications, there are non-negligible uncertainties about
the system dynamics, necessitating it to be learned by interacting with the environment [4], [5]. Practically

speaking, the above learning of the system dynamics can use the data of a single state trajectory, which is
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presumably unstable in the sense that the state variables suffer from big fluctuations and have increasing
magnitudes over time. In the sequel, we elaborate both the causes and consequences of such instabilities,
as well as their effects on system identification.

Unstable linear dynamical systems inevitably arise in engineering and biology [6]-[9], among others.
For example, (nuclear) reactors that are preferred to operate stably for long periods of time, can become
unstable due to structural breaks or adversarial attacks [6], [7]. So, the issue needs to be identified and
addressed according to a shortest-possible state trajectory [6], [7]. In microbiology, a tumor can be viewed
as a dynamical system, where the metastatic cancer cells are associated with loss of stability [8]. Therefore,
accurate estimation of system dynamics becomes crucial for understanding the main causes of the disease.
Furthermore, in such systems, the identification needs to be performed based on a single state trajectory,
since the underlying patient dynamics or the reactor breaks, both are highly likely to be idiosyncratic [6],
[10].

The problem of system identification is conventionally studied for stable discrete-time dynamics. Both
asymptotic [11]-[14] and non-asymptotic results on the estimation errors are established for a single
system [15], [16], or a family of multiple related systems [17]. On the other hand, the latest findings on
unstable system identification indicate that learning under instability can be essentially different in terms
of technical challenges for establishing performance guarantees, the rates at which the estimation error
decays, and the minimal assumptions for consistency [18]—[21].

For continuous-time stochastic systems, the literature is significantly sparser. Early works establish
bounds on the estimation error after infinite-time interactions with the system [22]-[26]. More recent
studies, extend these asymptotic results on estimation errors in both online [27] and offline settings [28]. To
the authors’ knowledge, there are only two papers on non-asymptotic learning of unstable continuous-time
systems [29], [30]. The former builds its estimation upon multiple independent system trajectories, while
the latter adopts a Bayesian approach without providing a comprehensive analysis of sample complexities.
That is, there are currently no theoretical results for finite-time identification of an unstable system,
especially when it comes to fully specifying effects of all the model parameters on the quality of estimation.
Filling this gap is adopted as the focus of this work. We present a comprehensive study that includes the
effects of all the model parameters on the estimation error, without any assumptions on the eigen-structure
of the continuous-time dynamics matrix.

From the control theory viewpoint, an accurate estimation of the underlying unstable system is necessary



before that any attempts at employing a control policy can be made [4], [5]. Therefore, having finite-
time error bounds with theoretical guarantees is vital for any reliable interaction with dynamical systems.
More precisely, a stable linear system can operate for extended periods of time without any issue (e.g.,
state explosion), clearly because the stability precludes excessively large state vectors. However, when a
continuous-time linear system is unstable (in the sense of open-loop matrix having eigenvalues of positive
real-parts), the state variables grow exponentially fast as time proceeds [31]. This makes guaranteed
estimation significantly more difficult, and raises the need for development of new methods for input
design, as well as new technical tools for performance analysis.

We establish finite-time error bounds for estimating the dynamics matrix based on a single realization
of the system trajectory. We show how the estimation error scales with time, state dimension, magnitude
of the control action, a measure of excitability, and finally the eigen-structure of the underlying open-loop
dynamics matrix. Our analysis shows that when the system is (marginally) stable, the squared estimation
error decays linearly with time (apart from to a logarithmic factor). In unstable systems, estimation of
unexcited dynamics can be inconsistent no matter how long the trajectory grows. To address that, we
apply moderately large random control inputs to ensure signal-strength in all directions of the state space,
and theoretically prove that it leads to accurate estimates. In all cases, we show that the estimation error
increases with signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and with the square-root of dimension.

To establish non-asymptotic error bounds in unstable continuous-time systems, several technical chal-
lenges must be addressed. First, instabilities (as well as marginal stabilities) induce very strong statistical
dependence between every two samples from the state trajectory. Note that when the system is stable, such
dependencies are weak and temporary, as the stable dynamics makes them diminish fast as time proceeds.
However, unstable dynamics exacerbate the influence of every state vector on the future samples. In
other words, unstable systems posses an amplifying long-term memory. Accordingly, the conventional
probabilistic techniques (e.g., concentration inequalities) [29], [32] fail to effectively work, necessitating
development of new techniques. Furthermore, another widely-used approach for uniformly bounding the
stochastic signals via union bounds is inapplicable due to having an uncountable index set. Finally,
whenever the system has both (marginally) stable and unstable modes, the strongest and weakest signals
grow at very different rates with time. Specifically, since the former (latter) grows exponentially (linearly)
with time, this rapid disparity between signal modes quickly renders the identification ill-conditioned [18],

[33].



In order to overcome these challenges, we establish useful representations of estimation error in terms
of the sample covariance matrix of the state trajectory. Then, we prove tight deterministic upper- and
lower-bounds for that matrix. Further, we generalize the existing results to matrix-valued self-normalized
continuous-time martingales. The technical novelties also include uniformly bounding state magnitudes,
and are obtained by leveraging several tools such as uniform bounds for Wiener processes, rescaled time
indices [34], specifying the effect of eigenvalues and eigenspaces of the true open-loop dynamics, and a
finite-time law of iterated logarithm [35]. The authors expect these technicalities to be of broader interests,
and provide further details in the proofs of the main and auxiliary results.

This paper is organized as follows. In section II we formulate the problem, while Section III contains
design of the input and estimator. Section IV presents the main results, and is followed by the proof and
some intermediate results in Section V. Finally, Section VI presents numerical illustrations. Due to space
constraints, technical proofs and further auxiliary lemmas are presented in the appendices VIII.

Notation and Terminology: For a matrix A, AT denotes its transpose. For A € RP*?, let A\;(A), -+, \,(A)
denote its (possibly repetitive) eigenvalues and let A;(A), ..., A\,(A) be their respective ordered real-parts.
That is, A\;(A) = R(N\i(A)),i = 1,...,p, where R(.) denotes the real-part of a complex number, and
it holds that A\;(A) > --- > X\, (A). Matrix A is said to be stable if \;(A) < 0, marginally stable if
A1(A) = 0, and unstable otherwise. When clear from the context, we drop the argument and represent
the eigenvalue real parts as A, ..., \,. For an integer n, I, denotes the identity matrix of dimension n.
For a positive semidefinite matrix P, its Moore-Penrose generalized inverse is denoted as P*, and we use
Amax (P) and A, (P) to refer to the largest and smallest eigenvalues. For two symmetric matrices P and

@, we write P < () whenever () — P is positive semidefinite. For a vector v € RP,

v||, is the ¢, norm

of v. Finally, we define the matrix operator norm ||| Al||, = sup,._ || Av|l4/[|v[]4-

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a linear control system, whose evolution is given by the Ito stochastic differential equation

starting from an arbitrary initial state X, € R”. The matrices A, € RP*P, and C' € RP*" are the unknown
open-loop dynamics matrix and the unknown noise coefficients matrix, respectively, while the input matrix

B, € RP*1 is assumed to be known. Moreover, W, is a r-dimensional Weiner process on the probability



space (€2, F,PP). That is,  is the sample space, ' = {F:},y ) is a family of non-decreasing sigma-
algebras with respect to which all the random processes are measurable, and PP is the probability measure.
Further, for any positive integer n, a Weiner process W, of dimension n satisfies (i) W, = 0,,, almost
surely, and (ii)) W has independent multivariate Gaussian increments. That is, for ¢ > ¢; > 0, the
displacement W;, — W, is independent of F;,, and W;, — W;, ~ N (0, (t2 — t1) L,,).

The goal is to show that through proper design of the input U;, we can prove finite-time error bounds
for recovering the unknown dynamics matrix A, from a single state trajectory. To proceed, we express
the following assumption.

Assumption 1: We assume that B, B, is positive definite, and denote its smallest eigenvalue by ¢ =
Amin(B.B,).

Remark 1: The above assumption is adopted in the existing literature [36], [37], [38]. It is a stronger
notion of controllability (i.e., positivedefiniteness of controllability Gramian [39]), that we adopt for the
ease of presentation in quantifying the effects of all involved parameters on the estimation error. However,
relaxing this assumption to controllability is a matter of technicality, for which the details are left to a

future work.

III. DESIGN OF EXOGENOUS INPUT AND ESTIMATOR
A. Exogenous Input

In this subsection, we discuss the design of the exogenous input. First, we apply a stochastic control
input U; to the system that will be fully specified shortly, and solve the differential equation (1) for that.
Upon this construction, in the next subsection we build a least-squares estimator ;1; for the dynamics
matrix A,. Analysis of this two-fold procedure will be presented in the next section, where we establish

high probability error bounds. Let us proceed by defining
Y't — e*A*tXt' (2)

Since according to Ito calculus, the product of two differentials vanishes [40], we obtain the following
for Y;
dY, = —eM A X,dt + e 1dX,. 3)



Now, replace (1) in (3), to get
dY, = e B, Udt + e~ 4L CdW,. 4)
Therefore, the fundamental theorem of calculus yields to
t t
Y, = Yo+ / e B, Uyds + / e~ CdW,. 5)
0 0

Using Yy = X, together with (2) and (5), and finally by multiplying both sides by e“+f, we obtain the
solution

t t
X, =eM Xy + / A=) B U.ds + / A=) Caw . (6)
0 0

Then, to precisely design the control input U, let

dUq
ds '’

Us=k (7

where Uy € R? is a g-dimensional Weiner process independent of the r-dimensional stochastic disturbance
W;. In other words, U; is the product of a scalar k > 1 and a g-dimensional white noise dU;/ds [41],
[42]. Plugging into (6), we get

t t
X, = e X+ K / M=) B dU, + / M= 0qw,. (8)

0 0

So, the second term above becomes an Ito integral (similar to the third term) [41]. Additional formal
technicalities in the above derivation as well as the definition of Us in (7), fall beyond the scope of this
work and can be found in the relevant literature on generalized derivatives of Weiner processes [41], [42].

The two stochastic integrals on the right hand side of (8) possess conceptually different roles in our
setting because by the definition, the disturbance noise W, is unobservable, while we have a full knowledge
of the Weiner signal U, that we design and apply to the system as the control action. We leverage this

knowledge in the design of the estimator in the next subsection.

B. Least Squares Estimator

The objective is to find an estimator which minimizes the total sum of squares, i.e., the aggregated

deviations of the predicted Ito differential form from the actually observed one, as elaborated below. To



proceed, note that by plugging U, in (7) into the dynamics equation (1), we have
dX; = A, Xydt + kB, dU; + C'dW,. 9)
Therefore, for A € RP*P, we define the loss function as

erla) = | )

So, after solving for a matrix A that minimizes L1 (A), the least-squares estimate of A, will be

Ay = V X, (dX; — kB.dU,) } [/ XtXTdt]

A slightly more precise derivation of the above estimate according to the Riemann definition of the integral

2

dt. (10)

2

X, U,
R S D ¢
a " !

in (10) is available in the literature [27], [43].
Later on, we show that the first matrix on the right hand side of (11) is invertible for 7" being sufficiently

large. Therefore, for all such 7', Zl\T can be equivalently written as

-1
[/ XtXTdt} . (11)

IV. MAIN RESULTS

AT— |:/ Xt dXt—/iB dUt

After doing some algebra, since A, satisfies (9), the error of the estimate in (11) can be written as

follows: )

e T T T -
Ar — A, =C U XtthT] U XtXtTdt} : (12)
0 0

Thus, the analysis of the estimator heavily relies on the following two random matrices. First, the sample

covariance matrix

T
Vi = / X, X, dt, (13)
0
and second, the matrix-valued martingale
T
S — / X,dW] . (14)
0

In the sequel, we establish tight bounds on V7, and Sr (after being self-normalized by V7), leading to

the following bound for Zl; — A,.



Theorem 1: For any ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

g 2 2 _
‘HAT_A* _ o [ 2HICll; (log T~ logd) } (15)
2 cTk?
when A, is stable,
— 2 2 2(log T —1
2 cTk?

when A, is marginally stable, and whenever A, is unstable,

o (pmcn@ (T - log5>> | an

-

cTk?

Theorem 1 states that the estimation error scales with p when A, is marginally stable and with ,/p
when it is not. Moreover, the error scales with |||C|||, /~, which is the inverse of the signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR). Further, it shows that when the system is (marginally) stable, the estimator (11) has square-root
consistency up to a logarithmic factor. However, when the system is unstable, a larger value for x is
needed to ensure an estimation error of the conventional square-root decay rate; x = /T guarantees that,
according to (17). In general, a larger value for x leads to a faster decay rate of the estimation error.
However, larger values for x leads to larger X; which defeats the purpose [32], [44]. Therefore, x cannot
be excessively large.

Next, we define the size of the largest block in the Jordan decomposition of the open-loop matrix;
A, = P7'AP. That is, A is block-diagonal with blocks Aj,--- , Ay, each Jordan block A; being a matrix

of size I; for the eigenvalue );:

N 10 0

Ay 0 .
0 N 1 0

A — 5 Az -

0 Ay, _

0O 0 0 i
Then, let the size of the largest Jordan block be
" =max{l;,i=1,--- k}. (18)

Remark 2: When the system is marginally stable, we can replace the factor p? in (16) with [*p, where

[* is defined in (18), and in the worst case (that A has only one block) is p.



V. PROOF OF THE THEOREM AND AUXILIARY LEMMAS

In this section, we first present three lemmas which constitute the building blocks for the proof of
Theorem 1. Then, we employ these intermediate results for completing the proof. Proofs of the following
auxiliary lemmas are lengthy, involves extensive technical details, relies on further intermediate results,
and so are delegated to the supplementary materials.

Lemma 1 establishes high-probability upper-bounds for continuous-time matrix-valued self-normalized
martingales.

Lemma 1: Let Vp and Sy be as in (13) and (14), respectively. Further, define V = Vp + V, where V

is an arbitrary positive definite matrix. Then, with probability at least 1 — 9,

—=1 2 127 det(Vy)2
‘HVT2 Srl||| < 8log e—(VTl) for all 7" > 0.
2 d det(V)z

The next lemma provides a high probability upper-bound for the sample covariance matrix.
Lemma 2: Let [* and « be as in (18) and (7) respectively. For 6 > 0, with probability at least 1 — 4,
we have

* T
Amax(Vr) = O ((pfsQTQl M AT /£2T) log E) . (19)

Note that based on this lemma, when A, is unstable, the largest eigenvalue of V7 grows exponentially

fast with time, specifically as O(k2T%" ?*1(4:)T)

. However, in stable and marginally stable systems, the
growth is polynomial and linear, i.e., with the rates O(x*T?") and O(k2T), respectively.

Next Lemma gives a lower bound for the sample covariance matrix V7 in (13).

Lemma 3: In stable, marginally stable, and unstable systems, and for any ¢ > 0, with probability at

least 1 — 4, it holds that

_ 1
Ama(Vi ) = O (CTM) .

A. Proof of Theorem 1

Let Vi, St be as in (13), (14), and define

Vir=Vr+1, (20)
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(a) Estimation error amplified by a VT (b) Estimation error amplified by VT vs (c) Estimation error amplified by a VT
factor vs T, for a stable system with k = 7T, for a marginally stable system with factor vs 7', for an unstable system with
1. K=2. K =9.

Fig. 1: Multiple realizations of properly scaled estimation errors are illustrated versus the length of the
state trajectory, for stable, marginally stable, and unstable systems. Further, by comparing the graphs, we
see that the compromised estimation caused by system instability can be compensated by increasing x;

i.e., by employing larger random input signals.

Clearly, for the estimation error in (12), it holds that
T T —1 T
A, —Ap =V 5C
=V (Ve 4+ 1)V 2 SpCT 1)

= (VT + V22V E Sy

(Vi 4+ Vid)e < V2 4V (22)
Note that the above is implied by
=1 =3
(V2 + Ve =Vt V2 4212

because the last term in the latter inequality is a positive semidefinite matrix. Therefore, (21) together

with (22), lead to

[ Vi

< -1 -2\1
<ot v, i,

- (23)
v sa| el

-1
<[l <

2
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So, by applying the triangle inequality, we obtain

|-

-1
< v
9 = T

‘V? Sr

C
licll,

2

+ {1Vl

2 sq| e,

When 7' is large enough, according to Lemma 3, with probability at least 1 — 4, it holds that

|-

-1
<2||vi?
9 — T

=1
‘VTQ Sy

el 24)

2

We bound the first term on the right hand side of (24) using Lemma 3, and leverage Lemma 1 to upper-

bound the second term. Thus, with probability at least 1 — 29, we have

2 r g
o[ /ncns \/bg 12" (V1)
2

’HA\T_A* cTK? )

Note that p and r have the same order of magnitude. Thus, by expanding the logarithm, the above

estimation error bound becomes

2
log (Amax(Vr)) — log o
o [ [ 2ICIE 008 (e (Vi) — Tog ) | 05)
cTK?
When A, is stable, we have the following bound from Lemma 2, and its subsequent discussion, with
probability at least 1 — J:
log Anax (V) = O (log T — log 9) . (26)

Therefore, in this case, by combining (25) and (26), we get the desired error bound in (15).
On the other hand, when A, is marginally stable, Lemma (2) indicates that with probability at least
1 — 9, we have

10g Amax(Vr) = O (I"log T' — log §) , (27)

where [* is defined in (18), and as explained in the Remark 2, can be as large as the dimension p. Thus,
in this case, we get the rate in (16) by putting (25) and (27) together.

Finally, Lemma 2 show that when A, is unstable, with probability at least 1 — 4, it holds that
10g Amax (V) = O (T — log 3) , (28)

which together with (25) gives the high-probability bound in (17), and so completes the proof.
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VI. NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATIONS

Next, we perform numerical simulations to illustrate the result of Theorem 1. To that end, we use an
exemplary linear dynamical system representing a nuclear reactor [45], whose open-loop dynamics matrix

is

The parameter 2~ can take different values determining (in)stability of the system. When z = 5, all the
eigenvalues of the dynamics matrix are on the left hand side of the complex plane with largest eigenvalue
real-part being A\ (A,) = —0.3928. However, z = 10 and z = 15, yield marginally stable and unstable
systems, with the largest eigenvalue real-parts A\;(A,) = 0 and \;(A,) = 0.2779, respectively.

We let the input and noise coefficients matrices B, and C' both be 1/5 x I3, where I3 is the 3 x 3 identity
matrix. For each system, we run 20 independent trajectories for 50 seconds, starting from a random initial
state X;. When the dynamics matrix A, is stable, we choose x = 1, while for marginally stable and
unstable A,, we select k = 2 and k = 5, respectively.

The estimation is performed at integer times 7' =1, ..., 50, according to (11). Figures la, 1b, and lc,

show the (properly normalized) estimation error in the three different regimes of (in)stability, versus time.

IZ;“_A*

That is, the horizontal axes represent 7', while the vertical axes depict the value of VT H
All the 20 trajectories are plotted in the graphs to illustrate the high probability nature of the results in
Theorem 1. When the system matrix is stable, x = 1 is sufficiently large to have square-root consistency
for estimator (11). However, under unstable dynamics a larger x ensures accuracy of learning the dynamics

matrix as established in the third result of Theorem 1, and is shown in Figures 1b, Ic.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We study system identification in linear dynamical systems that evolve in continuous-time according
to stochastic differential equations. The setting involves only one trajectory of the state vectors and does
not assume any form of stability for system dynamics, rendering guaranteed learning under instability a
key technical challenge. We propose an applicable estimation method based on least-squares estimates
together with randomized control inputs.

Then, we establish performance guarantees by quantifying the decay rates of estimation error as the

length of the trajectory grows. All different regimes of stability are considered so that the open-loop
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dynamics can be (marginally) stable or unstable. We also provide effects of the following parameters on

the quality of system identification: dimensions, signal-to-noise ratios, magnitudes of stochastic control

inputs, and eigenvalues and eigenspaces of the matrix governing the system dynamics.

Importantly, this work specifies the extent to which one can address consistency issues caused by

system instability, through effective and easy-to-implement designs of the control inputs. Furthermore, the

technical framework we develop for theoretical analysis of the identification performance are applicable

to a wide range of problems. Accordingly, the presented approach can be extended to a family of

relevant problems that constitute interesting subjects for future work. That includes problems involving

identification of both the input and state-transition matrices, as well as extensions to systems of slower

excitations, higher order differential equations, and positive-definite controllability Grammians.
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VIII. APPENDICES

A. Organization of the Appendices

The appendices are organized as follow. Appendix VIII-B includes the complementary notation and

additional definitions that set up the stage for the proofs of Lemmas 1, 2, and 3, which are given in the

appendices VIII-C, VIII-D, and VIII-E, respectively.

B. Complementary Notation and Definitions

1) For a matrix A, we define ||| A|||

indexed by « and f as ||| A]|| = sup,||Av||s/]|v]|o. When

a—f a—f

a = 3, we simply write [||A[|,. The Frobenius norm of the matrix A is indicated by |||A[|,. We
adopt the convention that inf{()} = co. Moreover, V and A stand for the maximum and minimum

respectively.


https://proceedings.mlr.press/v19/abbasi-yadkori11a.html

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)
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For a positive semi-definite matrix P € R"*", and vectors v € R", we define the P-norm of v as
1
|vllp = (UTPU)2.

Let x; be a 1-dimensional random process given by

t t
xtzfcoJr/ usd8+/ o.dVg,
0 0

where x( is a deterministic initial point, x(s) and o(s) are deterministic coefficients which only
depend on the time component s, and V, is a 1-dimensional standard Brownian motion. We denote

the quadratic variation of z; by [«]; which is defined as

t
[[:L’]]t:/ olds.
0

Define H = [kB,, (], that is, the matrix H is obtained by stacking the columns of the two matrices
kB, and C.
Similarly, define L = [B,, C].
Lemma 1 considers deviations of the stochastic integral
T
/ X, dW/
0
when appropriately transformed by V. However, a similar result can be shown for the stochastic
integral
T
/ X,dU,
0

where U, denotes the Weiner process coming from the control action U;. Indeed we can combine
these two random processes and get another similar result for this combined process. To make this

rigorous, let Wt be the random process obtained from concatenation of U, and W,. That is

and let us define Sy and (T, ) accordingly

o~ T —~
St :/ X, dW/
0
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N 12+7) det(Vr)2
y(T,6) = 8log< e<1T)2>.

ddet(V)

Note that the only difference between y(7, §) and y(7’, ), is the change in exponent of the constant
12, which reflects the dimension effect of the concatenated process. With V7 and V' defined as

before, we have the following re-statement of Lemma 1: For any 6 > 0 we have
—=l~
P <‘HVT ST(H < §(T,6) for all T > o) >1-6.
2

7) From now on, we drop the tilde symbol from Wt, Sr, and y(T,6), and simply write them as W,
St, and y(T',9). Thus, throughout all the proofs, by W, we mean this new stacked random process,

and St and y(7,d) have altered accordingly.

C. Proof of Lemma 1

This proof is based on the follwoing propositions which are presented first, and are followed by the

proof of the Lemma 1.

Proposition 1: Let w € S~ be an arbitrary element of the unit sphere. Moreover, let § € R? be an

arbitrary vector. Now, define

t 1 t
M = exp { / 07 X dW ] w — 3 / eTXSXseds} :
0 0

and let 7 be a stopping time with respect to the filtration {F;}. Then M? is almost surely well-defined

and is a super martingale with E(M?) < 1.

1) Proof of Proposition 1: Let to > t; > 0. We show that
E [M]|F,] = M].

Choose ¢ such that we have the following discretization of [0,3] = 0,¢€,..., Nye = ty,..., Noe = to,

and let W; ~ N(0, el,4,),7 = 1,..., Ny be the corresponding discretization of the Weiner process. Note
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that w'W; ~ N(0, ¢) since w is a unit vector. For i = 0,..., Ny — 1 define

D? = exp (HTXiWLlw - %eTXiXZTe) .
By known properties of the moment generating function of a normal variable, for any 7 we have

E [D}|Fi-1)e] = 1.

Moreover, from the tower property of conditional expectation, we can write

E [D}1|Fi-e] = E [E [D{ | Foy [Fu-ne = 1,

and so on and so forth. Therefore, we obtain the following martingale equality

E [M,,|F,,] = lim B (M} D% 41 .. DA Fu] = M) lim I [DYi1 - D3| Fee] = M.

Now, suppose 7 is a stopping time with respect to the filtration {F;}, and let Y,/ = M’ be the

min(7,t)
stopped version of M?. It is well-known that the stopped version of a martingale is also martingale

Therefore, we can write
E[V] =E[{] =1

By the convergence theorem for non-negative martingales, lt1im Y almost surely exists. This means that

M? is almost surely well defined. Now, by application of Fatou’s Lemma, we get

E [M] =E |liminf Y| <liminfE [V'] <1.
T t—r00 t

— 00

Proposition 2: Let w € S9! and 7 be a stopping time with respect to the filtration {JF;}. Moreover.

let V' be any positive definite p x p matrix and V; = Vp 4V, then with probability at least 1 —§ we have

N[

det (7,)
| Srwll7-1 < 2log
det (V')

l\)\»—l
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2) Proof of Proposition 2: Let © ~ N(0,, V') be a normal vector with covariance matrix V~!. Define
My = [ Mf(0)d(0),
RP

where f is the density function of ©. Note that we have E[M,] = E[E[M®|0]] < 1. Therefore, we can

write

M, = (2m)7 det(V)2 /

1
exp {QTStw - 5f)T(v + Vt)e} df.
Rp

Let V, = V;+ V. By completing the square inside the exponential, we get M, as the following expression

(S:;(%))) % P {%“’TS; Wt)lgﬂ”} /R % exp {—% [(0— (Vi) 'Sew) " (V) (0 — (Vi) Syw)] } do

e
( det(V) ) :
= — exp
det(Vt)
With some simple algebra, the following equality holds

P (wTS:V;lSTw > 2log (M))

1 —
{inSJ(Vt)—lstw} :

ddet(V)

_p <exp (u7s7 50 (;;t(%)% i §> |

which by application of the Markov inequality and the Proposition 1, can be bounded by

OF |exp (%wTSI (VT)‘lsTw) (%)5
— SE[M,]
<

Proposition 3: Let O™ ™ m > m/ be the set of matrices with orthonormal columns. Then for every
¢ € (0,1) there exist an € — net, N; € O™, such that |N,| < (@)mm/ and for every V € O™*™

there is a V' € N such that ||V — V|||, <e.

The proof is available in the literature [46].
Remark 3: Note that when m’ = 1 the Frobenius norm in the above proposition would be the same as
the usual /5 norm. In such case, the e-net is to cover the unit sphere in the m-dimensional space.

The following proposition is also adopted from the existing literature [47].
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Proposition 4: Let M be a random matrix and ¢ < 1 arbitrary. Then we have

BN, > 2) < B (mal ol > (1 - 92).
weNe

Now, we can present the proof of Lemma 1.

3) Proof of Lemma 1: Let € = %, N 1 be the corresponding € — net, and w € N 1an arbitrary element

of the ¢ — net in the (p + r)-dimensional space. Based on proposition 3, |N. 1] < 127%", Now define

- 12047 det (V)
Bi(8) =< wo € Q:w'S Vi Sw > 2log et f) :
ddet(V)2

and
T(wp) =min{t > 0:wy € By(0)}.

Note that J,~, B:(6) = {wo : T(wp) < 0o} = {wTSTTVTSTw > 2log (%) } So we obtain
= et 2

P (U Bt(5)>

>0

=P (7 < o)

_ a+r V.):
=P (w'S'V,S,w > 2log 12 det(VlT)
ddet(V)2

4]

< .
—192a+r

The last inequality comes from proposition 2. Now using proposition 4 we have the desired result

P (H V2 S| > y(t, o) for some ¢ > 0>
2
— t,0)?
<P (m%/x wTStTV;lStw > u ;l ) for some ¢ > 0) ,
weN 1
2

which by union bounds over all points of the epsilon-net, can be bounded as

_ t.0)?
Z P (wTStTVt_lStw > u f) for some t > O> < 4.

weN
2
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D. Proof of Lemma 2

This proof constructs upon the following theorem which is available in the literature [34], and states
that every 1-dimensional continuous local martingale vanishing at zero can be represented as a standard
Brownian motion with a changed clock. We use this theorem together with a finite-time version of the
law of iterated logarithm [35] to construct the upper bound. For the sake of completeness, we state these
two theorems in terms of Propositions 5 and 6 and further discuss their implications.

Proposition 5: Let x; be a 1-dimensional J;-measurable continuous local martingale vanishing at zero,

with lim;_, o [z]; = oo, almost surely. For each 0 < s < oo, define the stopping time
T(s) = {inft > 0;[z]; > s} .

Then the time changed process Vy = 27, is a standard Brownian motion with respect to the filtration Fr,,
and we have

T = V[, 0 <1 < oo.

The interpretation is that,  can be considered as a standard Brownian motion V, that runs with a
different clock. This means, we replace the original clock ¢ with the changed clock [x];. Therefore we
can translate known properties of the Brownian motion, for other local martingales. One such property is
the following finite-time law of iterated logarithm from the literature [35]. It provides, high probability
finite-time uniform bounds for the displacement of a standard Brownian motion.

Proposition 6: Let V, be the standard 1-dimensional Brownian motion. Then for any n > 1 and s > 1

Wi+

V2

P (Elt € (0,00) : V; > (1Vvi) (s loglog(n(1V t)) + log () >> <4, (29)

0log®n

where ((s) is the Riemann zeta function.

As an example, Suppose z; is a 1-dimensional linear SDE satisfying dx; = Az dt +hdV %, xg = 0 where
)\ is a complex valued number with corresponding real part A, h € R is a positive number, and V' is a

standard 1-dimensional Brownian motion. Note that z; can be equivalently shown as z; = fot M=) bV L
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The quadratic variation of z; is
t
el = [ 1Xmlpas
0

t
:h2/ CQA(t_s)dS.
0

It is easy to check that when A > 0, z; meets the condition of the Proposition 5, and therefore can be
represented as a Brownian motion with a changed clock. That is, z; = V,, ), 0 < ¢ < oo, where
axn(t) = %(62” — 1) is the new clock. Note that when A < 0 the condition lim;_,[z]; = oo, is not
met. However, Proposition 5 is still applicable under an enlargement of the filtered probability space.
A rigorous argument is available in the literature [34]. Now, we consider the three cases of unstable,
marginally stable, and stable dynamics matrix separately.

1) Unstable dynamics, \(A,) > 0: First, suppose we have an integral of the form

t _
Ty = / ARV, (30)
0

for a complex valued ), with positive real part )\, and a positive real number k. Define

W o
arn(t) = 5(6 - 1),
and
2 h? 4

By letting s = 2 and 1 = e in (29) and application of Proposition 5, one can easily check the following
high probability bound
P(|z¢| < fan(t,0),forallt >0) >1—4. (32)

Now, we can upper bound || X;|| in the general setting. Suppose A, has the Jordan decomposition A, =

P~'AP, where A is a block diagonal matrix

Ao 10 0
Ay 0 _
0 N\ 1 0
A= ) AZ = )
0 Ay _
0O 0 0 - i
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and each Jordan block A; has \; on the main diagonal, 1 right of diagonal and zero elsewhere. Note that
X; can be written as

t
X, = P 'eMPX,+ P! / M= PHAW,. (33)
0

Now, we bound each term on the right hand side of the above expression. First, note that for each Jordan

block, we have

_6)2 _g)li-1
Lo(t-s) S5 (t(li—)l)!
— A o)
eNilt=s) — eXi(t—s) 0 1 (t S) (litz)! ) (34)
0 0 0 e 1

Therefore, we can expand the stochastic term on the right hand side of (33) as follow. Let ¢/, - - -c;,r be
the p-dimensional row vectors that constitute the rows of P. Moreover, suppose V¢,i = 1,...,q +r are
the 1-dimensional Brownian components of the noise vector W. Therefore, PHdW; is a vector in R? the

j*" element of which is given by

qt+r
(¢] H,dW,) =) “(c] H);dVY,

i=1
where (chH ); is the 7' element of the row vector chH and V* the i"" component of the Brownian motion.

Thus, with reference to the exponential blocks (34) we define the vector v as

U1
t
v = / A PHAW, = | 1|, (35)
0
Up
where
atr , AR (t—s)h=t ‘
=Y / M H)d Vi -+ Y / U (G H)d VY
and
q+r t ' q+r t (t _ s)l172 _ i
vy = Z/ MU= ey H);dVE+ - -+ + Z/ Weh(t_s)(CZH)z‘dVZsa
i=1 0 i=1 70 N

and so on and so forth. Therefore, we can write the following upper bound for the magnitude of the

second vector on the right hand side of (33)

1P~ olle < [[[P7Y|| s 19 ]]so- (36)

00—2
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Note that all the entries of the matrix PH, have magnitude at most as large as p*, defined as p* =

I1H ||| Il Pl - Therefore, for all ¢ > 1, we have with probability at least 1 — ¢

1Pl < 1P e o+ o (1) (1t
<l et (1) o7
< \/Azlﬁpée/i(q + r)e’\lttl*_l\/Q log(2M\t + 1 + log g;i) + log w
where
8= 1P| NP 2l L= [B,C). (38)

The first inequality in (37) is based on the following reasoning. The quadratic variation of integrals of
the form (30) which constitute the components of v is increasing in both A and A. Moreover, the uniform
upper bound given in (29) is increasing in ¢. Therefore, we can for all ¢, j, [, uniformly bound the integrals
of the form fot exl(t‘s)(chH );dV" with the largest upper bound given by f), ,~. The second inequality in
(37) is because of the fact that

1

1
l+-+- +-— < 39
Tyttt ise (39)

and the last inequality in (37) is from the fact that ||P~"|||_,, < /P|[[P7"||.- Now, we bound the first

term on the right hand side of (33). Note that

e Xoll < [I1P7 Il cm €™l oo MM 11X - (40)

A

Moreover, e is composed of the blocks of the form

12 i1
Lt Li—1)!
thi—2
phit — hit 01 & - g
00 0 1

Therefore,

el < (14 + =y

> S etl _16/\1t,
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where the last inequality comes from (39). Thus, from (40) we have

e Xoll < 1P~ |l| ooy P oo NI Xollcet”™ e

co—2
Hence, we can write
_ 1o
e Xoll < I[P [] NPl 1 Xollcp2 et~ e, (1)
Note that when 410%\12)‘“5 > ”‘m”‘l“ the upper bound in (37) is larger than the upper bound in (41).

Therefore, putting the bound in (37) back in (33), we get the following result

-2 pl* (g + )

) + log 5 (42)

2 «
| Xello < 24/ )\—Bp%e/i(q + r)e)‘lttl _1\/2 log(2M\t + 1 4 log 5)\
1 1

Thus, we have established the following upper bound for the largest eigen-value of the covariance matrix

. *2 4pl*
M(V) < §52p62/€2(q 4 r)e2hi? [2 log(2A\;t + 1 + log g 3 ) + log W} : (43)
1 1
Moreover, define
*2 4pl*
Cyu(t,d) = )\EBQpera?(q +7) [2 log(2M\t + 1 4 log 5)\ ) + log W] ) (44)
1 1

We need C,(t,0) in proof of Lemma 3.

2) Marginally stable dynamics, \i(A.) = 0: The proof in the marginally case, is exactly the same.
First, we bound the second term on the right hand side of (33). Note that in this case, all the independent 1-
dimensional random components fot e (t*s)(chH );dV". which are components of v (35), can be uniformly

bounded with probability at least with — i
p

T [ (2, m), where we define

4
fu(t,0) = 2htz \/2 log(logt 4+ 2logh + 1) + log 5 A > 0. (45)
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Therefore, the second term on the right hand side of (33) can be uniformly bounded with probability at

least 1 — ¢ as follow

K} t(l*—l)
1P 0l 1P a8 (1) (104 o)

. 0
< ||| s fe () ——— 46
<Pt et (1 o)
. 4dpl*
< Q/Bp%em(q + 7)t! _é\/Q log(logt 4 2log p* + 1) + log W
Similarly, the first term on the right hand side of (33) can be bounded as follow
e Xoll < 1P| oo 1P Mlloo [ Xollooet”™
Hence, we can write
e Xoll < IP7H]| NPl | Xollocpzet”™
which can be equivalently written as
At s Lo -1
e Xol| < Tz | Xol[oop2et” . 47
Note that when
s 1 Xolle
Lo

the upper bound in (46) is at least twice larger than the upper bound in (47). Therefore, putting the bound

in (46) back in (33), we get the following result

4pl*(q + 1)

5 . (48)

| X |2 < 3Bp%e/f(q + r)tl*_é\/Q log(logt + 2log p* + 1) + log

Hence, with probability at least 1 — § we have the following upper bound for the largest eigen-value of

the covariance matrix

. 4Apl*
M( VL) < 98%pe?k?(q + r)*t? [2 log(logt + 2logp* + 1) + log W} : (49)
Next, we make the following definition which is used in the proof of Lemma 3.
4pl*
Cy(t,6) = 98%pe*k?(q +1)? [2 log(logt + 2logp* + 1) + log W} : (50)
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3) Stable dynamics matrix, A\i(A.) < 0: First, suppose we have an integral of the form

t_
Ty = / A9t — 5) hdV, (51)
0

for a complex valued \ with negative real part ), a one dimensional Weiner process V, and a positive real
number h and a non-negative integer /. Then, z; has a quadratic variation ) ;(f) given by the following

integral

t
ayn(t) = h2/ e? 5% ds
0

Note that a ,(f) is increasing in both A, and ~ .With multiple applications of integration by parts, we
get the following closed form solution for ) (%)
2

2 2\t )2l
aru(t) = he? [Z (_2)(\)i+1(2l — i)!] '

=0

Now, we bound both terms on the right hand side of (33). To bound the second term, first let ¢, be large

enough such that a, ,+(t) < 1. Moreover, let

lo = max {a,p(s)} V1

Note that since a, ,,+ is continuous, and we take the maximum on a compact set, then [y is bounded. Let

fn(t,0) = \/2l0 (2 loglog 9 + log %), (52)

which is a constant with respect to ¢. Hence, the second term on the right hand side of (33) can be

uniformly bounded with probability at least 1 — ¢ as follow

127l < 1P ot (8 ) (144 Gy )

<1 ls o ey 20 (i +1og 2

4pl*
< ﬁp%em(q + r)\/Qlo (2 loglog° + log W) .

(53)

Similar to the unstable case, we can bound the deterministic term on the right hand side of (33) as follow
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e Xoll < 1P| oy WPl oe I X0 llcet! e

co—2 ||

Hence, we can write

e Xoll < [[[P7Y|| . 1PN 1 Xolloop? et 2N, (54)

Let ¢ be large enough such that the bound on the right hand side of (54) is smaller than the bound on the

right hand side of (53). Therefore, putting the bound in (53) back in (33), we get the following result

1X:||2 < 28p2er(q + r)\/Qlo (210g log 1% + log W) . (55)
Thus, we have the following upper bound for the largest eigen-value of the covariance matrix
M (V) < 4B%pek?(q +1r)*t {210 (2 loglog I° + log W)l : (56)
Moreover, define
D,(6) = 43%pe*k*(q +1)? [2[0 (2 loglog I° 4 log W)} . (57)

We need D;(6) in proof of Lemma 3. This completes the proof of Lemma (2).

E. Proof of the Lemma 3

Let YV, = XtXtT and use Ito’s formula to obtain

dY, = dX; X," + X;dX," + dX,dX,
= AX X, dt + HAW, X," + X, X," Al dt + X,dW/] H" + HH " dt.

This differential equation, can be equivalently written as the following integral equation
T T
Yo — Y, = A*( / thjdt) + ( / XtXtTdt) AT
0 0

T T T :
+ 0 ( / aw, X,7) + ( / XA W] ) H + / HHdt
0 0 0

We can write this as

AV +VpAl + HS] +SpH' + THH'" +Y, — Y7 = 0. (58)
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Let Vo = Vy + 1, and u € SP~! be arbitrary. In equation (58), multiply " and u from left and right to

get
—=1__1 —1__ -1
u A Veu+u Ve Alu+u  HSIVZ Vau+u V2V E SpH w4 Tu HH 'w+u' You — u' Yyu = 0.

By simply writing the first four terms on the left hand side of the previous equation in the inner product

notation, we obtain
2(Vru, AIU) + 2<Vr_%pu, V;TISTHTu) +Tu " HH w4+ v You — u' Yyu = 0.
Now, by application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for inner products, we can write
o Vaul[|| ATl — 2|V Eul||VE SpH ul| + T HH w — o Yyu < 0.

—=1
Using the upper bound for the norm of V7 Sy that was obtained in Lemma 1, with probability at least

1 — ¢ the following holds

120+ det(V )2 de‘c(]Ip)_T1

! ) Il + oY

1
Tu'HH u < QHVTUHHAIUH + 2\|V%u||\/8 log(

Therefore, we have the following inequality with probability at least 1 — 9

N

124+ det(V )
§

Ter? < 2|Vul|||ATull + 2]V 2ul 8mg( )mmm+uﬁ@w (59)

Therefore, with probability 1 — 9, at least one of the three following events must hold true

1
B :{ Veull > ———— (Ter? }
1 || T || 6|||A*|||2 ( )

or,

N|=

1 124+ det(V
By = { sllVull LI, a%< 5<T>>z

(T C/<a2)

D=

or,

Bs = {uTYTu >

(Tew?) }

W =
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Moreover, define £;, and &, as follow
51 :BlLJBg and 82 :BQUBg.

It is clear that with probability 1 — § at least one of & or & must hold. We show that under both &,
and & the minimum eigenvalue of the covariance matrix has the desired growth rate. First, we discuss

the intuition behind defining &£ and &;. Note that
T
uw Vpu = / u! Yyudt.
0
Since Y; is path-wise continuous for all ¢, this can be written in the differential form
d(u" Vu)|ep = u' Yyudt.

Therefore, what £ means is that, at each fixed time 7', either v ' Vru or its derivative are greater than a
multiple of Tecr?. As we show in the sequel, this implies that there is 7 such that for all 7" > Tj, u' Viru
is greater than a multiple of T'ck?. &, has a similar interpretation although with a different constant factor.

First, suppose that £ holds. This means that with probability at least 1 — ¢, the following event holds true

1 T Xr)?
Vs b o AT

Tr? = 6 Al Tr?2 “

1
3
Define

1 1 1
=it {72 1 st g Ve { g b
Tr? 6 61 Al

Note that 73 < 2 almost surely under &, because otherwise, for all 1 <t < 2 we have m%uTVtu < c

__1
6]l Al

T 2
and therefore, for all such ¢, % > %c, thus,

1 T 1 2 (UTXt)z 1 2 (UTXt)Q 1
—u Vou > — ————dt > - ———dt > -~
Rz A= 2/1 K2 - 2/1 tK? =6

which is a contradiction. This means that almost surely under &, there is 7T < 2 such that

1 . {1 1 }
—U V u > —N—>.
Toer? 077160 6] Al

Next, we show that for all 7" > T}, the same relation holds. Define

1 1 1
T9 = inf {T > 7, st —u' Viu < {— A\ —} c} .
Tr? 6 6 Al
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Since under &, ; < 2 almost surely, 7, is well defined. Next, we prove 75 = oo almost surely.

To see that, suppose 7, = 7; for some finite 7;. This means that uTVTlu < cTyk? and therefore,

_1
61 Al
(uTXTl)2 > %chQ. Note that the process X; is continuous at all points ¢ and therefore V; is differentiable.
Therefore, we can write

d(u"Viw)|i—r, = (u" Xqy)%dL.

Hence
u' Vpu = uTVTlfu +d(u" Vyu) =,
= uTVTlfu + (u" Xr,)2dt

1 1 1
>N — ST R+ =cTiRAdt
{6 6|||A*|||2} : 3

1 1
>N —— s cTiR?
{6 6|||z4*|||2}

which is a contradiction. Thus far, we have shown that under &, Ani,(Vr) has the desired growth rate.
Next, we show that the same order holds under &;.

We note that when the dynamics matrix A, is stable or marginally stable, that is when A.x(A.) < 0 or
Amax(A«) = 0 then for large enough 7', we have By C B; and therefore, & C &. To see this, suppose B

holds true, therefore

(ST

—1 124+ det(V p) 1
w[|V 3l [ L], 810g< 5 4 >26(Tcm2)7

or equivalently,

1 Tck? Ter?||| A,
”V%UHE\/MHA T I +HT!2 — (60)
e 48ﬁ2|||L|||§1og(—m ds“”“)

Note that, in stable and unstable dynamics Ay.x (V) grows poly-logarithmic. That is, with probability
1—-9
Amax (V) < Cu(T, )T M + D(T, 0)T (61)
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where C4(T,§) is defined in the unstable and marginally stable cases as in (44), and (50) respectively,
and D,(T,9) is defined as in (57). Thus, when T is large enough such that

Ter? || Al

> 2,
12047 (Co(T,8)T2* 2T+ Dy (T,5)T
48/~e2\||LIII§10g( : ; | )

(NS}

then by squaring (60), we have
Teck?

Vrul| > 2——. (62)
! 6 ||| All;

Note that ||V zul < ||[Vrul| + 1, hence when T'ck? > 6 ||| A.|||,, from (62), we get

Ter?
WVrul| > . (63)
6 [| Axlll

Thus far, we have shown that when the dynamics is stable or marginally stable, & implies £ with
probability at least 1 — 4. Finally, we show that when the dynamics is unstable, that is \;(A.) > 0, then
under &, the smallest eigen-value of the covariance matrix has the desired growth rate with probability

at least 1 — 4. Under the event & we have

N|=

a+7 det (VT)
)

1 12 1 1
IV Ul 1L o | 8log ( ) g (Ter?) oru'Yru > STew® (64)

and therefore, under & we have with probability 1 — o

. 12a+7 (C,(T, )T ~1e2MT 4 1)5 1 1
&V 2ull I|Lll, 4 | 8log < (Cul )5 AT+ ) 6 (Ter?) or u'Yru > gTC/-iQ (65)

where C, (T, 9) is defined in (44). By expanding the logarithm in (65) we obtain

ya
2

—1 (Cu(T,0)T? -1 +1) 1 (u"X7)? _ 1
IV Zull&[IIL]lly 1| 8 | (¢ + 1) log 12 + \ipT + log 5 > o (Tew?) or =5 > oc,
or equivalently

1 O T, T2 -1+ 1) | 1 Xr)? 1

u q+7r)log12 + \pT + log ’ > — ek ) or - r) —c

V2ull 1Ll log 12 + A pT + log (&2t )5 ) > < (VT (TRQ :
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Now, let T; be large enough such that

P
2

(Cu(To, )TE" + 1)

A1D.
5 < A1p

— (g +7)log12 +log
To

Therefore, for all T > Tj, with probability at least 1 — 20, the following event must hold true

Ve ( XT) 1
1V zull IIL]l, v/ 16Ap > — (\/_cm) or o > 5C

Equivalently, for all such 7', the following event must hold true

>

1 1= c (" Xyp)? 1
— " Voru > S A
T2t VT = (24”|L|H2\/_)\1p) o TR 3¢

The remaining of the proof, is very much similar to the proof for £;. Define

1 — 1
:inf{TZTO s.t. —ZuTVTuZ {—/\ ¢ 2}0}.
Tx 6 (241N, vAip)

Note that 73 < 27, almost surely, because otherwise, for all 7y < t < 27 we have m%uTVtu <

(¢/ (24 IIL]Il, \/)\1]?)) and therefore, for all such ¢, " @2 > ic, hence,

1 e 1 [To+l (UTXt)2 1 [To+l (UTXt)2 1
Vv > — ——dt > - ———dt > =
2T0/<a2u Mot = 2 /To Tok? / tK2 - GC

\)

which is a contradiction. Now define

i f{T > t 1 VWoru < {1 A ¢ } }
T4 = 1IN > T3, 8.t. —=u Vru — 50Co(-
Tr? 6 (24ILIll, vArp)

Since 73 < 27y almost surely, 7, is well defined. Next, we prove 74 = oo almost surely To see

< ——<¢ - ¢Tik? and therefore,
(241l v1p)

(uTXTl)2 > %ch 2. Note that the process X; is continuous at all points ¢ and therefore V, is differentiable.

that, suppose 7, = 1; for some finite 7;. This means that uTVTlu

Therefore, we can write

d(u"Vu) =g, = (u' Xq;)2dt.
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Hence we have,

u' Vyu = uTVTl—u + d(u"Vyu)ler,
= uTVTlfu + (u" Xr,)2dt

1
¢ T k% + =cT)r2dt

Z 20 l 3
(24l1Zlll, vA1p)

> {1 A ¢ 5 } cTKk?
6 (241Z]l, v ip)

Therefore, by letting C'y = min { , we have shown that for large enough T’

1 1 c
67 6IAll” (24|21, v/Xip)’ }

Amin(VT) Z C4TC/<J2,

which completes the proof.
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