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Recursive Least Squares with Fading Regularization
for Finite-Time Convergence without Persistent Excitation

Brian Lai, Dimitra Panagou, and Dennis S. Bernstein

Abstract— This paper extends recursive least squares (RLS)
to include time-varying regularization. This extension provides
flexibility for updating the least squares regularization term
in real time. Existing results with constant regularization
imply that the parameter-estimation error dynamics of RLS
are globally attractive to zero if and only the regressor is
weakly persistently exciting. This work shows that, by extending
classical RLS to include a time-varying (fading) regulariza-
tion term that converges to zero, the parameter-estimation
error dynamics are globally attractive to zero without weakly
persistent excitation. Moreover, if the fading regularization
term converges to zero in finite time, then the parameter
estimation error also converges to zero in finite time. Finally,
we propose rank-1 fading regularization (R1FR) RLS, a time-
varying regularization algorithm with fading regularization that
converges to zero, and which runs in the same computational
complexity as classical RLS. Numerical examples are presented
to validate theoretical guarantees and to show how R1FR-RLS
can protect against over-regularization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Classical recursive least squares (RLS) regularizes the
parameter estimate with a fixed weighting selected by the
user [1]. Regularization provides numerical stability during
startup and reduces the variance of the estimator, at the cost
of a bias in the estimate [2], known as the bias-variance
tradeoff within the context of batch least squares [3, pp.
223-224]. However, as more data are collected, it may be
desirable to update the regularization weighting based on
new external knowledge. It may also be desirable to remove
regularization entirely in order to remove the regularization-
induced bias. This can be accomplished using time-varying
regularization.

Versions of RLS with time-varying regularization are
considered in [4], [5]. The method in [5] uses a recur-
sion to minimize the least squares cost with time-varying
regularization. This method uses a first-order Taylor series
approximation of the covariance update, which results in
an approximate solution. Moreover, computing the resulting
quadratic term of the expansion requires O(n?) complexity,
whereas classical RLS is run in O(pn?) complexity, where
n is the number of parameters, p is the number of mea-
surements per step, and typically n > p. A higher order
expansion may achieve better approximation at the expense
of computational complexity. The method developed in [4]
uses time-varying regularization with a sliding window of
data, that is, a fixed number of data points. This method has
the same computational complexity as classical RLS, and
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conditions are given for convergence of parameter estimation
error to zero. However, a major assumption the analysis of
[4] is that the data are persistently exciting.

Persistent excitation is a key condition in stability analysis
of parameter-estimation methods, and significant effort has
been put toward weakening the PE condition [6]-[10]. In
particular, [10] presents weakly persistent excitation as a
necessary and sufficient condition for global attractivity of
parameter estimation error to zero in RLS . This present
paper shows, however, that weakly persistent excitation is
only necessary for overcoming of effect of regularization-
induced bias.

This work shows that, by extending classical RLS to
include a time-varying regularization term that converges to
zero, the parameter-estimation error dynamics are globally
attractive to zero without weakly persistent excitation. In par-
ticular, it is sufficient that the data collected attains full rank.
Moreover, if the regularization term is designed to converge
to zero in finite time, then the parameter estimation error
also converges to zero in finite time. Finally, we show that, if
the difference between regularization matrices in successive
steps is of rank 1, then RLS with time-varying regularization
can be implemented with the same computational complexity
as classical RLS. We present an algorithm, called rank-1
fading-regularization RLS (R1FR-RLS), which satisfies the
aforementioned conditions.

II. BATCH LEAST SQUARES WITH TIME-VARYING
REGULARIZATION

For all £ > 0, let yr € RP be the measurement, let
¢r € RPX™ be the regressor, and let positive-definite 'y, €
RP*P be the weighting matrix. Moreover, for all £ > 0, let
positive-definite Rj, € R™*™ be the regularization matrix and
let 0rq 1. be the a regularization parameter. For all k > 0,
define the least squares cost with time-varying regularization,
Jip: R" - R, as

k
Je(6) 2 Z(yi — :0) Ti(y; — $:0)

+ (9 - orcg,k)TRk(é - ercg,k)- (1)
For all £ > 0, denote the global minimizer of the function

J, defined in (1), by

Ors1 2 argmin Jy(6). )
HeRrn
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It follows that, for all & > 0, the batch least squares
minimizer of (1) is given by

k k
O = (Re+ Y _ & i) (Ribregi + > _ &7 Tiyi).
i=0 i=0
(3)
Note that since the least squares cost (1) is minimized in
batch, the classical least squares solution (3) can be used.

We still present batch solution (3) however, as it will be
useful for later analysis.

ITI. RECURSIVE LEAST SQUARES WITH TIME-VARYING
REGULARIZATION

Theorem 1 provides a statement and proof of RLS with

time-varying regularization. This algorithm recursively com-
putes the minimizer of the cost function (1).

Theorem 1. For all k € Ny, let ¢, € RP*", let y, € RP,
and let Ty, € RP*P be positive semidefinite. Next, for all
k >0, let Oreg i € R™ and let R, € R™™ be positive
semidefinite and satisfy

k
Ry+ ¢/ Tigi = 0. “
i=0
Then, for all k > 0, Ji: R™ — R, defined in (1), has a
unique global minimizer, denoted as (2). Furthermore, 0 is
given by

Pt = Ro + ¢ Togo, )
01 = Oreg.0 + P15 To (Yo — bobreg.0), (6)
and, for all k > 1, Oy11 is given by
Py = Pt + 6hThon + Ry — Ry, ™
Ort1 = O + Prt1 (07 Dr(yi — dk0k) + Rio(Oreg,x — Or)
— Ry 1(Oreg—1 — Ok)]. (8)

Proof. To begin, we show that (5) and (6) hold. Note that
Jo: R™ — R can be written as

Jo(6) = 6 Ao + 2056 + co,

where
Ag £ ¢ Todo + Ro,
bo £ =g Toyo — Robreg,0,
co = y(TFOyO + oig,ORoongvo'

It follows from (4) that A is positive definite, thus nonsin-
gular. Defining P; 2 A;' yields that

Pt = ¢gTodo + Ro.

Hence, (5) is satisfied. Furthermore, it follows from Lemma
A.1 that Jy has a unique global minimizer 6; given by

0, = — Ay by
= Py (¢ Toyo + Robreg,0)
= Pi[¢ Toyo + (Pr " — ¢4 Lodo)reg,0]
= Oreg,0 + Pi (¢ Loyo — ¢ Lodobreg,0)
=0Oreg0 + D1 b0 To(yo — ®00reg,0)-

Hence, (6) is satisfied.
Next, we show that (7) and (8) hold by induction on k£ > 1.
Note that J;: R™ — R can be written as

Ji(0) =67 A10 42076 + ¢,
where

A1 £ ¢5Todo + ¢ T11 + Ri,
by £ —¢EJFFOZJO - ¢1TF1?J1 — Ribreg 1,
o = ygFoyo + y;rrlyl + 9gg,1R19reg,1-
It follows from (4) that Ay is positive definite, thus nonsin-

gular. Furthermore, substituting in the definitions of Ay and
b, it follows that

Ay = Aog+ ¢iT1¢1 + R — Ry.
by = by — 1 T'1y1 — Ribreg.1 + Robreg.o-

Defining P> £ Afl, it follows that (7) holds for k = 1.
Next, it follows from Lemma A.1 that J; has a unique global
minimizer 6o given by
Oy = —A7 by
= A7 [@TT1y1 + Ribreg,1 — Robreg,0 — bo]
= A oI Ty + R16reg1 — Robreg,0 + Aob1]
= Af1[¢?rly1 + Ri0reg,1 — Robreg,0
+ (A1 — ¢ T1¢1 — R1 + Ro)61]
=6, + AT T Ty + R10reg,1 — Roblreg,0
+ (=61 T1¢1 — Ry + Ro)61]
=0 + P2[¢1 T1(y1 — $101) + Ri(Oreg1 — 01)
— Ro(breg,0 — 61)].

Hence, (8) is satisfied for k& = 1.
Now, let k& > 2. Then, Ji: R™ — R can be written as

Ju(0) = 0T Al + 2670 + ¢4,

where
k
Ay 230 Tigi + Ry,
i=0
k
b & — Z I Tiyi — Ribreg i
i=0
k
Cp = Z y;rrlyz + 9£g7kRk9rcg,k
i=0

Furthermore, Ay and by can be written recursively as

Ap = A1 + 63 Tibp + Ry — Ry—1,
b = bk—1 — &p Dkyk — Ribreg ks + Ri—10reg k-1

It follows from (4) that Ay is positive definite, thus nonsin-
gular. Defining Py | £ A;l, it follows that (7) is satisfied.



Furthermore, it follows from Lemma A.1 that J; has a
unique global minimizer 041 given by
Orr1 = — A} by,
= A oL Tryk + Ribreg e — Ri—10reg k-1 — br—1]
= A orTkyk + Ribreg ke — Ri—10veg k-1 + Ak—10k]
= A O Tryk + Ribreg ke — Ri—10reg k-1
+ (Ag — p Tdp — Ry + Ri—1)0%]
=0 + A, [0r Dy + + Ribrog k. — Ri—10reg k-1
+ (—¢i Trpr — Ry + Ry—1)0k]
=05, + Pii1[0n Ti(yr — d10k) + Ric(Oreg,kc — Ok
— Rp—1(Oreg,k—1 — Ok)].
Hence, (8) is satisfied. O

IV. GLOBAL ATTRACTIVITY
For the analysis of this section, we make the assumption
that there exists & € R™ such that, for all £ > 0,

Y = di0. )

This assumption of a linear model without noise is a com-
monly made assumption in analysis of RLS [8], [10], [11]
and will aid in comparing classical RLS to time-varying
regularization RL§. Next, for all k£ > 1, define the parameter
estimation error 0, € R"™ as

Op 205, — 0. (10)
Proposition 1 gives an expression for the error dynamics of
time-varying regularization RLS.

Proposition 1. Consider the assumptions and notation of
Theorem 1. Assume there exists 0 € R"™ such tNhat, for all
k >0, (9) holds. Finally, f~0r all k > 1, define 0, € R™ by
(10). Then, for all k > 1, 041 can be expressed as
ék+1 = P]H_l[Pk_lék + Rk(ereg,k - 9)
- Rk—l(ereg,k—l - 9)] (11)
Proof. Let k > 1. Substituting (9) into (8), it follows that
k1 = Ok + Pii1[0f Tioon (0 — 0x) + Ry (Oreg.rc — O
- Rk—l(ereg,k—l - 91@)]
SubNtracting 0 from both sides and noting tllat Oreg,l — O =
(_9k + ereg,k - 9) and 9reg,k—l - 9k = (_ek +9reg,k—l - 9)
yields that
Or1 = Ok + Pr1 [~ 0F Tinbi + Ri(—0k + Oregr — 0)
- kal(_ek + orcg,kfl - 9)]
Rearranging term, it follows that
Ort1 = [In — Pos1(¢p Tt + Ry — Ry—1))0k
+ Py [Ri(Oreg, e — 0) — Ri—1(Oreg,i—1 — 0)]. (12)

Next, pre-multiplying both sides of (7) by Pr; and rear-
ranging terms yields that

Popi Pt =1, — Pey1(¢pTign + Ry — Ri—1). (13)

Finally, substituting (13) into (12) yields (11). O

In RLS analysis, it is desirable to show that the parameter
estimation error converges to zero. This is often done by
showing that the zero equilibrium of the estimation error
dynamics is globally attractive [10], [11]. However, the error
dynamics of RLS with time-varying regularization, (11), do
not have an equilibrium at zero. For this reason, Definition
(1) defines global attractivity to a point, without assuming
that point is an equilibrium of the system. We also define
global finite-time attractivity to a point, which indicates that
convergence happens in finite time.

Definition 1. Let f: Ng xR™ — R"™ and consider the system

Trp1 = f(k, k), (14)

where, for all k > 0, x;, € R™. Let x € R". The system (14)
is globally attractive to x if, for all kg > 0 and xi, € R",
limg_yo0 x = x. Furthermore, if , for all ko > 0 and xy, €
R"™, there exists N such that, for all k > N, x; = x, then
the system (14) is globally finite-time attractive to x.

Finally, we say (14) is globally (finite-time) attractive to
zero if it is globally (finite-time) attractive to Oy x1.

Note that if there exists positive definite R € R™*"™ and
0o € R™ such that, for all £ > 0, R, = R and 0Oyeg,1 = 6o,
then (11) simplifies to the error dynamics of classical RLS.
Theorem 2 gives a necessary and sufficient condition, (15),
for the global attractivity to zero of the classical RLS error
dynamics. The condition (15) is called weakly persistent
excitation in [10], as it is a weaker condition than the
classical persistent excitation condition (e.g. Definition 3 of

[10D).

Theorem 2. Consider the assumptions and notation of
Proposition 1. If there exists positive definite R € R™*™ and
0o € R™ such that, for all k > 0, R, = R and 0,cq 1. = 6o,
then the (11) is globally attractive to zero if and only if

k
Jim Anin [Z o1 wi] = oo.

=0

5)

Proof. This proof uses results from [10], which only con-
siders the case where, for all £ > 0, I'y, = I,,. The results of
[10] can easily be extended to the case of positive-definite
T.

If follows from Theorem 3 of [10] that the zero equi-
librium of (11) is globally asymptotically stable (Lyapunov
stable and globally attractive) if and only if (15) holds. Next,
it follows from Proposition 1 of [10] that that the zero equi-
librium of (11) is Lyapunov stable, without any assumptions
on the regressor (¢r);,. Hence, the zero equilibrium of
(11) is globally attractive if and only if (15) holds.! Finally,
the zero equilibrium of (11) is globally attractive if and only
of (11) is globally attractive to zero. O

Next, Theorem 3 concerns global attractivity of the error
dynamics of RLS with time-varying regularization. It is

This implication is also briefly discussed in the paragraph before
Proposition 1 of [10].



shown that if the regularization term is designed to converge
to zero, then the much weaker condition (16) is sufficient for
global attractivity. Hence, weakly persistent excitation is not
necessary for the error dynamics of RLS with time-varying
regularization to be globally attractive to zero. Furthermore,
if the regularization term is designed to eventually be equal
to zero, then the error dynamics of RLS with time-varying
regularization are globally finite-time attractive to zero.

Theorem 3. Consider the assumptions and notation of
Proposition 1. If limy_,oc R, = Opxn and (||6reg,kl|)7o is
bounded, and there exists kpan > 0 such that

krank
Amin [Z ¢;Fri¢i‘| >0,

=0

(16)

then (11) is globally attractive to zero. If additionally, there
exists keuty = krank such that, for all k > kcywt, Rk = Onxn,
then (11) is globally finite-time attractive to zero.

Proof. 1t follows from (3) and (9) that, for all £ > 1,

Op+1 = (R + Sk) " (RkOreg i + Skb)
= (Ry, + Sk) " (Ribreg k. — R0 + R0 + Si)
(Rk + Sk)il[Rk (ercg,k - 9) + (Rk + Sk)o]

=40 + (Rk + Sk)ile(ercg,k - 9)5

where S, 2 S°F  ¢TT;¢; for brevity. Subtracting 6 from
both sides, it then follows from (10) that, for all k£ > 1,

Opy1 = Rk+Z¢ i) ' Ric(Breg e —0) (17
=0

For all k£ > 1, since R, and R}, + Zf:o ¢iT
semidefinite, it follows that

)\max (Rk)
Ammin (Ric+ Sy 61 T3

Next, it follows from triangle inequality that, for all £ > 1,

i®; are positive

[0kl <

) [1Oreg e — 0| (18)

[[Oreg,ke — Ol < [|Oreg,ll + [161]- (19)
Furthermore, it follows from (16) that, for all k& > k;ank,

k krank
Amin (R + Y 6/ Tidi) > Amin( Y i Tichi) >0
i=0 i=0
(20)
Substituting (19) and (20) into (18), it follows that, for all
k > krank’
)\max(Rk)
Amin (Zf;“é‘k ;F]"—‘l(bl)
Finally, since (||6reg,k||)5, is bounded and limy o Ry =
Onxn implies that limy oo Amax(R%) = 0, it follows from

(21) that limp_ 00 H9k|| = 0 and hence limy_ o0 Ox = Opx1.
Thus, (11) is globally attractive to zero.

1651 < Q1)

(6reg 1l + 1161)-

Next, suppose there exists kcuys > Krank such that, for all
k > keut, R = 0,xn. It follows from (16) that, for all
k Z kcuh

k Kran
Zéf);rri@ = Zk I Titi = Open,
i=0 i=0

and hence Zf:o @} T;¢; is nonsingular. Therefore, it follows
from (17) that, for all & > kcy,

k
Ok = 6iTidi)  Onsn(Breg i — ) = Opxr.
i=0
Thus (11) is globally finite-time attractive to zero. O

V. FADING-REGULARIZATION (FR) RLS

This section proposes fading-regularization RLS (FR-
RLS), a simple algorithm that satisfies the conditions of
Theorem 3 sufficient for global finite-time attractivity to zero.
To begin, let keyy € NoU{oo}, let u € (0,1), let Ry € R™*™
be positive definite and, for all k£ > 1, define

R, & {MkRm k< heur,

22
k Z kcut . ( )

Onxn,
Similarly to classical RLS, the user selects a positive-definite
regularization matrix Ry. In fading-regularization RLS, the
user additional selects the fading factor p which controls how
quickly regularization decays, and the regularization cutoff
step ke, after which regularization is set to zero.
It follows from (7) that, for all £ > 0, P, +11 is given by

P 1

k1 =
Ry + ¢ Crtor, k=0,
P+ i Tegn — pF =2 (1 — p)Ro, 0 < k < keut,
Pt + ¢p Tro — "' Ro, k= keut,
P+ ¢l Tron, k> keus.

(23)

Moreover, 6; is still computed using (6) and, for all £ > 1,
Or+1 is computed using (8). Note, however, that to compute
Or+1 by (8), it is necessary to first compute Py 1. Computing
Py by directly inverting P, +11 is an O(n®) operation,
which may be computationally expensive if n > p. It may
be computationally faster in practice to compute the product
Piy1[- -] in (8) using a Cholesky solver or LU solver instead
of direct inversion of P,_",. However, this is still an O(n®)
operation.

Directly inverting P, _ +11 can be avoided for £ > K.y by
using the matrix inversion lemma, given by Lemma A.2. It
follows from Lemma A.2 for all & > keyt, Pry1 can be
expressed as

=Py — Pugp (Tt + i Pugp) i P

Note that this is the same as the classical RLS update equa-
tion for P since there is no time-varying regularization for
k > kcyt. Using (8) and (24), it follows that, for all k& > kcy,
0141 can be computed recursively in O(pn?) complexity.

P (24)



However, for all 0 < k < k., matrix inversion lemma
cannot improve computational complexity to compute Py 1
since rank(Ry — Rx—1) = n. Hence, for all 0 < k < keyt,
011 must be computed in O(n?) complexity, which may be
significantly slower than O(pn?) if n > p.

VI. RANK-1 FADING-REGULARIZATION (R1FR) RLS

The O(n?) computational complexity of FR-RLS mo-
tivates rank-1 fading-regularization RLS (R1FR-RLS), an
algorithm that satisfies the conditions of Theorem 3 sufficient
for global finite-time attractivity to zero, but which runs in
the same time complexity as classical RLS. The key idea
behind this algorithm is to design the regularization matrix
such that, for all k£ > 1, rank(Ry — Ri—1) < 1.

To begin, let jout € No U {oo}, let p € (0,1), and let
Ry € R™ ™ be positive definite. Let do1,...,don, € R
and vo 1,...,00,n € Rnx! respectively be eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of Ry satisfying

RO = d0711)0711)0T21 + ...+ doynvoynvg:n. (25)
Next, for all 7 > 0 and for all [ =0,...,n — 1, define
RjnJrl =

i l T n T . .
W (Y iy do,iv0,ivg ; + D i1 d0.iv0,iV ;) J < Jeut,

i Z?:Hl do,ivo,wg,i, J = Jeut,
0n><n7 j>qut-
(26)

For all k¥ > 0, since R, is a linear combination of
{vo,ivg,; }izy. it follows that Ry is positive semidefinite.
Furthermore, note that, for all 0 < j < jcut,

Rjn = /" Ry. (27)

Hence, the regularization term in rank-1 fading-
regularization is the same as that of fading regularization
every n steps. Next, note that, for all £ > 1, Ry can be
computed recursively as

Ry — Ry — Ckvo,zvgl, k< (.]:cut + 1)n, (28)
0n><n7 k > (]Cut + 1)”7
where
(1 — p™M)dyy, 0< k< Mn,
ep = 1= )doy =4 (29)
wWndo,, Mn <k < (jeus + 1)n,

and where j £ |®=1] and [ £ (k — 1) mod n. It is evident
from (28) that, for all £ > 1, Ry — Rj_; is a scalar multiple
of v07lv$l. Thus, for all k¥ > 1, rank(Ry — Ry_1) < 1. Next,
it follows from (5), (7), and (28) that, for all £ > 0, P, +11 is
given by
Pk_+11 =

RO + ¢EF0¢07 k= 07

P+ 6pTror — ckvoavgy, 0 <k < (Jeur + 1)n,

P+ ¢ Tion, k> (jeut + 1)n.

(30)

Furthermore, note that, for all 0 < k < (jeut + 1)1,

L'y Op><1:| Vk]
lep —Cgk UE)I:Z ’
(31)

Thus, it follows from Lemma A.2 that, for all £ > 0, Py
is given by

Or i — crvovg, = [d8 o] {

Piy1 = Py — Pruoy (T, + ouPrdryy )~ 0k P, (32)
where ¢, € RP*™ JRPTDX" js defined
b, k=0,
or & [ngk] , 0<k < (Jeur + 1)n, (33)
Yo,1
d)kv k Z (jcut + 1)”7
where T, € RP>XP U R(PHD*p+1 s defined
I, k=0,
_ T 0
De2 | % PN 0<k < (oue + Dny (34)
lep —Ck
Fk7 k Z (qut + 1)”;

and where Py = R; !, The computational complexity to
compute Pji1 using (24) is O((p + 1)n?) when 0 < k <
(jeus + 1)n and O(pn?) otherwise. Therefore, for all k& > 0,
using (6), (8), and (32), 041 can be computed recursively
in at most O((p + 1)n?) complexity.

VII. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

Example 1. No Measurement Noise. Consider n = 100
parameters and p = 2 measurements per step. The true
parameters § € R!% are sampled from A (01001, [100)-
Let Ry = rolipo with 7o = 1 and, for all £ > 0, let
Oreg,k = O100% 1. We consider three choices of regularization:

1) For all £ > 0, R = Ry. We label this RLS.

2) For all £ > 0, Ry, is given by (22) with p = 0.99 and

keut = 201. We label this FR-RLS.

3) For all k£ > 0, Ry, is given by (26) with © = 0.99 and

Jeut = 1. We label this R1IFR-RLS.
We choose k¢yt = 201 and j.,¢ = 1 for easy comparison of
FR-RLS and RI1FR-RLS as in both cases, Rr = 0100x100
for all k& > 201.

Next, for all k& > 0, let I', = I,,. We consider two cases
of regressors. First, consider that, for all £ > 0, the rows of
o1 € R2X190 are ii.d. sampled from N (0100x1,[100). We
label this PE Data as the regressors are persistently exciting.
Next, consider that, for all 0 < k£ < 100, the rows of ¢ €
R2%100 are i.i.d. sampled from N (0100x1, I100), While, for
all & > 100, ¢r = Oax100. We label this Non-PE Data.
Finally, for all k£ > 0, let y,, = ¢10 and let 641 be given by
(6) and (8). The norm of parameter estimation error, || —0||,
is plotted in Figure 1 for these six cases.

Note that in RLS, parameter estimation error does con-
verge to zero in the non-PE case, and only converges asymp-
totically in the PE case. This is indicative of regularization-
induced bias. In FR-RLS and R1FR-RLS, in both the PE and
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Fig. 1: Example 1: Parameter estimation error, || — 0| versus time step k
for RLS, fading regularization RLS, and rank-1 fading regularization RLS.
Solid lines indicate that data is persistently exciting, while dashed lines
indicates that data is not persistently exciting for £ > 100.

non-PE case, parameter estimation error converges to zero,
within numerical precision. Moreover, convergence happens
in finite time at step £ = 201, due to cutoff of regularization.
This verifies the results of Theorem 3. o

Example 2. White Measurement Noise. Consider the
same setup as the PE Data case of Example 1. However,
for all £ > 0, we let yr = o6 + wy, where wy is i.i.d.
sampled from N (0px1,1,). While many methods exist to
choose a suitable regularization term based on properties
of the measurement noise, e.g. [12]-[14], we will assume
properties of the measurement noise are not well known. We
consider the three values ro = 0.01, ro = 1, and rg = 100,
and initialize Ry = 79/100.

For each value of ry, we run the RLS, FR-RLS, and R1FR-
RLS algorithms, as detailed in Example 1. Each algorithm
is run for 1000 independent trials. Figure 2 plots the mean
(line) and 95% confidence interval (shaded) of |0, — || over
the 1000 trials.
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Fig. 2: Exmaple 2: Parameter estimation error, |6 — 0| versus time step k
for RLS, fading regularization, and rank-1 fading regularization, over 1000
independent trials. Solid line shows the mean of the 1000 trials and shaded
shows the 95% confidence interval.

In this example, 79 = 0.01 results in under-regularization,

creating a sensitivity to measurement noise at k = 49,
where Zf:o ¢} T;¢; attains full rank. ro = 1 gives a good
amount of regularization while ro = 100 results in over-
regularization. In the 7o = 0.01 and rp = 1 cases, RLS, FR-
RLS, and RIFR-RLS all perform nearly identically. Since
bias due to regularization is relatively small in these cases,
adding a time-varying regularization term has little impact
on performance. In the ro = 100 case, there is significant
regularization-induced bias due to a large regularization term.
This results in slow identification in RLS. FR-RLS and
R1FR-RLS, however, gradually reduce this bias during 1 <
k < 200, and remove this bias altogether at k£ = 201.

Therefore, FR-RLS and R1FR-RLS have minimal impact
on performance in the case of under-regularization or well-
tuned regularization, while gradually removing bias in the
case of over-regularization. Hence, these time-varying regu-
larization schemes can be added to existing RLS identifica-
tion to protect against over-regularization when properties of
measurement noise are not well known.

go.e ;

050 B RLS |
8 B FR-RLS

Cg 0.4 [ R1FR-RLS|

k>0 0<k<200 & >200 k> 200

0 <k <200

Fig. 3: Example 2: Computation time per step in milliseconds of RLS, fading
regularization, and rank-1 fading regularization. Fading regularization and
rank-1 fading regularization are divided into 0 < k£ < 200 (time-varying
regularization), and &£ > 200 (constant zero regularization). Error bars give
the 95% confidence intervals.

Finally, Figure 3 shows the computation time per step of
RLS, FR-RLS and R1FR-RLS. Since FR-RLS and RI1FR-
RLS have constant regularization for k£ > 200, we see very
similar computation time per step between RLS, FR-RLS for
k > 200, and R1FR-RLS for £ > 200. The computation time
per step of FR-RLS during 0 < £ < 200 is approximately
three times that of RLS, a result of O(n3) complexity
per step. This difference in computation time is further
exaggerated as n > p. RIFR-RLS reduces computation cost
during 0 < k£ < 200 to comparable to RLS, a result of
O((p + 1)n?) complexity using matrix inversion lemma. ©

VIII. CONCLUSION

This work presented RLS with time-varying regulariza-
tion, sufficient conditions for global finite-time attractivity of
parameter estimation error to zero, and two algorithms that
satisfy these sufficient conditions: fading regularization RLS
and rank-1 fading regularization RLS. Numerical examples
validate these theoretical guarantees and show how fading
regularization can protect against over-regularization. While
this is one potential use case, this work also opens up
the potential to new time-varying regularization designs.
Another area of future interest is augmenting time-varying



regularization with the existing literature of RLS forgetting
algorithms.
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APPENDIX

Lemma A.1. Let A € R™*"™ be positive definite, let b € R™
and ¢ € R, and define f: R" — R by f(z) = 2T Az +
20T2 + c. Then, f has a unique global minimizer given by
argmingcp. f(x) = —A7'b.

Lemma A.2 (Matrix Inversion Lemma). Let A € R"*",
U e R"™P (O € RP*P, V ¢ RPX"™ Assume A, C, and
A+ UCYV are nonsingular. Then, (A+UCV)™! = A~1 —
ATl Ct+vATlU) "tV AL
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