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Abstract

This paper is concerned with the analysis of identification errors for n-dimensional discrete-
time Linear Time-Invariant (LTI) systems with m outputs and no external inputs, using Sub-
space Identification Methods (SIM) with finite sample data. We provide non-asymptotic high-
probability upper bounds for matrices A,C, the Kalman filter gain K, and the closed loop matrix
A−KC, based on multiple sample trajectories, and further give the first non-asymptotic high-
probability upper bounds for the system poles, which cover both (marginally) stable systems
and unstable systems. We show that, with high probability, the non-asymptotic estimation
errors of these matrices decay at a rate of at least O(

√
1/N), while the estimation error of the

system poles decays at a rate of at least O(N
1
2n ), where N represents the number of sample

trajectories. Furthermore, we prove that SIMs become ill-conditioned when the ratio n/m is
large, regardless of the system parameters. Numerical experiments are conducted to validate
the non-asymptotic results and the ill-conditionedness of SIM.

1 Introduction

Linear Time-Invariant (LTI) systems are an important class of models with many applications in
finance, biology, robotics, and other engineering fields and control applications [1]. The identification
of Multiple-Input Multiple-Output (MIMO) LTI state-space models

xk+1 = Axk +Buk + wk,

yk = Cxk +Duk + vk,
(1)

from input/output sample data is one of the core problems in system analysis, design and control [2].
Most identification algorithms for the identification of LTI state-space models either come from the
prediction error approach [1] or Subspace Identification Methods (SIM) [3]. In this paper, we mainly
focus on SIM due to the following advantages [2]: Firstly, Handling Single-Input Single-Output
(SISO) systems can be easily extended to MIMO scenarios. Secondly, the problem formulation
within its framework is more appealing to application engineers. Thirdly, SIMs are characterized by
numerical stability and computational efficiency without requiring iterative optimization, making
them particularly suitable for large-scale data and online applications. In addition, SIMs typically
involve a convex problem, whereas the prediction error approach is generally not convex [4].

The identification approach of SIMs mainly involve finding the relevant subspaces of the system
from the input/output sample data matrix through a series of projections or regressions, and then
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using the obtained relevant subspaces to recover the realization of the corresponding state-space
model. A number of variants of SIMs have been published, such as Canonical Variate Analyis
(CVA) [5], Numerical algorithms for State Space System Identification (N4SID) [6], and Multi-
variable Output-Error State Space method (MOESP) [7]. SIMs have attracted significant research
interest and achieved substantial development over the past three decades, and numerous meaning-
ful progress [8–15] has been made. Therefore, it is of critical importance to analyze the identification
error of SIMs.

To date, numerous papers [3, 16–26] have been published, analyzing the estimation error of
SIMs from an asymptotic perspective. These studies primarily focus on examining the asymptotic
properties of SIMs, including consistency, asymptotic normality, and variance analysis, with the aim
of determining its theoretical reliability under various conditions, such as observed and unobserved
inputs. The results in [3, 16] show that as the number of output data T grows to infinity, the
identification error can decrease at a rate of O(1/

√
T ) up to a logarithmic factor. However, the

non-asymptotic analysis of SIMs remains an open problem [27].
For fully observed LTI systems (C = I), where the state can be accurately measured, some

papers [28–31] investigate the non-asymptotic identification using a single trajectory, but their
focus is on the prediction error approach rather than SIMs. The identification problem of partially
observed LTI systems (C ̸= I) is considerably more challenging due to the fact that the state
cannot be accurately obtained [32]. Some recent works [4, 33–35] have studied the non-asymptotic
identification and provided a convergence rate for the realization A,B,C,D of the state space models
up to a similarity transformation as O(1/

√
T ) or O(1/

√
N) (up to logarithmic factors), where T

and N represent the length or the number of sample trajectories, respectively. These results rely on
the assumption that the system is persistently excited by process noise or external inputs. Among
them, only the work [4] studies the non-asymptotic identification analysis of SIMs, and it uses only
a single sample trajectory. However, the results are only applicable to stable or marginally stable
systems.

Similar to the work [4] , this paper provides a non-asymptotic identification analysis of the
system (1) in the case B,D = 0, i.e., there is no input. The difference is that we use multiple tra-
jectories of equal length for identification instead of a single trajectory. We give the non-asymptotic
guarantees for the estimates of matrices A,C, the Kalman filter gain K of the system (1) as well as
the closed loop matrix AC ≜ A−KC. We also provide the first end-to-end estimation guarantees
for the system poles and analyze the ill-conditionedness of SIMs. Similar to [4, 28–30, 33, 35–39],
this paper focuses on data-independent bounds, i.e., revealing how the identification error depends
on the number of sample trajectories N and the parameters of the system (1) and the algorithm.
The main contribution of this paper is as follows:

1. We provide finite sample upper bounds for matrices A,C, the Kalman filter gain K as well
as the closed loop matrix AC , based on multiple sample trajectories for stochastic system
identification, where there is no input, and the system is driven solely by process noise.

2. To the best of our knowledge, we also provide the first finite-sample guarantee for the estima-
tion error of system poles.

3. We prove that, with high probability, the non-asymptotic estimation errors of the matrices A,
C, the Kalman filter gain K, and the closed-loop matrix AC decay to zero at a rate of at least
O(
√

1/N), which is consistent with the result in [34]. Furthermore, we first show that with
high probability, the non-asymptotic estimation error of the system poles decays to zero at a
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rate of at least O(N
1
2n ). These results apply not only to stable and marginally stable systems

but also to unstable systems.

4. Based on our previous work [43], we prove that SIMs become ill-conditioned for n-dimensional
systems with m outputs, when the ratio n/m is large, regardless of system parameters.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 defines the identification problem and states
the assumptions. Section 3 reviews SIMs. Section 4 provides a non-asymptotic analysis for the
regression step in SIMs. Section 5 gives upper bounds for the estimation errors of the matrices A,
C, K, and AC , as well as the system poles based on the results of Section 4. Section 6 analyzes
the ill-conditionedness of SIMs. Section 7 provides numerical simulations, and finally, Section 8
concludes this paper.

Notations: 0 is an all-zero matrix of proper dimensions. For any x ∈ R, ⌊x⌋ denotes the largest
integer not exceeding x. For matrix A = (aij), the Frobenius norm is denoted by ∥A∥F≜

√
tr (AHA),

and ∥A∥ is the spectral norm of A, i.e., its largest singular value σmax(A). σj(A) denotes the j-th
largest singular value of A, and σmin(A) denotes the smallest non-zero singular value of A. λ(A)
denotes the spectrum of a square matrix A. The Moore-Penrose inverse of matrix A is denoted
by A†. cond(A) ≜ ∥A∥∥A†∥ denotes the condition number of A. In denotes the n × n identity
matrix and I denotes the identity matrix of appropriate dimension. ⊗ is the Kronecker product.
The matrix inequality A ⪰ B implies that matrix A − B is positive semi-definite. The matrix
inequality A ≻ B implies that matrix A−B is strictly positive semi-definite. Multivariate Gaussian
distribution with mean µ and covariance Σ is denoted by N (µ,Σ).

2 Problem Setup

We consider the identification problem of the MIMO LTI system of order n evolving according to

xk+1 = Axk + wk,

yk = Cxk + vk,
(2)

based on finite output sample data, where xk ∈ Rn and yk ∈ Rm are the system state and the output,
respectively, and the process noise wk and measurement noise vk are i.i.d. zero mean Gaussian with
covariance matrix Q and R (R ≻ 0) respectively. The initial state x0 is zero mean Gaussian with
covariance matrix Σ. The initial state, process noise, and measurement noise are independent of
each other. A,C,Q,R and Σ are unknown matrices with appropriate dimensions: A ∈ Rn×n,
C ∈ Rm×n, Q ∈ Rn×n, Q ∈ Rm×m and Σ ∈ Rn×n.

Assumption 1. For the system (2), the pair (A,C) is observable, and the pair (A,Q1/2) is con-
trollable.

Remark 1. Indeed, the system (2) is minimal in the sense of Assumption 1, i.e, the state-space
realization (A,C) of the system (2) has the smallest dimension among all state-space realizations with
the same input-output relationship. On the other hand, it is worth noting that only the observable
part of the system can be identified, and the controllability assumption of the system can ensure
that all modes can be excited by the process noise wk. Therefore, Assumption 1 is necessary and
well-defined.

Assumption 2. The system order n is known.
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According to [40], one can design a Kalman filter for the system (2) to estimate the state under
the condition that the pair (A,C) is observable,

x̂k+1 = Ax̂+K(yk − Cx̂k), (3)

where K = APC⊤(CPC⊤ +R)−1 ∈ Rn×m is the steady state kalman gain, and P is the positive
definite solution of the following algebra Riccati equation

P = APA⊤ +Q−APC⊤(CPC⊤ +R)−1CPA⊤. (4)

Define
ek = yk − Cx̂k (5)

as the innovation of the Kalman filter, we can obtain the equivalent innovation form of the system (2)
as follows

x̂k+1 = Ax̂k +Kek,

yk = Cx̂k + ek,
(6)

where the innovation ek ∈ Rm is the zero mean Gaussian with covariance matrix S = CPC⊤ +R
and independent of past output. At this point, we denote the covariance matrix of the state x̂k as
Σk = E[x̂kx̂⊤k ].

Since the Kalman filter converges to the steady-state gain at an exponential rate, we make the
following assumption here, as given in [4], which is reasonable in many cases.

Assumption 3. Assume that Σ = P , so that the Kalman filter (6) has converged to its steady state.

The non-asymptotic identification is to learn A,C and K up to within a similarity transformation
using finite output sample data{

y
(i)
k : 0 ≤ k ≤ 2T − 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ N

}
, (7)

where 2T and N represent the length and number of sample trajectories, respectively. T is assumed
to not less than the system order n.

In this paper, we will provide a non-asymptotic error analysis for SIMs using multiple
sample trajectories and analyze the ill-conditionedness of the SIMs when the ratio n/m
is large.

3 Subspace Identification Methods

Most SIMs typically involve the following steps [40]:

1. Regression or Projection. A least squares regression or orthogonal (oblique) projection is
performed to estimate one or several high-order models.

2. Model Reduction. The high-order models identified in the previous step is reduced to an
appropriate low dimensional subspace that is observable. This step gives the estimate of the
(extended) observability matrix or the state sequence.

3. Parameter Estimation. The (extended) observability matrix or the state sequence from the
previous step is used to estimate the state space realization A,C and K.

4



Before introducing SIM, we firstly define some notations.
The past outputs y

(i)
p ∈ RTm and future outputs y

(i)
f ∈ RTm are defined as follows

y(i)p =


y
(i)
0
...

y
(i)
T−1

 , y
(i)
f =


y
(i)
T
...

y
(i)
2T−1

 , (8)

where i = 1, · · · , N denotes each sample trajectory. By stacking the outputs of all the sample
trajectories together, the batch past outputs Yp ∈ RTm×N and batch future outputs Yf ∈ RTm×N

can be obtained as follows

Yp ≜
[
y
(1)
p · · · y

(N)
p

]
, Yf ≜

[
y
(1)
f · · · y

(N)
f

]
. (9)

Similarly, we can define the past noises e
(i)
p ∈ RTm, the future noises e

(i)
f ∈ RTm, the batch past

noises Ep ∈ RTm×N and the batch future noises Ef ∈ RTm×N . The batch states is defined as

X̂ ≜
[
x̂
(i)
0 · · · x̂

(N)
0

]
∈ Rn×N . (10)

The (extended) observability matrix ΓT ∈ RTm×n and the reversed (extended) controllability matrix
KT ∈ Rn×Tm associated to the system (6) are defined as

ΓT ≜

 C
...

CAT−1

 , KT ≜
[
(A−KC)T−1K · · · K

]
, (11)

respectively. The block Hankel matrix HT ∈ RTm×Tm is defined as the product of ΓT and KT :
HT ≜ ΓTKT . Finally, the block Toeplitz matrix JT ∈ RTm×Tm is defined as follows

JT ≜


Im
CK Im

...
...

. . .
CAT−2K CAT−3K · · · Im

 . (12)

3.1 Regression

The future outputs in each sample trajectory i can be compactly written as

y
(i)
f = ΓT x̂

(i)
T + JT e

(i)
f . (13)

On the other hand, by iterating (3), it is straightforward to derive that

x̂
(i)
T = (A−KC)T x̂

(i)
0 +KT y

(i)
p . (14)

By substituting (14) into (13) and simultaneously combining the dynamic responses of different
sample trajectories, it can be obtained that

Yf = HTYp + JTEf + ΓT (A−KC)T X̂. (15)

5



Then the block Hankel matrix HT can be found by regressing the batch future outputs Yf on the
batch past outputs Yp as follows

ĤT = min
H∈RTm×Tm

∥Yf −HYp∥2= YfY
†
p , (16)

where Y †
p = Y ⊤

p (YpY
⊤
p )−1 is the right pseudo-inverse of Yp, and the block Hankel matrix HT can

be interpreted as a (truncated) Kalman filter, which can directly predict future outputs based on
past outputs [27]. Obviously, the prerequisite for obtaining ĤT is to ensure that Yp is row full rank,
meaning that YpY

⊤
p is invertible.

3.2 Parameter Estimation

Perform SVD decomposition on ĤT as follows

ĤT =
[
U1 U2

] [S1

S2

] [
V⊤
1

V⊤
2

]
, (17)

where S1 ∈ Rn×n is a diagonal matrix, with its elements being the first n largest singular values of
the matrix ĤT , sorted in descending order.

Since the sample data is finite and the noise is persistently exciting, the singular values of ĤT

in (17) are all different from zero almost surely, this means that the rank of ĤT is greater than n
almost surely. Note that the system dimension n is known. Denote the best rank-n approximation
in the Frobenius norm of ĤT by ĤT,n. According to the definition, it can be obtained that

ĤT,n = min
M∈RTm×Tm,rank[M ]=n

∥ĤT −M∥F. (18)

Indeed, Eckart–Young–Mirsky theorem reveals that

ĤT,n = U1S1V⊤
1 . (19)

Then choose
Γ̂T = U1S

1/2
1 T , K̂T = T −1S

1/2
1 V⊤

1 (20)

for balanced realization, where T ∈ Rn×n is an arbitrary non-singular matrix representing a simi-
larity transformation.

Remark 2. As long as the identified set of state-space matrices is equivalent to the original state-
space matrices under a similarity transformation, there is no need to recover the original matrices
A,C and K that generate the output sample data. This implies that we can also set the similarity
transformation T to the identity matrix in the following.

In fact, the calculation of the original matrices A,C and K based on Γ̂T and K̂T can be performed
in two different ways: the state approach and the shift approach. Here, we consider the shift
approach and leave the case of the state approach for future work.

In the shift approach, we can approximate the system matrices A,C and K as follows

A = Γ̂†
T,pΓ̂T,f , C = Γ̂T (1 : m, :), K = K̂T (:,−m : −1), (21)
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where Γ̂T,p and Γ̂T,f are the matrices obtained from Γ̂T by removing the last m rows and the first m
rows, respectively, and Γ̂T (1 : m, :) denotes the first m rows of Γ̂T , and K̂T (:,−m : −1) denotes the
last m columns of K̂T . Moreover, we can also approximate the closed-loop matrices AC ≜ A−KC
as follows

AC = K̂T,f K̂†
T,p, (22)

where K̂T,p and K̂T,f are the matrices obtained from K̂T by removing the first n columns and the
last n columns, respectively.

4 Non-Asymptotic Analysis of Regression

In this section, we provide a non-asymptotic analysis of the linear regression step of the subspace
identification method (16) based on multiple equally long sample trajectories. Specifically, we
provide an high-probability upper bound on the estimation error ĤT − HT of the block Hankel
matrix HT .

According to (15) and (16), the estimation error ĤT −HT consists of the following two terms:

ĤT −HT = JTEfY
⊤
p (YpY

⊤
p )−1 + ΓTA

T
CX̂Y ⊤

p (YpY
⊤
p )−1, (23)

where these two error terms above correspond to the cross-term error and the truncation bias term
of the Kalman filter, and they originate from the noise ek and the bias in the estimated state caused
by using only T past outputs instead of all the outputs.

To upper bound the estimation error ∥ĤT −HT ∥, the following three steps are essential:

1. Providing condition for the invertibility of YpY ⊤
p , i.e., the persistent of excitation for the batch

past outputs Yp.

2. Giving an upper bound for the cross-term error JTEfY
⊤
p (YpY

⊤
p )−1.

3. Giving an upper bound for the Kalman filter truncation bias term ΓTA
T
CX̂Y ⊤

p (YpY
⊤
p )−1.

Next, we will sequentially present the results corresponding to these three steps above, and finally
summarize the results to provide the non-asymptotic analysis of the linear regression step of the
subspace identification method.

4.1 The Invertibility of YpY
⊤
p

The past outputs in each sample trajectory i can be compactly written as

y(i)p = ΓT x̂
(i)
0 + JT e

(i)
p . (24)

Combining the dynamic responses of different sample trajectories, it can be obtained that

Yp = ΓT X̂ + JTEp. (25)

Lemma 1. Let Yp be as in (25). For a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1), let N ≥ N1, then with probability
at least 1− 2δ, we have

E1 =
{
YpY

⊤
p ⪰ N

2
Σy ≻ 0

}
(26)

occurs, where N1 = 24Tm log(9/δ) and Σy = ΓTPΓ⊤
T + JT (IT ⊗ S)J ⊤

T .
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Proof. Since x̂
(i)
0 and the past noises e

(i)
p are independent of each other, one can easily that all the

y
(i)
p are independently and identically distributed Gaussian with mean zero and variance matrix
Σy ≜ ΓTPΓ⊤

T + JT (IT ⊗ S)J ⊤
T . According to the definition of Yp, it can be obtained that YpY

⊤
p =∑N

i=1 y
(i)
p (y

(i)
p )⊤. Now applying Proposition 1, setting N1 = 24Tm log(9/δ), where δ ∈ (0, 1) is a

failure probability, if N ≥ N1, with probability at least 1− 2δ, we have

E1 =
{
YpY

⊤
p ⪰ N

2
Σy ≻ 0

}
(27)

occurs.

4.2 The Cross-Term Error

To bound the cross-term error JTEfY
⊤
p (YpY

⊤
p )−1, we need to provide an upper bound of ∥EfY

⊤
p ∥.

The product EfY
⊤
p is equal to

EfY
⊤
p =

N∑
i=1

e
(i)
f (y(i)p )⊤ =

N∑
i=1

e
(i)
f (x̂

(i)
0 )⊤Γ⊤

T +
N∑
i=1

e
(i)
f (e(i)p )⊤J ⊤

T , (28)

where the second equality holds because of (24). Further, it can be obtained that

∥EfY
⊤
p ∥≤

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑
i=1

e
(i)
f (x̂

(i)
0 )⊤

∥∥∥∥∥ ∥Γ⊤
T ∥+

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑
i=1

e
(i)
f (e(i)p )⊤

∥∥∥∥∥ ∥J ⊤
T ∥. (29)

Then, by using Lemma 5, we can obtain the following Lemma.

Lemma 2. Let Yp be as in (25) and Ef be as in Section 3. For a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1), let
N ≥ N2, then with probability at least 1− 2δ, we have

E2 =
{
∥EfY

⊤
p ∥≤ 4

√
N log(9/δ)∥S∥1/2

(√
n+ Tm∥P∥1/2∥ΓT ∥+

√
2Tm∥S∥1/2∥JT ∥

)}
(30)

occurs, where N2 = Tm log(9/δ).

4.3 The Truncation Bias

To bound the truncation bias ΓTA
T
CX̂Y ⊤

p (YpY
⊤
p )−1, we need to provide an upper bound of ∥X̂Y ⊤

p ∥.
The product X̂Y ⊤

p is equal to

X̂Y ⊤
p =

N∑
i=1

x̂
(i)
0 (y(i)p )⊤ =

N∑
i=1

x̂
(i)
0 (x̂

(i)
0 )⊤Γ⊤

T +

N∑
i=1

x̂
(i)
0 (e(i)p )⊤J ⊤

T , (31)

where the second equality holds because of (24). Further, it can be obtained that

∥X̂Y ⊤
p ∥≤

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑
i=1

x̂
(i)
0 (x̂

(i)
0 )⊤

∥∥∥∥∥ ∥Γ⊤
T ∥+

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑
i=1

x̂
(i)
0 (e(i)p )⊤

∥∥∥∥∥ ∥J ⊤
T ∥. (32)

Then, by using Proposition 2 and Lemma 5, we can obtain the following Lemma.
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Lemma 3. Let Yp be as in (25) and Ef be as in (10). For a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1), let
N ≥ N3, then with probability at least 1− 2δ, we have

E3 =
{
∥X̂Y ⊤

p ∥≤ 4
√
N log(9/δ)∥P∥1/2

(√
n∥P∥1/2∥ΓT ∥+

√
n+ Tm∥S∥1/2∥JT ∥

)}
(33)

occurs, where N3 =
1
2(n+ Tm) log(9/δ).

4.4 Final Results

According to (23), the estimation error ∥ĤT −HT ∥ can be bounded by

∥ĤT −HT ∥≤ ∥(YpY ⊤
p )−1∥

[
∥JT ∥∥EfY

⊤
p ∥+∥ΓTA

T
C∥∥X̂Y ⊤

p ∥
]
. (34)

Let N ≥ max{N1, N2, N3} = 24Tm log(9/δ). Combing the estimates in Lemmas via union
bound, we have with probability at least 1 − 6δ, the event E1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3 occurs. Further, it can be
obtained that

∥ĤT −HT ∥≤
8
√
2Tm log(9/δ)√

N

(
C1 + C2∥AT

C∥
)
, (35)

where C1 = ∥JT ∥∥S∥1/2
σmin(Σy)

C3, and C2 = ∥ΓT ∥∥P∥1/2
σmin(Σy)

C3, and C3 = ∥ΓT ∥∥P∥1/2∥+∥JT ∥∥S∥1/2, and Σy =

ΓTPΓ⊤
T + JT (IT ⊗ S)J ⊤

T .

Theorem 1. For the system (6), under the conditions of Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, let ĤT be the
estimate (16) of the subspace identification algorithm given N sample trajectories, each of length
2T :

{
y
(i)
k : 0 ≤ k ≤ 2T − 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ N

}
, and let HT be as in Section 3. For a failure probability

δ ∈ (0, 1), if the number of sample trajectories N satisfies that N ≥ 24Tm log(9/δ), then with
probability at least 1− 6δ,

∥ĤT −HT ∥≤
8
√
2Tm log(9/δ)√

N

(
C1 + C2∥AT

C∥
)
, (36)

where C1 = ∥JT ∥∥S∥1/2
σmin(Σy)

C3, and C2 = ∥ΓT ∥∥P∥1/2
σmin(Σy)

C3, and C3 = ∥ΓT ∥∥P∥1/2∥+∥JT ∥∥S∥1/2, and Σy =

ΓTPΓ⊤
T + JT (IT ⊗ S)J ⊤

T .

Remark 3. In (23), the estimation error consists of the following two terms:

ĤT −HT = JTEfY
⊤
p (YpY

⊤
p )−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

Cross term

+ ΓTA
T
CX̂Y ⊤

p (YpY
⊤
p )−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

Kalman filter truncation bias term

. (37)

It is noticed that the spectral radius of the matrix AC = A−KC is less than one, so the Kalman filter
truncation bias term decays exponentially with T . In this sense, the dominant term is the first term,
i.e., the cross term. The upper bound (36) in Theorem 1 reveals that the estimation error ∥ĤT−HT ∥
behaviors as O(1/

√
N), which is consistent with previous non-asymptotic results[TODO].

On the other hand, the result given by Theorem 1 applies to both (marginally) stable and unstable
systems. Specifically, when the system is unstable, i.e., the spectral radius of matrix A is greater
than 1, both C1 and C2 will grow exponentially, which means that more sample trajectories are needed
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for unstable systems to achieve the same accuracy. This is because, for unstable systems, the process
noise wk will be amplified during the system’s evolution.

Finally, it is worth noting that in the absence of input, the noise both helps and hinders iden-
tification. The larger the noise, the better the excitation effect of the output, but it also reduces
the convergence of the least squares estimator. To understand how the non-asymptotic bound (36)
captures this, observe that as the noise increases, ∥S∥ becomes larger, but σmin(Σy) also increases.
both C1 and C2 capture this trade-off.

5 Robustness of Balanced Realization

In this section, we analyze the robustness of balanced realizations of the shift approach. Specifically,
we first provide upper bounds for the estimation errors of the matrices A, C, K, and AC based
on the estimation error ∥ĤT − HT ∥. Then, by combining Theorem 1, we establish an end-to-end
non-asymptotic estimation guarantee from multiple sample trajectories, and finally, provide upper
bounds for the system poles. Similar to the previous results, the results of this section apply to
both (marginally) stable and unstable systems.

The next result shows the robustness of the shift approach of the subspace identification method
to adversarial disturbances that may occur in the block Hankel matrix HT . This result follows the
steps in [4, 35].

Theorem 2. For the system (6), under the conditions of Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, consider the true
block Hankel matrix HT defined in Section 3 and the noisy estimate ĤT defined in (16). Let A,C
and K be the output of the balanced realization corresponding to the output of the shift approach
given in Subsection 3.2 based on HT and Â, Ĉ and K̂ be the output of the balanced realization
corresponding to the output of the shift approach given in Subsection 3.2 based on ĤT . If HT has
rank n and satisfies the following perturbation condition:

∥ĤT −HT ∥≤
σn(HT )

4
, (38)

then there exists a unitary matrix U ∈ Rn×n such that

∥Ĉ − CU∥≤ ∥Γ̂T − ΓTU∥≤

√
39n

σn(HT )
∥HT − ĤT ∥, (39)

and

∥K̂ − U⊤K∥≤ ∥K̂T − U⊤KT ∥≤

√
39n

σn(HT )
∥HT − ĤT ∥. (40)

Furthermore, the state matrices A, Â satisfy

∥Â− U⊤AU∥≤
(√

2 + 2
√
cond(HT )

) √
39n

σn(HT )
∥HT − ĤT ∥ (41)

and the closed-loop matrices AC ≜ A−KC, ÂC ≜ Â− K̂Ĉ satisfy

∥ÂC − U⊤ACU∥≤
(√

2 + 2
√
cond(HT )

) √
39n

σn(HT )
∥HT − ĤT ∥. (42)

10



The results of Theorem 2 reveal that the balanced realizations of the shift approach in subspace
identification method is robust to noise up to trivial ambiguities. The robustness is controlled by
the smallest singular value σmin(HT ) of the block Hankel matrix HT , where under the condition
of Assumption 1, the rank of HT is n, so the smallest singular value σmin(HT ) is the n-th largest
singular value σn(HT ). Here “weakest” is in terms of observability and controllability, therefore, a
smaller σmin(HT ) implies that there is a mode of the system (6) is more difficult to identify.

Our next result combines the robustness of the balanced realizations of the shift approach
in subspace identification method with the non-asymptotic estimation bounds of Theorem 1, to
establish end-to-end estimation guarantees for matrices A,C,K and AC .

Theorem 3. For the system (6), under the conditions of Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, consider the
true block Hankel matrix HT defined in Section 3 and the noisy estimate ĤT defined in (16) with
N sample trajectories, each of length 2T :

{
y
(i)
k : 0 ≤ k ≤ 2T − 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ N

}
. Let A,C and K be

the output of the balanced realization corresponding to the output of the shift approach given in
Subsection 3.2 based on HT and Â, Ĉ and K̂ be the output of the balanced realization corresponding
to the output of the shift approach given in Subsection 3.2 based on ĤT . For a failure probability
δ ∈ (0, 1), if the number of sample trajectories N satisfies that N ≥ 24Tm log(9/δ) and HT has
rank n and satisfies the following perturbation condition:

∥ĤT −HT ∥≤
σn(HT )

4
, (43)

then there exists a unitary matrix U ∈ Rn×n such that with probability at least 1− 6δ,

max
{
∥Ĉ − CU∥, ∥K̂ − U⊤K∥

}
≤ 8√

N

√
78nTm log(9/δ)

σn(HT )

(
C1 + C2∥AT

C∥
)
, (44)

and

max
{
∥Â− U⊤AU∥, ∥ÂC − U⊤ACU∥

}
≤

8
(√

2 + 2
√
cond(HT )

)
√
N

√
78nTm log(9/δ)

σn(HT )

(
C1 + C2∥AT

C∥
)
, (45)

where C1 = ∥JT ∥∥S∥1/2
σmin(Σy)

C3, and C2 = ∥ΓT ∥∥P∥1/2
σmin(Σy)

C3, and C3 = ∥ΓT ∥∥P∥1/2∥+∥JT ∥∥S∥1/2, and Σy =

ΓTPΓ⊤
T + JT (IT ⊗ S)J ⊤

T .

The results of Theorem 3 indicate that all matrix errors have the same statistical rate as the
error of the block Hankel matrix HT , meaning their estimation errors decrease at a rate of at least
O(1/

√
N), which is consistent with that of [34].

To characterize the gap between the spectra of matrices A and Â, we introduce the Hausdorff
distance [41] as follows.

Definition 1 (The Hausdorff Distance). Given A = (αij) ∈ Cn×n and B = (βij) ∈ Cn×n, suppose
that λ(A) = {λ1(A), · · · , λn(A)} and λ(B) = {µ1(B), · · · , µn(B)} are the spectra of matrix A and B
respectively, then

dH(A,B) ≜ max{svA(B), svB(A)} (46)

11



is defined as the Hausdorff distance between the spectra of matrix A and B, where

svA(B) ≜ max
1≤j≤n

min
1≤i≤n

|λi(A)− µj(B)| (47)

is the spectrum variation of B with respect to A.

Remark 4. The geometric meaning of sA(B) can be explained as follows. Let Di ≜ {z ∈ C :
|z − λi(A)|≤ γ}, i = 1, · · · , n, then sA(B) ≤ γ means that σ(B) ⊆

⋃n
i=1Di. On the other hand, it

can be shown that the Hausdorff distance is a metric on {λ(A) : A ∈ Cn×n}.

The next result shows the robustness of the system poles for the shift approach of the subspace
identification method to adversarial disturbances that may occur in the block Hankel matrix HT .
This result follows the steps in [42].

Theorem 4. For the system (6), under the conditions of Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, consider the
true block Hankel matrix HT defined in Section 3 and the noisy estimate ĤT defined in (16) with
N sample trajectories, each of length 2T :

{
y
(i)
k : 0 ≤ k ≤ 2T − 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ N

}
. Let A,C and K be

the output of the balanced realization corresponding to the output of the shift approach given in
Subsection 3.2 based on HT and Â, Ĉ and K̂ be the output of the balanced realization corresponding
to the output of the shift approach given in Subsection 3.2 based on ĤT . For a failure probability
δ ∈ (0, 1), if the number of sample trajectories N satisfies that N ≥ 24Tm log(9/δ) and HT has
rank n and satisfies the following perturbation condition:

∥ĤT −HT ∥≤
σn(HT )

4
, (48)

then with probability at least 1− 6δ,

dH(Â, A) ≤
√
n
1+ 1

n

[(
1 +

1√
n

)n

− 1

] 1
n

(∆ + ∥A∥)1−
1
n∆

1
n (49)

where ∆ =
8
(√

2+2
√

cond(HT )
)

√
N

√
78nTm log(9/δ)

σn(HT )

(
C1 + C2∥AT

C∥
)
, and C1 = ∥JT ∥∥S∥1/2

σmin(Σy)
C3, and C2 =

∥ΓT ∥∥P∥1/2
σmin(Σy)

C3, and C3 = ∥ΓT ∥∥P∥1/2∥+∥JT ∥∥S∥1/2, and Σy = ΓTPΓ⊤
T + JT (IT ⊗ S)J ⊤

T .

Proof. Based on Lemma 8, it can be obtained that

dH(Â, A) = dH(Â,U⊤AU) ≤ n
1
2n

[(
1 +

1√
n

)n

− 1

] 1
n

m
1− 1

n
A ∥Â− U⊤AU∥

1
n
F , (50)

where mA = max{∥U⊤AU∥F, ∥Â∥F}, and the first equality holds because the unitary matrix trans-
formation does not change the eigenvalues of the matrix. According to Theorem 3, there exists a
unitary matrix U ∈ Rn×n such that with probability at least 1−6δ, ∥Â−U⊤AU∥≤ δ. Furthermore,
it can be obtained that

∥Â− U⊤AU∥F≤
√
n∥Â− U⊤AU∥≤

√
n∆. (51)

On the other hand, according to the triangle inequality, we obtain

mA ≤ ∥U⊤AU∥F+∥U⊤AU − Â∥F≤ ∥U⊤AU∥F+
√
n∆ ≤

√
n
(
∥A∥+∆

)
, (52)

where the last inequality holds because the unitary matrix transformation does not change the
Frobenius norm of the matrix and ∥A∥F≤

√
n|A∥. By combining (50), (51), and (52), the proof is

completed.
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Theorem 4 provides end-to-end estimation guarantees for the system poles and shows that the
estimation error of the system poles is controlled by the estimation error of the matrix A in the
state-space model. This is not surprising, as the eigenvalues of a matrix exhibit good continuity.
The results of Theorem 4 further indicate that the estimation error of the system poles decreases
at a rate of at least O(N

1
2n ).

6 Ill-conditionedness of Subspace Identification Methods

In the previous two sections, Theorems 1 and 2 sequentially have revealed that when the smallest
singular value σmin(HT ) of the block Hankel matrix HT is smaller, the identification of the Hankel
matrix HT , system matrices A, C, K, and AC , as well as the system poles, becomes more challenging.
This naturally leads one to wonder what the specific underlying principle behind this is. In this
section, we will focus on exploring this issue.

As discussed in Section 3.2, during the balanced realization process of the shift approach of the
subspace methods, calculating the Moore-Penrose inverse of ΓT and KT is a crucial step. Noting
that the block Hankel matrix HT is the product of ΓT and KT , thus we will focus on analyzing
ΓT , KT , and HT in the following discussion. The condition numbers of ΓT and KT , as well as the
smallest singular value of HT , can be characterized by the following theorem.

Theorem 5. For the system (6), under the conditions of Assumptions 1, along with the conditions
that matrix A is diagonal and its diagonal elements, i.e., the poles of the system (2), are distinct
and real, and T is greater than or equal to the system order n, the (extended) observability matrix
ΓT and the reversed (extended) controllability matrix KT defined in(11) satisfy

min {cond(ΓT ), cond(KT )} ≥ 1

4
ρ
⌊n−1

2m ⌋
log(2Tm) , (53)

where ρ ≜ e
π2

4 ≈ 11.79. Moreover, if the system (6) is stable (or marginally stable), then the
smallest singular value σmin(HT ) of the block Hankel matrix HT , i.e., the n-th largest singular value
of HT satisfies the following inequality

σmin(HT ) ≤ 4Tmnckρ
− ⌊n−1

2m ⌋
log(2Tm) , (54)

where c = maxi,j |cij | and k = maxi,j |kij | are the maximum absolute values of the elements in
matrices C and K, respectively.

Remark 5. In fact, this theorem above is derived from Lemma 1 in reference [43]. For completeness,
we still provide the proof here.

Proof. It is not difficult to verify that under the conditions of Assumptions 1 and T is greater
than or equal to the system order n, both the (extended) observability matrix ΓT and the reversed
(extended) controllability matrix KT have rank n. On the other hand, since matrix A is diagonal
and its diagonal elements, i.e., the poles of the system (2), are distinct and real, then applying
Lemma 7 gives that

σn(ΓT ) ≤ 4ρ
− ⌊n−1

2m ⌋
log(2Tm) ∥ΓT ∥, σn(KT ) ≤ 4ρ

− ⌊n−1
2m ⌋

log(2Tm) ∥KT ∥, (55)
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where ρ ≜ e
π2

4 ≈ 11.79, then it can be obtained that

cond(ΓT ) =
∥ΓT ∥
σn(ΓT )

≥ 1

4
ρ
⌊n−1

2m ⌋
log(2Tm) , cond(KT ) =

∥KT ∥
σn(KT )

≥ 1

4
ρ
⌊n−1

2m ⌋
log(2Tm) , (56)

which completes the proof of (53). Since HT = ΓTKT , it is not difficult to get that

σmin(HT ) = σn(HT ) ≤ min {∥KT ∥σn(ΓT ), ∥ΓT ∥σn(KT )} (57)

by using the properties of singular values. It can be easily verified that

∥ΓT ∥2≤ ∥ΓT ∥2F=
T−1∑
k=0

∥CAk∥2F≤
T−1∑
k=0

∥C∥2F∥Ak∥2≤ c2Tmn, (58)

where c = maxi,j |cij | is the maximum absolute value of the elements in matrix C, and

∥KT ∥2≤ ∥KT ∥2F=
T−1∑
k=0

∥AK
CB∥2F≤

T−1∑
k=0

∥K∥2F∥Ak
C∥2≤ k

2
Tmn, (59)

where k = maxi,j |kij | is the maximum absolute value of the elements in matrix K, and the sec-
ond inequalities in (58) and (59) hold because matrices A and Ac are marginally stable or stable.
Combining the above results, it can be obtained that

σmin(HT ) ≤ 4ρ
− ⌊n−1

2m ⌋
log(2Tm) ∥ΓT ∥∥KT ∥≤ 4Tmnckρ

− ⌊n−1
2m ⌋

log(2Tm) , (60)

then the proof of (54) is completed.

According to the results of Theorem 5, the condition numbers of the (extended) observability
matrix ΓT and the reversed (extended) controllability matrix KT grows at a super-polynomial rate
with respect to the ratio n/m, while the smallest singular value σmin(HT ) of the block Hankel
matrix HT decreases at a super-polynomial rate with respect to the ratio n/m. This implies that
when n/m is large, the subspace methods for identifying state-space models of the system (6) will
be ill-conditioned, regardless of system parameters.

7 Numerical Results

7.1 Estimation Error of SIMs

In this section, we first consider a n = 2-dimensional discrete-time LTI stable system with m = 1
outputs

A =

[
λ1

λ2

]
, C =

[
c1 c2

]
, (61)

where λ1 and λ2 are independent and identically distributed random variables uniformly distributed
on (−1, 1), while c1 and c2 are independent and identically distributed Gaussian random variables
with mean zero and covariance 1/m = 1. The covariance R of the measurement noise vk is fixed as
σ2
v = 1/100. In our experiments, process noise wk with the covariance matrix Q set to σ2

wIn = I2,
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Figure 1: Estimation errors for the Hankel ma-
trices HT and ĤT for varying number of sample
trajectories N and process noise levels. Blue:
σw = 1; Green: σw = 1/

√
10; Red: σw = 1/10.
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Figure 2: Comparison of estimation errors for
the Hankel matrices HT and ĤT , along with
the bound derived in (36), for varying numbers
of sample trajectories N with σw = 1.
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Figure 3: Comparison of estimation errors for
the Hankel matrices HT and ĤT , along with
the bound derived in (36), for varying numbers
of sample trajectories N with σw = 1/
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10.
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Figure 4: Comparison of estimation errors for
the Hankel matrices HT and ĤT , along with
the bound derived in (36), for varying numbers
of sample trajectories N with σw = 1/10.
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σ2
wIn = I2/10, and σ2

wIn = I2/100 is used, respectively. For multiple sample trajectories, the length
of each trajectory is set to 2T = 2n = 4. For each case, we run 100 trials.

For varying noise levels σw ∈ {1, 1/
√
10, 1/10}, we plot the shadedErrorBar of the estimation

error ∥ĤT −HT ∥, as shown in Figure 1. In this numerical experiments, we vary the number N of
sample trajectories from 10 to 2000. It can be seen that increasing the number of sample trajectories
N reduces the estimation error ∥ĤT −HT ∥, which is consistent with expectations.

Next, the numerical results comparing the estimation errors of the Hankel matrices HT and
ĤT with the bound derived in (36) for different noise levels σw ∈ {1, 1/

√
10, 1/10} are depicted

in Figures 2, 3, and 4, respectively. In this numerical experiment, we set the failure probability δ
to 1/600. According to Theorem 1, when the number of sample trajectories N is greater than or
equal to 413, it ensures that with probability at least 0.99, the estimation errors ∥ĤT −HT ∥ do not
exceed the bound derived in (36). Therefore, we vary the number N of sample trajectories from
413 to 2000. It can be seen that our bound is valid. Since the number of numerical experiments is
limited, there may be instances where process noise wk and measurement noise vk lead to a larger
estimation error ∥ĤT −HT ∥. On the other hand, we believe there may be potential ways to improve
our results, which will be explored in future work.

7.2 Ill-conditionedness of SIMs

Now, we present numerical results for the condition numbers of the (extended) observability matrix
ΓT and the reversed (extended) controllability matrix KT , as well as the smallest singular value of
the block Hankel matrix HT , as shown in Figures 5, 6 and 7. For the numerical experiments, we
set the number of outpus m to 1, A as a diagonal matrix with diagonal elements uniformly sampled
from the interval (−1, 1), and the elements in C follow a Gaussian distribution with mean zero and
covariance 1/m = 1. The parameter T is set ot n. The covariance matrix Q of the process noise wk

and the covariance of the measurement noise vk are set to In = I2 and 0.01Im = 0.01, respectively.
For each dimension n, 10, 000 experiments are repeated.

From Figures 5, 6 and 7, it can be observed that, on one hand, the bounds derived in(53)
and (54) are effective. As the ratio n/m increases, the condition numbers of ΓT and KT grow at a
super-polynomial rate with respect to n/m, while the smallest singular value of HT decreases at a
super-polynomial rate with respect to n/m. In this sense, it implies that the subspace identification
algorithm becomes increasingly ill-conditioned. On the other hand, the bounds are not tight enough,
and future research could aim to improve more tighter bounds.

8 Conclusions

This paper analyzes the identification errors for n-dimensional discrete-time LTI systems with m
outputs and no external inputs in a non-asymptotic sense. using multiple output sample trajectories,
we derive non-asymptotic high-probability upper bounds for the estimation errors of the matrices
A,C, the Kalman filter gain K, the closed loop matrix A−KC, and the system poles. We show that,
with high probability, the non-asymptotic estimation errors of these matrices decay at a rate of at
least O(

√
1/N), while the estimation error of the system poles decays at a rate of at least O(N

1
2n ),

where N denotes the number of sample trajectories. These results apply to both (marginally) stable
systems and unstable systems. Additionally, we prove that SIMs become ill-conditioned when the
ratio n/m is large, regardless of the system parameters. Future work will involve extending these
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Figure 5: Numerical results
of the (extended) observability
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derived in (53).
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Figure 6: Numerical results of
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Figure 7: Numerical results of
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results to systems with external inputs and considering the continuous-time case.

9 Appendix

9.1 Some Lemmas and Propositions

Lemma 4 ( [31]). Let xi ∈ Rn be independently and identically distributed Gaussian with mean
zero and covariance matrix Σx, and set M =

∑N
i=1 xix

⊤
i . Fix a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1], and let

N ≥ 24n log(9/δ). Then with probability at least 1− 2δ, we have that λmin(M) ≥ λmin (Σx)N/2.

Proposition 1. Let xi ∈ Rn be independently and identically distributed Gaussian with mean zero
and covariance matrix Σx, and set M =

∑N
i=1 xix

⊤
i . Fix a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1], and let

N ≥ 24n log(9/δ). Then with probability at least 1− 2δ, we have that M ⪰ (N/2)Σx.

Proof. We can rewrite xi = Σ
1/2
x yi, where yi ∈ Rn is Gaussian with mean zero and unit covariance.

Fix a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1], and let N ≥ 24n log(9/δ). Applying Lemma 4, with probability
at least 1− 2δ, we have that

λmin

(
N∑
i=1

yiy
⊤
i

)
≥ N

2
⇒

N∑
i=1

yiy
⊤
i ⪰ N

2
In. (62)

Multiplying by Σ
1/2
x from the left and Σ

1/2
x from the right gives the desired result.

Lemma 5 ( [31]). Let xi ∈ Rn and wi ∈ Rm be such that xi ∈ Rn be independently and identically
distributed Gaussian with mean zero and covariance matrix Σx, and wi ∈ Rn be independently and
identically distributed Gaussian with mean zero and covariance matrix Σw, and let M =

∑N
i=1 xiw

⊤
i .
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Fix a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1], and let N ≥ 1
2(n +m) log(9/δ). Then, it holds with probability

at least 1− δ that
∥M∥≤ 4 ∥Σx∥1/2 ∥Σw∥1/2

√
N(n+m) log(9/δ). (63)

Proposition 2. Let xi ∈ Rn be independently and identically distributed Gaussian with mean zero
and covariance matrix Σx, and set M =

∑N
i=1 xix

⊤
i . Fix a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1], and let

N ≥ n
2 log(9/δ). Then with probability at least 1− δ, we have that

∥M∥≤ 4∥Σx∥
√

Nn log(9/δ). (64)

Proof. This Proposition is from the proof of Proposition III.2 in [31].

Lemma 6 ( [35]). For the true block Hankel matrix HT defined in Section 3 and the noisy estimate
ĤT defined in (16), suppose σmin(HT ) ≥ 2∥HT − ĤT ∥. Then, ∥ĤT ∥≤ 2∥ĤT ∥ and σmin(ĤT ) ≥
σmin(HT )/2.

Lemma 7 ( [43]). Given a n×mp (p ≤ n) matrix Xn,mp satisfying

Xn,mp =
[
Jp DJp · · · Dm−1Jp

]
, (65)

where Jp ∈ Rn×p and D is a unitary diagonalizable matrix with real eigenvalues, the smallest singular
value of Xn,mp satisfies

σmin(Xn,mp) ≤ 4ρ
−

⌊
min{n,m(p−[p]∗)}−1

2p

⌋
log(2mp) ∥Xn,mp∥,

where ρ ≜ e
π2

4 , and [p]∗ = 0 if p is even or p = 1 and is 1 if p is an odd number greater than 1.

Lemma 8 ( [42]). Given A = (αij) ∈ Cn×n, B = (βij) ∈ Cn×n, suppose that λ(A) = {λ1(A), · · · , λn(A)}
and λ(B) = {µ1(B), · · · , µn(B)} are the spectra of matrix A and B respectively, then the Hausdorff
distance between the spectra of matrix A and B satisfy

dH(A,B) ≤ n
1
2n

[(
1 +

1√
n

)n

− 1

] 1
n

m
1− 1

n
F ∥A − B∥

1
n
F , (66)

where mF = max{∥A∥F, ∥B∥F}.

This theorem indicates that the Hausdorff distance between the spectra of matrix A and B can
be controlled by the distance between matrix A and B in the sense of matrix norm.

9.2 The proof of Theorem 2

Proof. For the block Hankel matrix HT and the best rank-n approximation ĤT,n of the estimate
block Hankel matrix ĤT , we have

∥HT − ĤT,n∥≤ ∥HT − ĤT ∥+∥ĤT − ĤT,n∥≤ 2∥HT − ĤT ∥, (67)

where the second inequality holds because HT and ĤT,n are both matrices of rank n, and ĤT,n is
the best rank-n approximation of ĤT , which implies that ∥ĤT − ĤT,n∥≤ ∥HT − ĤT ∥. Combining
this result with the perturbation condition (38), we obtain

∥HT − ĤT,n∥≤ 2∥HT − ĤT ∥≤
σn(HT )

2
. (68)
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Now applying Theorem 5.14 from [44], it can be obtained that there exists a unitary matrix U ∈
Rn×n such that

∥Γ̂T − ΓTU∥2F+∥K̂T − U⊤KT ∥2F≤
2√
2− 1

∥HT − ĤT,n∥2F
σn(HT )

. (69)

Note that HT and ĤT,n are both matrices of rank n, thus the rank of HT −ĤT,n is not greater than
2n. Then ∥HT − ĤT,n∥F can be bounded in terms of the spectral norm as follows

∥HT − ĤT,n∥F≤
√
2n∥HT − ĤT,n∥≤ 2

√
2n∥HT − ĤT ∥, (70)

where the second inequality holds because of (67). Since the spectral norm is always not greater
than the Frobenius one, combining (69) and (70), we obtain that

∥Γ̂T − ΓTU∥2+∥K̂T − U⊤KT ∥2≤
16n√
2− 1

∥HT − ĤT ∥2

σn(HT )
. (71)

Further, since 16√
2−1

< 39, therefore we have

max
{
∥Γ̂T − ΓTU∥, ∥K̂T − U⊤KT ∥

}
≤

√
39n

σn(HT )
∥HT − ĤT ∥. (72)

Since matrix Ĉ − CU is the first m rows of Γ̂T − ΓTU , it can be directly obtained that

∥Ĉ − CU∥≤ ∥Γ̂T − ΓTU∥≤

√
39n

σn(HT )
∥HT − ĤT ∥. (73)

Similarly, since matrix K̂ −U⊤K is the last m columns of K̂T −U⊤KT , it can be directly obtained
that

∥K̂ − U⊤K∥≤ ∥K̂T − U⊤KT ∥≤

√
39n

σn(HT )
∥HT − ĤT ∥. (74)

Now we focus on Â − U⊤AU . Note that A = Γ
†
T,pΓT,f and Â = Γ̂†

T,pΓ̂T,f , where ΓT,p and ΓT,f

are the matrices obtained from ΓT by removing the last m rows and the first m rows, respectively,
and Γ̂T,p and Γ̂T,f are the matrices obtained from Γ̂T by removing the last m rows and the first m
rows, respectively. Then we have

Â− U⊤AU = Γ̂†
T,pΓ̂T,f − U⊤Γ

†
T,pΓT,fU =

(
Γ̂†
T,p − U⊤Γ

†
T,p

)
ΓT,fU + Γ̂†

T,p

(
Γ̂T,f − ΓT,fU

)
, (75)

this means that

∥Â− U⊤AU∥ ≤ ∥Γ̂†
T,p − U⊤Γ

†
T,p∥∥ΓT,fU∥+∥Γ̂†

T,p∥∥Γ̂T,f − ΓT,fU∥

= ∥Γ̂†
T,p − U⊤Γ

†
T,p∥∥ΓT,f∥+∥Γ̂†

T,p∥∥Γ̂T,f − ΓT,fU∥,
(76)

where the equality holds because U is a unitary matrix. Firstly, note that Γ̂†
T,p and U⊤Γ

†
T,p have

the same rank n, then applying Theorem 4.1 of [45], we have

∥Γ̂†
T,p − U⊤Γ

†
T,p∥≤

√
2∥Γ̂T,p − U⊤ΓT,p∥∥Γ̂†

T,p∥∥U
⊤Γ

†
T,p∥=

√
2∥Γ̂T,p − U⊤ΓT,p∥

σmin(Γ̂T,p)σmin(ΓT,p)
. (77)
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On the other hand, using Cauchy interlace theorem [46] gives that

1

σmin(ΓT,p)
≤ 1

σmin(ΓT )
=

1√
σmin(HT )

,
1

σmin(Γ̂T,p)
≤ 1

σmin(Γ̂T )
=

1√
σmin(ĤT )

. (78)

By combining (77), (78) and Lemma 6, we can obtain that

∥Γ̂†
T,p − U⊤Γ

†
T,p∥≤

√
2∥Γ̂T,p − U⊤ΓT,p∥

σmin(Γ̂T,p)σmin(ΓT,p)
≤

2∥Γ̂T,p − U⊤ΓT,p∥
σmin(HT )

. (79)

Secondly, since ΓT,f is the matrix obtained from ΓT by removing the first m rows, there must be
that

∥ΓT,f∥≤ ∥ΓT ∥= ∥HT ∥1/2, (80)

where the equality holds because of that ΓT = U1S
1/2
1 and S1 ∈ Rn×n is a diagonal matrix, with its

elements being all singular values of HT , sorted in descending order. Thirdly, it is not difficult to
verify that

max
{
∥Γ̂T,p − U⊤ΓT,p∥, ∥Γ̂T,f − ΓT,fU∥

}
≤ ∥Γ̂T − ΓTU∥≤

√
39n

σn(HT )
∥HT − ĤT ∥. (81)

Now, by substituting (78)-(81) into (76), we can obtain

∥Â− U⊤AU∥≤
(√

2 + 2
√
cond(HT )

) √
39n

σn(HT )
∥HT − ĤT ∥. (82)

The proof of (42) is similar to the proof of (41) and will not be repeated here.
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