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Abstract—In system identification of structured models, the
prediction error method provides asymptotically efficient esti-
mates under mild assumptions, but in general it requires solving a
non-convex optimization problem. An alternative class of methods
uses a non-parametric model as intermediate step to obtain
the model of interest. The weighted null-space fitting (WNSF)
method belongs to this class. It is a weighted least-squares method
consisting of the following three steps. In the first step, a high-
order ARX model is estimated. In the second step, this high-order
estimate is reduced to a parametric estimate, with least squares.
In the third step, the parametric model is re-estimated, with
weighted least squares. The method is flexible in parametrization
and suitable for both open- and closed-loop data. In this paper, we
show that WNSF provides consistent and asymptotically efficient
estimates when the model orders as chosen according to the
true system. Also, simulation studies indicate that WNSF may
be competitive with state-of-the-art methods.

Index Terms—System identification, least squares.

I. INTRODUCTION

For parametric system identification, the prediction error
method (PEM) is the reference in the field. With open-loop
data, consistency is guaranteed if the model can describe
the system dynamics, irrespective of the noise model. For
Gaussian noise and with a noise model able to describe the
noise spectrum, PEM with a quadratic cost function is asymp-
totically efficient with respect to the used model structure [1]],
meaning that the covariance of the estimate asymptotically
achieves the Cramér-Rao (CR) lower bound—the best possible
covariance achievable by consistent estimators.

There are two issues that may hinder successful application
of PEM. The first—and most critical—is the risk of converging
to a non-global minimum of the cost function, which is
in general not convex. Thus, PEM requires local non-linear
optimization algorithms and good initialization points. The
second issue concerns closed-loop data. In this case, PEM
is biased unless the noise model is flexible enough. For
asymptotic efficiency, the noise model must be of correct order
and estimated simultaneously with the dynamic model.

During the half decade since the publication of [2], alter-
natives to PEM have appeared, addressing one or both of the
aforementioned issues. We will not attempt to review this vast
field, but below we highlight some of the milestones.

Instrumental variable (IV) methods [3]] allow consistency to
be obtained in a large variety of settings without the issue of
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non-convexity. Asymptotic efficiency can be obtained for some
problems using iterative algorithms [4]]. However, IV methods
cannot achieve the CR bound with closed-loop data [5].

Realization based methods [6]], which later evolved into
subspace methods [7U8], are non-iterative and thus attractive
for their computational efficiency. The bias issue for closed-
loop data has been overcome by more recent algorithms [9].
However, structural information is difficult to incorporate,
and—even if a complete analysis is still unavailable (signif-
icant contributions have been provided [10]-[12])—subspace
methods are in general not believed to be as accurate as PEM.

Some methods are based on fixing some parameters in
certain places of the cost function but not others to obtain
a quadratic cost function, which can be solved by (weighted)
least squares. Then, the fixed coefficients are replaced by an
estimate from the previous iteration in the weighting or in a
filtering step. This leads to iterative methods, which date back
to [13]. Some of these methods have been denoted iterative
quadratic maximum likelihood (IQML), originally developed
for filter design [14/15] and later applied for identification
of dynamical systems [[L6]—[18]. Another classical example is
the Steiglitz-McBride method [19] for estimating output-error
models, which is equivalent to IQML for an impulse-input
case [20]. In the identification works, the weighting or filtering
has not been determined by statistical considerations. In this
perspective, the result in [21]], showing the Steiglitz-McBride
method is not asymptotically efficient, is not surprising.

A fourth approach is to estimate, in an intermediate step, a
more flexible model, followed by a model reduction step to
recover a model with the desired structure. The motivation for
this procedure is that, in some cases, each step corresponds
to a convex optimization problem or a numerically reliable
procedure. To guarantee asymptotic efficiency, it is important
that the intermediate model is a sufficient statistic and the
model reduction step is performed in a statistically sound way.
Indirect PEM [22]] formalizes the requirements starting with
an over-parametrized model of fixed order and uses maximum
likelihood (ML) in the model reduction step. The latter step
corresponds to a weighted non-linear least-squares problem.

It has also been recognized that the intermediate model
does not need to capture the true system perfectly as long
as it can do so with sufficient accuracy. This means that
the complexity of this model should increase as the sample
size increases. Subspace algorithms can be interpreted in this
way: for example, SSARX [23] estimates an ARX model
followed by a singular-value-decomposition (SVD) step and
least-squares estimation. Consistency requires that the order
of the ARX model increases to infinity with the sample size.
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Instead of proceeding with an SVD for the model reduction,
it has been suggested to use asymptotic ML [24]. The ASYM
method [25]] is an instantiation of this approach. Because an
ARX-model estimate and its covariance constitute a sufficient
statistic as the model order grows, this approach can produce
asymptotically efficient estimates. However, the plant and
noise models are estimated separately, preventing asymptotic
efficiency for closed-loop data. Also, although such model
reduction procedures may have numerical advantages over di-
rect application of PEM [235]], this approach still requires local
non-linear optimization techniques. The recently introduced
Box-Jenkins Steiglitz-McBride (BJSM) method [26] instead
uses the Steiglitz-McBride method in the model reduction step,
resulting in asymptotically efficient estimates of the plant in
open loop. Two drawbacks of BISM are that the number of
iterations is required to tend to infinity (as for the Steiglitz-
McBride method) and that, similarly to [24] and [23], the CR
bound cannot be attained in closed loop. The Model Order
Reduction Steiglitz-McBride (MORSM) method solves the
first drawback of BJSM, but not the second [27].

In this contribution, we focus on weighted null-space fitting
(WNSF), introduced in [28]]. This method uses two of the
features of the methods above: i) an intermediate high-order
ARX model; ii) ML-based estimation for model reduction.
However, instead of an explicit minimization of the cost
function for the model reduction—as in indirect PEM (directly
via the model parameters), ASYM (in the time domain), and
[24] (in the frequency domain)—the model reduction step
consists of a weighted least-squares problem. Asymptotic
efficiency requires that the weighting depends on the (to be es-
timated) model parameters. To handle this, an additional least-
squares step is introduced. Consisting of three (weighted) least-
squares steps, WNSF has attractive computational properties
in comparison with, for example, PEM, ASYM, and BJSM.
More steps may be added to this standard procedure, using an
iterative weighted least-squares algorithm, which may improve
the estimate for finite sample size.

Another interesting feature of WNSF is that, unlike many
of the methods above, including MORSM, the dynamic model
and the noise model are estimated jointly, a necessity for an
algorithm to be asymptotically efficient for closed-loop data.
In some applications, the noise model is of no concern. WNSF
can then be simplified, still maintaining asymptotic efficiency
for open-loop data. For closed-loop data, consistency is still
maintained while the resulting accuracy corresponds to the
covariance of PEM with an infinite-order noise model [29].
Thus, besides the attractive numerical properties, WNSF has
theoretical properties matched only by PEM. However, WNSF
has the additional benefit that an explicit noise model is not
required to obtain consistency with closed-loop data.

In [28], the aforementioned theoretical properties of WNSF
are claimed and supported by simulations, but no formal proof
is given. The robust performance that the method has shown,
apparently less sensitive to initialization than standard PEM
implementations, has provided the motivation to extend the
simulation study and deepen the theoretical analysis. Take
Fig. [Il as an example, showing the FITs (see for a
definition of this quality measure) for estimates obtained in
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Fig. 1. FITs from 100 Monte Carlo runs with a highly resonant system.

closed loop from 100 Monte Carlo runs with the following
methods: PEM with default MATLAB implementation (PEM-
d), the subspace method SSARX [23], WNSF, and PEM
initialized at the true parameters as benchmark (PEM-t). Here,
the default initialization point MATLAB provides for PEM is
often not accurate enough, and the non-convex cost function
of PEM converges to non-global minima, while the low fit of
SSARX indicates that this method is not a viable alternative to
deal with the non-convexity of PEM for the situation at hand.
On the other hand, WNSF has a performance close to PEM
initialized at the true parameters, suggesting that the weighted
least-squares procedure applied to a non-parametric estimate
may be more robust than an explicit minimization of the PEM
cost function in regards to convergence issues.

In this paper, we provide a theoretical and experimental
analysis of WNSF applied to stable single-input single-output
(SISO) Box-Jenkins (BJ) systems, which may operate in
closed loop. Our main contributions are to establish conditions
for consistency and asymptotic efficiency. A major effort of
the analysis is to keep track of the model errors induced
by using an ARX model on data generated by a system of
BJ type. It is a delicate matter to determine how the ARX-
model order should depend on the sample size such that it is
ensured that these errors vanish as the sample size grows: to
this end, the results in [30] have been instrumental. We finally
conduct a finite sample simulation study where WNSF shows
competitive performance with state-of-the-art methods.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [ we intro-
duce definitions, assumptions, and background. In Section
we review the WNSF algorithm. In Section[[V] we provide the
theoretical analysis; in Section [V] the experimental analysis.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Notation

o |zl =1/>ro |zx|?, with z an n x 1 vector.

o |[A]l = sup, o ||Az| /[[z|, with A a matrix and z a
vector of appropriate dimensions.

o C denotes any constant, which need not be the same in
different expressions.

e I'(q) = [¢7' ---¢™]T, where ¢~! is the backward
time-shift operator.

o A* is the complex conjugate transpose of the matrix A.

o Tn.m(X(q)) is the lower-triangular Toeplitz matrix of size
nxm (m < n) with first column [z --- z,_1]", where
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X(q) = >p—y kg *. The dimension n may be infinity,
denoted Too,m (X (q)).
« Ez denotes expectation of the random vector x.
e Ez;:= lim + ZN Ex;.
N —o0 N t=1 .
e xny = O(fn) means that the function zy tends to zero
at a rate not slower than fx, as N — oo, w.p.1.

B. Definitions and Assumptions

Assumption 1 (Model and true system). The model has scalar
input {u:}, scalar output {y;} and is subject to the scalar
noise {e.}, related by

v = G(q,0)us + H(q,0)e; (1)

The transfer functions G(q,0) and H(q,0) are rational func-
tions in ¢_1, according to

G0 = H0D b ™
’ F(q,0) " 14 fig + -+ frm,q™s
Hig o) =C@? _1tad +o teng™
q, . D(q,e) . 1+d1q—1+.,,+dmdq—md7

where 0 is the parameter vector to be estimated, given by

9 — [fT 1Tt dT]T € Rmitmutmetma 2)
with
fi h ¢l di
f=l i =] e= ] A=
fmy lm, Cm, Ay

If the noise model is not of interest, we consider that we want
to obtain an estimate G(q,0), where = [fT 1T]T.

We assume that the true system is described by (1)) when 6 =
0,. The transfer functions G, := G(q,6,) and H, := H(q,6,)
are assumed to be stable, and H, inversely stable. The
polynomials L, := L(q,0,) and F, := F(q,0,), as well as
the polynomials C, := C(q,0,) and D, := D(q,0,), do not
share common factors.

The input {u;} will be assumed to have a stochastic part.
We let F;_ be the o-algebra generated by {e;, us, s <t —1}.
For the noise, the following assumption applies.

Assumption 2 (Noise). The noise sequence {e;} is a stochas-
tic process that satisfies

Eleg|Fia] =0, Ele2|Fis] =02, Efle,]'?] < C V.

Before stating the assumption on the input sequence, we
introduce the following definitions, used in [30].

Definition 1 (fy-quasi-stationarity). Let fy be a decreasing
sequence of positive scalars, such that fy — 0 as N — oc.
Define

N
N NZt T+1UtUtTa 0<7<N,
va(t) = N Zt 1 Utvt ) -N<rT < 07
0, otherwise.

The vector sequence {v.} is fn-quasi-stationary if

i) There exists R, (T) such that
SUp|- <N |BY,(T) = Rou(7)|| < Cifn,
ii) 5 Y lloell* < Cy
for all N large enough, where C1 and Cy are finite constants.

Definition 2 (fy-stability). A filter G(q)
f-stable if 3707 llgklly / fe < oo

For the input, the following assumption applies.

= Yrsogkq " is

Assumption 3 (Input). The input sequence {u} is defined by
uy = —K(q)ys + 1+ under the following conditions.
i) The sequence {r.} is assumed to be independent of {e;},

log N
N

fn-quasi-stationary with fy =
bounded: |ri| < C, Vt.

ii) Let the spectral factorization of the power spectral den-
sity of {ri} be ®.(z) = F.(2)F.(z71). Then, F.(q) is
assumed to be fy-stable, with fn = 1.

iii) The closed loop system is f-stable with fx = v/N.

iv) The feedback transfer function K(z) is bounded on the
unit circle.

v) The spectral density of the process {[r; ;] "} is bounded
from below by the matrix 61, § > 0 (this implies an
informative experiment).

, and uniformly

Operation in open loop is obtained by taking K(q) = 0.

C. The Prediction Error Method

The prediction error method minimizes a cost function of
prediction errors. The prediction errors associated with the
model structure are

(yt a

D(q,0) L(g,9)
0) = .
() C(q.0) F(q.0)"
Using a quadratic cost function, which provides minimum-

variance estimates when the noise sequence is Gaussian, the
PEM estimate of 6 is obtained by minimizing

}_n

Z K 3
N =
where NV is the sample size. .
Denoting the global minimizer of (B) by 5™, when the

data set is informative, the asymptotic covariance matrix of
the parameter estimate 65%M is [1]]

() 0| o
where
Mex = = [ (). (=)0 (=), )
with B }{fgorl"‘mf 8
0= HOF[(,) my C%ch (6)
0 — 5Ly
and ®_ () the spectrum of [u; e;]' (for simplicity of nota-

tion, we sometimes omit the argument ¢*). When the error
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sequence is Gaussian, PEM with a quadratic cost function is
asymptotically efficient, with (3) corresponding CR bound [1]].

In open loop, the asymptotic covariance of the dynamic-
model parameters is the top-left block of @) even if the
noise-model orders m. and my are larger than the true ones;
if smaller, the dynamic-model estimates are consistent but
not asymptotically efficient. In closed loop, the covariance
of the dynamic-model estimates only corresponds to the top-
left block of @) if the noise-model orders are the true ones;
if smaller, the dynamic-model estimates are biased; if larger,
they are consistent and the asymptotic covariance matrix can

be bounded by o, M;', where [29]

McL = L Qe™“)D! (™) () dw

27

with @7 the spectrum of the input due to the reference. This
corresponds to the case with infinite noise-model order.

The main drawback with PEM is that minimizing @) is
in general a non-convex optimization problem. Therefore, the
global minimizer é%EM is not guaranteed to be found. An
exception is the ARX model.

)

—T

D. High-Order ARX Modeling

The true system can alternatively be written as

Ao(q)yr = Bo(q)ut + ex, ®)
where -
1
Ao = =:1 s ka
(q) Ho(q) + ; arq (9)
_ Go(q) _ - o -k
BO(Q) - Ho(Q) - ;bkq

are stable transfer functions (Assumption [I). Therefore, the
ARX model

Alg,n™)y: = Blg,n" )us + ey, (10)

where -
[a1 e an by e bn]

Algn™) =14> arg™, Blgn") = bg™",
k=1 k=1
can approximate (8)) arbitrarily well if the model order n can
be chosen arbitrarily large.
Because the prediction errors for the ARX model (10Q),

ee(n™) = Alg,n" )y — B(q,n" )us,

are linear in the model parameters 1™, the corresponding PEM
cost function (@) can be minimized with least squares. This is
done as follows. First, re-write (IQ) in regression form as

o= (e0) 0" + e, (11
where
n T
or = [~y —Yt-n  Ut—1 Ut (12)
Then, the least-squares estimate of n™ is obtained by
" = Ry (13)

where
1 & 1 &
Ry == D ¢ilel), rv=5 Crye. (14
t=n-+1 t=n+1
As the sample size increases, we have [30]
Ry = R ((=E[¢/(¢!)"]), as N = oo, w.p.1, 15)
v =7 (=E[pfu]), as N — oo, w.p.l.
Consequently,
A = "= [R"] 7, as N = oo, wp.l.  (16)
Regarding the asymptotic distribution of the estimates,
VN (S =) ~ Asn (0,02 [R7] ), ()

where A stands for the Gaussian distribution. For future
reference, we define

)

T
LU . S N

770 [al an 1 n]T (18)

Mo 1= [afl’ aj --- by b5 -- ] .

The attractiveness of ARX modeling lies on the simplicity
of estimation while approximating more general classes of
systems with arbitrary accuracy. However, as the order n
typically has to be taken large, the estimated ARX model will
have high variance. Nevertheless, this estimate can still be
useful as a means to obtain an estimate of the BJ model ().
As n — oo, ﬁ%"ls and RY, constitute a sufficient statistic for
our problem. Therefore, they can in principle replace the data
to obtain an estimate of 6 that is still asymptotically efficient.
This can be seen as an informal argument to motivate the
weighted null-space fitting method, which present in the next
section and prove the asymptotic properties in Section

ITI. WEIGHTED NULL-SPACE FITTING METHOD

The WNSF method was proposed in [28]. The method
consists of three steps. In the first step, a high-order ARX
model is estimated with least squares. In the second step,
the structured model is estimated from the high-order ARX
model with least squares. As we will see, this provides a
consistent estimate. In the third step, the structured model is
re-estimated with weighted least squares, where the consistent
estimate obtained in the previous step is used to construct the
weighting, providing an asymptotically efficient estimate. We
now proceed to detail each of these steps.

The first step consists in obtaining an estimate ﬁ%’ls
from (13). For now we will assume that the truncation error is
small, as this estimate and R}, are close to forming a sufficient
statistic (later, this will be treated formally). The idea is then
to use them instead of the data to obtain the model of interest.

The second step implements this idea as follows. First, re-
write (O) as

Co(9)Ao(q) — Do(q) =0
Fo(q)Bo(q) — Lo(q) Ao (q) = 0.

)

19)
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Then, (I9) can be expanded as

1+coq—1+.“+cgnq—mc 1+ aoq—k
_(1+d<1)q-1+...+d<7)ndq—md):0,
-1 - -k
A+ g+ fo, g™ Zb"
(20b)

— (g -+ ™) <1 + Zai(J"“) =
k=1

By convolution, (20) can be written as (keeping the first n
equations)

— Qn(ny )b =0,
with 6, defined by @) evaluated at the true parameters and
0 0 -Q5 (") Qd]
. n n (22
Q™) QL™ 0 0] ¥
where, when evaluated at the true parameters 17,

QS(N™) = Trm. (A(q,10)), QL (N™) = Ty (Aq, m0)),
Qi(ﬁff) = n,mf(B(q,no))’ Q‘i _ [ Imd.,md ] _

nfmd mgq

21

Qu(n") = [

Motivated by (2II), we replace 72 by its estimate ﬁxls and
obtain an estimate of 6 with least squares:
6.LS — (QT(An ls)Qn(AnIS)) QT(An lS) AN ls. (23)

When computing (23), we have not accounted for the errors
in ﬁ}f,ls The third step remedies this by re-estimating 6 in a
statistically sound way. As 7" is replaced by 775" in @I), the

residuals are given by

An s

= Quliiy")0o = Ta(0o) (" — 1), 24
where
w0 ol @
and, when evaluated at the true parameters 6,,
T3:(00) = Tan(C(a,60)), - Ta(0) = Tun(L(g00)),

TS (65) = Ton(F(,6,)).

Also, the difference between 7™ and 7] is due to the bias error
induced by the truncation of the ARX model. The difference
between these two vectors should, in some sense, be close to
zero for sufficiently large n. Then, using and 24), we
can write that, for sufficiently large n, we have approximately

" = Quiy)0 ~ AsN (0, Tu(00) o2 [R"T, (0)) -
(26)
Motivated by the fact that the residuals we minimize are
asymptotically distributed by (26), we observe that the esti-
mate of # with minimum variance is given by solving the
weighted least squares problem

A o !
N = QORI 6 QuiR"))

' Qr—zr (ﬁ% ) J n(GO)ﬁjr\Lflsv

where the weighting matrix

Wal0o) = (TR (0) @)

is the inverse of the covariance of the residuals [31]. Because
6, and R" are not available, we replace them by GAI;VS and RY;,
respectively. Also, o2 can be disregarded, since the weighting
can be scaled arbitrarily without influencing the solution. Thus,
the third step consists in re-estimating 6 by

NS = (@1 "W OR)QuG"))

QT( AT, ls) (28)

Wa (0"

where
9LS (T 9LS [R%] ITT(éLS))_l

_ T(eLS) (HLS)

(29)

with T,,(A%%) obtained as in (Z3) evaluated at the estimated
parameters 655,

In summary, the WNSF method consists of the following
three steps:

1) estimate a high-order ARX model by least squares, as
in (I3);
2) reduce this model to the model of interest by least squares,
as in (23);
3) re-estimate the model of interest by weighted least
squares, as in 28).
There is also the possibility to continue to iterate. However,
we show in the next section that éﬁl‘s is an asymptotically
efficient estimate.

Other Settings

Despite having been presented for a fully parametrized
SISO BJ model, we point out that the method is flexible
in parametrization. For example, it is possible to fix some
parameters in 6 if they are known, or to impose linear relations
between parameters. Also, other common model structures
(e.g., OE, ARMA, ARMAX) may also be used, as well as
multi-input multi-output (MIMO) versions of such structures.
The requirement is that a relation between the high- and low-
order parameters can be written in the form (21J).

Moreover, a parametric noise model does not need to be
estimated. In this case, disregard (20d) and consider only (20B).
The subsequent steps can then be derived similarly. This ap-
proach, denoted semi-parametric WNSF, is presented in detail
and analyzed in [32]. In open loop, it provides asymptotically
efficient estimates of the dynamic model; in closed loop,
the estimates are consistent and with asymptotic covariance
corresponding to ().

IV. ASYMPTOTIC PROPERTIES

We now turn to the asymptotic analysis of WNSF, showing
that the method is consistent and asymptotically efficient when
the dynamic and noise models are correctly parametrized. The
analysis of the case where we do not estimate a low-order
noise model is not included in this paper. Although apparently
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simpler, because of the smaller dimension of the problem than
if a noise model is estimated, the analysis requires extra care.
The reason is that, unlike T}, (), T,,(6) is not square. Thus,
the second equality in (29), which is used in the analysis in
this paper, is not valid with T;,. For the analysis of the case
with no noise-model estimate, the reader is referred to [32]].

Because the ARX model is a truncation of the true
system description (8), its estimate (and the respective covari-
ance) will not be a sufficient statistic, and some information
will be lost in this step. Then, we need to make sure that,
as N grows, the truncation error will be sufficiently small so
that, asymptotically, no information is lost. To keep track of
the truncation error in the analysis (see appendices), we let
the model order n depend on the sample size N—denoting
n = n(N)—according to the following assumption.

Assumption 4 (ARX-model order). It holds that

DI1. n(N) — oo, as N — oo;
D2. n**(N)/N — 0, for some § > 0, as N — oc.

Condition D1 implies that, as the sample size N tends to
infinity, so does the model order n. Condition D2 establishes a
maximum rate at which the model order n is allowed to grow,
as we cannot use too high order compared with the number
of observations. A consequence of Condition D2 is that [30]

n?(N)log(N)/N — 0, as N — . (30)

Moreover, defining d(N) := 3277 | v,y [ag|+ |03, we have

VNd(N) = 0, as N — oo, 31

as consequence of stability and rational description of the true
system in Assumption [Il Although (30) and follow from
other assumptions, they are stated explicitly as they will be
required to show our theoretical results.

To facilitate the statistical analysis, the results in this section
consider, instead of (13), a regularized estimate

A=Ay = [Reg(N)] 7'y, (32)

where
Ry = {

for some small § > 0. Asymptotically, the first and second
order properties of ﬁx’ls and 7}, are identical [30].

When we let n = n(N) according to Assumption 4] we use
N = ﬁ;z,(N). We will also denote 7™) and ™), defined
in (I6) and (I8), respectively. Concerning the matrices (13)),
@2, 23), @1, and @9), for notational simplicity we maintain
the subscript n even if n = n(N).

Some of the technical assumptions used inhere differ from
those used for the asymptotic analysis of PEM [lf]. For
example, the bound in Assumption [2] is stronger than what
is required for of PEM. On the other hand, for PEM the
parameter vector 6 is required to belong to a compact set,
which is not imposed here. However, such differences in
technical assumptions have little relevance in practice.

We have the following result for consistency of éJL\,S 23).

Ry if [[R%]7] < 2/,
Ry + glgn otherwise,

6
Theorem 1. Let Assumptions[l] B 3| and M hold. Then,
éﬁ}q —0,, as N — oo, wp.l.
Moreover, we have that
. log N
Hefvs—e,, —0 ( n(N)=2=(1 +d(N))> .
Proof. See Appendix O

Regarding consistency of the estimate %S (Z8), we have
the following result.

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions[l] B 3| and M hold. Then,

é]WVLS —0,, as N — oo, wp.l.

Proof. See Appendix [T O

Regarding the asymptotic distribution and covariance of the
estimate O3-S ([28), we have the following result.

Theorem 3. Let Assumptions [I} 2 B and B hold. Then,

VNGRS —6,) ~ AsN(0,02M_Y,),

where Mcrg is given by ().
Proof. See Appendix O

As consequence of Theorem [B] the WNSF method is
asymptotically efficient when the noise is Gaussian, as it has
the same asymptotic covariance as PEM ().

V. SIMULATION STUDIES

In this section, we perform simulation studies and discuss
practical issues. First, we illustrate the asymptotic properties
of the method. Second, we consider how to choose the order
of the non-parametric model. Third, we exemplify with two
difficult scenarios for PEM how WNSF can be advantageous in
terms of robustness against convergence to non-global minima
and convergence speed. Fourth, we perform a simulation with
random systems to test the robustness of the method compared
with other state-of-the-art methods.

Although WNSF and the approach in [27] are different
algorithms, they share the similarities of using high-order
models and iterative least squares. However, [27] is only
applicable in open loop. Here, to differentiate WNSF as a
more general approach that is applicable in open or closed
loop without changing the algorithm, we focus on the typically
more challenging closed-loop setting, for which many standard
methods are not consistent.

A. Ilustration of Asymptotic Properties

The first simulation has the purpose of illustrating that the
method is asymptotically efficient. Here, we consider only
the case where we estimate a correct noise model (the case
where a low-order noise model is not estimated is illustrated in
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Fig. 2. Illustration of asymptotic properties: CR bounds in closed loop

(dashed) and open loop (dotted), and average MSE for the dynamic-model
parameter estimates as function of sample size obtained with WNSF in closed
loop (solid) and open loop (dash-dotted).

[32]). We perform open- and closed-loop simulations, where
the closed-loop data are generated by

1 K(q)Ho(q)

“TTEEW@G() GG " e
_ GO(Q) - ( )
TITK@G(@) " 1+ K(9)Ge(e)

and the open-loop data by
1
U = ———————T4,
T E@G

where {r;} and {e;} are independent Gaussian white se-
quences with unit variance, K (q) = 1, and

= Go(q)ut + Ho(q)er,

¢ +0.1¢72 14+0.7¢7"
-1 _27 HO(Q) = -1 *
1—0.5¢71 +0.75¢ 1—0.9¢

We perform 1000 Monte Carlo runs, with sample sizes N €
{300, 600, 1000, 3000, 6000, 10000}. We apply WNSF with an
ARX model of order 50 with the open- and closed-loop data.
Performance is evaluated by the mean-squared error of the
estimated parameter vector of the dynamic model, MSE =
||[OWES — 6| |2, where 6 contains only the part of 6 in G(q, 6).
As this simulation has the purpose of illustrating asymptotic
properties, initial conditions are zero assumed known—that is,
the sums in start at ¢ = 1 instead of t = n + 1.

The results are presented in Fig. 2] with the average MSE
plotted as function of the sample size (closed loop in solid
line, open loop in dash-dotted line), where we also plot the
corresponding CR bounds (closed loop in dashed line, open
loop in dotted line). Here, we observe that the respective CR
bounds are attained as the sample size increases.

GO(Q) =

B. Practical Issues

In the previous simulation, an ARX model of order 50
was estimated in the first step. Although the order of this
model should, in theory, tend to infinity at some maximum
rate to attain efficiency (Assumption [)), a fixed order was
sufficient to illustrate the asymptotic properties of WNSF in
this particular scenario. This suggests that when the number of
data samples increases, a non-parametric model of fixed order
with sufficiently low bias error may be enough for practical
purposes. However, for fixed sample size, the question remains

on how to choose the most appropriate non-parametric model
order. Some previous knowledge about the speed of the system
may help in choosing this order, but the most appropriate value
may also depend on sample size and signal-to-noise ratio. In
this paper, we use the PEM cost function (@) as criterion to
choose n: we compute several HAX,’LS from different n, and
choose the one that minimizes ().

Also, HAX,’LS need not be used as final estimate, as, for finite
sample size, performance may improve by iterating. However,
because WNSF does not minimize the cost function (@) explic-
itly, it is not guaranteed that subsequent iterations correspond
to a lower cost-function value than previous ones. Then, we
will also the cost function (3)) as criterion to choose the best
model among the iterations performed.

C. Comparison with PEM

One of the main limitations of PEM is the non-convex
cost function, which may make the method sensitive to the
initialization point. Here, we provide examples illustrating how
WNSF may be a more robust method than PEM regarding
initialization: in cases where the PEM cost function is highly
non-convex, WNSF may require less iterations and be more
robust against convergence to non-global minima.

We consider a system where H,(q) =1, K(q) = 0.3, and

1.0g7' —1.2¢72
1—-25¢ 1424 2—0.88¢73’
with data generated according to (33), where

1+0.7¢7! o
1-09g-1t"

Go(q) =

Tt =

with {e;} and {r;} Gaussian white noise sequences with vari-
ances 4 and 0.25, respectively. The sample size is N = 2000.
We estimate an OE model with the following algorithms:

o WNSF with a non-parametric model of order n = 250;

e PEM with default MATLAB initialization and Gauss-
Newton (GN) algorithm;

e PEM with default MATLAB initialization (MtL) and
Levenberg-Marquardt (LM) algorithm;

o WNSF with a non-parametric model of order n = 250,
where the the weighting matrix, instead of being ini-
tialized with 9}\,5 @3), is initialized with the default
MATLARB initialization (MtL);

e PEM initialized with élfvs (LS) and the GN algorithm;

e PEM initialized with éljvs (LS) and the LM algorithm;

o PEM initialized at the true parameters (true).

All the methods use a maximum of 100 iterations, but stop
early upon convergence (default settings for PEM, 10~* as
tolerance for the normalized relative change in the parameter
estimates) and initial conditions are zero.

Performance is evaluated by the FIT of the impulse response
of the estimated OE model G(g, #Y"S), given in percent by

FIT = 100 (1 - (34)

9o — 4li )
llgo — mean(go)|| ] *

where g, is a vector with the impulse response parameters of
Go(q), and similarly for g but for the estimated model. In (34),
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TABLE I
COMPARISON WITH PEM: AVERAGE FITS WITH DIFFERENT METHODS
(METH) AND INITIALIZATIONS (INIT).

o it Ve, LS true
WNSF 98 98 =

PEM GN 74 87 98
PEM LM 98 85 98

100

average FIT
S
S

0 5 10 | .15 20 25
max 1terations

Fig. 3. Comparison with PEM: average FIT from 100 Monte Carlo runs
function of the maximum number of iterations.

sufficiently long impulse responses are taken to make sure that
the truncation of their tails does not affect the FIT.

The average FITs for 100 Monte Carlo runs are shown
in Table [ For PEM, the results depend on the optimization
method and the initialization point: as consequence of the non-
convexity of PEM, the algorithms do not always converge to
the global optimum. For PEM implementations, the average
FIT is the same as for PEM started at the true parameters only
with default MATLAB initialization and LM algorithm. For
WNSEF, the average FIT is the same as for PEM started at the
true parameters independently of the initialization point used
in the weighting matrix, suggesting robustness to different
initialization points.

In this simulation, PEM was most robust with the LM
algorithm and the default MATLAB initialization, having on
average the same accuracy as WNSF. Then, it is appropriate to
compare the performance of these methods by iteration when
WNSF also is initialized with the same parameter values. In
Fig. Bl we plot the average FITs for these methods as function
of the maximum number of iterations. Here, WNSF reaches
an average FIT of 98 after two iterations, while PEM with
LM takes 20 iterations to reach the same value. This suggests
that, even if WNSF and some PEM implementation start and
converge to the same value, WNSF may do it faster than
standard optimization methods for PEM.

The robustness of WNSF against convergence to non-global
minima compared with different instances of PEM can be even
more evident than in Table[l, as WNSF seems to be appropriate
for modeling systems with many resonant peaks, for which the
PEM cost function can be highly non-linear. Take the example
in Fig. [l based on 100 Monte Carlo runs for a system with

Lo(q) =q ' —3.4¢72 +4.8¢73 - 3.3¢71+0.96¢°,

Fy(q) =1-54¢7" +13.5¢7 — 20.1¢7° + 19.5¢*
—12.1¢7° + 4.5¢°S,

and data generated according to (33) with K(g) = —0.05,

0.05 w
1-099g-1't°
where {r}"} and {e;} are Gaussian white sequences with
unit variance. Here, initial conditions are not assumed zero:
PEM estimates initial conditions by backcasting and WNSF
uses the approach in [33]. In this scenario, PEM with the
LM algorithm and default initialization fails in most runs
to find the global optimum. Subspace methods, often used
to avoid the non-convexity of PEM, may not help in this
scenario: SSARX [23]], a subspace method that is consistent
in closed loop, provides an average FIT around 20% (default
MATLAB implementation). Here, WNSF with n between 100
and 600 spaced with intervals of 50 performs similarly to
PEM initialized at the true parameters, accurately capturing
the resonance peaks of the system.

T+ =

D. Random Systems

In order to test the robustness of the method, we now
perform a simulation with random systems. Also, closed-loop
data often introduces additional difficulties: for example, many
standard methods are not consistent. Thus, we perform a
simulation with these settings and compare the performance of
WNSF with other methods available in the Mathworks MAT-
LAB System Identification Toolbox. For a fair comparison, we
only use methods that are consistent in closed loop and only
use input and output data. From the subspace class, we use
SSARX, as this method is competitive with other subspace
algorithms such as CVA [34/35] and N4SID [8], while it is
consistent in closed loop [23]]. IV methods are not considered,
as they in closed loop require the reference signal to construct
the instruments.

For the simulation, we use 100 systems with structure

Golg) = L _F ol
L+ fea® 4+ g
As we have observed, PEM may have difficulties with slow
resonant systems: therefore, it is for this class of systems that
WNSF may be most beneficial. With this purpose, we generate
the polynomial coefficients in the following way. The poles are
located in an annulus with the radius uniformly distributed
between 0.88 and 0.98, and the phase uniformly distributed
between 0 and 90° (and respective complex conjugates). One
pair of zeros is generated in the same way, and a third real
zero is uniformly distributed between —1.2 and 1.2. The noise
models have structure
1+cfqh + C(z)q_g

Ho(a) = 1+ d9q + dSq

with the poles and zeros having uniformly distributed radius
between 0 and 0.95, and uniformly distributed phase between
0 and 180° (and respective complex conjugates).

The data are generated in closed loop by

s — K(q) Kl9H,(9)
"TIHK(@)G(g) T 1+K( )Golq)

= K(q)Go(q) - Ho(q)

T 14+ K(9)Go(q) 1+ K(q)Go(g) "
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where
1—-1.273¢71 +0.81¢g72 o

1—1.559¢—1 +0.81¢-2 ¢
with {r}"} a Gaussian white-noise sequence with unit variance,

{e:} is a Gaussian white-noise sequence with the variance
chosen such that the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is

Tt =

2
G\)(q)

SNR — Zt 1 [1+K Go(q):t} o,
Sy [Ho(g)ed]

and the controller K(g) is obtained using a Youla-

parametrization to have an integrator and a closed-loop transfer

function that has the same poles as the open loop except that

the radius of the slowest open-loop pole pair is reduced by

80%. The sample size is N = 2000 and we perform 100 Monte

Carlo runs (one for each system; different noise realizations).
We compare the following methods:

o PEM initialized at the true parameters (PEMt);

o PEM with default MATLAB initialization (PEMd);

o SSARX with the default MATLAB options;

o WNSF using the approach in Section [V=Bl to choose n
from the grid {50, 100, 150, 200, 250, 300}.

o PEM initialized with WNSF (PEMw).

All methods estimate a fully parametrized noise model. We
use the MATLAB2016b System Identification Toolbox imple-
mentation of SSARX and PEM. For PEM, the optimization
algorithm is LM. For SSARX, the horizons are chosen au-
tomatically by MATLAB, based on the Akaike Information
Criterion. WNSF and PEM use a maximum of 100 iterations,
but stop earlier upon convergence (default settings for PEM,
10~* as tolerance for the normalized relative change in the
parameter estimates. PEM estimates initial conditions by back-
casting and WNSF truncates them ([33] does not apply to BJ
models).

The FITs obtained in this simulation are presented in Fig. 4
In this scenario, PEM with default MATLAB initialization
(PEMAd) often fails to find a point close to the global optimum,
which can be concluded by comparison with PEM initialized at
the true parameters (PEMt). Also, SSARX is not an alternative
for achieving better performance. WNSF can be an appropriate
alternative, failing only once to provide an acceptable estimate,
and having otherwise a performance close to the practically
infeasible PEMt. The estimate obtained with WNSF may be
used to initialize PEM. This provides a small improvement
only, suggesting that the estimates obtained with WNSF are
already close to a (local) minimum of the PEM cost function.

VI. CONCLUSION

Methods for parameter estimation based on an intermediate
unstructured model have a long history in system identification
(e.g., [23|-[26]). Here, we believe to have taken a significant
step further in this class of methods, with a method that
is flexible in parametrization and provides consistent and
asymptotically efficient estimates in open and closed loop
without using a non-convex optimization or iterations.

In this paper, we provided a theoretical and experimental
analysis of this method, named weighted null-space fitting

100 + E—

sl — 4 = T
= 50 | BE y
= 25

I I

—25 | " ;3

PEMd SSARX WNSF PEMw PEMt

Fig. 4. Random systems: FITs from 100 Monte Carlo runs.

(WNSF). Theoretically, we showed that the method is con-
sistent and asymptotically efficient for stable Box-Jenkins sys-
tems. Experimentally, we performed Monte Carlo simulations,
comparing PEM, subspace, and WNSF under settings where
PEM typically performs poorly. The simulations suggest that
WNSF is competitive with these methods, being a viable
alternative to PEM or to provide initialization points for PEM.

Although WNSF was here presented for SISO OE and
BJ systems, it was also pointed out that the flexibility in
parametrization allows for a wider range of structures to be
used, as well as for incorporating structural information (e.g.,
fixing specified parameters). Moreover, a parametric noise
model need not be estimated to achieve asymptotic efficiency
in open loop and consistency in closed loop.

An extension that was not covered in this paper is the MIMO
case, where subspace or IV methods are typically used [36],
as PEM often has difficulty with estimation of such systems.
Based on theoretical foundation provided in this contribution,
this important extension is already in preparation. Future work
includes also extensions to dynamic networks and non-linear
model structures.

APPENDIX A
RESULTS FROM [30]]

Proposition 1. Let Assumptions[I} 2 and Bl hold. Also, let 7"
be defined by (16) and n?* by (A8). Then,

00
7" =yl <C Y lag|+ b5 =0, as n — oo,
k=n+1

Proof. The result follows from [30, Lemma 5.1] and 3I). O

Proposition 2. Let Assumptions[I) 2 Bl and | hold. Also, let
N 1= ﬁZ(N) be defined by 32) and 7N) by (I6). Then,

N)log N
ﬁN—ﬁ"W)H—O( %[ud(w), (35)

and
HﬁN — ﬁ"(N)H — 0, as N — oo, wp.l.

Proof. For the first part, see [30, Theorem 5.1]. The second
part follows from (30) and (BT). O

Proposition 3. Let Assumptions[I] 2 3] and E hold. Then,

2
) _ (V|| _ [log N n”(N)
R H (@] <2n(N) N +C N .

|
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Proof. See [30, Lemma 4.1]. O

Proposition 4. Let Assumptions [I) and d hold. Also, let
T" be an m X 2n deterministic matrix, with m fixed. Then,
we have that

VNY™ iy — "N ~ AsN(0, P),

where

P =02 lim T"[R"] (™),

n—oo
if the limit exists.

Proof. See [30, Theorem 7.3]. O

APPENDIX B
CONSISTENCY OF STEP 2

The main purpose of this appendix is to prove Theorem [l
However, before we do so, we introduce some results regard-
ing the norm of some vectors and matrices.

[N — nff(N)H tends to zero, as N tends to infinity, w.p.1:
Consider the estimated parameter vector 7y := ﬁZ(N) B2,
and the truncated true parameter vector nn(N (I8). Using the
triangular inequality, we have

i = ne ™| < |fi = 7|+ |} =z ™|, @6y

where 77" is defined by (16). Then, from Proposition [ the
second term on the right side of (B8) tends to zero as
n(N) — oo. From Proposition @] the first term on the right
side of (38) tends to zero, as N — oo, w.p.1. Thus,

Hfm — ) H 50, as N o0, wpl.  (37)

[|Qn(fin) — Qn(n;l(N))H tends to zero, as N to infinity,
w.p.1: Consider the matrix Q, (7o (N)), given by 22) eval-
vated at the truncated true parameter vector 77(7} (N), and the
matrix Q,(7y), given by @2) evaluated at the estimated

parameters 7). We have
| @n i) = Qulnz )| < [|@s 1) — @@
+ || @4 = QL ™) | + | @hin) - QL)

(38)

<in-|
Then, using (37), we conclude that
HQn () = Qu () H 0, as N = 00, wp.l. (39)

[|Qn ()| is bounded for all n: We have that

1Qn (eI < 1@, ()| +| Q5 ()| 4[| Q2 (m ) |+ ]| @2 |
< Clngll+1

< Clmoll + 1, ¥n
(40)
which is bounded, by stability of the true system.

10

[|Q(7n)|| is bounded for sufficiently large N, w.p.1.: Using
the triangular inequality, we have

1@n () < [|@n i) = Qulrz ™| + [ @u(r )]
(41)
Then, using (@0) and (B8), the first term on the right side
of @) can be made arbitrarily small as N increases, while
the second term is bounded for all n(NN). Then, there exists
N such that
1@u(in)]| < CYN > N. (“2)

[|T(6,)]| is bounded for all n: Consider the matrix T}, (6,),
given by 23). First, we introduce the following result. Let

X(q) = Z;;“;O x,q " and define
Zo 0 0
1 z9 O
T[X(q)] := 43)
Ty T1 o
If /> pe,]7k[? < C1, we have that [37]
ITX ()] < C. (44)

When X (g) can be written as a rational transfer function,
#4) follows from X (q) having all poles strictly inside the
unit circle, as, in this case, the sum of squares of its impulse
response coefficients is bounded.

We observe that the blocks of T},(6,) satisfy that T (6,),

T<(6,), and T'(6,) are sub-matrices of T[F,(q)], T[Cy(q)],
and T[Lo(q)], respectively. Then, we have that
1T (00| < T3 @o)l| + 1755 (00) | + || T (6o) |
< ITE(@I + I TICo (I + IT[Lo(@)]l - (45)
< C Vn,

where the last inequality follows from {4) and from F(q),
C(q), and L(q) being finite order polynomials.

The following theorem deals with invertibility of
Q. (AN)Qn(fn), which appears when solving the least-
squares problem (23).

Lemma 1. Let Assumptions [I) and | hold. Also, let
M (i) = QT (in)Qn(ily ), where iy = i\ as defined
in B2), and Q,(7n) is defined by @2) evaluated at the
estimated parameters 1. Then, assuming that F(q,0,) and
L(q,0,) are co-prime, and the same is true for C(q,0,) and
D(q,0,), there exists N such that M (fy) is invertible for all
N > N, w.p.1.

Proof. First, we consider the matrix
M) == lim_ Qp (15)Qn (1) =: Qoo (110) Qo (o),

Here, Qo (1) is defined analogously to (@2)), but using the
infinite vector 7, from (I8)—that is, Qo (1) is block Toeplitz
with an infinite number of rows, and its blocks are given by

Q% (10) = Too,m. (A(g,70)), Ql (10) = Too,my (Ag, 0)),
QL (1) =Toom, (Bl@.0)), Q= [ ’ijd} .

yMd

(46)

(47)
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We have that the limit (46)) is well defined, because the entries
of M(n?) := QT (n™)Q(n™) are either zero or sums with form

n n n

o_oO 010 070
DR S S Nt
k=1 k=1 k=1

for some finite integers p, and the coefficients aj, and b are
stable sequences. Thus, these sums converge as n — oo.
We start by showing that M (7)) is invertible. We have that

My () 0
M(o) = [ 077 M2(770)]
where
_ Q&(%)TQ&(%) —Q?:o(no)TQéo(ﬁo)
Mi(mo) = [—Q&(WO)TQ&(%) Qéo(no)TQéo(no) ] ’
_ Q% (10) TR (10)  —QS(no) TQL
) = | Dy T %)

Because M;(n,) and Ma(n,) are block Toeplitz, which follows
from (@7), these matrices can be written in the frequency
domain using Parseval’s formula, as

1 /”f | 1BF

or J_,. "M |~ AXB,
1 (7 A)? A s

M2(770) = %/ ch;md |:|_;1|0 10:| ch;mddwu

where A, := A, (e

= T 0 = r 0
o my L Me
Lo imi = { 0 ij » Domeima = [ 0 Fmd] '

Because of its block-diagonal structure, M (7),) is invertible
if both M (n,) and Ms(n,) are invertible. We start by analyz-
ing M (7o), which is invertible if

—A,B:

Mi(n,) = T dw,
1(77) |A0|2 :| myimg w

), Bo := Bo(e), and

x*Mi(no)x > C > 0,

where x is a unitary vector of dimension m; +my. We let 21
comprise the first my entries of z and w2 the last m; entries.
Then, we can write

* 1 " * * 2
¥ My (no)x = %/ ‘Bozvll"mf - ongl"ml’ dw,

which is bounded from below if

BoxiTm, — Aow5l,, =0 (48)

cannot be verified for whatever choice of z, ||z|| # 0. Re-
writing (@8) as
1
H,F,
we notice that (49) has no solution if F, and L, are co-
prime [1]]. Consequently, M (7,) is invertible under the theo-

rem’s assumptions.
Following a similar approach for Ms(7,), we have that

(Low (T, — Fox3ly,) =0, (49)

* 1 T * *
" Ma(no)x = Py |Aoz T, — $2Pmd|2 dw.
Then,
Aot T, — 25T, =0

11

can be re-written as

1 .
U (‘Doxl ]‘—‘mc

which cannot be satisfied with ||z| # 0 if Do(¢q) and Co(q)
are co-prime. Then, we have that

— CoxiTn,) =0,

x* Ma(no)x > C > 0.

Consequently, Ms(n,) is invertible, and so is M (n,).
We are now interested in using this result to show that
M (f)n) is invertible for sufficiently large N, w.p.1. Write

| () = M) =
= @7 ) @utin) = @ M) Qu ™)
< [[@nti) = @u || (I@n(h ™))

Using (38), @0), and @2), and since M (n?) — M(n,) as
n — 00, we have that

M(Hn) = M(n,), as N — oo, w.p.l. (50)

Because M (7)) is invertible, by (30) and continuity of eigen-
values there exists NV such that M(7jy) is invertible for all
N > N, wp.l. o

Finally, we have the necessary results to prove Theorem [Tl
Proof of Theorem[Il We start by using (23) to write

05— 00 = [Q(13Qn (1)) QL(IN)N — b
= [QI(ﬁN)Qn(ﬁN)T Qr(1N) [N — Qn(1N)00]
= [QT(ﬁN)Qn(ﬁN)} Qn(1N)T, )

where the last equality follows from @4). If n were fixed,
consistency would follow if 7 — 7 would approach zero as
N — oo, provided the inverse of Q! (n)Qx (1n) existed for
sufficiently large N. However, n = n(N) increases according
to Assumption [ This implies that the dimensions of the
vectors 7y and 74 (N), and of the matrices @, (7jy) (number
of rows) and T,(6,) (number of rows and columns), become
arbitrarily large. Therefore, extra requirements are necessary.
In particular, we use (31)) to write

o - )QT(ﬁN)T
< |27 ) | NQu )1 170

where M (fin) := Q,} (in)Qn(7in), and observe that consis-
tency is achieved if the last factor on the right side of the
inequality in (32) approaches zero, as N — oo, w.p.1, and the
remaining factors are bounded for sufficiently large IV, w.p.1.
Then, using (@2), @3), and Lemmalll we have that there exists
N such that, w.p.1,

o5 -

(0o )N =1,

(60) (i — n"<N>>H

(52)

(53)

n"<N>H VN > N.
Using also (37), we have that

ALS
|7
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Moreover, using (36), we can re-write (33) as
5 (lin = 7O+ @) = ™).

From Proposition [ we have ||7*(") — ng(N)H < Cd(N),
which thus approaches zero faster than ||/ — 7"(")]|, whose
decay rate is according to (33). We can then neglect the
contribution from |7 — n%|| and simply write

—0 < n(N) 10;ng (1+ d(N)))

ALS
|25 -

APPENDIX C
CONSISTENCY OF STEP 3

The main purpose of this appendix is to prove Theorem
However, before we do so, we introduce some results regard-
ing the norm of some vectors and matrices.

|R% | is bounded for all n and sufficiently large N, w.p.1:
Let R} be defined as in (3. Then, from Lemma 4.2 in [30],
we have that there exists N such that, w.p.1,

|R%|| <C, Vn, VN > N. (54)

|71 (6,)]| is bounded for all n: We observe that, with
T, (0) is given by (23)), the inverse of T, (6,) is given by
Te(0)™ 0

T’;l(e):{TT{(H)"leL(H)Tﬁ(H)'l T!(H)‘l]’ Y

evaluated at the true parameters 6,. Also, T (6,)71, T$(6,)7!,
and T (6,) are sub-matrices of T[1/F,(q)], T[1/Cs(q)], and
T[Lo(q)], respectively, where T[X (¢)] is defined by @3)). Then,
we have that

| o

|72 60)
ke |

|
< T/ Fo(a)ll + IT[1/Co(a)]
+ T/ F (T Lo (]I IT[L/ Co()]l
<C, Vn, (56)

where the last inequality follows from (@4) and the fact that
1/Fy(q ) 1/Co(q), and Lo(q) are stable transfer functions.
T2 (6%3)]| is bounded for all n and sufficiently large
N: Consider the term ||T,* (6], where T;'(6%) is given
by (33) evaluated at HLS We have that, proceeding as in (36)),

[’
+ |[ri1/ca, 51| | Tz 0, 051 | || i/ a5

for all 7. This will be bounded if F(q,0%%) and C(q, éJL\;q) have
all poles strictly inside the unit circle. From Theorem [] and
stability of the true system by Assumption[I] we conclude that
there exists N such that F(q, 0%%) and C(q, 6%%) have all roots
strictly inside the unit circle for all N > N. Thus, we have
that, w.p.1,

O8] < ||zin/ca 050|| + |[T0n/Fa. 85

(57)

‘1(9}5)“ < C, Vn, YN > N.
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[T, (6% — T (6,)|| tends to zero, as N tends to infinity,
w.p.1: Consider the term ||T,,1(05) — T;1(6,)|| with n =
n(N). We have that

T;l éLS —T,;l ) S
|72 @) - 7] s
< |7 @) | |7 05 - Taten) | | 7 60)|
Note that
| 7(85) = T(60)|| < ||7 0F) - 7. 00)|,
< \/ mf+mz+mc (9k LS 6‘5)2 (59)

)

< /n(N HH%VS — 0,

where superscript k denotes the k™ element of the vector. Then,
using Theorem [1} we have that

| @) - @) = ( (V) E (1 d(N))) .
From (30) and (B1),
n2(N) 1OJgVN(l +d(N)) =0, as N — oo,
and thus
‘ Tn(élf\fs) - Tn(90>

Together with (36), (37), and (BR), this implies that

|7 05) - 7,1600)
The following theorem deals with invertibility of
Q) (IN)Wn(05)Qy (An), which appears when solving

the weighted least squares problem (28).

Lemma 2. Let Assumptions [II and hold.
Also, let M(in,08) = Q) (in)Wn(0K)Qn(iin), where
N = ﬁZ(N) is defined by B2), Q. (Nn) is defined by 22)
evaluated at the estimated parameters Ty, and W, (05) is
defined by 29). Then, there exists N such that M (1, éﬁ‘,g ) is
invertible for all N > N, wp.l.

Proof. Consider the matrix

M(nm 0o) = hm QT(%) ( )Qn(no)

where W,,(6,) is given by @7), and Q,,(n?) is defined by @2)
at the true parameters 7);. We first establish that the limit
in (60) is well defined and that M (), ,) is invertible.

Using (13) and @7), we re-write (&0) as

(60)

M (1o, 00) =
Tim Q, (1) T, " (00)E [ (¢1) '] T, (60)Qn (). (61)
Re-writing ¢} (12) as
n_ |“Tnye] _ [-TaGole) —TnHolq)| [ue
et =[] = [T T[]

we can use Parseval’s relation to write

E [¢} (¢ / Ay ()P AL (™) dw
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where where we used (39), (@2), (34), and (37). Using the same
An(q) = {_F"Go(q) T Ho(q) ) equations, we proceed with the second term on the right side
Iy 0 of (63), for which we have that
Then, we can re-write (61)) as T .
oo [ (@) - @utg™ >) m(@%&)%@:“h” <
Wl 80) = o= [l QT (0)A(e™)
2r ) n—oo - ) HQ" in) — Qnl 770 9LS H IR | (67)
AL ()T, (60)Qn (g )dw.  (62) HQ n(N } — 0, as N — oo, w.p.l.

Moreover, we can write )
The third term on the right side of (63) can be bounded by

o (8)
n,myg Fn N _
. n () |@r ) (WalB5) = W (06)) Qune )| <
Qu ()T7 (B0) = R IRYE n 00 |2 7. (658) — 13
_7;1Tmc (é_Z) - n—,rmc %‘Z—é‘;’) < HQn(no (N))H HWn(QI]‘VS) - Wn(eo) (68)
T 1 T Lo . _
Tnma (a) n,ma (FQCG) We start by analyzing the difference W, (65%) — W,,(6,), for
where the argument ¢ of the polynomials was dropped for ~Which we recall that n = n(N). We have that
notational simplicity. In turn, we can also write HWn ( éJLvS) — W) <
T -T
n (16) T (00) A X X
O 100 TOR)RY (THOR) - 1740 )|
_TTmf ( ) 0 HLS 1 1 ©9)
A +H( (05) = T,1(60) ) RA T, (6)
7;7,Tml T 0 _ ° 1 °
Tt (B 0w GoToL (Fc)r Tt (20 Ho T (0o) (R — R") T, (6o)
_%de( )F Gy +7:1de(}?0 )F -7, de( )I‘n H, and proceed with the three terms on the right side of (69).
. “ ) Concerning the third term, we have
It is possible to observe that, for some polynomial
X(0) = S g ma ™ lim T, (X(@)T0 = X@Po. Then, |77 (68 (8%~ B7) T36,)]| <
(70)

using also @), we have lim Q) (n™)T. " (6,)A, = €, where
n—o0

2
-1 n _ pn
2 is given by (@). This allows us to re-write (62) as o) HRN R H =0, as N = o0, wp.l,

_ 1 [ . where we used (36) and Proposition[3l In turn, using also (34)),
M (1o, 00) = 5~ /_ QP dw = Mcr, 63) i implies for the first two terms on the right side of (69) that
which is invertible because the CR bound exists for an T‘T(éLS)R” (T‘l(éLS) — T;l (90)) H <
informative experiment [1]. B
We now proceed to show that < 9LS H | R 9LS) T, (60)
M(in, 055) = N (10,6,), as N — 0o, wp.l.  (64) . — 0, as N =00, wp.l,
For this purpose, we analyze (Tﬁl(élﬁfs) - Tﬁl(eo)) }T,;l(GO)H <
| MG, 05 = QL (3 )W (60) Q2 ) | < < |z -1
< HQn WN)Wn(G%VS) (Qn(nN) Qn( n(N)))H — 0 as N — oo, w.p.l.
+ H (Qn(ﬁN) - Qn(m’f(m)) Wn(éIj\,S)Qn(ng(N))H We can then also use (69) and (70) to conclude that

| W (@59 — Waa(6)

+[|@r ) (Wa@) - W (6)) Quim™)

)

and want to show that (63) tends to zero, as N — oo, w.p.1. Together with (@0) and (68), we have that

We analyze the three terms on the right side of (&3).

Starting with [|Q) ()W (B59)[Qulin) — Quet ™)l @0 06N (WaldR®) = Wa00)) Qulap ™)

and recalling that W,, (%) is given by (29), we have that —0, as N — oo, w.p.l. (71)
[eHORACY (Qnmm Quiny™))|| < Finally, G3), &8). &7, and (7I) give
< 1Qua| T @) 1A | @ntin) - @ut )| || MG 85— QT )W Bo) 20t

— 0, as N — o0, w.p.l, (66) — 0, as N — oo, w.p.1,
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which, in turn, implies (64). Since M (1o, 6,) is invertible,
continuity of eigenvalues gives that there exists N such that
M (fjn, 0%) is invertible for all N > N, w.p.1. O

We now have the necessary results to prove Theorem
Proof of Theorem 2} Similarly to (31), we write

NS — 0
= M7 (i, O)Q (i)W (B58) T (00) e — ™),
(72)
and analyze
|03 = 06| < [[ M7 G, 055) | 1@ (i)
AW @58 | 101 [y = m2 ™.

From Lemma [ the inverse of M (7jy,0%) exists for suffi-
ciently large N, and therefore its norm is bounded, because it
is a matrix of fixed dimensions. Also, from @2), || Q. ()|
is bounded for sufficiently large N. Moreover, we have that,
making explicit that n = n(N),

Wi @50 < [Tty @ 557
Then, from (37) and (34), we have
HWW(N)(éJLVS)H <C, VN > N.
Finally, using also @Q), @3), and (37), we conclude that

o

O

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM [3]

In this appendix, we prove Theorem 3l
We begin by reformulating (72) as

VNN — 05) = M7 (i, 655) (0 v 65),

where
M i 0 )=Qn (13)Wa (O @n (i),
(003 v, 0 )=V N Qy1 (n )W (053 T (86) (n — ﬁo(N)()B)
From (63) and (64), we have that
M_l(ﬁN,éI]‘VS) — M&l{, as N — oo, w.p.l.
Then, if we assume that
2(00; 7y, O7) ~ AsN'(0, P), (74)
we have that, from [38, Lemma B.4],
VNONS = 0,) ~ AsN (0, MkPML) . (75)
We will proceed to show that (74) is verified with
P =0y lim Q, (n))Wa(0o)Qn(15) = 05 Mcr,  (76)

where the second equality follows directly from (60) and (63).
We now proceed to show the first equality.
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Using @4) and (Z3), we can write

(00; N0R) =VNQ,! (I8 ) Wi (05T (06) (i =y ™)),
(77)
whose asymptotic distribution and covariance we want to
derive. If /)y — 7}’ were of fixed dimension, and pre-multiplied
by a square matrix converging w.p.1 to a deterministic matrix,
the asymptotic distribution and covariance of x(@o;ﬁN,élﬁs)
would follow directly from the corollary in [38, Lemma B.4].
Because here the dimension of iy — o2 grows with n(N),
Proposition d must be used instead. However, (77) is not ready
to be used with Proposition @] because it requires 7y — 7"
to be pre-multiplied by a deterministic matrix. We will thus
proceed to show that (Z7) has the same asymptotic distribution
and covariance as an expression of the form Y"[fjx — 1, (N)]
where T" is a deterministic matrix. For this purpose, we will

repeatedly use [38, Lemma B.4].
We start by re-writing (77) as

E

2(0o; v, O%) =

=VNQ,} ("N )Wn (05) T (60) (v — 7))

+ Qp (AN )W (OF) T (06) VN (") — 2 (V))
where

| @ ()W (05T (00N i —nz:<N>>Hs

< Quia) |7 0% HQ et

HT

Then, using @2), (43), (34), (Eﬂ), and ProposuionIII, we have,
for sufficiently large IV, w.p.1,

nQ(N)H :

QTG W ()T 0 VR (™) — )| <

< CVNd(N) — 0, as N — cc.
From [38] Lemma B.4], we have that z(0,; 7N, 9}\,5) and

VNQ, () Wa (BT (60) (i —7"™) - (78)

have the same asymptotic distribution and covariance, so we
will analyze (Z8) instead.

Now, we re-write (78] as

VNQ, (8 Wi ()T (6,) (i — 7" ™)) =
=VNQ, (in)T, " (60) Riy (i — 7))
HVRQLWT,T0) (Tu0) - Tu@)) )
T, (0) Ry (i — 7))
+VNQ, (in)T, T (0%) Ry,
(70 (00) = Tul@R)) (i — 7).
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For the second and third terms on the right side of (Z9), we
can write, for sufficiently large N, w.p.1,

“ T
VEQT )T 00 (,(00) - T, 65)
T, (0R)Ry (i — ") <
< 1Qu i)l || 7 60| | |71 (850 | 175
VN Tn(e ) — GLS — M <
~ Tu(0%) 7™, (30)
|VEQ T 05
(7080 = Tl ) Gy — 7" <
< [Qu(in) | | T3 (05) ] ||RNH
(05 7™
— ™). 81)

where we used (@2), (34), (36), and (7). Also, from (39) and

Proposition

~ T.(0%) || =
—d%(l aN)?).
where
n®2(N)logN <n4+5(N)>ﬁ log N
VN U N NS

— 0, as N — 00, (82)
using Condition D2 in Assumption @l So, we conclude that

— T (6%)

ﬁn(N) H

— 0, as N — oo, w.p.l.

This implies, using also (80) and (&), that the second and
third terms on the right side of (79) tend to zero, as N — oo,
w.p.1. Therefore, 2(6o; n, 05%) and

VNQ, (in)T, T (60) RY (i —71"™))

have the same asymptotic distribution and covariance, so we
will analyze (83) instead.
In turn, (83) can be written as

(83)

VNQ, (in)T;, " (00) Ry (v — 7" ™)) =
= VNQ, (in)T, " (0o)R™ (in — 7" ™)) (&4
+VNQ, (7n)T, " (6,) (R — R™) (i — 7™,
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where, for sufficiently large N, w.p.1,
[VNQL ()T, (00) (B = B*) G — 7)) | <
<[1Qu(h — R i =i <
<CVN || By, = B[ i = ™).

(35)
due to (@2) and (36). From Proposition [2] and Proposition 3]

V1R = 87| iy - =
(1+d(N))

-0 (QM
+C \/”Q(NJ)VIOgN\/”i(VN) 1+ d(N))) :

VN
which tends to zero due to (82), Condition D2 in Assumption 4]
and (30). Then, from (83), the second term on the right side
of (84) tends to zero, as N — oo, w.p.1. Thus,

VNQ, (in)T; " (06)R™ iy — 7)) (86)

and z(0,; 1w, éJL\f) have the same asymptotic distribution and
covariance, so we will analyze (86) instead.
Finally, we write (86) as

VN QT(ﬁN) T(0o)R™ (i — "™y =

=VNQ, (p ™) T, T (6o)R™ (i — ")) &N
+VN[Qn () = Qu ("N T, T (00) R (i =" ™)
HVN[Qu(7™™) = Qu(ny "N T, T (0) R (i — 7).

The second term on the right side of (87) satisfies, for
sufficiently large IV, w.p.1,

VN (@n ()~ Qu(a™ ™) T, (6 )R"(ﬁN—ﬁ"(N))H <
)11V || @)~ Q™| | 7|
<CVN [ @uliin) = Qui™)|| i = ™|
<cut o7
—0 (W#u + d<N>)2> ,
using (38), (54), (56), and Proposition 2l Because
n(N)log N

2

Nici (1+d(N))* =0, as N — o0,
as the dominating term decreases at a faster rate than (30), the
second term on the right side of (87) tends to zero, as N — oo,
w.p.1. For the third term, using also Proposition [l we have

VNIQuG" ™) = Qutr SN T, T R i — ™) | <
R VN || @ui ™) = Qutne ™) |77
<OV [ @u@ ™) = Qun)| i = 1™
SOz\/N‘ ") —HS(N)H ‘mv " N’H

_o ( ”(M#a + d(N))\/Nd(N)> :
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for sufficiently large N, w.p.1, which tends to zero due to (k10))
and (3I). Thus, x(6,; 7N, 05) and

VNQ} (it ™NT, T (06) R (i — 7™V (88)

have the same asymptotic distribution and covariance, so we
will analyze (88) instead. B
Let Y" := Q,) ()T, 7 (0,)R™. Then, using Proposition 4]

VNY™ iy — ")) ~ AsN (0, P)

where P is given by (Z6). Finally, using (©3), (Z3), and (Z6):

[1]

[2

—

[3

[ty

[4

finary

[5]
[6

—

[7]

[8]

[9

—

[10]
(11]
[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]
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[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

VN(O¥S — 0,) ~ AsN (o, agMglg) . O
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