arXiv:2310.10523v1 [math.ST] 16 Oct 2023

From Spectral Theorem to Statistical Independence with Application to System Identification

Muhammad Abdullah Naeem, Amir Khazraei and Miroslav Pajic

Abstract— High dimensional random dynamical systems are ubiquitous, including-but not limited to- cyber-physical systems, daily return on different stocks of S&P 1500 and velocity profile of interacting particle systems around McKeanVlasov limit. Mathematically, underlying phenomenon can be captured via a stable n´ dimensional linear transformation ‘A’ and additive randomness. System identification aims at extracting useful information about underlying dynamical system, given a length N trajectory from it (corresponds to an n ^ N dimensional data matrix) We use spectral theorem for non- Hermitian operators to show that spatio-temperal correlations are dictated by the discrepancy between algebraic and geometric multiplicity of distinct eigenvalues corresponding to state transition matrix. Small discrepancies imply that original trajectory essentially comprises of multiple lower dimensional random dynamical systems living on A invariant subspaces and are statistically independent of each other. In the process, we provide first quantitative handle on decay rate of finite powers of state transition matrix }A^k} . It is shown that when a stable dynamical system has only one distinct eigenvalue and discrepancy of n ´ 1: }A} has a dependence on n, resulting dynamics are spatially inseparable and consequently there exist at least one row with covariates of typical size Θ `? N ´ n ` 1 e^n ˘ i.e., even under stability assumption, covariates can suffer from curse of dimensionality . In the light of these findings we set the stage for non-asymptotic error analysis in estimation of state transition matrix A via least squares regression on observed trajectory by showing that element-wise error is essentially a variant of well-know Littlewood-Offord problem.

I. INTRODUCTION Successful completion of any control task, relies heavily on availability of accurate models for underlying dynamical system. Owing to advances in machine learning and high dimensional statistics, when physics based models are too complicated or do not really exist to begin with as in the case of S & P 1500, one attempts to use some sort of regression models on an observed trajectory of underlying dynamical system of length N and provide a non-asymptotic high probability guarantees on learning its’ correct models. Said in another way, given an n ^ N dimensional data matrix which captures evolution over time of n´ dimensional random dynamical system, goal of system identification is to extract ‘useful’ information about underlying system.

To name a few recent results: [1] provides non-asymptotic analysis on learning system parameters (state transition matrix, input-to-state transformation, etc) of a linear time invariant (LTI) system from a single observed trajectory of input-output data. [2],[3] and [4] provides statistical analysis

Muhammad Abdullah Naeem, Amir Khazraei and Miroslav Pajic are with the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Duke University, Durham, NC 27708, USA, Email: muhammad.abdullah.naeem@duke.edu on learning the state transition matrix via Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) estimator on an observed trajectory px_tq^N_{t“1}, where dynamics follow x_{k`1} “ Ax_k ` w_k, dimension of the underlying state space is n and w_k is isotropic Gaussian, [5] provides non-asymptotic analysis on learning value function corresponding to closed loop stable policy for a Linear System and [6] provides non-asymptotic analysis for online Kalman filtering.

Surprisingly, their has been no reference to how dimensionality of underlying space plays out in learning tasks. As additive randomness is usually assumed to be isotropic, how does spectrum of underlying linear transform translates into spatio-temeperal correlations of the covariates represented in the data matrix. The gap might have stemmed from the fact that these results classify dynamical systems only based on the magnitude of their eigenvalues, which suffices if the underlying state-transition matrix is Hermitian. To fully characterize any linear transformations whether or not it is stable in control theoretic sense, one needs to take into account geometric part of the spectrum as well i.e., span of eigenvectors. Furthermore, as high probability guarantees in majority of recent work requires sufficient length of simulated trajectory to be lower bounded by various Grammians(essentially higher degree polynomial of A) and prior to this work uncertaintly loomed over sensitivity of operator norm to similarity transforms-so it does not come as much of a surprise why these dependencies on dimensionality had been missing and spatial interactions were never before even a part of discussion.

On the quantiative side of things, regardless of some minor technicalities, starting point in all these problems assume that via some oracle we are given dimension of the underlying state space n and spectral radius ρpAq ă 1 (i.e., underlying dynamical system is stable) then a regression algorithm is proposed and if the length of simulated trajectory is of

order log ^ 1 ρpAq ˙ then the desired accuracy is achieved. A

common theme in all these works is controlling decay of power of }A^k} via Gelfands’ formula. [1] learns systems Markov Parameters up till time T such that ř_8 τ “T }A τ } “ Op1q and then estimate system parameters using Ho-Kalman algorithm [7]. Pretty much exclusively, all these result argue along the same lines [1], [2], [5]: if ρpAq ă 1 then }A^k} ď polypkqρpAq^k (polypkq is used to denote polynomial function of k), and using tools from high dimensional statistic derive bounds on the length of the trajectory in terms of spectral radius, various Gramians related to system dynamics for the desired accuracy as discussed in preceding paragraph.

However, Gelfands’ formula is in fact true for infinite dimensional Hilbert spaces as well, and we are dealing with finite dimensional linear transformations which leaves a lot of room for imporvement in decay rate of A^k.

These limitations suggest we break down finite sample analysis problem into two components, dynamics part and probabilistic part. So, we take an initial step in developing a non-asymptotic, geometric and interpret-able version of systems theory that can explain dynamical evolution of high dimensional systems by studying piq quantitative decay of A^k, with explicit dependence in dimensionality of the state space and the number of iterations, k. In order to get this handle we first had to qualitatively differentiate linear transformations i.e., ones’ with strong or weak spatial couplings. We then combine our results with findings of high dimensional geometry/ statistics to collect piiq various estimates(explicit in n and N) that will be useful for complete understanding of least squares regression when trying to estimate high dimensional LTI systems from a single observed trajectory and in fact show qualitatively different behavior of LTI systems(with same eigenvalues) lead to qualitative different behavior of regression.

A. Related Work

To the best of authors’ knowledge, only very recently, similar questions appeared in [8] and [?], where they posed the question of what kind of linear systems are hard to learn and control and also provided with real world examples. However they could not mathematically classify such systems and complexity of learning was given itself as a function of operator norm of the the linear transform. Unfortunately, their analysis only works under the assumption that operator norm is independent of dimensionality of the state space, which we will show is not true for spatially inseparable stable systems. On the quantitative side of things, in finite sample analysis of temporal difference learning for value function corresponding to a closed loop stable policy given in [5] quantifies the decay of the operator norm via H_8 norm of the resolvent of state transition matrix, without any interpretability: define Φ_Apzq :“ pzI ´ Aq^{´1} for complex numbers z then their result claims for any ρ P pρpAq, 1q and for all k P N, }A^k} ď sup_{zPC:|z|“1} }Φ_ρ´1_Apzq}ρ^k, but using Neumann series expansion of resolvent }Φ_ρ´1_Apzq} “ }^1_z ř_8

l“0p^A_{zρ} q^l} so their result essentially translates to }A^k} ď

sup_{zPC:|z|“1} }^1_z ř_8 l“0 ^ A zρ ˙_l }ρ^k i.e., their quantitative han-

dle controls norm of }A^k} by a polynomial of all the finite powers of A weighted by some constant factor. [2] provides control on norm of }A^k} by computing norm of the associated Jordan block but these estimates require norm bounds on associated similarity transformation and its’ inverse(we will show is not necessary) and do not offer any interpretation into how size of the Jordan blocks translate into operator norm of powers of A.

For various variants of regression problem related to dynamical systems, existing literature focuses exclusively on upper bounding operator norm by some martingale term and showing least singular value of the data matrix is lower bounded with high probability. Concentration behavior of martingale terms and various quadratic forms in literature are studied using Hanson Wright inequality, which shows deviation of quadratic form based on Frobenius and operator norm of the weights defining it and high probability estimates are given as a function of these norms. As we show in Section X, while studying the concentration behavior of distance between a fixed n ´ 1 dimensional subspace of R^N and a trajectory of length N from one dimensional ARMA model, that distance function is essentially a quadratic form with Frobenius and operator norm of its weights having potential dependence on N (number of iterations) and n(dimension of underlying state space). Hidden dependence on dimensionality of state space and number of iterations may suggest existing upper bounds are vacuous. Furthermore, lower bounding the error would require quantifying largest singular value of the data matrix, which had not been explored before this work.

B. Contributions and Results:

The contribution of this work is twofold. First, is bounding the norm of k´th power of a stable state transition matrix. Most of the existing work assume that stable matrices converges exponentially fast to 0 and the rate is dependent on spectral radius. However, such arguments can hide dependency on the size of underlying state space. Limitation of existing bounds arise from ignoring the fact: given oracle bound on spectral radius ρ ă 1 and underlying dimension of the state space n, there exists a class of linear transformations that satisfy spectral radius restriction but elements of this class can have their k´ th powers’ norm behave very differently from each other; an n ^ n matrix with diagonal element of ρ is similar to n one dimensional systems and }A^k} “ ρ^k, on the other hand we will show that there exists state transition matrix with same spectral radius, but its’ resulting dynamics have strong spatial correlations and }A^k} ě 1 for k “ n ´ 1. Recognizing these issues, we provide answer to the following question:

Question: Given dimensions of the underlying state space n and a constant ρ P p0, 1q, provide uniform bounds w.r.t dimension of underlying state space for the smallest Γpn, ρq P N such that any linear transformation A P C^{n^n} with spectral radius ρpAq being equal to ρ satisfy }A^k} ă 1 for all k ą Γpn, ρq?

Vaguely speaking, for a fixed n and ρ an upper bound with a tight lower bound adds a notion of entropy/ size to classes of linear transformation with given spectral radius, as quantiatively different behavior should stem from qualitatively different nature of linear transformation. We

show that Γpn, ρq “ O

^_{pn´1q ln n}

ln^1_ρ ˙ , and in fact our bounds

are tight up to ln n factor. Consequently, revealing potential hidden dependencies on dimensionality of underlying state space in sample complexity for various learning algorithms in literature. These novel bounds are derived by using using spectral theorem for non-Hermitian finite dimensional linear transformations and equipping underlying space with inner product structure. Position of the eigenvalues and characteristic polynomial only correspond to algebraic structure of Linear operator; Geometric structure follows from the span of associated eigenvectors. Given each distinct eigenvalue of A, discrepancy between its’ algebraic and geometric multiplicity leads to an A´ invariant subspace with dimension equal to size of the discrepancy. By restricting A onto each invariant subspace via projection operator and computing the norm of the powers of A on the underlying subspace, allows us to control the overall norm of the powers of A. We would like to highlight that our result negates the common misconception of operator norm being sensitive to choice of basis.

Second contribution is on the error analysis for estimating linear time-invariant(LTI) systems from a single observed trajectory via methods of ordinary least squares(OLS). Although, system identification via ordinary least squares regression had been a hot topic of research for last few years see e.g., [3], [2], and [4]. However, recently it was noted in [9] and [8] that there exists example of stable dynamical systems in dimension ě 10 where OLS contains non-vanishing error, pointing out gaps in existing analysis. Something that has been left un-noticed: least squares/ regression related problem are of geometric nature for example with minimal effort we manage to point out its’ deterioration with possible dependence between rows of the data matrix, which happens in case of large discrepancy between algebraic and geometric multiplicity of eigenvalues associated with state-transition matrix. Using inner product structure of the state space and sample space we manage to get an almost ‘closed’ form expression for element-wise least squares error and turns out to be a scalar weigthed random walk of standard Gaussians with weights defined by the columns of pseudo-inverse of the data matrix, where columns of pseudo-inverse are constrained to be orthonormal to the rows of the data-matrix and hence capture structural properties of the entire trajectory show qualitatively different behavior of pseudo-inverse in the presence of strong spatial correlations versus only temporal correlations. Error is at most a polynomial function of all the Gaussian excitations of the dynamical system weighted by powers of A, which is a higher degree variant of Littlewood- Offord problem, a work in progress and requires an entire paper of its’ own. Furthermore, i´th diagonal entry of the inverse sample covariance matrix (which dictates the ℓ_2 norm of the i´ th column of pseudo-inverse) is inverse distance squared between the i´th row of the data matrix and hyperplane spanned by all the other rows of the data matrix, which brings us to concentration of measure phenomenon. Quantifying distance between a fixed subspace and random point in N dimensions, where every entry is independent of each other has been extensively studied before and lead to remarkable progress in research on Random Matrix theory, see (e.g., [10]–[13] ). We extend it to the case when random vector is trajectory is a from a Markovian data, by computing trace of the higher powers of covariance matrix of length N Markovian trajectory in order to get tighter control of operator norm of the covariance matrix that we can combine with Talagrands’ Inequality to get concentration results for the distance between length N random vector and an n ´ 1 dimensional subspace of R^N . We also show how to provide high probability upper bound on the largest singular value of data matrix when provided with control on the decay of finite powers of A.

C. Paper structure

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we introduce notation and preliminaries. In Section III, we provide a brief introduction to basis-free approach to Linear Transformation. After introducing an inner product structure on domain and image space of Linear transformation, adjoint operator is also introduced. Section IV aims at familiarizing the reader with spectral decomposition of finite dimensional linear operators; how discrepancy between algebraic and geometric multiplicity of eigenvalues corresponding to a given linear transform leads to generalized eigenvectors and invariant subspaces. Consequently, using projection operators we can decompose original linear transform into multiple lower dimensional linear operators which can be thought as independent of each other so controlling k´ th power norm of each lower dimensional linear operator provides a sharp control on the k´ th power norm of original operator and depends non-asymptotically on discrepancy of each distinct eigenvalue along with its magnitude, as shown in Section V. Section VI, marks the begining of second half of the paper where probabilistic side of things enter the picture. Heavy emphasis is put towards familiarizing the reader to concentration of measure of phenomenon; particularly important is dimension independent tensorization of Talagarands’ inequality for norm stable diagonalizable dynamical systems with Gaussian excitations. We will eventually show that exact, elementwise error in OLS is a weighted sum of standard normals and its’ concentration behavior is studied in literature under the well-known Littlewood-Offord problem. Therefore, we briefly highlight their findings in particular how concentration behvaior can depend on structure of weigths .We begin Section VII, with general least squares estimation problem and link the estimation error with linear dependence of the given basis. Subsequently, OLS set up for Linear Dynamical systems with Gaussian noise is introduced. Two different error bounds in estimation are introduced, a geometric one based on controlling distance between a given row and conjugate hyperplane and another one based on extreme singular values of the data matrix. Concluding the section with highlight result of how spectral theorem implies statistical independence for row blocks of the data matrix. An ‘almost’ closed form solution to element-wise least-squares error is provided in Section IX in terms of inner product between rows of Gaussian ensemble and column of pseudo inverse. Dependence of error on the structure of coefficients of pseudo-inverse is highlighted by linking it to the Littlewood-Offord problem. Qualitatively different structure of constraints are shown for data generated from state transition matrix with same eigenvalue, one with no spatial correlations and other being strongly spatially correlated. In

Section X, we quantify the concentration behavior of distance between various length N, one dimensional stable ARMA trajectories and n ´ 1 dimensional subspace of R^N ; with our novel control techniques on spectrum of the covariance matrix associated with length N stable one dimensional trajectory. To the best of authors’ knowledge this is the first time concentration behavior is explicitly provided with respect to length of simulated trajectory and dimensions of the underlying state space. Furthermore, we also provide first quantitative handle on largest singular value of the data matrix in terms of powers of A and spectrum of rectangular Gaussian ensemble, typical behavior of largest singular value follows from Talagrands’ inequality. Conclusive remarks and future work is discussed in Section XI.

II. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

1) Notation: We use I_n P R^{n^n} to denote the n dimensional identity matrix. B^n_α :“ tx P R^n : }x} :“ }x}_2 ă αu is the open α-ball in R^n . Similarly, S^{n´1} :“ tx P R^n : }x}_2 “ 1u is the unit sphere in R^n and T denotes unit circle in complex plane. ρpAq, }A}_2, }A}_F , detpAq, trpAq and σpAq represent the spectral radius, matrix 2-norm, Frobenius norm, determinant, trace and set of eigenvalues(spectrum) of A, respectively. When, subscript under norm is not specified, automatically matrix 2-norm is assumed. For a positive definite matrix A, largest and smallest eigenvaues are denoted by λ_{max}pAq and λ_{min}pAq, respectively. Associated with every rectangular matrix F P R^{N^n} are its’ singular values σ_1pF q ě σ_2pF q, . . . , σ_npF q ě 0, where without loss of generality we assume that N ą n. A variational characterization of each singular values σ_kpF q follows from Courant-Fischer:

σ_kpF q “ max V ĂR^n:dimpV q“k min xPV XS^{n´1} › ›F x › › “ min V ĂR^n:dimpV q“n´k`1 max xPV XS^{n´1} › ›F x › › A function g : R^n Ñ R^p is Lipschitz with constant L if for every x, y P R^n , }gpxq ´ gpyq} ď L}x ´ y}. Notations like O, Θ and Ω will be used to highlight the dependence (non-asymptotically) w.r.t number of iterations N and dimensionality of the state space n. If a statement is only asymptotically true we will highlight it separately.

Space of probability measure on X (continuous space) is denoted by PpX q and space of its Borel subsets is represented by B ` PpX q ˘ . On a metric space pX , dq, for μ, ν P PpX q, we define Wasserstein metric of order p P r1, 8q as

W^d_p pν, μq “ ^ inf pX,Y qPΓpν,μq E d^ppX, Y q ˙ 1_p ; (1)

here, Γpν, μq P P pX^2q, and pX, Y q P Γpν, μq implies that random variables pX, Y q follow some probability distributions on P pX^2q with marginals ν and μ. Another way of comparing two probability distributions on X is via relative entropy, which is defined as Hpν||μq “ $ & % ş log ^ dν dμ ˙ dν, if ν ăă μ, `8, otherwise. (2) III. FINITE DIMENSIONAL LINEAR TRANSFORMATIONS: BASIS-FREE APPROACH

Given two finite dimensional vector spaces V and W with field F (can be R or C depending on the specific problem), A P LpV, Wq means that A is linear transformation from V to W. Given set of vectors rv_is^k_{i“1} P V , we say that v Pspanrv_1, v_2, . . . , v_ms if there exists constants ra_is^k_{i“1} such that:

v “ a_1v_1 ` a_2v_2 ` . . . ` a_kv_k, , where each a_i P F. (3)

As in [14] chapter 1, on a finite dimensional vector space V, we define its dimension, denoted by dimpVq, as the smallest number n, such that there exists vectors rv_is^n_{i“1} such that: spanrv_1, v_2, . . . , v_ns “ V. (4) If this is true, then rv_is^n_{i“1} is a basis for V, and automatically satisfy linear independence:

a_1v_1 ` a_2v_2 ` . . . ` a_nv_n “ 0, (5)

then a_i “ 0 for all i P r1, 2, . . . , ns. If V and W are finite dimensional vector space with complex field, they can be can be equipped with an inner product structure i.e.,

}v}_V :“ xv, vy_V ě 0, for all, v P V and 0 ðñ v “ 0 xx_1 ` x_2, yy_V “ xx_1, yy_V ` xx_2, yy_V .

xx, αyy “ αxx, yy_V , where α means complex conjugate of α xx, yy_V “ xy, xy_V . (6)

After defining a similar inner product structure on W, one can define an adjoint transformation A^˚ P LpW, Vq such that.

xAv, wy_W “ xv, A^˚wy_V , (7) }A}_{LpV,Wq} :“ sup_{}v}V “1} }Av}_W “ }A^˚}_{LpW,Vq}, (8)

}AA^˚}_{LpW,Wq} “ }A^˚A}_{LpV,Vq} “ }A}^2_{LpV,Wq}, (9)

see e.g., chapter 2 in [15]. Moreover, A can be viewed as the following map(we will discuss the formal procedure in Section IV):

A : NpAq ‘ NpAq^K

l jh n V Ñ ImpAq ‘ ImpAq^K l jh n W , (10)

where A : NpAq^K Ñ ImpAq “ tw P W : Dv P V : Av “ wu is bijective and NpAq :“ tv P V : Av “ 0u is the null space of A. Similarly, A^˚ : ImpAq Ñ NpAq^K is bijective and NpA^˚q “ ImpAq^K.

Definition 1. We say a linear transformation A, from vector space V to W is full rank if ImpAq “ W.

This brings us to a very important observation that will help us in improving learning rate for state transition matrices via OLS:

Lemma 1. Given a full rank A P LpV, Wq , where 1 ď dimrWs “ n^1 ă dimrVs “ n. Then: 1) ` AA^˚ ˘_{´1} P LpW, Wq, 2) dimrNpAq^Ks “ n^1 , dimrNpAqs “ n ´ n^1 3) A^˚ ` AA^˚ ˘_{´1}

P LpW, NpAq^Kq, is a bijection and given NpAq one can construct a matrix version of A^˚ ` AA^˚ ˘_{´1}

by padding n ´ n^1 rows of zeros to an n^1 ^ n^1 matrix

Proof. First two results are obvious from preceding discussion. Let rv_1, v_2, . . . , v_{pn´n}1_qs be linearly independent vectors that span NpAq. We know that image space of A^˚ ` AA^˚ ˘_{´1}

should be orthogonal to NpAq , so we can come up with vectors ra_1, a_2, . . . , a_n1 s whose span is ImrA^˚ ` AA^˚ ˘_{´1} s with only restriction of orthogonality w.r.t v_i’s i.e. for each j P r1, 2, . . . , n^1s

xv_i, a_j y “ 0 @i P r1, n ´ n^1s. (11)

Let a_j pn^1 ` 1q “ . . . a_j pnq “ 0, then we have n^1 equations in (11) with n^1 unknowns and the claim follows.

IV. SPECTRAL THEOREM FOR NON-HERMITIAN LINEAR TRANSFORMATIONS VIA ORTHOGONAL PROJECTIONS

ONTO ITS’ INVARIANT SUB SPACES

x_{t`1} “ Ax_t ` w_t, ρpAq ă 1 and i.i.d w_t ∼ N p0, I_nq. (12) It mixes to stationary distribution μ_8 ∼ N p0, P_8q, where the controllability grammian P_8 is the unique positive definite solution of the following Lyapunov equation:

A^˚P_8A ´ P_8 ` I_n “ 0. (13)

Position or magnitude of eigenvalues associated to a linear operator A only provides partial information about its’ properties (for the ease of exposition, throughout this paper we will assume that A does not have any non-trivial null space). In this paper, we will study operators and matrices via their actions on associated invariant subspaces and concepts like generalized eigenevectors. Topic in itself can take a decent amount of work and we refer the reader to [16], [17]. However, we will try here to give the reader a quick intuition of this approach, with minimal assumptions as general case will follow from minor adjustments. One of the advantage of taking this approach is: control on the k ´ th power of matrix norm, independent of the basis structure . Roughly speaking, algebraic multiplicity of eigenvalues follow from chatacteristic polynomial of the matirx. detpzI ´ Aq “ Kź i“1 pz ´ λ_iq^{mi} , (14)

where λ_i are distinct with multiplicity m_i and ř_K i“1 m_i “ n. Since algebraic multiplicity of eigenvalue λ_i is m_i , we denote it by AMpλ_iq “ m_i. Similarly with each λ_i P σpAq, their is an associated set of eigenvectors and dimension of their span corresponds to geometric multiplicity of λ_i , which we denote by GMpλ_iq “ dimrNpA ´ λ_iIqs. Recall, from linear algebra:

Lemma 2. Let A P C^{n^n} . Then A is diagonalizable iff there is a set of n linearly independent vectors, each of which is an eigenvector of A.

So, in a situation where GMpλ_iq ă AMpλ_iq, eigenvectors do not span C^n and one resorts with spanning the underlying state space by direct sum decomposition of A´ invariant subspaces (which might be spanned by more that one linearly independent vector, comprising of eigenvector and generalized eigenvectors).

Definition 2. Given a matrix A P C^{n^n} and a subspace M Ă C^n , we say that M is an A´ invariant subspace if AM Ă M. Indeed, preceding philosophy is underlying principal of Jordan canonical forms, but its’ geometric intricacies can not be ignored when dealing with High Dimensional estimation and control problems.

Proposition 1. We can decompose the underlying state space as a direct sum decomposition of A´ invariant subspaces rM_{λi} s^K_{i“1} denoted by:

C^n “ M_{λ1} ‘ M_{λ2} ‘ . . . ‘ M_{λK} , (15)

where M_{λi} “ NpA ´ λ_iIq^{mi} is called the Generalized eigenspace associated with eiegenvalue λ_i(see e.g., theorem 3.11 in [16]).

a) Direct sum decomposition of the state space via projections onto A´ invariant subspace: Furthermore, one can define orthogonal projection matrices rP_{λi} s^K_{i“1} associated to these invariant subspaces and the identity matrix can be written as:

I_n “ P_{λ1} ‘ P_{λ2} ‘ . . . ‘ P_{λK} . (16)

Consequently, every x P R^n can be written uniquely as ‘^K_{i“1}x_{λi} , where x_{λi} is an element of subspace M_{λi} . How ? just for the intuition assume we are given a k dimensional subspace V Ă R^n with its basis vectors pv_1, v_2, . . . , v_kq, then orthogonal projection of an arbitray vector x P R^n onto V is uniquely represented by:

P_V pxq “ a_1pxqv_1 ` a_2pxqv_2 ` . . . a_kpxqv_k , (17)

where ra_ipxqs^k_{i“1} are minimizers of the following optimization problem: min a_1 ,a_2,...,a_k }x ´ pa_1v_1 ` a_2v_2 ` . . . a_kv_kq}. (18)

Let V :“ rv_1, v_2, . . . , v_ks that is rv_is^k_{i“1} be the columns of matrix V , then the matrix version of orthogonal projection of a given vector x on subspace V and associated coefficients are:

P_V pxq “ V pV^˚V q^{´1}V^˚x and apxq “ pV^˚V q^{´1}V^˚x, (19)

respectively.

Now we can re-arrange the basis according to (15) via projection operators and have the following diagonal blocks(corresponding to A´ invariant sub-spaces) of matrices:

Â “ » — – A_{λ1} .. . A_{λk} , fi ffi fl where superscript was used to signify this representation corresponds to change of basis according to proposition 1. Consider the following instructive example:

Example 1. Assume that given A P C^{n^n} , comprises of only two distinct eigenvalues: λ and ρ , such that AMpλq “ n_1 and GMpλq “ 1. Similarly, AMpρq “ n_2 (also n_1 ` n_2 “ n) and GMpρq “ 1. Given an eigenvector v_1 such that Av_1 “ λv_1, we generate generalized eigenvector v_2, v_3, . . . , v_{n1} recursively as pA´λIqv_2 “ v_1, pA´λIqv_3 “ v_2 and so on up to pA ´ λIqv_{n1} “ v_{n1´1}. We also have the following k -th step iteration:

A^kv_1 “ λ^kv_1 (20)

A^kv_2 “ λ^kv_2` ^ k 1 ˙ λ^{k´1}v_1

A^kv_3 “ λ^kv_3` ^ k 1 ˙ λ^{k´1}v_2` ^ k 2 ˙ λ^{k´2}v_1 . . . “ . . . A^kv_{n1} “ λ^k v_{n1}` ^ k 1 ˙ λ^{k´1}v_{n1 ´1} ` . . . ^ k n_1 ´ 1 ˙ v_1.

Similarly given Aw_1 “ ρw_1, we recursively generate generalized eigenvectors up to pA ´ ρIqw_{n2} “ w_{n2 ´1}. Now under new basis: rv_1, . . . , v_{n1 ´1}, v_{n1} , w_1, . . . , w_{n2} s, A can be represent as: Â “ „ A_λ A_ρ ȷ

A_λ “ λI_{n1} ´ N_{n1} and A_ρ “ ρI_{n2} ´ N_{n2} Where, N_{n1} and N_{n2} are n_1 and n_2 dimensional Nilpotent matrices, respectively. Two A´ invariant subspace are M_λ “ spanrv_1, . . . , v_{n1} s and M_ρ “ spanrw_1, . . . , w_{n2} s. V. CONTROLLING THE NORM OF k´ TH POWER OF LINEAR TRANSFORMATION

Assumption 1. We assume here that each distinct eigenvalue λ_i has geometric multiplicity of 1 and m_i ą 1. This is merely for the ease of exposition; as we can always replace a Jordan block by a diagonal element.

Theorem 1. Upper bound on the norm of the k´th iteration associated to action of matrix A on invariant subspace M_{λi} , with block size m_i is precisely given as:

}A^k_{λi} }_2 ď |λ_i|^kk^{mi´1}

m_i´1ÿ

m“0 1 |λ_i|^m

, (21)

Moreover, if |λ_i| P p0, 1q then:

}A^k_{λi} }_2 ď k^{mi´1}|λ_i|^{k`1´mi} (22)

and for any k P N such that k ą lnpm_iq ln `_1

|λ_i|

˘ ` rm^i ´ 1s lnpkq ln `_1

|λ_i |

˘ ` pm_i ´ 1q (23)

we have that }A^k_{λi} }_2 ă 1. Proof.

}A^k_{λi} }_2 “ }pλ_iI_{mi} ` N_{mi} q^k} “ } kÿ m“0 ^ k m ˙ N^m_{mi} λ^{k´m}_i }

(24) ď m_i´1ÿ

m“0 ^ k m ˙ |λ_i|^{k´m} ď |λ_i|^kk^{mi´1}

m_i´1ÿ

m“0 1 |λ_i|^m . For the first two equalities and first inequality we have used the fact that any Jordan block of size m_i can be written as pλI_{mi} ` N_{mi} q, where N_{mi} is a Nilpotent matrix i.e., for any m ě m_i, N^m_{mi} “ 0 and for m ă m_i, }N^m_{mi} } “ 1. In the last inequality we have used the fact

`_k m ˘ ď k^{mi´1} for m P r0, . . . , m_i ´ 1s. Given |λ_i| P p0, 1q, ř_{mi´1} m“0 1 |λ_i|^m ď

m_i|λ_i|^{1´mi} and the results follows.

Although our upper bound on the ℓ_2 norm and consequently lower bound for k that suffices for }A^k_{λi} }_2 ă 1 is non-trivial, but using finite sum of geometric series, can be improved to

}A^k_{λi} }_2 ď k^{mi´1}|λ_i|^k ^ 1 ´ |λ_i| 1 ´ |λ_i|^{mi} ˙ , and (25)

k ą rm_i ´ 1s lnpkq ln `_1

|λ_i| ˘` ln „_{1´|λ} i|^{mi} 1´|λ_i | ȷ

ln `_1

|λ_i |

˘ , implies }A^k_{λi} }_2 ă 1.

(26) Taylors’ expansion can be used to show ln „ 1 ´ |λ_i|^{mi} 1 ´ |λ_i| ȷ ď ^ 1 m_i ´ 1 ˙ ln ^ 1 1 ´ |λ|^{mi} ˙ ` |λ_i| 1 ´ |λ_i| , (27) and get a tighter lower bound on sufficient condition for k such that }A^k_{λi} } ă 1.

Theorem 2. Given a full-rank stable matrix A P C^{n^n} , with distinct eigenvalues rλ_is^K_{i“1}. Assume that geometric multiplicity of each distinct eigenvalue is 1 while algebraic multiplicity is AMpλ_iq “ m_i, then for any k greater than

k̂ “ min “k P N : k ě max_{iP1,...,K} ^ 4rm_i ´ 1s ln m_i

ln^1_{|λi |} ˙ ‰ , }A^k}_2 ă 1

Proof. Since, generalized eigenvectors corresponding to distinct eigenvalues are linearly independent(see e.g., 8.13 in [17]), rP_{λi} s^K_{i“1} are orthogonal projections. Consequently,

}A^kx}_2 “ › › ›A^k „_Kÿ i“1 P_{λi} x ȷ› › › “ › › › Kÿ i“1 A^k_{λi} x_{λi} › › ›

“ gf f e^K ÿ i“1 „ xA^k_{λi} x_{λi} , A^k_{λi} x_{λi} y ` 2 Kÿ jąi xA^k_{λi} x_{λi} , A^k_{λj} x_{λj} y ȷ

“ gf f e^Kÿ i“1 xA^k_{λi} x_{λi} , A^k_{λi} x_{λi} y ď gf f e^Kÿ i“1 › ›Ak_{λi} › ›^2 › ›x_{λi} › ›^2 (28)

ă gf fe^Kÿ i“1 › ›x_{λi} › ›^2 “ › ›x › ›. (29)

where x_{λi} :“ P_{λi} x, (28) follows from the fact that

NpA^˚_{λi} q “ ‘^K_{j‰i}M_{λj} and B x_{λi} , pA^k_{λi} q^˚A^k_{λi} x_{λi} F ď › A^k_{λi} ›_2› x_{λi} ›_2

. Last inequality, (29) follows from the fact that by hypothesis k ą k̂ and^{lnpmiq}_{ln} `_{1|λ} i| ˘ `^{rmi´1s lnpkq} ln `_1 |λi| ˘ `pm_i ´1q ă ^_{4rm}

i´1s ln m_i ln^1_{|λi|} ˙ for all i P r1, 2, . . . , Ks.

Remark 3. Since for a stable state transition matrix |λ_i| ď ρpAq and m_i ď n for each i P r1, 2, . . . , Ks, therefore Γpn, ρq “ O ^_{rn´1s ln n}

ln^1_ρ ˙ . As any diagonalisable linear transformation A with ρ on diagonals satisfy }A^k} “ ρ^k ă 1 for all k P N, one might question tightness of preceding bound, which brings us to following result:

Definition 3 (Stable with Strong Spatial Correlations, S-w-SSCs). Consider the following example of a stable state transition matrix with only one distinct eigenvalue of ρ P p0, 1q

J_npρq :“

» — — — — — — — — – ρ 1 0 ¨ ¨ ¨ 0 0

0 ρ 1 .. . 0 0

0 0 ρ .. . 0 0

0 0 0 .. . 1 0 . . .. . .. . .. . ρ 1 0 0 0 ¨ ¨ ¨ 0 ρ fi ffi ffi ffi ffi ffi ffi ffi ffi fl (30)

with algebraic multiplicity of n but only one linearly independent eigenvector.

Theorem 4. Given any n P N and spectral radius ρ P p0, 1q, there exists a linear transformation A P R^{n^n} with ρpAq “ ρ and }A^{n´1}} ą 1.

Proof. Let A :“ J_npρq and re_is^n_{i“1} be canonical basis of C^n , i.e., 1 at i´th position and 0 everywhere else, then notice for x_0 “ e_n:

A^{n´1}e_n “ n´1ÿ m“0 ^ n ´ 1 m ˙ ρ^{pn´1q´m}e_{n´m}

“ n´2ÿ m“0 ^ n ´ 1 m ˙ ρ^{pn´1q´m}e_{n´m} ` e_1. (31)

Therefore,

}A^{n´1}}_2 :“ sup_{xPSn´1} }A^{n´1}x} ě }A^{n´1}e_n} ą }e_1} “ 1.

(32)

Remark 5. Now we are in a position to interpret consequences of bounds on the operator norm of the powers of linear transformations that we have derived after a painstaking process of general spectral decomposition using projections onto invariant subspaces of a linear transformation. From dynamical systems point of view, in contrast with hermitian or diagonalizable setting where original dynamical system can be decomposed into n one dimensional dynamical systems with no spatial correlations, for non-Hermitian case we can only ‘hope’ to decompose the original dynamical system into multiple lower dimensional dynamical systems that are independent of each other(even in statistical sense as we will see this in subsection VII-C of Section IX). But, when a linear transformation has only one distinct eigenvalue and span of corresponding eigenvectors is only one dimensional as in S-w-SSCs, dynamics are stable but spatially inseparable. Consequently, if the underlying state space is high dimensional and dynamical system follows state transitions from S-w-SSCs, there exists an initial condition on S^{n´1} such that it can take a considerable amount of time for the system to be inside open unit ball and stay there forever as shown by (32). Another vague but useful interpretation for high dimensional stable dynamical system is: strong spatial coupling between n´ one dimensional systems allow them to interact in a way which can lead to transient behavior of }A^k}(allowing it to grow arbitrarily for a noticeable period ). Let us emphasise that property of being strongly spatially correlated is related to large discrepancy between algebraic and geometric multiplicity of eigenvalues, and only one Jordan block corresponding to n dimensional dynamics as in (30) is merely a graphical representation of this phenomenon.

In the process we also discovered a quantitative handle on the decay of }A^k}, preciesely:

Theorem 6. For a stable matrix A with K distinct eigenvalues, let discrepancy related to eigenvalue λ_i be D_{λi} :“ AMpλ_iq ´ GMpλ_iq, then

}A^k} ď max_{1ďiďK} k^{Dλi} |λ_i|^k ^ 1 ´ |λ_i| 1 ´ |λ_i|^{Dλ}i^{`1} ˙ (33)

Proof. Recall that }P_{λi} pxq} “ dpx, P_λK_i q and for all x P

S^{n´1} we have that ř_K i“1 d^2px, P_λK_i q “ }x}_2. Furthermore,

}A^kx}_2 ď gf fe^Kÿ i“1 › ›Ak_{λi} › ›^2 › ›P_{λi} pxq › ›^2 “ gf fe^Kÿ i“1 › ›Ak_{λi} › ›^2d2px, P_{λKi} q

ď gf f e^Kÿ i“1 k^{2pmi´1q}|λ_i|^{2k} ^ 1 ´ |λ_i| 1 ´ |λ_i|^{mi}

˙_2

d^2px, P_λK_i q (34)

where (34) follows from using tighter upper bound from (25), now without loss of generality assume that

j “ arg max_{1ďiďK} „ k^{pmi´1q}|λ_i|^k ^ 1 ´ |λ_i| 1 ´ |λ_i|^{mi} ˙ȷ . (35)

Then a simple convexity argument reveals: sup xPS^{n´1} Kÿ i“1 k^{2pmi´1q}|λ_i|^{2k} ^ 1 ´ |λ_i| 1 ´ |λ_i|^{mi}

˙_2 d^2px, P_λK_i q

“ k^{2pmj ´1q}|λ_j |^{2k} ^ 1 ´ |λ_j | 1 ´ |λ_j |^{mj}

˙_2 , (36)

where equality follows by picking any x P S^{n´1} with d^2px, P_λK_j q “ 1.

A trivial corollary reveals an upper bound on operator norm of a finite dimensional linear transformation with all eigenvalues strictly inside unit circle

Corollary 1. Given a stable state transition matrix A with K distinct eigenvalues rλ_is^k_{i“1} along with their associated discrepancy D_{λi} , operator norm can be upper bounded as:

}A}_2 ď max_{1ďiďK} |λ_i| ^ 1 ´ |λ_i| 1 ´ |λ_i|^{Dλ}i^{`1} ˙ (37)

Remark 7. Our analysis reveal that operator norm of kth power of stable state transition matrix A is a maximum over the operator norm of k-th power of lower dimensional linear transformations corresponding to restriction of A to its’ invariant subspaces. Furthermore, operator norm of kth power of A restricted to its’ invariant subspace with eigenvalue λ is at most a product of piq polynomial in k with degree equal to size of the invariant subspace minus one(i.e., discrepancy of eigenvalue λ) piiq an exponential which decays with increase in k and the rate is determined by magnitude of λ, modulo a constant dependent on magnitude of λ and size of the invariant subspace. Therefore, as opposed to common belief, there is no direct causal relationship between spectral radius and decay rate of }A^k} for finite powers of A

Our analysis is first of a kind where we translate the knowledge on entire spectrum of non-Hermitian, finite dimensional linear transformation into quantitative behavior of its powers, including evolution of norm of its’ powers. One of the frequently used quantitative handle on }A^k}, is provided by [8]. In an attempt to circumvent appearance of the condition number of similarity transform associated with Jordan blocks, they employed Schur form with assumptions of upper bound on }A}_2, i.e., }A}_2 ď M and all the eigenvalues of A are on or inside the unit circle in complex plane, then quantitative handle is precisely }A^k}_2 ď pekq^{n´1} maxpM^n, 1q. To begin with, our analysis shows operator norm is independent of basis choice and }A}_2 ď

max_{1ďiďK} |λ_i|

^_{1´|λ} i | 1´|λ_i |^{Dλ}i^{`1} ˙ when eigenvalues are strictly inside the unit circle. The worst case for eigenvalue on unit circle will be discrepancy of n ´ 1 and can be bounded

simply as › ›A^k › › “ › ›pλI `Nq^k › › “ › › › › ř_k m“0 `_k m ˘ N^mλ^{k´m} › › › › ď ř_{k^pn´1q} m“0 `_k m ˘ |λ|^{k´m} “ ř_k m“0 `_k m ˘ “ 2^k for k ă n. A general purpose upper bound for k ě n is }A^k} ď ř_{n´1} m“0 `_k m ˘ “ 2^k´ ř_k m“n `_k m ˘ , playing around with binomial expansions/ stirling approximation and picking k as a function of n can often lead to good quantitative results; if we chose k “ 2n we get }A^{2n}} ď 2^n ´ n. Apart from analytical gaps, major concern with previously existing result is non-existent geometric interpretation, consider the following question:

Remark 8. Assume that via some oracle you are provided with exact value of M, what can you say about statistical properties of data generated with state transition A? An overwhelming answer from related works in literature would be this growth rate will dictate temporal dependence between covariates. Now if instead you are given discrepancy of distinct eigenvalues and magnitude via some oracle what information do you possess? (Hint: independent lower dimensional dynamical systems and spatial independence between multiple blocks of the data matrix. As we will see in the coming section and future that this realization is a giant leap for Random matrices with correlations in space and time )

Existing results in finite time system identification either assume as a priori norm bound on }A} and based on the magnitude of its’ eigenvalues conclude about norm of its powers, see e.g., Lemma 1 in [8]. In fact our analysis is amenable to unstable and marginally stable case but then we will have to use upper bound (21). Given size of the Jordan blocks and eigenvalue that populates it, one has entire knowledge of spectrum of A and as shown in our proof norm of the similarity transforms is not required, so estimates in [2] have redundancies.

VI. CONCENTRATION OF MEASURE PHENOMENON AND LITTLEWOOD-OFFORD PROBLEM

Let px_iq^N_{i“1} be centered and bounded size on average i.e., variance of Op1q, then one would expect S_N :“ ř_N i“1 x_i to vary in an interval of OpNq. However, under sufficient independence assumption between each individual components x_1, x_2, . . . , x_N , the sum concentrates in a much narrower interval of size Op ? Nq i.e., P p|S_N | ě δ ? Nq “ Op^1_{δ2} q.

This is because each individual variable to collectively vary in a way to produce deviation of OpNq becomes more and more less likely with increase in variables and this remarkable phenomenon is called concentration of measure In fact, trajectory from one-dimensional stable ARMA model, with x_0 “ 0:

x_{i`1} “ λx_i ` w_i, w_i ∼ Np0, 1q (38)

for some |λ| ă 1, w_i and w_j are independent for i ‰ j, also satisfies this phenomenon, precisely: P ^ |S_N | ě δ d N´ ř_N

i“1 |λ|^{2i} 1 ´ |λ|^2 ˙ “ O ^ 1 δ^2 ˙ (39)

This phenomenon is not just limited to deviations of sums and can be extended to smooth functions of ‘sufficiently independent’ random variables via Talagrands’ Inequality:

Definition 4. We say that the probability measure μ satisfies the L_p-transportation cost inequality on pX , dq if there is some constant C ą 0 such that for any probability measure ν W^d_p pν, μq ď a 2CHpν||μq, (40) and we use μ P T^d_p pCq as a shorthand notation.

Since for p ą 1, T^d_p pCq implies T^d_1 pCq which is related to concentration of Lipschitz functions:

Remark 9. [Theorem 1.1 in [18]: T^d_1 pCq implies Lipschitz function concentration ] Given any Lipschitz function f on random variable x with underlying distribution μ P T^d_1 pCq, we have: P «ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇfpxq´ ă f ą^μ ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ą ϵ ff ď 2 exp ^ ´ ϵ^2 2C}f}^2_{Lpdq} ˙ . (41)

As we will be interested in deviations and typical behaviors of random processes, like trajectories following some Markovian dynamics e.t.c, it is important to understand how it varies with number of iterations and dimension of the underlying space, a useful result is:

Theorem 10. [Theorem 1.1 in [19]:Dimension independent tensorization of Gaussian Measure] Standard normal on any finite dimensional conventional metric space R^n satisfies T_2p1q. Moreover, for an ℓ_2 additive metric

d^2_{pNq}px^N , y^N q :“ c ÿ_N

i“1 d^2px_i, y_iq, (42)

on product space R^{nbN} , isotropic Gaussian satsfies T^{d2pN q}_1 ` 1 ˘ . From now on throughout the paper we will use ℓ_2 metric and d “ d^2_{pNq}px^N , y^N q. A remarkable advantage of preceding result combined with Lipschitz function concentration result is that given a process x “ px_1, x_2, . . . , x_N q ∼

μ_N “ N ^ 0, Σ_N ˙ , then μ_N P T_1 ^› ›Σ^12_N › ›^2 ˙ and even though

process might have temporal dependencies but as long as one can prove › ›Σ^12_N › ›^2 “ Op1q, dimension independent tensorization follows. This brings us to norm-stable ARMA models

Theorem 11. [Proposition 4.1 in [20]:Dimension- Independent Tensorization of Talagrands’ Inequality for norm-stable ARMA models] Consider the following model:

x_{t`1} “ Ax_t ` w_t, and i.i.d w_t ∼ N p0, I_nq. (43)

If system transition matrix, A satisfies }A} ă 1, then the pro-

cess level law of px_1, x_2, . . . , x_N q satisfies T_1 ^ 1 p1´}A}q^2 ˙ , if }A} “ 1 we have T_1 ^ NpN ` 1q ˙ and for }A} ą 1,

T_1 ^ }A}^N N ˙ . A curious reader might wonder what about the case ρpAq ă 1, unfortunately dimension independent tensorization is not guaranteed. However, one can find a sub-trajectory that satisfies dimension independent Talagrands’ inequality, see e.g., [21]. A fundamental limitation of existing results, stem from the fact that they base their analysis only on the extreme singular values of the data matrix which do not offer much of geometric insight. This brings us to an extremely important, although simple to prove equality that relates the distance between different rows (whose concentration we understand well because of preceding theorem 11) of the data matrix to all of its’ singular values.

Theorem 12 (Lemma A.4 in [11] Negative second moment ). Let 1 ď d ď p and Y P R^{d^p} be a full rank matrix with singular values, σ_1pY q ě σ_2pY q . . . ě σ_dpY q. Let v_j be the hyperplane generated by all the rows of Y -except the j ´ th : i.e., span of y_1, y_2, . . . , y_{j´1}, y_{j`1}, . . . , y_d for 1 ď j ď d, pe_j q^d_{j“1} be the canonical basis of R^d , then: dÿ j“1 σ^{´2}_j pY q “ dÿ j“1 @` Y Y^˚ ˘_{´1} e_j , e_j D “ dÿ j“1 d^{´2}_j , (44)

where d^{´2}_j :“ d^{´2}py_j , v_j q, distance between y_j and the point closest to it in the subspace v_j

An important observation about orthogonal projections which will be extremely useful in providing partial information on inverse sample covariance matrix and consequently, pseudo-inverse of the data matrix in system identification problem is:

Corollary 2. Let x_j P S^{p´1} such that it is orthogonal to subspace v_j and P_vK_j be the orthogonal projection onto subspace orthogonal to v_j then using properties of projections and cauchy-schwarz: ˇ ˇxy_j , x_j y ˇ ˇ “ ˇ ˇxP_{vKj} py_j q, x_j y ˇ ˇ ď › ›P_{vKj} py_j q › › “ dpy_j , v_j q. (45)

Our novel analysis on OLS estimation error will boil down to studying sum of N identically distributed independent variables weighted by columns of pseudoinverse of the data matrix. It turns out that this problem is related to the well known Littlewood-Offord Problem: while working on random polynomials, Littlewood and Offord posed the following question: Let a :“ ra_1, ..., a_N s be nonzero integers, and consider the function fpx_1, . . . , x_N q “ xx, ay How many solutions can fpxq “ r have with x_i P t`1, ´1u^N ? which amounts to studying probability of maximal atom w.r.t nonzero constants a, defined as

ppaq :“ max_{rPR} P ` fpxq “ r ˘ . (46)

and turns out to depend heavily on the structure of coefficients a (analogously for Remark 15, on coefficients of pseudoinverse of the data matrix, c_k)

1) If a “ p1, 1, . . . , 1q and N is even: ppaq “ ^ N_N 2 ˙ 2^{´N} “ O ^ 1 ? N ˙ , (47)

which is essentially probability of equal heads and tails in N trials.

2) If a “ p2^0, 2^1, 2^2, . . . , 2^{N´1}q ppaq “ 1 2^N

(48)

3) If a “ p1, 2, . . . , Nq

ppaq “ Θ ^ 1 N^32 ˙ , (49)

see e.g., [?] also note that O and Θ are asymptotically true in this case.

VII. SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION VIA SINGLE TRAJECTORY

A. Ordinary Least Squares estimator

In this section we analyse the problem of OLS estimation for system transition matrix A from single observed (as in [3], [2], [8]) trajectory of px_0, x_1, . . . , x_N q satisyfing:

x_{t`1} “ Ax_t ` w_t, where w_t ∼ Np0, Iq. (50)

Before delving into solution of the estimation problem, we would like to give a brief overview into working of general OLS regression along with potential limitations: A priori you are given k´ basis functions of an n´ dimensional vector space, where n ą k and one can form an n ^ k matrix X :“ rv_1, v_2, . . . , v_ks P R^{n^k} . Now one observes y :

y “ Xβ^˚ ` ϵ, ϵ ∼ Np0, I_nq (51)

and tries to estimate β :“ βpX, yq P R^{k^1} by projecting observation y onto the span of X as in (19), we get β “ pX^˚Xq^{´1}X^˚y and the expected error in ℓ_2 norm is:

E}β ´ β^˚}^2 “ T rprX^˚Xs^{´1}q “ kÿ j“1 d^{´2}_j , (52)

where last equality follows from negative second moment identity from Theorem 12 and one can immediately conclude: if any column of X gets closer in terms of ℓ_2 distance on R^n to the span of remaining k ´ 1 columns, expected squared error in OLS estimation will increase. Vaguely speaking, linear dependence between basis of the data matrix deteriorates the performance of standard OLS regression.

OLS solution for identification of LTI system from a single observed trajectiry is:

Â “ arg min_{BPRn^n}^{N´1} ÿ t“0 }x_{t`1} ´ Bx_t}^2. (53)

Let X_` “ rx_1, x_2, . . . , x_N s and X_´ “ rx_0, x_1, . . . , x_{pN´1q}s, noise covariates E “ rw_0, w_1, . . . , w_{N´1}s, y_j be the rows of X_´ and v_j be the hyperplane as defined in theorem 12. Also notice that conditioned on x_0 “ 0 state at time i can be represented in terms of powers of A and noise covariates as: x_i “ iÿ t“1 A^{i´t}w_{t´1}, and graphical representation (54)

A^˚ :“

» — — — — –

| | | | | | | | b_1 b_2 . . . b_n | | | | | | | | fi ffi ffi ffi ffi fl

X^˚_´ “ » — — – — x^˚_0 — — x^˚_1 — — . . — — x^˚_{N´1} — fi ffi ffi fl “

» — — — –

| | | | | | y_1 . . . y_n | | | | | | fi ffi ffi ffi fl

X^˚_` “

» — — — — –

| | | | | | z_1 . . . z_n | | | | | | fi ffi ffi ffi ffi fl In this dynamical version of OLS, at most n basis are provided by columns of X^˚_´. Then i´ th column of A^˚ corresponds to co-effiecients estimated, by orthogonally projecting observation z_i onto span of X^˚_´

b̂_i “ `X_´X^˚_´˘^{´1}X_´z_i (55)

Then the closed form expression for Least squares solution and error are:

Â “ X_`X^:_´, where X^:_´ :“ X^˚_´pX_´X^˚_´q^{´1} (56) › ›A ´ Â › ›_F “ › ›EX^:_´ › ›_F (57)

B. Geometric and spectral approaches to error analysis Spectral statistics of a random matrix of i.i.d Gaussian ensembles E (each entry of the matrix is normally distributed with mean 0 and variance 1) has been very well studied in an attempt to leverage upon this information, authors in [9] managed to bound the error in terms of distances between row vectors and span of remaining rows. We reiterate there argument, by definition › ›A´Â › ›^2_F “ ř^n_{k“1} σ2_k`EX^:_´˘, using Courant-Fischer: σ_n ` E_{NpX´q}K ˘ σ_k ` X^:_´ ˘ ď σ_k ` EX^:_´ ˘ ď σ_1 ` E_{NpX´ q}K ˘ σ_k ` X^:_´ ˘ (58)

Recall from Lemma 1, X^:_´ is a bijection from ImpX_´q “ R^n to NpX_´q^K (subspace orthogonal to null space of

X_´) and dimrNpX_´q^Ks “ n, so given NpX_´q one can construct NpX_´q^K such that E_{NpX´q}K :“ EX^:_´ “ spanrw_0, w_1, . . . , w_{n´1}s, i.e., it should be viewed as an n^n square matrix of i.i.d Gaussian ensembles. Furthermore, › X^:_´

›_2 F “ T r ` X^:_´rX^:_´s^˚ ˘ “ T r ` pX_´X^˚_´q^{´1} ˘ “ nÿ j“1 σ^{´2}_j pX_´q.

using negative second moment identity:

σ_npE^Kq

^_nÿ j“1 d^{´2}_j

˙ 1_2 ď › A ´ Â › F ď σ_1pE^Kq

^_nÿ j“1 d^{´2}_j

˙ 1_2 , (59)

where we have used E^K as shorthand for E_{NpX´q}K . Preceding bounds on error analysis seems favorable when underlying dynamics are generated from hermitian state transition

matrix, as analysis of ^ ř_n

j“1 d^{´2}_j

˙ 1_2 can potentially be

decoupled into analysis of individual d_j with some cost, because rows of the data matrix can be considered independent of each other.

Estimation error is independent of basis function choice Recall that if A “ A^˚, then there exists a unitary matrix U P C^{n^n} and a real diagonal matrix Ω P R^{n^n} such that A “ U^˚ΩU and a coordinate transform for (50), i.e., z_{t`1} “ Ωz_t ` Uw_t, where z_t :“ Ux_t and Uw_t is again an isotropic Gaussian. Now let W :“ UE, and notice that rows of Z_´ :“ UX_´ are independent one dimensional Linear Gaussian dynamics with growth/ decay parameter defined by corresponding diagonal entery in Ω. As unitary by definition U^˚U “ UU^˚ “ I, implies U^{´1} “ U^˚, we have › ›W Z^˚_´`Z_´Z^˚_´˘^{´1} › ›^2_F “ › ›UEpUX_´q^˚pUX_´X^˚_´U^˚q^{´1} › ›^2_F

“ T rpEX^˚_´pX_´X^˚_´q^{´2}X_´E^˚q “ }EX^˚_´pX_´X^˚_´q^{´1}}^2_F .

So a first step towards rigorous analysis along bound in (59) would require quantifying distance between a random one dimensional ARMA trajectory of length N and a fixed n´1 dimensional subspace of R^N with high probability and we study it in Section X. Roughly speaking, analysis provided in [2] and [3] focuses on upper bounding the estimation error in operator norm by decomposing the error into a sample covariance term ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_´ 1_2

and a martingale difference term EX_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_´ 1_2

. Again using the Courant-Fischer argument as in (58), we can now instead bound the Frobenius norm error in terms of the martingale difference term and extreme singular values of the data matrix: › ›EX^˚_´`X_´X^˚_´˘^{´ 1}2 › ›_F

σ_1pX_´q ď › ›A ´ Â › ›_F ď › ›EX^˚_´`X_´X^˚_´˘^{´ 1}2 › ›_F

σ_npX_´q . (60)

Work of [22] and [2], focused on bounding the right hand side of (60) in operator norm, which along with controlling martingale term required showing a high probability lower bound on σ_npX_´q. However, in order to ensure error convergence or divergence, error formulation in (60) would require understanding the behavior of largest singular value of the data matrix or said in another way largest eigenvalue of sample covariance matrix as σ_1pX_´q “ a λ_{max}pX_´X^˚_´q.

In fact, [22] shows inconsistency of explosive system with state transition matrix A “ 1.1I_n by showing largest singular value grows exponentially, see proposition 19.1 of [3]. Recognizing the ubiquity of error formulation based on a martingale term as in (60), for various system identification problems (stochastic system identification in [6], Ho-Kalman algorithm in [1] ) and no systematic procedure for the evloution and behavior of largest singular value (in terms of n and N), we propose a method that lies at the intersection of concentration of measure and behavior of finite powers of A: discussed in second part of Section X.

C. From spectral theorem to statistical independence between the row blocks of the data matrix

Notice that using the description of linear transformation in Theorem 2, i´ the column of the data matrix can be decomposed into row blocks that are statistically independent of each other:

x_i “ iÿ t“1 A^{i´t}w_{t´1} “ iÿ t“1 A^{i´t} ^_Kÿ m“1 P_{λm} ˙ w_{t´1}

“ Kÿ m“1 iÿ t“1 A^{i´t}_{λm} w^m_{t´1} l jh n

:“B_{λm} piq

. (61)

Now recall that D_{λm} was used to denote discrepancy between algebraic and geometric multiplicity of eigenvalue λ_m where for fixed t notice that E}w^m_{t´1} }^2 “ E @ w_{t´1}, P_{λm} w_{t´1} D “ T rpP_{λm} q “ D_{λm} ` 1. So w^m_{t´1} is standard normal on A´ invariant subspace M_{λm} of dimension D_{λm} `1. Since for all t P N and m, m^1 P rKs such that m ‰ m^1 , w^m_t and w^{m1}_t are independent: E “ w^m_t pw^{m1}_t q^˚ ‰ “ E “ P_{λm} w_tpP_{λm1} w_tq^˚ ‰ “ E “ P_{λm} w_tw^˚_t P_{λm1} ‰ “ P_{λm} P_{λm1} “ δ_mpm^1 qI_n, combined with the fact that A^˚_mA_m1 “ 0 for m ‰ m^1 (because NpA^˚_{λm} q “ ‘^K_{j‰m}M_{λj} ) implies that B_{λm} piq and B_{λm1} piq are independent of each other for all i. Therefore, data matrix essentially contains time realization of K-low dimensional dynamical systems, which are statistically independent of each other. As we showed in the previous section that estimation error is independent of the choice of underlying basis, w.l.o.g we can take canonical basis implying rows in data matrix comprises of independent blocks, where each block is a time realization of trajectory generated via canonical form of linear transformation with specified eigenvalue and size of the block equals D_{λm} ` 1.

VIII. STRONG SPATIO-TEMPORAL CORRELATIONS

LEADING TO COVARIATES SUFFERING FROM CURSE OF DIMENSIONALITY

In order to unravel spatio-temporal correlations, it is important to represent elements of the data matrix in a compact form which one can do with inner products; i´ th column(time index) and j´ th row(space index) of the data matrix can be represented as “ X_´ ‰ j,i “ @ x_i, e_j D “ iÿ t“1 @ A^{i´t}w_{t´1}, e_j D . What makes the case of n dimensional S-w-SSCs so peculiar is that covariate in j th row is a function of row rj, . . . , ns of Gaussian ensemble E, precisely expressed:

Theorem 13. A “ J_npλq i.e., underlying dynamics are Sw-SSCs, then element corresponding to j´ th row and i´th column can be concisely expressed as:

rX_´s_{j,i} “ iÿ t“1 pi´tq^pn´jq ÿ m“0 ^ i ´ t m ˙ λ^{i´t´m} @ w_{t´1}, e_{m`j} D (62)

Proof. This is where inner product representation really helps along with noticing that nilpotent matrix is a shift operator, as: iÿ t“1 xA^{i´t}w_{t´1}, e_j y “ iÿ t“1 @ pλI ` N_nq^{i´t}w_{t´1}, e_j D

“ B_iÿ t“1 pi´tq^nÿ

m“0 ^ i ´ t m ˙ N^m_n λ^{i´t´m}w_{t´1}, e_j F

Now a simple observation reveals that N^{m˚}_n e_j “ e_{j`m} for m ď n ´ j, and 0 otherwise. Hence,

rX_´s_{j,i} “ iÿ t“1 pi´tq^pn´jq ÿ m“0 ^ i ´ t m ˙ λ^{i´t´m} B w_{t´1}, e_{j`m} F . (63)

Now one can trivially see that each covariate in j´ th row is a weighted sum of i.i.d standard normals that make up rows rj, . . . , ns of Gaussian Ensemble. Furthermore, all these weights are positive, so as one would suspect that first row is most susceptible to having the largest typical size. Which turns out to be exponential in dimension of the state space

Lemma 3. N ą n and λ P p^1_2 , 1q then typical order of first row of the data matrix corresponding to dynamics generated from n dimensional S-w-SSCs is exponential in n, precisely said

V arpy_1q ď Nÿ iěn n´1ÿ m“0 λ^{2pi´n`1q} i´nÿ l“1 ζ_{m,l}pi, λq ` pN ´ n ` 1qO_λp4^nq and V arpy_1q ě pN ´ n ` 1qΩp4^nλ^{2n}q ` Nÿ iąn n´1ÿ m“0 λ^{2pi´mq} i´nÿ l“1 ζ_{m,l}pi, λq exp ~ ´ O ^ 2 m^3 pi ´ lq^2 ˙¸

where ζ_{m,l}pN, λq :“^1_{m!m!}^{pN´lq2m}_{λ2l} exp ` ´^{mpm´1q} N´l ˘ See Appendix XII-A for complete proof. As we have convinced ourselves that data matrix can be divided into row blocks that are statistically independent except for the S-w-SSCs case, along with the compact representation for individual elements inside the data matrix, we now aim at understanding elementwise estimation error.

IX. AN ’ALMOST’ EXACT SOLUTION FOR OLS

REGRESSION ON LTI SYSTEMS

Although, bounds on estimation error discussed in preceding section provide a good intuition, but existing analysis based on martingales e.t.c does not reveal explicit dependencies on number of iterations and state space dimensions. Surprisingly, it had been left unnoticed that pseudo-inverse is constrained with respect to the data matrix which we discussed is itself a function of Gaussian ensemble E and element-wise estimation error is an inner product between Gaussian ensemble and pseudo-inverse.

Theorem 14. [Construction of Inverse Sample Covariance Matrix] Let re_j s^n_{j“1} be canonical basis of C^n and X_´ be the data matrix of stable linear dynamical system with isotropic Gaussian noise as in (50), Given, the rows of data matrix ry_j s^n_{j“1}, inverse sample covariance matrix ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1} “ rv_{j,k}s^n_{j,k“1} satisfies following constraints:

1) For fixed j in r1, . . . , ns, ř k‰j v_{j,k} @ y_k, y_j D “ 1´ v_{j,j} }y_j }^2, precisely said:

2) and for all l ‰ j, ř_n k“1 v_{j,k} @ y_k, y_l D “ 0, precisely said:

3) diagonal entries of inverse sample covariance matrix are inverse distance squared between row and conjugate hyperplane, to be precise: B p N´1ÿ t“0 x_tx^˚_t q^{´1}e_j , e_j F “ 1 d^2py_j , v_j q

“ v_{j,j} , (64)

Notice that total number of unknowns v_{j,k} are npn`1q 2 which equals distinct interaction potentials of observationsxy_j, y_ky. A remarkable advantage of enlisting these constraints is when we do not have independence between the rows as in Hermitian case, we still have:

d^{´2}_j “ 1´ ř k‰j v_{j,k}xy_k, y_j y }y_j }^2

, where ÿ k‰j v_{j,k}xy_k, y_j y ď 0 and nÿ j“1 d^{´2}_j “ ř_n j“1 ś l‰j }y_l}^2 ` 1´ ř k‰j v_{j,k}xy_k, y_j y ˘ ś_n j“1 }y_j }^2

As we will see shortly afterwards, elementwise estimation error is an inner product between the rows of the Gaussian ensemble and and columns of the pseudo-inverse, it will be helpful to translate preceding constraints into constraints on columns of pseudo-inverse

Corollary 3 (Exact Error in Frobenius norm). Let ê_i be the canonical basis of C^N

}A ´ Â}_F “ gf f e^n ÿ j,k“1 ˇ ˇ ˇ Nÿ i“1 xw_i, e_j yxc_k, ê_iy ˇ ˇ ˇ 2 , (65) where for each k P r1, 2, . . . , ns, c_k P C^N and satisfies: Nÿ i“1 „_iÿ t“1 xA^{i´t}w_{t´1}, e_j y ȷ xc_k, ê_iy “ δ_j pkq, (66)

for every j P r1, 2, . . . , ns

Proof. Also notice that c_k :“ X^˚_´pX_´X^˚_´q^{´1}e_k and › ›c_k}^2 “ @X^˚_´pX_´X^˚_´q^{´1}e_k, X^˚_´pX_´X^˚_´q^{´1}e_ky “ 1 d^2py_k, n_kq . (67)

Now we simply notice that elementwise error is an inner product between rows of Gaussian ensemble and a constrained random variable.

Remark 15. Element-wise estimation error of A, rEX^˚_´pX_´X^˚_´q^{´1}s_{j,k} for each j, k P rns is an inner product, hence a scalar weighted random walk with weight functions coming from pseudo-inverse. Nÿ i“1 rEs_{j,i}xc_k, ê_iy “ Nÿ i“1 xw_i, e_j yxc_k, ê_iy l jh n

Littlewood-Offord problem

, (68)

Furthermore, total error in Frobenius norm is a random polynomial: nÿ j,k“1 Nÿ i“1 „ |xw_i, e_j yxc_k, ê_iy|^2 ` xw_i, e_j yxc_k, ê_iy ÿ l‰i xw_l, e_j yxc_k, ê_ly ȷ

In a situation where a solution of c_k is independent of the j´th row of Gaussian ensemlbe E, after conditioning ř_N

i“1xw_i, e_j yxc_k, ê_iy is similar to a scalar random walk, which is well studied under the name of Littlewood Offord problem and its’ typical behavior is sensitive to the structure of constants c_k, as discussed in the Section VI. On the other hand if c_k is itself some function of rxw_i, e_j ys^N_{j“1}, bounding the error is atleast a Quadratic variant of the Little-wood Offord problem(see e.g., [23]). So understanding dependence of constants on covariates of E will be imperative in getting deep insights into working of OLS.

Example 2. Now we consider two extreme cases of stable dynamical systems and show how contraints on pseudoinverse have distinct dependencies on the rows of Gaussian ensemble in each case: A “ D, diagonal block with only one eigenvalue λ, fix k P rns then constraints on pseudoinverse from (66) imply: Nÿ i“1 rX_´s_{j,i}xc_k, ê_iy “ Nÿ i“1 iÿ t“1 λ^{i´t} @ w_{t´1}, e_j y @ c_k, ê_iy “ δ_j pkq

Notice that for fixed k, preceding constraint is only a function of the j´th row of Gaussian ensemble A “ J_npλq, δ_j pkq “ Nÿ i“1 iÿ t“1 pi´tq^pn´jq ÿ m“0 ^ i ´ t m ˙ λ^{i´t´m}xw_{t´1}, e_{j`m}yxc_k, ê_iy

(69)

Remark 16. Notice that in stark contrast to constraint from the diagonal setting , constraint equation corresponding to δ_j pkq when dynamics are generated from an n ^ n Jordan block (69) is an inner product between k´ th column on pseudoinverse c_k and some function dependent on rows rj, . . . , ns of the Gaussian ensemble E. Implying that the j´th row of the data matrix X_´ is spatially correlated with rows rj, j `1, . . . , ns of data matrix, or said in another way: j´ th row of the data matrix is a function of rows rj, j` 1, . . . , ns of the Gaussian ensemble E. This is an unexpected yet remarkable advantage of using inner products.

X. DISTANCE BETWEEN A RANDOM ROW AND

HYPERPLANE AND LARGEST SINGULAR VALUE OF THE DATA MATRIX

These distance estimates have been an integral part of recent breakthrough progress in Random Matrix Theory. However, the problem under dynamical systems setting is much more complicated as: observations in every row are correlated and different rows are themselves correlated. We will first focus on dealing the former problem. A good starting point is quantifying distance between a random row of length N and an n ´ 1 dimensional subspace of R^N .

Theorem 17. Let V be a fixed n´1 dimensional subspace of R^N , and random vector x ∼ Np0, I_N q where we assme that N ą n, with probability 1 distance function concentrates around rpN ´ n ` 1q´ a 2pN ´ n ` 1q, pN ´ n ` 1q` a 2pN ´ n ` 1qs.

Proof. Let P be the projection matrix associated with the subspace V. By the definintion of projection matrix we have that P P R^{N^N} and T rpP q “ ř_N i“1 p_{ii} “ n ´ 1 and P “ P^˚ “ P^2. Let A “ P ´ Diag(p_{11}, . . . , p_{NN} ), so diagonal elements of A: pa_{ii}q^N_{i“1} are zeros and non-diagonal are same as projection matrix. Pythagoreous theorem reveals:

d^2px, Vq “ }x}^2 ´ xx, P xy “ Nÿ i“1 p1 ´ p_{ii}qx^2_i´ Nÿ j,k“1 a_{jk} x_kx_j Taking expectation, while keeping in mind Erx_k x_j s “ 0 for k ‰ j and trace equality, reveals:

Erd^2 px, Vqs “ N ´ n ` 1 (70)

However, in order to use Chebyshev inequality that will lead to concentration result for d^2px, V q, we need to compute:

V arrd^2px, V qs “ Ed^4 px, V q ´ pN ´ n ` 1q^2 “ E „ `^Nÿ i“1 p1 ´ p_{ii}qx^2_i´ Nÿ j,k“1 a_{jk} x_kx_j ˘_2 ȷ ´ pN ´ n ` 1q^2

“ Nÿ i“1 „ 3p1 ´ p_{ii}q^2 ` 2p1 ´ p_{ii}q ÿ jąi p1 ´ p_{jj} q ȷ ´ pN ´ n ` 1q^2

(71) ` ErY^2s.

Where (71) follows from Stein’s Lemma; if w ∼ N p0, σ^2q, then for any odd power k, Ew^k “ 0 and for all k P N we have higher moments Ew^{2k} “ σ^{2k} ś_k l“1p2l ´ 1q. Let Y :“ ř_N j,k“1 ajk xkxj and notice that EpY 2q “ 2T rpA^2q, where:

T rpA^2q “ T rpP^2q´ Nÿ i“1 p^2_{ii} “ Nÿ i“1 Nÿ j“1 p^2_{ij}´ Nÿ i“1 p^2_{ii}

“ T rpP q´ Nÿ i“1 p^2_{ii} The remaining terms in (71), Nÿ i“1 r3p1 ´ p_{ii}q^2 ` 2p1 ´ p_{ii}q ÿ jąi p1 ´ p_{jj} qs

“ Nÿ i“1 2p1 ´ p_{ii}q^2 ` rT rpI ´ P qs^2 “ Nÿ i“1 2p1 ´ p_{ii}q^2

` pN ´ n ` 1q^2.

But, Nÿ i“1 2p1 ´ p_{ii}q^2 ` 2T rpA^2q “ 2rN ´ n ` 1s

Therefore, V arrd^2px, Vqs “ 2pN ´ n ` 1q (72)

Consequently, Tchebyshev implies with probability 1, d^2px, Vq P rpN ´ n ` 1q´ a 2pN ´ n ` 1q, pN ´ n ` 1q` a 2pN ´ n ` 1qs

A. Distance between a stable trajectory and a fixed subspace

Now instead of each element of the row being independent, it now corresponds to one dimensional ARMA trajectory of length N as in (38) and its’ distance from a fixed subspace V is:

d^2px, Vq “ Nÿ i“1 p1 ´ p_{ii}qx^2_i ´ 2 Nÿ j“1 Nÿ kąj p_{jk} x_kx_j . Exploiting the Markovian structure of the dynamics for k ą j: x_k “ λ^{rk´js} x_j ` λ^{rk´js´1}w_j ` λ^{rk´js´2}w_{j`1} ` . . . ` w_{k´1} x_kx_j “ λ^{rk´js} x^2_j ` ` λ^{rk´js´1}w_j ` λ^{rk´js´2} w_{j`1} ` . . . ` w_{k´1} ˘ x_j . (73)

Trace and elements of the covariance matrix Σ_{N,λ}rk, js :“ Erx_k x_j s are T rpΣ_{N,λ}q “ Nÿ j“1 Σ_{N,λ}rj, js “ E “^Nÿ i“1 x^2_i ‰ “ Nÿ i“1 iλ^{2pN´iq} (74) Σ_{N,λ}rk, js “ λ^{rk´js}Erx^2_j s “ λ^{rk´js}p1 ` λ^2 ` . . . ` λ^{2rk´js´1}q, (75)

In the presence of temporal correlation between elements of the row vectors we need a tight control on the spectrum of the covariance matrix, shown in X-A.

Theorem 18. There exists positive constants c_{λ,1}, c_{λ,2} and c_{λ,3} such that for all N P N c_{λ,1}N ´c_{λ,2} ď T rpΣ_{N,λ}q ď c_{λ,1}N ´c_{λ,2} `c_{λ,1} ^ 1´ c_{λ,3} N ˙ . (76) Where c_{λ,1} “^{|λ|´2}_{ln |λ|´2} ,c_{λ,2} “^{|λ|´2}_{rln |λ|´2s2} and c_{λ,3} “^1_{ln |λ|´2} . Consequently, Ω ` 1 ˘ ď › ›Σ^12_{N,λ} › ›_2 ď OpN^12 q.

Moreover, there exists a constant d_{λ,1} and positive constant d_{λ,2} such that: › ›Σ_{N,λ} › ›^2_F “ T rpΣ^2_{N,λ}q “ d_{λ,2}N ` o_{λ;N} p1q ` d_{λ,1}, (77)

where given |λ| ă 1, we use notation o_{λ;N} p1q to represent a term dependent on λ but going to zero as N Ñ 8. Furthermore, (77) implies even better control on }Σ^{12}_{N,λ}}_2:

Ωp1q ď }Σ^{12}_{N,λ}}_2 ď OpN^{14} q. (78)

Proof. Recall from equation (74), T rpΣ_{N,λ}q “ E “ ř_N

i“1 x^2_i ‰ “ ř_N i“1 iλ^{2pN´iq}. Now we can control the value of trace by lower bounding it by area under an appropriate curve, similarly upper bounding it by area of some curve. Let a :“ ln |λ|^{´1}, then:

ż_N 0 xe^{2ax}dx ď Nÿ i“1 iλ^{´2i} ď ż_N 0 px ` 1qe^{2apx`1q}dx (79)

Frobenius norm estimates follows by noticing: › ›Σ_{N,λ} › ›^2_F “^N ÿ j“1 |Erx^2_j s|^2 ` 2 Nÿ kąj |Erx_j x_k s|^2

“ 2 Nÿ j“1 “ 1` Nÿ kąj |λ|^{2rk´js} ‰ |Erx^2_j s|^2´ Nÿ j“1 |Erx^2_j s|^2

“ 4N r1 ´ |λ|^2s^3

|λ|^{2pN`1q} ´ 2|λ|^{2pN`1q} Nÿ j“1 “ |λ|^{2j} ` |λ|^{´2j} ‰

` 1 r1 ´ |λ|^2s^2 “ 2 r1 ´ |λ|^2s ´ 1 ‰^Nÿ j“1 “ 1 ´ |λ|^{2j}

‰_2

“ 4N r1 ´ |λ|^2s^3

|λ|^{2pN`1q} ´ 2 “ 1 ´ |λ|^{2N} ‰ |λ|^2 1 ´ |λ|^2 “ 1 ` |λ|^{2pN`1q} ‰

` 1 r1 ´ |λ|^2s^2 “ 2 r1 ´ |λ|^2s ´ 1 ‰“ N` |λ|^4 ` 1 ´ |λ|^{4N} ˘ 1 ´ |λ|^4 ` |λ|^2 ` 1 ´ |λ|^{2N} ˘ 1 ´ |λ|^2 ‰

Remark 19 (The moment method:). notice that how computing trace of higher powers of covariance matrix leads to better estimates of operator norm of covariance matrix. Let λ_1 ě λ_2 ě . . . λ_N ą 0 be the eigenvalues of Σ_{N,λ}, as trace of a matrix equals sum of its eigenvalues and operator norm of positive definite matrix equals largest positive eigenvalue

Σ_{N,λ} :“

¨ ˚ ˚ ˚ ˚ ˝

1 λ λ^2 λ^3 . . . λ 1 ` λ^2 λ^3 ` λ . . . . . . λ^2 λ^3 ` λ 1 ` λ^2 ` λ^4 λ^5 ` λ^3 ` λ λ^{N`1} ` λ^{N´1} ` λ^{N´3} . . . . . . . . . . . . λ^{N´1} λ^N ` λ^{N´1} . . . . . . . . . λ^{2pN´1q} ` λ^{2pN´2q} ` . . . ` 1

˛ ‹ ‹ ‹ ‹ ‚

, we have for any k P N: › ›Σ_{N,λ} › ›^k_2 “ λ^k_1 ď^N ÿ i“1 λ^k_i “ T rpΣ^k_{N,λ}q ď Nλ^k_1 “ N › ›Σ_{N,λ} › ›^k_2

implying, T rpΣ^k_{N,λ}q^{1k} N^1k ď › ›Σ_{N,λ} › ›_2 ď T rpΣ^k_{N,λ}q^1k . (80)

That is by computing trace of higher powers of Σ_{N,λ}, one can get a tight control on estimate of }Σ_{N,λ} › ›_2 which will reveal order of the deviation of underlying quadratic form of interest in terms of state space dimensions and number of iterations. It is important to point out that we believe that Ωp1q ď }Σ^{12}_{N,λ}}_2 ď OpN^{14} q in (78) can be improved to }Σ^{12}_{N,λ}}_2 “ Θp1q as suggested by dimension independent tensorization of Talagrands’ inequality in Theorem 10, by computing higher powers of trace.

Theorem 20. Let x “ px_1, x_2, . . . , x_N q be the trajectory of length N from one dimensional ARMA model (38), with stable eigenvalue λ and V be an n´1 dimensional subspace of R^N , then:

Ed^2 px, V q “ T rpΣ_{N,λ}P_V K q ď }Σ_{N,λ}}_F }P_V K }_F (81) “ O ^b “ d_{λ,2}N ` o_{λ;N} p1q ` d_{λ,1} ‰ pN ´ n ` 1q ˙ . Furthermore, there exists positive constants c_λ and c such that for all δ ą 0: P ^ |d^2px, V q ´ T rpΣ_{N,λ}P_V K q| ěδc_λN^{12} pN ´ n ` 1q^{14} ˙

(82) ď exp p´cδ^2q, (83)

implying fluctuation of d^2 around its mean, are of order O_λpN^{12} pN ´ n ` 1q^{14} q

Proof. We know from application of Cauchy-Schwarz, T rpΣ_{N,λ}P_V K q ď }Σ_{N,λ}}_F }P_V K }_F . Orthogonal projections satisfy, }P_V K }_F :“ a T rpP_V K P_V K q “ a T rpP_V K q “ ? N ´ n ` 1 and first result in (81) follows from Frobenius norm control of Σ_{N,λ} given in (77). From Talagrands’ inequality, we know that: P ^ˇ ˇdpx, V q ´ Edpx, V qˇ ě δ›Σ^12_{N,λ}› ˙ ď exp ` ´ δ^2 ˘ . (84)

Therefore, fluctuations of d^2 around its mean are at most of order O ^› ›Σ^12_{N,λ} › ›Edpx, V q ˙ , result now follows by using

Jensens’ inequality and ℓ_2 norm estimate of Σ^{12}_{N,λ} given in (78).

Remark 21. Notice that d^2px, V q “ B z_N , Σ^{12}_{N,λ}P_V K Σ^{12}_{N,λ}z_N F for z_N ∼ Np0, I_N q, so it is

a quadratic form and we just saw its’ deviation around mean is at most of order N^{12} pN ´ n ` 1q^{14} . Most of the literature on sample complexity of system identification type problems, study quadratic forms using Hanson- Wright inequality([24]) which gives deviation in terms of }Σ^{12}_{N,λ}P_V K Σ^{12}_{N,λ}}_F , }Σ^{12}_{N,λ}P_V K Σ^{12}_{N,λ}}_2; our result suggest using moment methods and approximation techniques (we used in preceding theorems ) to unravel potential hidden dependencies on dimensionality and iterations while using Hanson-Wright.

B. Largest eigenvalue of sample covariance matrix

A natural assumption for control on the spectrum of the data matrix via spectrum of rectangular Gaussian ensemblie is: Assumption 2 (Trace control of the sample covariance matrix). Given dimensions of the underlying state space n, and length N of the simulated trajectory in (50), there exists a positive constant L_{n,N} such that:

N´1ÿ i“0 nÿ j“1 |xx_i, e_j y|^2 ď L^2_{n,N}

N´1ÿ i“0 nÿ j“1 |xw_i, e_j y|^2. (85)

Notice that, preceding assumption implies: nÿ i“1 σ^2_i pX_´q ď L_{n,N} nÿ i“1 σ^2_i pEq, (86)

Verification of assumption 2, relies on the behavior of powers of rA^ts_{tPN}, as (85) is equivalent to showing:

N´1ÿ i“0 nÿ j“1 ˇ ˇ^i ÿ t“1 xA^{i´t}w_{t´1}, e_j y ˇ ˇ^2 ď L^2_{n,N}^{N´1} ÿ i“0 nÿ j“1 |xw_i, e_j y|^2.

(87)

Theorem 22. If the dynamical system with isotropic Gaussian excitations(LGS) satisfies assumption made in 2, then:

1) σ_1pX_´q is an L_{n,N} Lipschitz map from - n ^ N Gaussian ensemble taking values in R^{nbN} equipped with ℓ_2 metric as in Theorem 10, to R.

2) Furthermore, we have the following deviation bounds of the largest singular values of the data matrix P ^ˇ ˇσ_1pX_´q ´ Eσ_1 pX_´q ˇ ˇ ě ? 2δL_{n,N} ˙ ď 2e^{´δ2} ,

(88)

for every δ P p0, 1q.

Proof. Conditioned to x_0 “ 0 we know from (54) that data matrix is function of n ^ N Gaussian ensemble, “ xw_i, e_j y ‰_{N´1,n} i“0,j“1. So consider the following map: F : ` R^{nbN} , ℓ_2 ˘ ÝÑ R rw_0, w_1, . . . , w_{N´1}s ÞÑ rx_0, x_1, . . . , x_{N´1}s ÞÑ }X_´} F ` rxw_i, e_j ys^{N´1,n}_{i“0,j“1} ˘ :“ }X_´} “ σ_1pX_´q, (89)

combined with condition (85) and the fact that }E}_F “ }E}_{ℓ2} , leads to:

σ_1pX_´q “ }X_´} ď }X_´}_F ď L_{n,N} }E}_{ℓ2} , (90)

i.e., largest singular value of the data matrix is L_{n,N} Lipschitz function from R^{nbN} to R. As i.i.d normals satisfy dimension independent talagrands inequality as in Theorem 10, when combined with Lipschitz concentration in Remark 9, deviation bounds for largest singular value (88) follows.

Corollary 4. Gordons’ lemma (see e.g., [25]) for Gaussian ensemble can be used to conclude even an upper bound on expected value of the largest singular value, :

Eσ_1 pX_´q ď L_{n,N} ? nEσ_1 pEq ď L_{n,N} ? n `? N` ? n ˘ . (91) Therefore, with probability one:

σ_1pX_´q ď L_{n,N} `? 2` ? nN ` n ˘ . (92)

Although, preceding deviation bounds for the largest singular value of the data matrix is non-trivial, but when is assumption 2 valid? In fact to begin with it implies Lipschitz behavior of ař_n

i“1 σ^2_i pX_´q, so assumption 2 is more than what is required to study the behavior of largest singular value. This result is merely a gentle introduction on how Talagrands’ inequality can be used to extrapolate concentration behavior of somewhat complicated function of Gaussian ensemble, by mere knowledge of associated Lipschitz constant. In fact in a parallel work in progress, we provide a novel deviation bound for σ_1pX_´q based on spectral theorem instead of naive discretization of unite sphere.

XI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

Given ρ P p0, 1q and dimension of the underlying state space n, we provide a uniform bound for smallest Γpn, ρq such that any linear transformation A P C^{n^n} with spectral radius equal to ρ satisfies }A^k} ă 1 for all k ą Γpn, ρq. In the process we also provided first interpretable quantitative handle on the rate of decay of }A^k}, which was subject to various misleading speculations over last few years. Using spectral theorem for non-hermitian matrices we showed magnitude and discrepancy between algebraic and geometric multiplicity of distinct eigenvalues controls the decay rate of the norm associated with finite powers of a stable linear transformation. Moving onto regression analysis on a trajectory of dynamical system, we show how lower bounds on error require quantifying largest singular value of the data matrix: a quantitative handle is also provided by combining evolution of finite powers of linear transformation along with Talagrands inequality. We show that element-wise estimation error for OLS is an inner product and its’ typical behavior can be understood via well known Littlewood-Offord problem but with i.i.d one dimensional standard normals and weights that are columns of pseudo-inverse(solution to linear constraints weighted by powers of A, other independent identically distributed length N isotropic Gaussians, in fact can even be dependent on Gaussian that they take an inner product with ). As a first step towards demystifying these intricate dependencies, we show how spectral theorem combined with Gaussian projection lemma allows us to spatially decouple the data matrix into lower dimensional statistically independent random dynamical systems. Various other estimates that will assist with a conclusive remark on estimation error in OLS are also collected. We would like to highlight that all the results in this paper have been derived from first principles leading to conclusive statements like: Operator norm is independent of basis choice. Instead of naively applying results from high dimensional statistics and random matrix theory(which were developed to cater i.i.d random variable setting), we initially focused on developing non-asymptotic version of mathematical systems theory and then combined it with results from high dimensional geometry/statistics to conclude previously unknown result like: Spectral Theorem combined with Gaussian projection lemma implies that data matrix can be decomposed into low dimensional random dynamical systems which are statistically independent of each other(modulo spatially inseparable systems). In a parallel line of work we have been working on spectral analysis of high dimensional data matrices, which are time realizations of LTI systems, including typical order of largest and smallest singular value of the data matrix. Conclusive statements on susceptibility of largest singular value(stable case) to curse of dimensionality and OLS estimation error using results on higher degree variants of Littlewood-Offord will be presented in up coming work.

REFERENCES

[1] S. Oymak and N. Ozay, “Revisiting ho–kalman-based system identification: Robustness and finite-sample analysis,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, no. 4, pp. 1914–1928, 2021.

[2] M. Simchowitz, H. Mania, S. Tu, M. I. Jordan, and B. Recht, “Learning without mixing: Towards a sharp analysis of linear system identification,” in Conference On Learning Theory, 2018, pp. 439–473.

[3] T. Sarkar and A. Rakhlin, “Near optimal finite time identification of arbitrary linear dynamical systems,” in International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 2019, pp. 5610–5618.

[4] M. K. S. Faradonbeh, A. Tewari, and G. Michailidis, “Finite time identification in unstable linear systems,” Automatica, vol. 96, pp. 342– 353, 2018.

[5] S. Tu and B. Recht, “Least-squares temporal difference learning for the linear quadratic regulator,” in International Conference on Machine Learning, 2018, pp. 5005–5014.

[6] A. Tsiamis and G. J. Pappas, “Online learning of the kalman filter with logarithmic regret,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 2022.

[7] B. Ho and R. E. Kálmán, “Effective construction of linear state-variable models from input/output functions: Die konstruktion von linearen modeilen in der darstellung durch zustandsvariable aus den beziehungen für ein-und ausgangsgrößen,” at- Automatisierungstechnik, vol. 14, no. 1-12, pp. 545–548, 1966.

[8] A. Tsiamis and G. J. Pappas, “Linear systems can be hard to learn,” in 2021 60th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (CDC). IEEE, 2021, pp. 2903–2910.

[9] M. A. Naeem and M. Pajic, “High dimensional geometry and limitations in system identification,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.12083, 2023.

[10] T. Tao and V. Vu, “On random pm 1 matrices: singularity and determinant,” in Proceedings of the thirty-seventh annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing, 2005, pp. 431–440.

[11] T. Tao, V. Vu, and M. Krishnapur, “Random matrices: Universality of esds and the circular law,” 2010.

[12] M. Rudelson and R. Vershynin, “The littlewood-offord problem and the condition number of random matrices,” Advances in Mathematics, vol. 218, pp. 600–633, 2008.

[13] ——, “Smallest singular value of a random rectangular matrix,” Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics: A Journal Issued by the Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, vol. 62, no. 12, pp. 1707–1739, 2009.

[14] G. E. Dullerud and F. Paganini, A course in robust control theory: a convex approach. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013, vol. 36.

[15] M. Reed and B. Simon, I: Functional analysis. Gulf Professional Publishing, 1980, vol. 1.

[16] S. Axler, “Down with determinants!” The American mathematical monthly, vol. 102, no. 2, pp. 139–154, 1995.

[17] ——, Linear algebra done right. Springer Science & Business Media, 1997.

[18] H. Djellout, A. Guillin, L. Wu et al., “Transportation cost-information inequalities and applications to random dynamical systems and diffusions,” Annals of Probability, vol. 32, no. 3B, pp. 2702–2732, 2004.

[19] M. Talagrand, “Transportation cost for gaussian and other product measures,” Geometric & Functional Analysis GAFA, vol. 6, no. 3, pp. 587–600, 1996.

[20] G. Blower and F. Bolley, “Concentration inequalities on product spaces with applications to markov processes,” arXiv preprint math/0505536, 2005.

[21] M. A. Naeem, “Learning and concentration for high dimensional linear gaussians: an invariant subspace approach,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.01708, 2023.

[22] T. Sarkar, A. Rakhlin, and M. A. Dahleh, “Finite-time system identification for partially observed lti systems of unknown order,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1902.01848, 2019.

[23] K. P. Costello, T. Tao, and V. Vu, “Random symmetric matrices are almost surely nonsingular,” 2006.

[24] A. Tsiamis, I. Ziemann, N. Matni, and G. J. Pappas, “Statistical learning theory for control: A finite sample perspective,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.05423, 2022.

[25] R. Vershynin, “Introduction to the non-asymptotic analysis of random matrices,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1011.3027, 2010.

XII. APPENDIX

A. Lemma 3

Proof. To keep notations compact, ď Z ď imply lower and upper bound on the variance of some random variable Z. We will first lower bound on typical size of the covariate Let λ P p0, 1q implying that rX_´s_{1,N} is normally distributed with variance: Nÿ l“1 λ^{2pN´lq} pN´lq^pn´1q ÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2

λ^{´2m} ě N´nÿ l“1 λ^{2pN´lq} n´1ÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2

λ^{´2m}` Nÿ l“N´n`1 λ^{2pN´lq} N´lÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2

ě N´nÿ l“1 λ^{2pN´lq} n´1ÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2

λ^{´2m} ` 4^N λ^{2N} Nÿ l“N´n`1 1 b 16^lλ^{4l}πpN ´ l `^1_3 q “ N´nÿ l“1 λ^{2pN´lq} n´1ÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2 λ^{´2m} l jh n C_λpN,nq ` 4^N λ^{2N} ? 16^{pN´nq}λ^{4pN´nq} nÿ l“1 1 b 16^lλ^{4l}πpn ´ l `^1_3 q l jh n R_λpnq

“ N´nÿ l“1 λ^{2pN´lq} n´1ÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2 λ^{´2m}

` 4^nλ^{2n} nÿ l“1 1 b 16^lλ^{4l}πpn ´ l `^1_3 q ě N´nÿ l“1 λ^{2pN´lq} n´1ÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2

λ^{´2m}`

4^n λ^2 λ^{2n} nÿ l“1 1 b 16^lπpn ´ l `^1_3 q

(93)

Therefore, for every λ P p^1_2 , 1q typical behavior(standard deviation) of rX_´s_{1,N} ě Ω_λpe^nq ` C_λpN, nq, where C_λpN, nq can be lower bounded as: C_λpN, nq “ λ^{2N} N´nÿ l“1 n´1ÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2

λ^{´2pl`mq} “ λ^{2N} N´nÿ l“1 n´1ÿ m“0 ` N ´ l ˘_{2m} ś_{m´1} p“1 ` 1 ´^p_{N´l}

˘_2 λ^{2pl`mq}m!m! “ λ^{2N} n´1ÿ m“0 1 λ^{2m}m!m! ~` N ´ 1

˘_{2m} ś_{m´1} p“1 ` 1 ´^p_{N´1}

˘_2

λ^{2p1q} ` . . .` ` N ´ n ` 1

˘_{2m} ś_{m´1} p“1 ` 1 ´^p_{N´n`1}

˘_2

λ^{2pN´n`1q} ¸

ě λ^{2N} n´1ÿ m“0 1 λ^{2m}m!m! N´nÿ l“1 ` N ´ l ˘_{2m} λ^{2l} exp ^ ´ mpm ´ 1q N ´ l ˙ exp ~ ´ O ^ 2 m^3 pN ´ lq^2 ˙¸ . (94)

Upper bounding typical size of the covariate: rX_´s_{1,N} is normally distributed with variance: Nÿ l“1 λ^{2pN´lq} pN´lq^pn´1q ÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2

λ^{´2m} “ N´nÿ l“1 λ^{2pN´lq} n´1ÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2

λ^{´2m}` Nÿ l“N´n`1 λ^{2pN´lq} N´lÿ m“0 ^ N ´ l m ˙_2 λ^{´2m}

ď λ^{2pN´n`1q} N´nÿ l“1 1 λ^{2l} n´1ÿ m“0 ` N ´ l ˘_{2m} ś_{m´1} p“1 ` 1 ´^p_{N´l}

˘_2 m!m! ` 4^N λ^2 Nÿ l“N´n`1 1 b 16^lπpN ´ l `^1_4 q

ď λ^{2pN´n`1q} n´1ÿ m“0 1 m!m! N´nÿ l“1 pN ´ lq^{2m} λ^{2l} exp ^ ´ mpm ´ 1q N ´ l ˙ ` 4^n λ^2 nÿ l“1 1 b 16^lπpn ´ l `^1_4 q

. (95)

Therefore for all N ě n and λ P p^1_2 , 1q

C_λpN, nq ` Ωp4^nλ^{2n}qp4^nλ^{2n}q ď rX_´s_{1,N} ď C_λpN, nq ` O_λp4^nq, (96)

combined with analysis related to birthday paradox problem we have: λ^{2N} n´1ÿ m“0 λ^{´2m} N´nÿ l“1 1 m!m! ` N ´ l ˘_{2m} λ^{2l} exp ^ ´ mpm ´ 1q N ´ l ˙ exp ~ ´ O ^ 2 m^3 pN ´ lq^2 ˙¸ ` Op4^nλ^{2n}q

ď rX_´s_{1,N} ď λ^{2pN´n`1q} n´1ÿ m“0 N´nÿ l“1 1 m!m! pN ´ lq^{2m} λ^{2l} exp ^ ´ mpm ´ 1q N ´ l ˙ l jh n ζ_{m,l}pN,λq `O_λp4^nq

Therefore variance of first row is: Nÿ iąn rX_´s_{1,i} ď Nÿ iąn n´1ÿ m“0 λ^{2pi´n`1q} i´nÿ l“1 ζ_{m,l}pi, λq ` pN ´ n ` 1qO_λp4^nq Nÿ iąn rX_´s_{1,i} ě Nÿ iąn n´1ÿ m“0 λ^{2pi´mq} i´nÿ l“1 ζ_{m,l}pi, λq exp ~ ´ O ^ 2 m^3

pi ´ lq^2 ˙¸ ` pN ´ n ` 1qΩp4^nλ^{2n}q

B. Theorem 14

Proof. Let v_j :“ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1} e_j , in columns format we have X^˚_´ “ ry_1, . . . , y_ns, X^˚_´e_j “ y_j , n_j “spanry_is_{i‰j} . B X^˚_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1}

e_j , X^˚_´e_k F “ δ_j pkq (97)

Notice that inner product of X^˚_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1} e_j with X^˚_´e_k “: y_k for k ‰ j is zero; so for each j P rns , X^˚_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1} e_j is orthogonal to n_j . Since,

X^˚_´v_j “ v_{j,1}y_1 ` . . . ` v_{j,n}y_n, (98)

1) and 2) readily follows. As X^˚_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1} e_j is orthogonal to n_j , according to Corollary 2 @ X^˚_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1}

e_j , X^˚_´e_j D “ @ X^˚_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1}

e_j , P_nK_j pX^˚_´e_j q D (99)

Furthermore, using (97) and properties of orthogonal projection: 1 “ @ X^˚_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1}

e_j , X^˚_´e_j D “ @ X^˚_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1} e_j , P_nK_j pX^˚_´e_j q D

“ @ P_nK_j “ X^˚_´ ` X_´X^˚_´

˘_{´1} e_j ‰ , X^˚_´e_j D “ nÿ i‰j v_{j,i} @ P_nK_j y_i l jh n “0 , y_j D

` v_{j,j} xP_nK_j y_j , y_j y “ v_{j,j} xP_nK_j y_j , P_nK_j y_j y “ v_{j,j} }P_nK_j y_j }^2

“ v_{j,j} d^2py_j , n_j q. Therefore, v_{j,j} “ 1 d^2py_j , n_j q