arXiv:2105.04304v1 [math.OC] 10 May 2021

Localization of Invariable Sparse Errors in Dynamic Systems *!

Accepted version of DOI:10.1109/TCNS.2021.3077987m;
Copyright: 978-1-7281-3949-4,/19/$31.00 (©)2021 IEEE

Dominik Kahl"?, Andreas Weber?, and Maik Kschischo*!

Department of Mathematics and Technology, University of Applied Sciences Koblenz,
Koblenz, Germany.
2Department of Computer Science, Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms Universitit Bonn, Bonn,
Germany

December 23, 2022

Abstract

Understanding the dynamics of complex systems is a
central task in many different areas ranging from biol-
ogy via epidemics to economics and engineering. Unex-
pected behaviour of dynamic systems or even system
failure is sometimes difficult to comprehend.  Such
a data-mismatch can be caused by endogenous model
errors including misspecified interactions and inaccu-
rate parameter values. These are often difficult to dis-
tinguish from unmodelled process influencing the real
system like unknown inputs or faults. Localizing the
root cause of these errors or faults and reconstructing
their dynamics is only possible if the measured outputs
of the system are sufficiently informative.

Here, we present criteria for the measurements re-
quired to localize the position of error sources in large
dynamic networks. We assume that faults or errors oc-
cur at a limited number of positions in the network.
This invariable sparsity differs from previous sparsity
definitions for inputs to dynamic systems. We provide
an exact criterion for the recovery of invariable sparse
inputs to nonlinear systems and formulate an optimiza-
tion criterion for invariable sparse input reconstruction.
For linear systems we can provide exact error bounds
for this reconstruction method.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we study the localization and reconstruc-
tion of invariable sparse faults and model errors in
complex dynamic networks described by ordinary dif-
ferential equations (ODEs). Invariable sparsity means
here that there is a maximum number of state vari-
ables (state nodes) k affected by an error and that
the set of these states targeted by errors is invariant
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in time. Typically, k¥ is much smaller than the total
number of state nodes N. In contrast to fault isola-
tion approaches [1,2]|, we do not require the a priori
specification of certain types of faults, but we allow
for the possibility that each state node in the network
can potentially be targeted by errors (or faults). The
invariable sparse error assumption is often realistic in
both the cases of a poor model and the fault detec-
tion context. Faults often affect only a small number
of nodes in the network because the simultaneous fail-
ure of several components in a system is unlikely to
occur spontaneously. For example, a hardware error or
a network failure usually occurs at one or two points
in the system, unless the system has been deliberately
attacked simultaneously at several different positions.
Similarly, gene mutations often affect a restricted num-
ber of proteins in a larger signal transduction or gene
regulatory network. In the context of model error lo-
calization and reconstruction, the invariable sparsity
assumption implies that the model is incorrect only at
a limited number of positions or, alternatively, that
small inaccuracies are ignored and that we focus only
on the few (less than k) state variables with grossly
misspecified governing equations.

A model error is often understood as a poor speci-
fication of the model structure, the interaction terms
and the parameter values. These endogenous errors are
then distinguished from exogenous influences acting on
the real system including unknown inputs and faults.
One could, however, regard unknown inputs and faults
as part of the real system. Then, the absence of terms
in the model representing inputs and faults can be con-
sidered as unmodelled dynamics or model error. This
is in accordance with the fact that faults, model errors,
and interactions with the environment can all mathe-
matically be represented as unknown inputs to the sys-
tem [3-7]. Thus, throughout this paper we use model
error, fault, and unknown input as synonyms.

Sparsity of control inputs has been studied in previ-
ous publications in various contexts, which we can only
briefly review here: Hands-off control is a paradigm



to deal with limitations in equipment by searching for
controls with minimum support per unit time [8-10].
For discrete time systems, sparsity is often defined
by a maximum number inputs at each time instance
[11-13]. Here, we consider the reconstruction of invari-
able sparse inputs in continuous time, which means
that zero inputs remain zero throughout time. This is
related to the problem of minimal controllability [14],
where the aim is to find a minimum set of state vari-
ables to be targeted by a control, which renders the
resulting system controllable [15].
To summarize, our main contributions are:

1. We provide a graphical criterion for the recovery
of invariable sparse model errors, unknown inputs
or faults in nonlinear dynamic systems. To de-
rive this criterion, we combine structural control
theory and gammoid theory to define sets of in-
put states which are independent in the sense that
they can independently be reconstructed. This ab-
straction allows us to transfer the concept of the
spark from compressed sensing theory [16-19] to
nonlinear dynamic systems.

2. Computation of the spark can be very demanding
in large systems. Therefore, we provide efficient
approximations for the spark based on the concept
of coherent input states for linear systems.

3. We provide a method for the recovery of invariable
sparse inputs based on the solution of a convex op-
timisation problem. We propose a function space
norm for model errors which promotes invariable
sparsity. The resulting optimisation problem is
different from the Ly or L1 /L, regularization used
in other sparse optimal control settings [8-10].

4. For linear systems, we also present a variant of the
Restricted-Isometry-Property [20], which guaran-
tees the recovery of invariable sparse inputs in the
presence of measurement noise using our convex
optimization method.

Please note that the proofs of all theorems can be found
in the Supplemental Text.

2 Background

2.1 Open dynamic systems with errors
and faults

The models we want to consider are dynamic input-
output systems of the form

o(t) = f(x(t)) + w(t)
z(0) = xg
y(t) = c(z(t)),

where x(t) C RY denotes the state of the system at
time ¢t € [0,7] and @y € RY is the initial state. The
vector field f encodes the model of the system and
is assumed to be Lipshitz. The function ¢ : RV —

(1

RY describes the measurement process and maps the
system state x to the directly observable output y.

Model errors are represented as unknown input func-
tions w : [0,7] — RY. This ansatz incorporates all
types of errors, including missing and wrongly specified
interactions, parameter errors [3,5,6,21-23| as well as
faults [1,2] and unobserved inputs from the environ-
ment [7].

The system (1) can be seen as an input-output map
®: W — Y,w+— y. The input space W = W; &
... ® Wy is assumed to be the direct sum of suitable
(see below) function spaces W;, i =1,..., N. For zero
errors w = 0 (i.e. w(t) = 0Vt € [0,7]) we call the
system (1) a closed dynamic system. Please note that
we do not exclude the possibility of known inputs for
control, but we suppress them from our notation.

The residual between the measured output data
y92%2(t) and the output y(®)(t) = ®(0)(t) of the closed

system
r(t) =y () -y ) (2)

carries all the available information about the model
error. To infer the model error aka unknown input
w(t) we have to solve the equation

O (w) =y ()
for w.

In general, there can be several solutions to the prob-
lem (3), unless we either measure the full state of the
system or we restrict the set of unknown inputs w.
In fault detection applications [1,2], the restriction is
given by prior assumptions about the states which are
targeted by errors. We will use the invariable spar-
sity assumption instead. For both cases, we need some
notation: Let AV = {1,2,..., N} be the index set of
the N state variables and S C N be a subset with
complement S¢ = A\ S. By wg(t) we indicate the
vector function obtained from w(t) by setting the en-
tries (wg); with ¢ € S€ to the zero function. If S is of
minimal cardinality and wg = w we call S the support
of w. The corresponding restriction on the input space
is defined via

Ws :={w e W|suppw C S} . (4)
Thus, S characterizes the states x; with i € S which
can potentially be affected by a non-zero unknown in-
put w;. We will also refer to S as the set of input
or source nodes. The restricted input-output map
®s : Ws — Y is again given by (1), but all input
components w; with i ¢ S are restricted to be zero
functions.
Now, we can formally define invertibility [24, 25]:

Definition 1 The system (1) with input set S and
input-output map P is called invertible, if for two dif-
ferent solutions w™™, w® € Wy of (3) and for any
data set y4te : [0, 7] — RF we have

w(t) —w®(t) =0 (5)

almost everywhere in [0,T).



In other words, invertibility guarantees that (3) with an
input set S has only one solution w* (up to differences
of measure zero), which corresponds to the true model
error. In the following, we mark this true model error
with an asterisk, while w without asterisk denotes an
indeterminate input function.

2.2 Structural invertibility and inde-
pendence of input nodes

There are several algebraic or geometric conditions for
invertibility [24-28], which are, however, difficult to
test for large systems and require exact knowledge of
the systems equations (1), including all the parameters.
Structural invertibility of a system is prerequisite for
its invertibility and can be decided from a graphical
criterion [29], see also Theorem 1 below. Before, we
define the influence graph (see e.g. [15])

Definition 2 The influence graph g = (N,&) of
the system (1) is a digraph, where the set of nodes N' =
{1,2,...,N} represents the N state variables, * =
(x1,...,2N), and the set of directed edges € = {i1 —
ly,ig — lo,...} represents the interactions between
those states in the following way: There is a directed
edge i — | for each pair of state nodes i,l € N if and
only if g—ﬁ(m) # 0 for some x in the state space X .

In addition to the set of input nodes S C AN we de-
fine the output nodes Z C N of the system (1). The
latter are determined by the measurement function c.
Without restriction of generality we assume in the fol-
lowing that a subset Z C {1,2,..., N} of P state nodes
are sensor nodes, i.e., they can directly be measured,
which corresponds to ¢;(x) = z; for i € Z. All states
x; with | & Z are not directly monitored.

A necessary criterion for structural invertibility is
given by the following graphical condition [29]:

Theorem 1 Let g = (N, &) be an influence graph and
S,Z C N be known input and output node sets with
cardinality M = cardS and P = card Z, respectively.
If there is a family of directed paths 11 = {my,... ,mp}
with the properties

1. each path m; starts in S and terminates in Z,

2. any two paths m; and 7; with i # j are node-
disjoint,

then the system is structurally invertible. If such a
family of paths exists, we say S is linked in g into Z.

In the Supplemental Text we discuss why we have the
strong indication that this theorem provides also a suf-
ficient criterion for structural invertibility up to some
pathological cases.

A simple consequence of this theorem is that for an
invertible system, the number P of sensor nodes can-
not be smaller than the number of input nodes M.
This is the reason, why for fault detection the set of
potentially identifiable error sources S is selected in
advance [2]. Without a priori restriction on the set of

potential error sources, we would need to measure all
states. Please note that there are efficient algorithms
to check, whether a system with a given influence graph
g and given input and sensor node set S and Z is in-
vertible (see [7] for a concrete algorithm and references
therein).

2.3 Independence of input nodes

If the path condition for invertibility in Theorem 1
is fulfilled for a given triplet (S,g,Z) we can decide,
whether the unknown inputs targeting S can be iden-
tified in the given graph g using the set of sensor nodes
Z. Without a priori knowledge about the model errors,
however, the input set S is unknown as well. There-
fore, we will consider the case that the input set S is
unknown in the results section. To this end, we define
an independence structure on the union of all possible
input sets:

Definition 3 The triple I := (L, g,Z) consisting of
an influence graph g = (N, E), an input ground set
L C N, and an output set Z is called a gammoid. A
subset S C L is understood as an input set. An input
set S is called independent in T, if S is linked in g
into Z.

The notion of (linear) independence of vectors is well
known from vector space theory. For finite dimensional
vector spaces, there is the rank-nullity theorem relating
the dimension of the vector space to the dimension of
the null space of a linear map. The difference between
the dimension of the vector space and the null space
is called the rank of the map. The main advantage of
the gammoid interpretation lies in the following rank-
nullity concept:

Definition 4 LetT' = (L,g,Z) be a gammoid.

1. The rank of a set S C L is the size of the largest
independent subset S C S.

2. The nullity is defined by the rank-nullity theorem

rank S + null S = card S . (6)

Note that the equivalence of a consistent independence
structure and a rank function (see definition 4 1.) as
well as the existence of a rank-nullity theorem (see def-
inition 4 2.) goes back to the early works on matroid
theory [30]. It has already been shown [31] that the
graph theoretical idea of linked sets (see definition 3)
fulfils the axioms of matroid theory and therefore inher-
its its properties. The term gammoid for such a struc-
ture of linked sets was probably first used in [32] and
since then investigated under this name, with slightly
varying definitions. We find the formulation above to
be suitable for our purposes (see also the Supplemental
Text for more information about gammoids).



3 Results

Here, we consider the localization problem, where the
input set S is unknown. However, we make an invari-
able sparsity assumption by assuming that S is a small
subset of the ground set £ C N.

Definition 5 The input signal w with the input set
S is invariable k-sparse if the cardinality of S is at
most k.

Please note that invariable sparsity refers to the input
set S, i.e., to the invariable support of the input w.
This should not be confused with other sparsity defi-
nitions used for continuous time signals [8-10] which
take the temporal support. Invariable sparse input
functions w(t) have zero components w;(t) = 0 for all
times ¢t € [0,7T], if i € S¢. Depending on the prior in-
formation, the ground set £ can be the set of all state
variables N or a subset.

The invariable sparsity assumption together with the
definition of independence of input nodes in Defini-
tions 3 and 4 can be exploited to generalize the idea
of sparse sensing [16-18,20] to the solution of the dy-
namic problem (3). Sparse sensing for matrices is a
well established field in signal and image processing
(see e.g. [18,19]). There are, however, some nontriv-
ial differences: First, the input-output map ® is not
necessarily linear. Second, even if @ is linear, it is a
compact operator between infinite dimensional vector
spaces and therefore the inverse ®~! is not continuous.
This makes the inference of unknown inputs w an ill-
posed problem, even if (3) has a unique solution [33].

3.1 Invariable sparse error localization
and spark for nonlinear systems

Definition 3 enables us to transfer the concept of the
spark [16] to dynamic systems:

Definition 6 Let I' = (£,9,7) be a gammoid. The
spark of I is defined as the largest integer, such that
for each input set S C L

card S < sparkl’ = nullS =0. (7)
Let’s assume we have a given dynamic system with
influence graph g = (N,€) and with an output set
Z C N. In addition, we haven chosen an input ground
set £. Together, we have the gammoid ' = (L, g, Z).
The spark gives the smallest number of inputs that
are dependent. As for the compressed sensing problem
for matrices [16], we can use the spark to check, under
which condition an invariable sparse solution is unique:

Theorem 2 For an input w we denote |wlo the
number of non-zero components. Assume w solves (3).

If
sparkT’

2 )

then w is the unique invariable sparsest solution.

wllo <

(8)

This theorem provides a necessary condition for the lo-
calizability of an invariable k-sparse error in a nonlinear
dynamic system. The analogous condition for sparse
sensing of matrices is also sufficient [34,35]. More re-
search is needed to check whether this carries over to
Theorem 2 for the dynamic systems setting.

For instance, if we expect an error or input to target
a single state node like in Fig. 3(a), we have ||w*||o = 1
and we need spark " > 3 to pinpoint the exact position
of the error in the network. If an edge in the network
is the error source, then two nodes are affected and
lw*]lo = 2. Such an error could be a misspecified
reaction rate in a biochemical reaction or a cable break
in an electrical network. To localize such an error we
need sparkI" > 5.

For smaller networks like the one in Fig. 3(a), it is
possible to exactly compute the spark (Definition 6)
of a gammoid (Definition 3) using an combinatorial
algorithm iterating over all possible input node sets.
However, the computing time grows rapidly with the
size of the network. Below we present bounds for the
spark, which can efficiently be computed.

3.2 Coherence of potential input nodes
in linear systems

So far we have given theorems for the localizability of
invariable sparse errors in terms of the spark. However,
computing the spark is again a problem whose compu-
tation time grows rapidly with increasing systems size.
Now, we present a coherence measure between a pair of
state nodes 7, j in linear systems indicating how diffi-
cult it is to decide whether a detected error is localized
at ¢ or at j. The coherence provides a lower bound
for the spark and can be approximated by an efficient
shortest path algorithm. Computing the coherence for
each pair of state nodes in the network yields the co-
herence matrix, which can be used to isolate a subset
of states where the root cause of the error must be
located.

If the system (1) is linear, ie., f(x) = Az and
c(x) = Cx, we can use the Laplace-transform

T(s)w(s) = y(s), 9)

to represent the input-output map ®, by the L x P-
transfer matrix T'(s). The tilde denotes Laplace-
transform. Again, we assume that w; = 0 for all i # L
and w(s) is the vector of Laplace-transforms of the
components of w which are in the ground set £ . Re-
call that L. < N is the number of states in the ground
set L and P the number of measured outputs. As be-
fore, £L = N is still a possible special case.
We introduce the input gramian

seC

G(s) :=T*(s)T(s) (10)
where the asterisk denotes the hermitian conjugate.
Note that the input gramian is an L x L matrix.
Assume that we have chosen an arbitrary but fixed
numbering of the states in the ground set, ie., £L =
{la,...,1r} is ordered.



Definition 7 Let G be the input gramian of a linear
dynamic system. We call

|Gij(s)|

S 10| Y
Gii(s)Gyj(s)

pij(s) = (11)

the coherence function of nodes l; and l;. We call

p(s) = max pii; (s) (12)

the mutual coherence at s € C.

It should be noted that z;; : C — [0, 1] has no singular-
ities, because poles in the transfer function 7" can easily
be seen to cancel each other. Coherence measures to
obtain lower bounds for the spark have been used for
signal decomposition [36] and compressed sensing for
matrices [16,34]. In the next theorem, we use the mu-
tual coherence for linear dynamic systems in a similar
way to provide bounds for the spark.

Theorem 3 Consider a linear system with gammoid
I'=(L,g,Z) and mutual coherence p(s) at some point
s € C. Then

= +1 VseC.
1(s)

Since (13) is valid for all values of s € C, it is tempt-
ing to compute infsec p(s) to tighten the bound as
much as possible. Please note, however, that u(s) is
not a holomorphic function and thus the usual trick of
using a contour in the complex plane and the max-
imum/minimum modulus principle can not be ap-
plied (see e.g. [37]). Instead, we will introduce the
shortest path coherence, which can efficiently be com-
puted and which can be used in Theorem 3 to obtain
lower bounds for the spark.

sparkl’ > (13)

3.3 Shortest path coherence

There is a one-to-one correspondence between lin-
ear dynamic systems and weighted! gammoids. The
weight of the edge j — i is defined by the Jacobian

matrix

afi(x)
ox j
and is constant for a linear system. We extend this
definition to sets of paths in the following way: Denote
by m = (ip — 41 — ... — ig) a directed path in the
influence graph g. The length of 7 is len(7) = £ and the
weight of 7 is given by the product of all edge weights
along that path:

F(j —i):= (14)

l

1 Flix—s —in).

k=1

F(r) = (15)

Let II = {my,...,ma} be a set of paths. The weight of
IT is given by the sum of all individual path weights:

M
F(Il) =Y F(m). (16)
k=1

LWeights are understood as real constant numbers.

Figure 1: Gammoid representation of the input
gramian. (a) An exemplary gammoid I". The nodes
in red represent the input ground set £ and the nodes
in blue (squares) the output set Z. (b) The transposed
gammoid IV. Compared to (a), the arrows are flipped.
The red nodes (squares) represent the input ground set
Z'" and the nodes in blue the output set £'. (c) The
combined gammoid (T o V). The outputs Z of T" are
identified with the inputs Z’ of I'. Again, red nodes
represent the inputs £ and the blue nodes represent
the outputs £’ of the gammoid (I o I").

The input gramian G(s) (10) is the composition of
the transfer function 7" and its hermitian conjugate 7.
The transfer function 7" can be interpreted as a gam-
moid I = (L, g, Z), where the input nodes from L cor-
respond to the columns of 7" and the output nodes from
Z correspond to the rows of T'.

There is also a transposed gammoid 2,

r'=(z,4,r), (17)
corresponding to the hermitian conjugate T™*, see
Fig. 1. Here, the transposed graph ¢' is obtained by
flipping the edges of the original graph g. The input
ground set Z’' of the transposed gammoid I" corre-
sponds to the output set Z of I'. Similarly, the output
set L' of I is given by the input ground set £ of T'.

As we have gammoid representations I' and I for T
and T™*, also the gramian has such a gammoid repre-
sentation which we denote as (I'oI'). To obtain (I'oI")
we identify the outputs Z of I with the inputs Z’ of
I, see Fig. 1(c).

Definition 8 Let T' be a weighted gammoid with
ground set L = {ly,...,lp}. For two nodes l;,l; € L
let 1ij denote the shortest path from l; to I in (T'oT”).
We call

§hort — |F(1/’m)| (18)

g VF@ii) F(55)

the shortest path coherence between l; and l;.
Theorem 4 We find that

fim GG (19)
Gii(s)Gjj(s)

short
Mo 2

T |s|—oo

We see that

inf max p1;;(s) < max pshort
i

2
seC i#j “ (20)

2The transposed gammoid should not be confused with the
notion of a dual gammoid in matroid theory [30].



and therefore the shortest path mutual coherence can
also be used in theorem 3 to get a (more pessimistic)
bound for the spark. The advantage of the shortest
path mutual coherence is that it can readily be com-
puted even for large (N > 100) networks.

3.4 Convex optimization for invariable
sparse input reconstruction

As in compressed sensing for matrices, finding the solu-
tion of (3) with a minimum number of non-zero com-
ponents ||w|o is an NP-hard combinatorial problem.
Here, we formulate a convex optimal control problem
as a relaxed version of this combinatorial problem. We
define a Restricted-Isometry-Property (RIP) [20] for
the input-output operator ® defined by (1) and provide
conditions for the exact recovery of invariable sparse
errors in linear dynamic systems by solutions of the
relaxed problem. As a first step it is necessary to in-
troduce a suitable norm promoting invariable sparsity
of the vector of input functions w(t).

Say, L is an input ground set of size L. The space of

input functions
W= Pw
il

(21)

is composed of all function spaces W; corresponding to
input component w;. Assume that each function space
W; = LP([0,T]) is a Lebesgue space equipped with the

p-norm
T 1/1’
Jwill, = ( / |wi<t>|pdt) . (22)
We indicate the vector
lwillp
w = : € R (23)
lwellp

collecting all the component wise function norms by an
underline. Taking the g-norm in R

lawlly = (wf +... + )" (24)
of w yields the p-g-norm on W
wllg = [l - (25)

The parameter p appears implicitly in the underline.
Since our results are valid for all p € [1,00), we will
suppress it from the notation.

Similarly, for the P outputs of the system, the output
space

Y=V1®...0)p (26)
can be equipped with a p-g-norm
lyllg == llyllq - (27)

An important subset of the input space W is the space

¥, of invariable k-sparse inputs
wE X, = ||lwlo < k. (28)

In analogy to a well known property [20] from com-
pressed sensing we define for our dynamic problem:

Definition 9 The Restricted-Isometry-Property
(RIP) of order 2k is fulfilled, if there is a constant do, €
(0,1) such that for any two vector functions u,v € L,
the inequalities

(1= dar)[lu — ][5 < [|P(u) — D(v)]I3

®(v) (29)

and
[ (u) + @(v)[[5 < (1+ o) |lu+ 2|3

(30)

hold.

The RIP is well established in the literature on com-
pressed sensing for finite dimensional maps [19, 20, 35,
38]. For this matrix case, bounds for the constants
Oak, [39] were derived and the null space property was
formulated, see for instance [40] for recent work on a
robust null space property. Connections to the mutual
coherence also exist, see [34], where the mutual coher-
ence inequality is investigated as an alternative to the
RIP and where it was argued that in practical con-
texts such alternatives might be easier to handle. Our
results on the newly defined coherence and RIP show
that these notions are useful in the treatment of model
errors of a dynamic system. It is currently an open
question, whether it is possible to draw an analogous
connection for our function space setting. Note that
the structure of the input space W as a direct sum of
Banach spaces makes the introduction of the underline
(23) necessary. The underline, however, is a nonlinear
operation. As a consequence, even for linear systems it
is not obvious whether such a one-to-one analogy be-
tween compressed sensing for matrices and for dynamic
systems can be established.

The reconstruction of invariable sparse unknown in-
puts can be formulated as the optimization problem

minimize ||w]|o subject to ||®(w) — y¥**? ||y < e (31)

where € > 0 incorporates uniform bounded measure-
ment noise. A solution w of this problem will repro-
duce the data y9#? according to the dynamic equa-
tions (1) of the system with a minimal set of nonzero
components, i.e., with a minimal set S of input nodes.
As before, finding this minimal input set is a NP-hard
problem. Therefore, let us consider the relaxed prob-
lem

minimize ||wl|; subject to ||®(w)—yd?|, < €. (32)

The following result implies that for a linear system of
ODEs with f(x) = Az and c(x) = Cx with matrices
A € RVXN and C € RP*YN in (1) the optimization
problem (32) has a unique solution.

Theorem 5 If ® is linear, then (32) is a convex op-
timization problem.

For a given input vector w € W we define the best
invariable k-sparse approximation in ¢-norm as [19]

(33)

ou(w), = min w = ull,.

i.e., we search for the function w that has minimal dis-
tance to the desired function w under the condition



that w has at most k& non-vanishing components. If w
is invariable k-sparse itself, then we can choose u = w
and thus the distance between the approximation and
the desired function vanishes, oy (w), = 0.

Theorem 6 Assume @ is linear and the RIP of order

2k holds. Let w* be the solution of (31). The optimal
solution W of (32) obeys

. N o (w*

@ — w*| < C’UM

1
+ C.
Jk 2

with non-negative constants Cy and Cy.3

(34)

It is known, see for instance [19] that problem (32) can
be reformulated via the cost functional

1
Jhw] = S[|®(w) =y + Bllwll - (35)

with given data y92** and regularization constant
8. The solution of the optimization problem in La-
grangian form

minimize J[w] subject to (1), (36)

provides an estimate for the input w. Examples are be
provided in the next section, see Fig. 3. A practical
method to chose a suitable value for the regularisation
parameter /3 is the discrepancy method, see e.g. [41].
The basic idea is to increase 8 up to the point where
the data can not be fitted anymore to a given tolerance
€. The tolerance can for example be inferred from the
standard deviation of the measurement noise.

4 Numerical example for the re-
construction of an invariable
sparse model error

In this section we illustrate by example, how our theo-
retical results from the previous section can be used to
localize and reconstruct unknown inputs. These inputs
can be genuine inputs from the environment or model
errors or faults in a dynamic system [6,7].

4.1 Error reconstruction in a linear dy-
namic system

Assume, we have detected some unexpected output be-
haviour in a given dynamic system. Now, we want to
reconstruct the root cause for the detected error. If
the location of the state nodes would be known, then
this would be a systems inversion problem [7,24-26].
However, we assume here that we have no information
about the location of the error. Thus, we need to re-
construct both the position of the states targeted by
the error and its time course.

We simulated this scenario for a linear system with
N = 30 state nodes N' = {1,...,30} and ran-
domly sampled the interaction graph g, see Fig.3(a).

3Formulas for the constants C; and Cs can be found in the
Supplemental Text.

The outputs are given as time course measurements
ydata(t), ... yfata(t) of P = 10 randomly selected sen-
sor nodes Z, see Fig.3(b). In our simulation, we have
added the unknown input w*(¢) with the only nonzero
component wg(t) (Fig.3(c)). However, we assume that
we have no information about the location of this un-
known input. Thus, the ground set is £ = N.

For a network of this size, it is still possible to ex-
actly compute the spark (Definition 6) of the gam-
moid (£, g, Z) (Definition 3). This straightforward al-
gorithm iterates over two different loops: In the inner
loop we iterate over all possible input sets S of size r
and check, whether S is linked in g into Z (see Theo-
rem 1). In the outer loop we repeat this for all possible
r=1,2,...,N. The algorithm terminates, if we find
an input set which is not linked into Z. If r is largest
subset size for which all S are linked in g into Z, the
spark is given by r 4 1.

In larger networks, an exact computation of the
spark can be too longsome. Then, we have to rely
on the shortest path coherence (see definition 8) as an
upper bound for the coherence (compare (20)).

For the network in Fig.3(a) we find that sparkI" = 3.
From (8) we conclude that an unknown input target-
ing a single node in the network can uniquely be lo-
calized. Thus, under the assumption that the output
residual was caused by an error targeting a single state
node, we can uniquely reconstruct this input from the
output. In this example, the shortest path mutual co-
herence max;; uf?ort turns out to be equal to one and
therefore leads to the bound sparkT’ > 2. A spark of
two, however, would mean that an unknown input on
a single node can not be localized. This example illus-
trates that the shortest path coherence bounds on the
spark and the error localizability can be quite conser-
vative. This is the price to be paid for the much higher
computational efficiency.

The reconstruction is obtained as the solution of the
regularized optimization problem in (36), see Fig.3(c).
For the fit we allowed each node x; to receive an input
w;. We used a regularization constant of 5 = 0.01
in (36)) and p = 2 for the components of the error
(see (36)). The numerical solution was obtained by a
discretisation of (36), see the Supplemental Text for an
example program.

Please note that a necessary condition for the recon-
struction to work is an assumption about the invariable
1-sparsity of the unknown input. If we would assume
that more than one state node is targeted by an er-
ror, we would need a larger spark to exactly localize
and reconstruct the error. This would either require a
smaller ground set £ or a different set of sensor nodes
Z, or both.

4.2 Recovering the nonlinearities of the
chaotic Lorenz system

To illustrate that the reconstruction method (36) is
also useful for nonlinear systems we considered the
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Figure 2: Reconstruction of the nonlinearities in the Lorenz system using the optimization based error recon-
struction method (36). (a-c) The reconstructed error signals i = (1y,09,%3)7 when the linear system (38) is
used as a model for the Lorenz system (37). The small signal 1 (¢) for the first component suggests that this
error could be neglected. (d-e) Constraining the first unknown input component to zero (w; = 0) still provides
an accurate reconstruction of true error.

(@) R )| A ©

600

400 -

5 200
0
o4 -
—400 1
—5 i
—600
104 -8001 |
T
0 5 10 15 0 5 10 15 0 5 10 15
time time time
(d) (e) ®
600 500
0.04 + 400 - 200
200
0.02 300
04
0.001 -200
—0.024 —4007 :
-6007 }
~0.04 _sood i
T
0 5 10 15 0 5 10 15 0 5 10 15
time time time

Figure 3: Reconstruction of an invariable sparse unknown input. (a) The influence graph of a linear dynamic
system with N = 30 states. The nodes correspond to the state variables and the edges indicate their interactions.
The simulated error signal w*(t) = (0,...,0,wg(t),0,...,0)T targets the state variable z6. The squares indicate
the P = 10 sensor nodes providing the output y = (y1,...,%10)" (b) The measured output data ydata(t) =
(yata(t), ..., yfata(#))T (solid lines) can be fitted (dashed lines) by the output §(t) corresponding to the solution
w(t) (see (c)) of the convex optimal control problem in (36). (c) This estimate w(t) simultaneously reconstructs
the true unknown input w*(¢). One can see that among the thirty inputs the node i = 6 (wg) was localized as
the root cause of the error.



Lorenz system [42]

z(t) = oy(t) — ox(t)
y(t) = —z(t)y(t) + p(t) — y(t)
A(t) = x(t)y(t) — B(t),

with initial value (z¢,yo,20) = (1,1,1) and the stan-

dard choice of parameters p = 28, ¢ = 10, and 8 = 8/3.
Cancelling the nonlinearities of (37) we obtain

(37)

#(t) = oy(t) — ox(t)
y(t) = px(t) —y(t)
A(t) = —B2(t).

(38)

Can we reconstruct the error incurred by this linear
model using data from the "true system" (37)7 We
assumed that we can only measure variables x and z
as output data from (37).

The reconstructed error signal @w and the true error
w* are compared in Fig. 2(a-c). Clearly, the estimated
signal w7 is small compared to the scale of the other
components. This suggests a basic thresholding proce-
dure were we set wy (¢) = 0. Indeed, the reconstruction
of the other components is still very accurate under
this constraint, see Fig. 2(d-f).

Please note that the system (38) has a nonlinear,
more precisely an affine input-output map ®. This
suggests that the reconstruction method (36) can still
be useful for nonlinear systems as well as nonlinear
input-output maps, even if we have currently no proven
accuracy bounds in the spirit of Theorem 6.

5 Discussion

Finding the root cause of errors or faults is important
in many contexts. We have presented a mathematical
theory for the localization of invariable sparse errors
in ODE-models, which overcomes the need to a priori
assume certain types of errors. This restriction is re-
placed by the invariable sparsity assumption, which is
plausible in many real world settings, where the failure
of a small number of components is observed from the
sensors, but the localization of the fault is unknown.
Similarly, for the problem of modelling dynamic sys-
tems, it is important to know where the model is wrong
and which states in the model need a modified descrip-
tion. This includes also open systems, which are influ-
enced by unknown inputs from their environment.

We have used the gammoid concept to define the
notion of independence for inputs to dynamic systems.
This allowed us to generalize concepts from sparse sens-
ing to localize and recover such invariable sparse un-
known inputs. Theorem 2 is general and applies to
nonlinear systems. It is of note that Theorem 2 can
also be used to test, how sparse the errors have to be
in order to reconstruct their location for a given sys-
tem with a given number of outputs. We are currently
working towards a sensor node placement algorithm to
relocate or add ouput measurements in order to in-
crease the spark and therefore increase the number of

error sources which can be localized with a minimum
number of additional sensors.

The other results are only proved for linear systems.
However, our numerical experiment with the Lorenz
system suggests that the the optimization based recov-
ery method in (32) is also suitable for highly nonlinear
dynamics. In addition, the RIP-condition in Defini-
tion 9 is already hard to test for linear systems, a situ-
ation we already know from classical compressed sens-
ing for matrices [18|. Thus, one important question for
future research is a more operational criterion for the
recovery of invariable sparse errors from solutions of
the optimization problem (32) in linear and nonlinear
systems in the presence of measurement errors.

There is a further complication in the problem of
estimating the inverse of the input-output map ® cor-
responding to the dynamic system (1): The map ® is
compact and maps from an infinite dimensional input
space to the infinite dimensional output space. Inverse
systems theory [33] tells us that the inversion of such
operators is discontinous. Thus, more research on the
numerics of this L;i-regularized estimation problem is
needed [43]. Our results in Fig. 2 suggest that the
idea of iterative thresholding [19] from classical com-
pressed sensing can be transferred to our functional re-
covery problem. It will also be very intriguing to see,
whether noniterative algorithms [44] can be designed
for our dynamic system setting. In addition, stochas-
tic dynamic systems with unknown inputs will provide
another interesting direction for further research.

Our results are complementary to recent work on
Data-Driven Dynamic Systems, where the the goal is
to discover the dynamics solely from measurement data
[45-48]. For data sets of limited size, these purely data
driven methods might be restricted to situations where
all state variables are measured or time delays are used.
In the more realistic case that not all the states can di-
rectly be measured, it might be useful to incorporate
the prior knowledge encoded by a possibly imperfect
but informative model. Our work suggests a promis-
ing approach to combine models and data driven meth-
ods: For a given model, the error signals should be esti-
mated and then analysed with a data driven method to
discover their inherent dynamics. In this way, the data
driven method could be used to correct the informative
but incomplete model. This could potentially decrease
the number of measurements necessary in comparison
to an ab initio, purely data driven model discovery ap-
proach. We believe that the combination of data driven
systems with the prior information from interpretable
mechanistic models will provide major advances in our
understanding of dynamic networks.
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1 Spaces and Norms

1.1 Input Space
Underline Notation

We introduce the underline notation
Ui = [lug]| Lo (1)

and for the vector u € U we write

so the underline maps u to a vector w € RY. In the more general setting, I; is only assumed to be a Banach
space with some norm || - ||z, and the underline maps according to this norm. The underline notation will help
clarify our understanding of invariable sparsity and will be useful for the formulation of theorems and proofs.
As the underline is basically a norm, it inherits the usual properties as stated by the following lemma.

Lemma 1 1. Foru; € U; we findu; =0 < u;(t) =0 a.e. in [0,7T] .
2. For u;,v; € Us we find u; +v; < u; + v;.
3. For u; € U; and a € R we find au; = |a|u;.
Proof 1 1. From the definition of the LP spaces we get
lluillLe =0 < u; =0 a.e. (3)
2. Again from the definition we find
Ui + i = ||u; +villr < fluillze + l|ville = ui + v; - (4)
8. Since the LP-norm is homogeneous we have

aui = [laui|[rr = lall|uillr = [alu;. ®)

*The present work is part of the SEEDS project, funded by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG), project number 354645666.
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LFor a simpler notation we used W for the space of input function in the main text. In this more general treatment the letter
U is more common.



Proper Norm

Utilizing the underline notation, we define the g-norm on U as

[ullg = el (6)
where on the right hand side the standard g-norm on R’ is understood.

Proposition 1 The g-norm on U is a proper norm.

Proof 2 The LP norm and the g-norm on RN both are proper norms that fulfil the three properties positive
definiteness, the triangle property, and homogeneity. Since the g-norm on U is a combination of these two
norms, it becomes clear, that it again fulfils these properties.

1. Positive definiteness. We find
[ullg = llully >0 (7)

where the inequality comes from the fact, that we have a proper norm on RY. Equality holds if and only
if w = 0. Due to lemma 1 this is the case if and only if u = 0.

2. Triangle inequality. Let u,v € U.

i=1

N 1/q
lu+ollg = lutol, = (Z(Ui+vi)q) (®)

From lemma 1 one can see, that

(us +vi) < (ui + vi)* )
so we get
N 1/q
lu+ |, < (Z(ui+w)q) = [lu+ |, (10)
i=1

and since the latter is a proper q¢-norm on RE
lu+ vl < llully +llzlly = lully + vl - (11)
3. Finally we proof homogeneity. Let w € U and a € R.

L 1/q L 1/q L 1/q

laullg = llaull, = <Z(aui)q> = (Z(aluz')q) = |al <Z(Ui)q) = lallullq (12)
i=1 i=1 i=1
For ¢ = 0 one derives a situation comparable to the “0-norm” on RZ. First,

l[wllo == [lzflo (13)

counts the non-zero components of w. Due to lemma 1, a component of u is zero if and only if the corresponding
component of u is zero, so ||ul|p is indeed a “O-norm” on U.

Support of an Input

Similar to [1], for an index set A C {1,..., N} we write up for the vector
(un)i=9q .o (14)
Oifi ¢ A
and with A° we denote the complement in {1,..., N}. As in [2] we call A the support of w, if A is of minimal

cardinality and up = u. Let the index set A be given, then
Upr :={u €U |suppu C A} (15)

is understood as a restriction of the input space.
The three following facts can be proven directly: Let Ag and A; be two index sets with card Ag = card A; = k
and let u € Y. We find
UA,, U, € Yk (16)



and
Up, +Up, € Yok - (17)

If Ap and A; are disjoint we also get
Up, + UA, = UAGUA, - (18)

Lemma 2 Let u,v € U with disjoint support, then

utv=u+wv (19)

and for the g-norm
lu—vlly = [lut+vlly = [lut+ vl (20)

Proof 3 Ifi is in the support of u, then v; = 0 and equation (19) reduces to
Ui =g (21)
which is true. If i is in the support of v, then u; = 0. Equation (19) together with lemma 1 then becomes
tvi=|£1v =v (22)
which also holds true. If i is in neither support, the equation becomes trivial. For equation (22) note, that

[utvly = luztoll, = llu+ o, (23)

where the first equality is clear by definition and the second equality was just proven. It remains to show, that
for any two vectors x,y € RN with disjoint support one gets

e =yl =z +yll- (24)

However due to the disjoint support |z; + y;|? = |x;|9 + |y:|? = |x; — yi|? since at least one of the two terms is
zero. One finds

N N
lz = yllg = > lzi = pul7 =D lai + 3l = |z +yllj.- (25)
i=1 i=1

The following proposition for the case, where u, v are RY vectors, stems from [3] and has already been used for
the classical compressed problem in [4]. We proof its validity for u,v being input vectors of a dynamic system.

Proposition 2 Let u,v € U with disjoint support, then
lu+oI§ = [lull§ + vl (26)
Proof 4 With lemma 2 we find

N
lu -+l = utollg = llu+v]d = (u+v) (27)
i=1

Again due to the disjoint support we can write

(ui +v:)? = (wi)? + (v)* (28)
to get
lu+v|] :Z(ﬁ)q‘FZ(ﬂ)q = lulld +[[vllg- (29)

We close the investigation of the input space with three lemmas on norm-inequalities. For u being a RY vector,
these lemmas are proven in [1]. For our purposes, it is necessary to prove the validity for the g-norms on
composite Banach spaces.

Lemma 3 For u € ¥j we find

1
EIIU\Il < Jullz < VEllull - (30)



Proof 5 Let (-,-) denote the standard scalar product on RYN. We can write
[ully = llull = (u, sgnw) < |lulls|sgnull2, (31)

where the latter inequality comes from Cauchy-Schwartz and the signum function is understood component-wise.
By assumption u is k-sparse, hence ||sgnu||? is a sum of at most k ones. We obtain

lully < Vlulz = VEllull2. (32)

One will see, that
Ui < Jufloo = [l s (33)

where both sides of the inequality are non-negative. Let A = suppu, then

lull = a3 =D (w)? < a3 D1 = Kllull3, - (34)

i€A i€A
Taking the square-root leads to the desired inequality.

Lemma 4 For u,v € U with disjoint support we find

lullz + [[vll2 < V2[lu + o2 - (35)

== (o) @

Lemma 3 holds also for constant vectors and by construction x is k = 2 sparse, thus

Proof 6 Consider the R? vector

]l < V2|2 (37)
We can now replace
2]y = [lull2 +[Jv]l2. (38)
For the right hand side we find
)13 = llwll3 + lvll3 = [lu+ |3 (39)

where the second equality comes from proposition 2. Combining the latter the equations leads to the desired
inequality.

Lemma 5 Let w € U an Ag and index set of cardinality k. For better readability we write © := upg. Note,

that x is a RN vector with non-negative components. Let L = (l,...,lx) a list of indices with ; # l; for i # j
such that for the components of  we find

$l12xl22-~-2xl1\/~ (40)

Define index sets Ay := {l1,...,lk}, Ao :i= {lpt1,..., 1o} and so forth until the whole list L is covered. If k is
not a divisor of N the last index set would have less than k elements. This can be fized by appending u by zero
elements. We find

Ure
5 fua, < 2220 ()

Jj=>2
Proof 7 First note, that by construction all A; for i =0,1,... are pair-wise disjoint and that
A=A UALU. .. (42)
For any m € Aj_; we get by construction
Um > [|ua; oo - (43)
We now take the sum over all m € Aj_;
lwa; [l = Ellua, (oo - (44)
From lemma 3 we have for each j
a, ll2 < VEl[ua, [l (45)



and in combination with the latter inequality

1
[uaslle < —=llwa; - (46)

vk

We take the sum over j > 2

S o < 3 el (47)
Vi

Jj=2 J=2

In the right hand side we first perform an index shift and then use proposition 2 to see that

S lua, = 3 fua = lewa, ool = [fuagls - (48)

Jj=2 j=1

1.2 Owutput Space

In analogy to the input space U, the underline notation can be used for the output space Y =1 & ... D Vp,
yi = |lilly - (49)

Here, we assume that each y; € Y, is in L?' [0,T] and piecewise C*°[0,T]. Principally, p’ does not have to be

equal to the parameter p from the input spaces. It will be suppressed from out notation as the result are valid
for any fixed value of p’. Again it would also be sufficient that )); is a Banach space. The g-norm on ) is defined

[ylla := llylla- (50)

Clearly, all rules we have derived for underlined input vectors hold true for underlined output vectors. The
following lemma yields a last inequality for underlined vectors.

Lemma 6 Lety,z € ), then
ly — 2[5 < ly + =[5 (51)

Proof 8 The inequality can be written as
" 2 — 2
lwi—z) <> (wita) . (52)
i=1 i=1
To prove the validity of the latter inequality it suffices to show that
|ys = zil < lys + 2 (53)
for each i in order to complete the proof. First, consider the case y; > z;. From lemma 1 we get

Yi=Witz) -z <yitzitz (54)

and subtracting z; on both sides yields
Yi =2 S Yi T2 (55)

Both sides are positive so (53) holds. Second, consider the case z; > y; and perform the same steps with z; and
y; swapped to get

2= Yi Sz Ay (56)
For the right hand side it is clear that

ZitYi=Yitz (57)
and for the left hand side

Zi— Yi = |yi — zil (58)

thus equation (53) holds also in this case.



2 A Note on the Gammoid Structure

2.1 Sufficiency of Structural Invertibility

The structural invertibility of a dynamic input-output system is now completely determined by the triplet
(S,g,7), as the system is structurally invertible if and only if S is linked in g into Z. It has been shown [5],
that structural invertibility of the influence graph is necessary for the invertibility of a system.

To the best of our knowledge, the sufficiency of structural invertibility for the invertibility of a system is
an open question. However, we have found the intermediate result: Say we have an dynamic system with
input-output map ® : s — Y where the outputs are characterized by the output set

Z = (21,---,2pP) - (59)

Assume this system is invertible. Necessarily, the triplet (.5, g, Z) is structurally invertible, where g = (N, &) is
the influence graph of the system. Now assume, there is a distinct set

Z=(31,...,%p) (60)

with either Z; = z; or (z; — 2;) € £. Note, that the output signals from Z carry enough information to infer the
unknown inputs of the system. As each Z; is either equal or directly influenced by z;, it is plausible, that this
information is directly passed from Z to Z. Unless, we encounter a pathological situation where information is
lost in this step.

To give an example for such a pathological situation is given for instance in the toy system

$1(t = xg(t)
X9 (t = —ZZL’l(t)
E3(t) = z1(t)22(t) (61)
2 2
. z3(t) — 1 (1)
$4(t) - .I‘g(t
We find the differential equation
d
a‘f + r3g = 0 (62)

is solved by the right hand sides f = 125 and g = 22 — 22 /z3. Say the functions z; and z, yield independent

information. The information content from z3 and z4 is not independent any more, but coupled through the
differential equation above.

2.2 Gammoids

Gammoids, e.g. the gammoid I' = (5, g, Z), emerge from the graph theoretical problem of node-disjoint paths
from the input set S to the output set Z through a given graph g. This problem has been studied earlier without
connection to dynamic systems. In [6] a connection was made between gammoids and independence structures.
The probably first usage of the word gammoid stems from [7]. The topic has mainly been developed in [8-11]
and also the connection to matroid theory developed in [12] has been discovered.
The rank-nullity theorem for the gammoid I" = (£, g, M) follows from the general investigation of matroids
in [12] and states, that for any S € £
rank S 4+ null S = card S, (63)

where rank S is the size of the largest independent subset " C S. The declaration as theorem has historical
roots as it is actually true by definition.

2.3 Uniqueness of Invariably Sparse Solutions

Theorem 2 from the main text is known for the spark of a matrix [13]. Utilizing gammoid theory, we are able
to proof its validity for non-linear dynamic systems.

Proof 9 We first reformulate the theorem as follows: There is at most one solution with “O-norm” smaller than
sparkT’
B

So assume there are two distinct solutions w # v that both have “0-norm” smaller than %. If we denote
S := suppu and T := suppv the assumption says

sparkT’
2

card (S) < (64)



and
sparkT’

card(T) < 5 (65)
The union Q := SUT has card@ < sparkT’ thus by definition of the spark
Uy =Y (66)
is invertible. So if there is a w € Ug that solves
d(w) =y, (67)

this w is unique with respect to Ug. By construction Us C Ug, thus w is a solution that lies in Ug. So we know
that w exists and is necessarily equal to w. But also U C Ug so w must also equal v. We found u = w = v
which contradicts the assumption.

2.4 Transfer Function

The following lemma is known in the literature (see e.g. [14]), but usually given for adjacency matrices with
entries that are either zero or one. We formulate it in a way that is consistent with our notation and such that
the edge weights can be arbitrary.

Lemma 7 Let A € RN*N g matriz and g = (N, E) the weighted graph with nodes N' = {1,..., N} and edges
(i = j) € € whenever Aj; # 0. For each edge we define its weight as F(i — j) := Aj;. The edge weights imply
a weight for sets of paths. Let Pi(a,b) denote the set of paths from node a to node b of length k. Then

Aby = F(Pi(a,b)) (68)

Proof 10 Let lg,l1,...,lx € N be a list of nodes. If the path m:= (lo = ... — i) ewists, then © € Pr(lo,lx)
and we can use the homomorphic property of F to get

F(T{') = F(lo — ll) .. .F(lk_l — lk) = Alk:lk:71 .. 'Allln . (69)

On the other hand, if m does not ezist, that means at least one of the terms Ay,,_, equals zero and

Alklkfl "'AlllO == 0. (70)
When we compute the powers of A we find
N
Al]fa, = Z Ablk_l e Alla (71)
Iyodp—1=1
which sums up all node lists ly,...,lx_1 € N withly = a and l;, = b fived. It is clear, that the terms in the sum

do not vanish if and only if the path (a — 1 — ... = ly_1 — b) exists. Thus we can replace the sum by

N
Alga = Z Ablk_l e Alla (72)
TEPy (a,b)

and we have already seen, that for an existing path we can replace the right hand side by

Af,= Y F(r)=F(Pi(a,b)) (73)

mE€Py(a,b)
where the second equality comes simply from the definition of the weight function for sets of paths.

Proposition 3 Let T be the transfer function of a linear system and i,7 € N nodes in the weighted influence
graph. Let P(i,j) denote the paths from i to j. Then

Proof 11 We use the Neumann-series to write

-1 oo Ak
o=t =4[ 2)7] -5
ji k=0




where the brackets just indicate that we first take the matriz power and then take the ji-th element. With lemma

7 we get
L=ty ¥ 0 (76)

k=0 &P (i,5)

We now see that in o~—* we always find that k is the length of the path, k = lenw. Furthermore we can combine

the two sums to one sum over all paths

)=+ Y T (77)

TE€P(i,5)
2.5 Transposed Gammoids
For a linear dynamic system
(t) = Az(t) + Bw(t)
z(0) = xo (78)
y(t) = Ca(t)

the system

x(0) = x (79)
w(t) = BTx(t)
is called dual in the literature, referring to the duality principle of optimization theory, see for instance [15].
To avoid confusion, we will use the term transposed system instead, which then leads to a transposed gammoid.
This nomenclature helps avoiding confusion with the term dual gammoid, which is already occupied by the
duality principle of matroid theory [12] and which, to the best of our knowledge, is not related to dual dynamic
systems.

From a gammoid I' one can easily switch to the transposed gammoid I'” without detour over the transposed
dynamic system. Let g and g’ denote the influence graphs of the original and the transposed system, respectively.
Both systems have differential equations for the variables & = (z1,...,7x)7, so both influence graphs have N
nodes. To avoid confusion, say

N={1,...,N} (80)
and the nodes of the transposed graph are indicated by a prime symbol
N ={1,...,N'}. (81)
We also have a one-to-one correspondence between the edges £ and £’ which can be written as
(i—3j) =3 —1) (82)
which is the gammoid analogue to Aj; = (AT);;. This shows, that to switch from g to ¢/, one basically has to
flip the edges. Finally, one will realize that inputs and outputs swap their roles. So if S = (s1,...,s) is an
input set in g, then S" = (sf,...,s),) is an output set of ¢’. In the same way, an output set Z in g becomes an
input set Z’ in ¢’. We find that
(L,9, M) = (Mg, L") (83)

directly maps the gammoid T' to the transposed gammoid I'. We have just derived the construction of the
transposed gammoid for linear system. Clearly, we can use the derived formula to define the transposed
gammoid also for the general case.

Definition 1 Let I' = (L, g, M) be a gammoid, we call
I':= (Mg, L) (84)
the transposed gammoid.

If the gammoid is a weighted gammoid, one simply keeps the weight of each single edge,

F(i—j)=F((i—j)). (85)
Now any path
in I' corresponds to a path
7 =(n,—... > np) (87)
in IV and
F(r)=F(7) (88)



2.6 Concatenation of Gammoids

Consider two gammoids I'y = (L1, g1, M1) and 'y = (L2, g2, M3). If we now think of a signal that flows through
a gammoid from the inputs to the outputs we can define the concatenation

I':= Fl OFQ. (89)

A signal enters somewhere in the input ground set £; and flows through I'; to the output set M;. From
there, the signal is passed over to Lo and flows through I's to the final output set Msy. To get a well defined
concatenation, one must assume, that the signal transfer between the gammoids, i.e., from M;j to Ly is well
defined. To ensure this, we assume, that M; = {my,...,mp} and L3 = {l1,...,lp} have the same size and are
present in a fixed ordering such that the signal is passed from m; to [;. In other words, we identify

The result I' = (L, g, M) is indeed again a gammoid with input ground set £ = £; and output set M = Ma.
The graph g of this gammoid is simply the union of g; and go, i.e., g = (N1 UN3,E UEs). A special case is the
concatenation of a gammoid with its own transpose, I" o V.

2.7 Gramian Matrix

Let S = {s1,...,sum} be the input set and Z = {z1,...,2p} be the output set and T the transfer function of a
linear system. Making use of proposition 3 we can compute the input gramian via

P

Gil) =X X ah y S (o1)

k=1 PEP(si,2k) TEP(s5,2K)

We already know that if there is a path 7 in T' that goes from s; to 2, then there is a path «’ in I that goes
from z; to s. So if
p=(no—... > ni_1—n) (92)

is a path in I’ from ng = s; to n; = 2z, and if 7’
' =(py = ... = D) (93)
is a path in I'V from pj = 2}, to p;. = s}, then with respect to the identification z = 2} we can interpret
pom =(no—... o m_1 =0y —...>0.) (94)
as a path in ' o IV with
F(pon') = F(p)F(r') = F(p)F(r). (95)

We can introduce a multi-index notation
0_1/) = o,lenpa_lenrr (96)

because we know, that any path ¢ in I' o I” has always a unique decomposition in such a p and 7. We end up
with the formula ) F(e)
Gji(o) = 75 Z 0 (97)

o¥
$EP(si,5})

Before we turn our interest to the meaning of the gramian for dynamic compressed sensing, we want to provide
tools in the form of the following lemma and proposition.

Lemma 8 Let ' = (£, g, M) be a gammoid and let a,b € L be two input nodes. In T o T’ let .4 denote the
shortest path from a to a', nyy the shortest path from b to b and 1.y shall denote the shortest path from a to

V. Then
len (Naar) + len (yy)

2

< len(na) - (98)

Proof 12 By construction we know that there is a z € M and a decomposition 14y = a o ' such that a goes
from a to a z and B goes from b to z. We now find that ao o’ goes from a to a’. By assumption of the lemma,
a o’ is not shorter than n.q, thus

len (Naar) < len(aoa’) =2len(a). (99)

Analogously we find
len (npy) < 2len(B). (100)



We can now add these two inequalities together to get
len (Naar) + len () < 2(len (o) + len(B)) . (101)

On the right hand side we identify the length of n.y to get

len (naa’) + len (nbb’) <2len (nab’) . (102)
Proposition 4 Let T be the transfer function of a dynamic system with input set S = {s1,...,spm} and
gammoid I, and let G = T*T be the input gramian. Consider the quantity
Gii(o
pij(o) = G (103)
Gii(0)Gjj(o)
Let n;jr be the shortest path in T' oT' from s; to . If lemma 8 holds with equality, then
F yal
lim (o) = __FGg)l (104)
lo| o0 F(niir ) F(njj0)
If the lemma holds with strict inequality, then
lim p;5(0) =0. (105)

|o|—o0
Note, that there can be several shortest paths, so n; can be a set of paths.

Proof 13 Say S = {s1,...,Snm} is the input set that leads to the transfer function T and the input gramian G.
Using equation (97) we can write

- ‘Ewems“s;)FW)U_w
\/ZWEP(&L,S;) F(ﬂ—)aiﬂ’ ZBE’P(SJ',S}) F(9)079
The terms under the square-root are non-negative. To see that, let m = avo 3’ be a path from s; to si. Then we

know, that also fod/, aod/ and Bo ' exist and all go from s; to s,. Thus, in G;; we always find the four terms

Flaof) | F(od) = Flaoca) = F(Bof)

O-lenaa-lenﬂ Ulenﬁa-lena o-lenoza-lena Ulenﬁa-lenﬁ

pij(o (106)

R :=

(107)

together. So it is sufficient to show, that R is non-negative. With A := F(a)/c'™® and B := F(B)/c""” we
can rewrite R as _ _ _ _
R=AB+ BA+ AA+ BB. (108)

With A = x + iy and B = u + w we find
R=(z+u)?(y+v)*>0. (109)
The same holds for G;.

We now proceed with (106). As we want to take the limit |o| — oo, the smallest powers of o will be dominant.
The smallest powers of o correspond to the shortest paths. We neglect higher orders and the asymptotic behaviour

Figr)o™"
pij(0) = ‘ J (110)

\/F(mif)F(njj,)gf(n“,mj,)

where we use the sign “~” to denote the asymptotic behaviour for |o| — oo. Since the path n;: is always
symmetric in the sense (i)' = i we find o= = |o|!" (') The same holds for n;;. With this we get

[

_ Qg )L e G ten (00 =ten ) (111)
F(niir ) F(n50)

From lemma 8 we know, that the exponent of |s| is always non-negative, thus the limit always exists. If the
lemma holds with equality, then the exponent equals zero and we get

1Py
M) = R ) P (12)

If inequality holds, then the exponent of |o| is negative and we find

pij(s) =

|o|—o00

10



3 On the relation between Spark and Mutual Coherence

We will first discuss why it makes sense to consider the generic rank instead of the standard rank of the transfer
function T'. This will help us to finally deduce a global inequality to estimate the spark via the mutual coherence.

Let T : C — CP*M be the transfer function of a linear dynamic system. One knows, that T has singularities
at the eigenvalues of A (see section 6. 2.4), but these will cause no issue for the following calculations. Assume
for an o¢ € C we find the rank

rankT (o) =r < M. (114)
If we regard T(o) = (t1(0),...,tm(c)) as a set of column vectors, then {ti(og),...,ta(00)} is a linearly
dependent set of vectors. This can have two reasons. Either, {t;,...,t)} as function are linearly dependent,
say of rank r. Then it is clear, that the rank of T(o) will never exceed r. Or, {¢1,...,tp} is a set of linearly

independent functions, and the linear dependence at og is just an unfortunate coincidence. In this case, for any
o in a vicinity of oy, we will find that the rank of T'(¢) is M almost everywhere. For this reason, one defines
the structural [15] or generic rank [16] of T as

RankT := maé(rankT(a) . (115)
oe

From linear algebra it is clear, that for a fixed o € C, the equation
T(o)w(o) = y(o) (116)

can be solved for w(o) if the rank of T'(0) equals M. From the argumentation above it becomes clear, that a
generic rank of M already renders the whole system invertible.

3.1 Strict Diagonal Dominance of the Gramian
Now, we formulate the well known Gershgorin theorem [17] in a form suitable for our purpose.
Lemma 9 Consider a compler matriz G : C —€ CM*M_ We call G strict diagonal dominant in o if for all
i=1,...,M we find
G(o)iil > 1G(0)i5]- (117)
J#
If G is strict diagonal dominant in o, then zero is not an eigenvalue of G(o).

Proof 14 For a fired o set A := G(0). Assume A € C is an eigenvalue of A with eigenvector v € CM. Let v;
be a component of v of maximal magnitude, i.e. |v;| > |v;| for all j =1,..., M. Without loss of generality we
assume v; = 1. We write the eigenvalue equation in components

M
ZAijvj = )\Ub‘ . (118)
j=1
We extract j =i from the sum to get
ZA”"UJ' = A—A” (119)
J#i
Taking the absolute value and applying the triangle inequality yields
A= Al <D 1Ayl - (120)
J#i

By constriction |v;| < |v;| = 1 thus we get the final result

A= Aul <D 1A (121)
J#i
With r; = 3, |Aij| we can give a boundary of the spectrum spec(A) via a union of circles in the complex

plane,
M

spec(A) € [ AN € ClIA = Ay| < i} (122)
i=1
Note that a strictly diagonal dominant matriz necessarily has diagonal elements |Ay;| > 0- Furthermore Ay > r;
foreachi=1,..., M and thus
0Z{AeClIA— Ayl <mi}. (123)

Consequently 0 & spec (A).

11



Note, that the diagonal element of an input gramian G;; is given by

P P
Gij(0) = Y _Ti5(0)Tiilo) = Y 1Tyi(o)I (124)
j=1 j=1
and thus it is the zero function if and only if each T}; for j = 1,..., P is the zero function. Again consider the
dynamic system
T(o)w(o) = y(o). (125)

If the i-th column of T'(o) is zero for all o € C, then w; has no influence on the output at all. It is therefore
trivially impossible to gain any information about w;. We want to exclude this trivial case from our investigation
and henceforth assume, that the diagonal elements of G are non-zero. By construction it is clear, that each
diagonal element G;;(o) is indeed a positive real number.

3.2 Strict Diagonal Dominance Condition

Consider a linear dynamic input-output system with input set S = {s1,...,sn} and input gramian G : C —
CM*M and recall the definition of the coherence between input nodes s; and s;
Gij(o)]
pij(o) = ——————. (126)
Gii(0)Gj;(0)
The mutual coherence at ¢ is defined as
p(0) := max i () (127)

For the special case, that the transfer function 7' is constant and real, this coincides with the definition of the
mutual coherence from [13]. Also from there we take the following theorem and show that it stays valid for the
dynamic problem.

Proposition 5 Consider a linear dynamic input-output system with input set S = {s1,...,sm}, input gramian
G. Let 0 € C and and p(o) the mutual coherence in o. If the inequality

Guils) > uls) (128)
holds fori=1,..., M, then G is strictly diagonally dominant at s.

Proof 15 First, rescale the system by
G(o)

G(o) ~» 129
(o) 1 G(0) (129)
which gives the property
M
> Giio) =1. (130)
i=1

Note, that Gy;(0) > 0 is already clear and from the equation above Gy < 1. The case M = 1 is trivial. By
definition for all 4,5 =1,..., M with i # j

|Gij(0)| < ulo)y/Gii(0)Gyj5(0) . (131)
By assumption of the proposition u(c) < Gy (o) for alli=1,..., M, and since all quantities are non-negative
1</ Gii(0)Gjj;(o) (132)
for all i # j. Combine the latter two inequalities and sum over all j=1,...,1—1,i+1,..., M to get
> 1Gij(0) < Gii(0) Y Gjj(0) (133)
i it

for all i,...,M. Due to equation (130), the sum on the right hand side is smaller than one, thus for all
t=1,...,M we find

> 1Gi;(0)] < Gis(o) (134)
J#i

which is exactly the definition of strict diagonal dominance at o.

12



3.3 A note on the Coherence Measure

In contrast to the static problem, where the coherence is a constant, we have here a function in the complex
plane. Say, we have a small input set S = {s1, s2}. It is possible, that s; and sy are coherent in one regime of
C but will be incoherent in another. Proposition 5 and lemma 9 show, that a small coherence in a single o € C
is sufficient to get a high generic rank, and by this invertibility of the system. To have a measure whether two
nodes s; and s; are distinguishable somewhere in C it makes sense to define the global coherence

pij 1= 1nf pij (o). (135)

It is easy to see that the inequality
inf p;;(0) < inf i 136
max inf piij (o) < inf max pui; (o) (136)

holds, formulated in terms of the global coherence p;; and mutual coherence p(o)

max jrij < inf p(o). (137)

Proposition 5 holds for the mututal coherence (o) at any o € C. The least restrictive bound for strict diagonal
dominance is obviously achieved for a small mutual coherence y(o), so we would like to compute the minimum
or infimum of (o), the global mutual coherence
— inf . 138
p = inf u(o) (138)
The inequality above indicates, that small global coherences f;; do not necessarily lead to a small global mutual

coherence u. More precisely
MaX frij < i (139)

As an example, consider three input nodes sy, s and s3 and three subsets of the complex plane U, V, W C C.
It might happen that p12(0)|y is small, let us assume it vanishes, and so do ps3(o)|y and pi3(o)|w. Thus,
all global coherences are vanishingly small. However, if U, V and W do not intersect, the global coherences
are attained at different regions in the complex plane which means, in U we can distinguish s; from so but we
cannot distinguish sy from s3, and the same for V and W.

3.4 Shortest Path Coherence

We want to estimate the global mutual coherence by the mutual shortest path coherence

ot = lim p(o). (140)
|o|—o0
which is clearly an upper bound for the global mutual coherence. In contrast to the non-commuting infimum
and maximum operations, the proposition below shows, that the limit and the maximum operations commute.
We find

lim maxp;;(0) =max lim p;;(0) = max uﬁ;‘ort, (141)
lo| oo i i) |o]—o0 i#]
The quantity on the right hand side, uﬁ;“’"t

appeared in proposition 4.

is the shortest path coherence between s; and s;, which already

Proposition 6 Let p;;(c) be the coherence of s; and sj. Then

lim max y;;(0) = max lim (o). (142)
lo| =00 i#£j i#£j |o|—o0
Proof 16 First note, that p;;(o) is continuous, 0 < p;;(0) <1 and that any singularity of p;;(o) is removable.
Furthermore we have already seen that each p;j(o) convergent with limit uf]}-"”t as |o| — o0o. Due to these
convenient properties, the following setting is sufficient.
Let fo : R>9g — R a family of continuous and bounded functions with a € I where I is a finite index set. We

want to show that
lim max f,(z) = max lim f,(z). (143)

r—00 a€l a€l T—o0

To see that, let M, :=lim,_,o fo(x) and let a* € I such that My« = maxgaer M,. By definition of My, for any
€ > 0 there is an x, such that for all x > x, we have

|fa(z) — Ma| <e. (144)
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Set xg 1= max,cs Tq such that we can use the same epsilon and zo for all indices a. Let us divide I = IoUI;
such that Iy contains all indices with M, < M.« and I, contains this indices with My, = M~
Let us first consider all Iy and let us choose € such that

1
€< §|Ma* — Mal (145)

for all a € Iy. We can rewrite this as
My +e< My —e€. (146)

For this choice of € there is an xg such that |fo(x) — M,| < € for & > xq, i.e.,
fa(z) € (Mg — €, M, + €) (147)

an analogously
far(x) € (Mg» — €, Mg+ +€). (148)

Due to our choice of epsilon these two intervals are disjoint and one can see that fo(x) < fo+(x) for all x > xy.
Thus for x large enough we can always neglect I,

e = g el (9
Let us now focus on I;. Consider
ra(@) = [fa(x) — M| (150)

fora €I and let o’ € I such that fo (x) = maxaer, fo(x). It is now clear that

ror () < maxr,(x) (151)
a€ly
for all x. Insertion of the definitions yields
| far () = M| < meaIX | fa(2) — Mg~| (152)
acl
and for x > xo we deduce
|far(z) — Mg+| < €. (153)

Since we can do that for arbitrary small € > 0 we find the convergence

mlingo far(x) = Mg~ . (154)
We can now insert the definitions
for(@) = max fo(2) = max fa(z) (155)
and
Mo = 1y Mo = 2y Jin, Jo(0) (196)
to get the desired result
20 TRy o) = Ry i Jalo). as1)

3.5 Feed-Forward Graphs

As one special case we want to consider systems with a feed-forward structure. Such a structure for instance ap-
pears in artificial neural networks. From the matroid theory side, such systems correspond to cascade gammoids
which were investigated in [11].

A gammoid T = (£, g, M) is called a cascade if it has the following structure. The graph g = (N, &) consists
of a dijsoint union of L + 1 node sets

N =NoU...UNL, (158)
called layers. With (,!) we mean node 4 from layer ;. Each edge in £ has the form

(4,0) = (4,1+1). (159)

The input and output ground sets are set to be £ = Ny and M = N7,.
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In a cascade, all paths from the input layer to the output layer have the same length. For (i,0) € £ and
(4, L) € M we find the transfer function to be

Tio)=— Y. F) (160)

meP((i,0),(4,L))

One can see that

Aji = > F(r) (161)

meP((4,0),(5,L))

defines the entries of a real constant matrix A. The transfer function achieves the simple form

1
and the coherence i;;(0) turns out to be a constant
(ai’ aj)
piso) = 0l (163)
’ llai lllay]|

The latter equation looks exactly like the coherence one defines for the static compressed sensing problem [13]. It
follows, that for the class of cascade gammoids the different notions of coherence all coincide, and consequently
the shortest path coherence indeed yields a method to compute the mutual coherence exactly.

3.6 Estimation of the Spark

This calculation is in analogy to the static problem from [13]. Let G be the gramian of a linear dynamic
input-output system with input set S = {s1,...,sn} and let u(o) be its mutual coherence at o € C. By the
definition

1Giy(0)] < o))/ Cis(0)G (o). (164)

Now let Gk (o) be the maximum of all Gy; (o) for i = 1,ldots, M. We replace the square root and sum over all
j=1,...,i—=1i+1,..., M to get

D 1Gi(0)] < (M = 1)u(0)Gia(o), (165)
J#i
where we used that the right hand side is independent of j. The gramian is strict diagonal dominant if for all
t=1,..., M we have
(M = 1)u(0)Grr(o) < Gii(o) . (166)
The latter inequality is therefore sufficient for strict diagonal dominance at ¢ and consequently to invertibility
of the dynamic system. We therefore proceed with this inequality by using Gj;(0)/Gri(0) < 1 to get
1
M<——+1. (167)
(o)

Note, that the gammoid G depends on the choice of the input set S C L. However, the sufficient condition
for strict diagonal dominance only takes M = card S into account. It becomes clear, that for all S C £ with
card S < M we get strict diagonal dominance. Since strict diagonal dominance leads to invertibility, it also tells
us that S is independent I'. By definition of the spark, sparkI" is the largest integer such that S is independent
in T whenever card S < sparkI". Since any M that fulfils (167) leads to independence, it becomes clear, that
the spark is not smaller than the right hand side of this inequality. Therefore

1
spark' > —— 4+ 1, 168
(o) (168)

and we have proven the validity of theorem 3.

4 Convex Optimization

Here we provide the proof of theorem 5.
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Proof 17 We first show, that the constraint set
Ai={ucU][|®(u) -yl <} (169)

with y € Y and € > 0 is convex. Let o, B > 0 such that o+ 5 =1. We have to show that

u,ve€ A= (au+pv)eA. (170)
Given that ® is linear we can estimate
[®(au + fu) —yll2 = [a®(u) — ay + (v) - By|2 (171)
and with the triangle inequality
[®(eu+ fu) — yl2 < af|@(u) — yll2 + B]|2(v) — yll2 < ac+ fe=e. (172)
Since || - ||q is a proper norm on U we again apply the triangle inequality
low + Bolly < aljuly + BllvL (173)

to see that the function we want to minimize is conver.

5 Restricted Isometry Property

The following lemma was proven for matrices in [1] and can now be generalized to linear dynamic systems.

Lemma 10 Assume RIP2k and let w,v with disjoint support. Then

(@(u), 2(v)) < dox[u2[v]2- (174)

Proof 18 First we divide (174) by ||lull2||v||2 to get a normalized version of (174)

Tt~ {2 (o) (i) < o

where we used the homogeneity of - and the linearity of ®. Note, that underlined vectors are simply vectors in
RP, hence the scalar product is the standard scalar product. For simplicity of notation we henceforth assume
llull2 = ||v]le = 1. We apply the parallelogram identity to the left hand side of (174) to get

(@(w), 2(0)) = § (120w) + )15 ~ | B) - 2()]3) (176)

and since RIP2k holds we get

(B(aw), B(0)) = § ((1+ 0a0) e+ o — (1 = 60) e — w]) (77

We apply lemma 2 to see that due to the disjoint support we get
lu+ 23 = [lu—vl5 = u+wv]3 (178)

and proposition 2 yields
(@(u), ®(v)) < 282 ([[ull3 + [|v][3) = d2 - (179)

To see that our framework is in agreement with the results for the static problem consider the following: Let
A € RP*N and y € RP be given and w € RY. Solve

for w. This problem can be seen as a dynamic system with trivial time-development and input-output map
A. Consequently an input set S = {s1,S2,...} is independent in the gammoid if and only if the columns
{as,,@s,,...} of A are linearly independent. In this special case we can drop the underline notation and we can
rewrite the RIP2k condition as follows. Let x := 2k. For each u,v € ¥

(1= ap)llu — w3 < [ Au — Av]3 (181)
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is equivalent to saying that for each w := u — v in Y9, = ¥, we have
(1= 00) w3 < [|Awlf3 - (182)

The same argumentation holds for the second inequality, so that we can say, the system has the RIP of order
k if and only if for all w € X,
(1 =80 wll3 < [[Awl]f3 < (1+60)[wl]3 - (183)

The latter is exactly the RIP condition that one usually formulates for static compressed sensing. We can
therefore say, that our framework contains the classical static problem as special case.

We now turn our interest to one important proposition about systems that fulfil the RIP2k. This one
corresponds to Lemma 1.3 from [1]. We follow the idea of the proof given there, however, some additional steps
are necessary in order to get a result valid for dynamic systems.

Proposition 7 Assume the RIP2k holds and let w € U and k € N. Let Ay be an index set of size card Ay < k.
Let Ay correspond to the k largest entries of uag (see lemma 5), Ao to the second largest and so forth. We set

A:=AgUA; and
. V282, 3 1

= = . 184
R . 1 — o (184)
Then
sy < ol | (F0) 2) )
Upf2 s @ .
vk l[wall2
Proof 19 For two complementary sets A and A® we have A N A® = () so that we can use equation (18).
Furthermore, AUA® = {1,..., N} shows that w = up + upe. Thus due to linearity of ® we get
CI)(’U,A) = @(u) — @(uAc) . (186)
By construction A° = AyUA3U ... so we can substitute the latter term by a sum
D(up) = (u) = > B(uy,). (187)
j=2
By construction we also know that up,,us, € Xg, so from the RIP2k we get
(1= d20)l|lwag — ua, [13 < [[@(uay) — (ua,)|3 (188)
On the left hand side we notice that Ag and Ay are disjoint so we use lemma 2 to see that
lua, — ua, 13 = llua, +ua, 15 = [lual. (189)
On the right hand side we use lemma 6 and the linearity of ® to get
12(ua,) — ®(ua,)I3 < |(ua,) + @ (un, )3 = [|(ua)]3- (190)

We can estimate ||®(up)||% by

()l < (@(un). () + <<I><uA>,Z<I><uAJ->> . (191)

Jj=2

To see that, we first wrote the norm as a scalar product

1@ ()3 = <<I>(UA)><I>(U) Z‘I>(UAj)> (192)

j>2

where the second vector comes from equation (187). The triangle inequality from lemma 1 yields

Di(u) =Y Diua,) < Bi(u) + > Bi(uy,) (193)

j=2 Jj=2

as well as

D @i(up,) < Ri(ua,) (194)

Jj=22 Jj=22
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for each component i =1,..., P. We proceed with the second scalar product in equation (191)

<‘1>(UA)7Z‘I)(UA‘,-)> = <‘1>(UA0)=Z‘1>(UAJ')> + <‘1’(UA1)7Z‘I)(UA,)> (195)

Jj=>2 Jj=>2 Jj=2

where we again used the linearity and triangle inequality in each component,

P;i(up) = Pi(un,) + Pi(ua,) < Pi(ua,) + Pi(ua,)- (196)

For m = 0,1 we first write the sum outside of the scalar product and apply lemma 10

<<1><uAm>,Z<I><uAj>> =3 (Bun,). Bua,)) < 3 dallun, allun, I (197)

Jj=2 J=2 Jj=2

and then lemma 5 to get

UAc
Dun,). 3 Bun,) ) < durlun, (198)
j>
We add the two inequalities for m =0 and m =1 to get
llwagllx
D(ua), y | D(un,) ) < don([lun,ll2 + IIUAIHQ)T‘ (199)
7>2 k
From lemma 4 we know that
leengllz + llua,ll2 < V2 [[ung +wn, |2 = V2[uall2- (200)
We combine all these results to get
2 V3 [uagllx
(1= dop)[[ually < (2(ua), P(w)) + 02 V2wl Tk (201)

For 02, < 1 and with « and B as defined above we can divide the inequality by (1 — 0)||ua||2 to get the desired

inequality

Upe D(up), P(u

[[waglly +5< (ua), D(u))
vk l[eall2

We want to make use of the latter proposition in the following way: Say v € U is a fixed vector, e.g., the true
model error that we want to reconstruct, and u is our estimate for the model error, e.g., obtained by some
optimization procedure. To measure how good the optimization procedure performs, we compute the difference
w := u — v and utilize the proposition to get an upper bound for ||w||2

Now assume the RIP2k holds with a constant do;, < v/2 — 1. For the proposition we can choose an arbitrary
index set Ag of size k. We choose Ag such that it corresponds to the k& components of v with highest magnitude.
As said in the proposition, A; will now correspond to the k largest components in wyg, Az to the second largest
an so forth and we set A = Ag U Ay. o

Recap, that o1 (v), is the distance between v and the the best k-sparse approximation [2]

[uallz < @

(202)

o(v)g == min [[v — vl (203)
veX,
and note that
ok(v)1 = [lva, — vl (204)

To see the latter equation, let ¥ € ¥ such that ||& — v||; is minimal. Since & is k-sparse, there is a A such that

= v;. Written as a sum
1o —vlh =Y i—vi+ Y v (205)
ieA i€Ae

(<3}

The non-zero components must be chosen v; = v; since this makes the first sum vanish. In order to minimize
the second sum the index set A¢ must correspond to the smallest v;, in other words, A corresponds to the largest
v, thus v = vy,

In the remainder of this section we follow the argumentation line of [1] where the static problem in RY was
considered. Therein, many results are utilized that were first presented in [18]. We show, how a line of reasoning
can be made for the general case of composite Banach spaces, i.e., valid for dynamic systems.
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Lemma 11 Consider the setting explained above and assume ||ull1 < ||v||1. Then

or(v)1

Vk

Proof 20 We begin with splitting w and applying the triangle inequality

lwllz < 2[lwallz +2

il = s +wacllo < Jwalls + [waclls.

Since A° = AyUA3U. .. we can apply the triangle inequality and lemma 5

llwag 1
lwaells = || wa, || <D llwa, ]2 < TO

Jj=2 9 J22 k
By construction uw = v+ w so it is clear that
lo+wly < lvlx.
For the complementary sets Ay and A§ we can apply proposition 2 with ¢ =1 to get
v+ wlly = [loa, +waoll + lwag +vaglls -
In the proof of lemma 6 we know for each component that
[lvil = i < Jvi 4w -

So we estimate the norm

loay +wagll =D Joitwi| > Y |foif — il

i€Ao i€Ao

> (ol = Jwi)

1€Ng

>

and the same holds for A§. With this result equation (210) becomes

[vaolln = [waglli + lwaglls = lvaglls < llvllx

which yields a lower bound for ||wag |1

waglly < flvlly = [loalln + llwag lln + llvagl -
A calculation as in equation (212) and equation (204) show that
[vlly = [[oaylly < [l = vaolls = on(v)
and since A§ is complementary to Ao, v = v, + vag, thus
lvaglly = [lv — va,llh = on(v)1
Combining the latter three results we get
lwaglly < lwagllr + 20k (v)1 -
Inserting the latter result into equation (208) yields

[wa [l + 205 (v)1

WAe <
lwae |2 7
From lemma 3 we get
O'k('v)l
lwaclle < llwngllz + 22
We now use the triangle inequality
w2 < Jlwallz + [[waell2

and the fact, that Ag C A, thus
lwaollz < flwall2
to get the desired inequality
ak(v)l

vk

[wll < 2[[wall2 +2
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= [([lvaollh = lwao )] = lvaolls = [lwa llx
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(207)

(208)

(209)
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(211)

(212)

(213)

(214)

(215)

(216)

(217)

(218)

(219)

(220)

(221)
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The following theorem follows from a combination of proposition 7 and lemma 11. It is the key result for the
optimization problem we present for linear dynamic input-output systems.

Proposition 8 Let u,v € U with ||u|ly < |[v||; and assume for ® we have the RIP2k with 8o, < v/2 — 1. Let
Ao correspond to the k largest components of v. We set w := u — v and let Ay correspond to the k largest
components of Wpe, Ao to the second largest and so forth. Let A := Ao U Ay. There are two constants Cy and
Cy such that

1 (V)1 (@(wy), D(w))

o
wlls < Co +Cy (223)
Vk llwall2
Proof 21 We start with proposition 7 applied to w
lwaglly |, (D(wa), D(w))
lwallz < a—2— + (224)
vk l[wall2
In lemma 11 equation 219 we found an estimate of [[wagl1, inserted into the latter inequality
P(wy), P(w
fwall < alselh 5, el0h 5 BlEn) SE0) (225)

+
vk vk [walle

The first term can be treated with lemma 8 and then we use the fact that Ag C A, thus [[wa, |2 < [[wall2, to get

k('v)l <<I>(wA)>M>
& P Twall

Due to the assumption dar, < V2 — 1 we also get & < V2 —1 < 1 hence (1 — «) is positive so we rewrite the
latter equation as

g
lwallz < aflwall2 + 2 (226)

2c0 ok (V)1 B <(I)(w/\)7M>

w < 227
e, S et s (227)
To close the proof we use lemma 11 to get
P(wpy), P(w
1 (nwu ~ va)l) L 20 owh B (B(wa) 2(w) (228)
2 vk 1—a Vk 11—« |lwall2
and with A
@
Coy:= <1—a+2) (229)
and 25
= 2
Ch T—o (230)
we finally obtain
P(wy), P(w
Jwlls < Cp 71 4o, (20on), 2(w)) (231)

vk

We can now apply proposition 8 to the solutions of the || - [o and |- ||; optimization problems. Assume yd** € J
is given data which is produced by a sparse “true” input w* € U, i.e.,

l[wall2

(w*) = ydate. (232)

data

We want to infer w* from y“®'®. Sparsity of the “true” input w* means, that for all w in

A= {ucU|[|®(u) -yl = 0} (233)
we find
lw*flo < llullo - (234)
Now let @ be a solution of the convex || - ||; optimization problem, that is, for all u € A we find
w1 < [Jull- (235)

We can now apply proposition 8 to w = w — w*. Note, that

B(w) = B(w*) = B(w) =0. (236)
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We find
ak(w*)l

Vk

Note that by definition oy (w*); is the best k-sparse approximation to w* in 1-norm. Thus we have shown, that
the convex || - ||; optimization yields an approximation of the unknown “true” input.

Proposition 8 might be adjusted for various scenarios where we can make further assumptions about the
model error w* or about stochastic or measurement errors. We want to derive a last inequality for the case of
bounded noise. Let £ represent the noise, and @ iscless the solution operator we have discussed so far. We now
consider a new solution operator

[w —w*[[2 < Co (237)

@(u) (t) = (I)rnoiSCICSS(U) (t) + 5(15) (238)

that incorporates the noise £. Since £(t) € RY we can interpret £ € ) and use the norm on ). We assume that
¢ is a bounded noise with € > 0,

1€]l2 < €. (239)
We adjust the solution set
A= {ucU]|[®(u) - ylls <€} (240)
and define w*, w € A as before with minimal || - ||p and || - ||; norm, respectively. From the theorem we get
(w* (@(wa), D(w))
holls < 620 4 ¢ : (241)

Vk l[wall2

We want to estimate the scalar product by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

(B(wa), ®(w)) < [|@(wa) 2] ®(w)]2- (242)

By construction A = Ag U A; has at most 2k elements. thus, it is possible to write w = u + v where u,v € X
have disjoint support. With lemma 1 we get

[@(wa)llz = [[2(w) + P(v)[]2 < [[2(u) + P(v)]|2 (243)

We can now use the RIP2k to get
[®(wa)ll2 < V1 + d2pllu+ 22 (244)

[@(wa)ll2 < 1+ dakllu+ v =1+ doflwallz- (245)

On the other hand we can write w = w — w™* and get
[@(w)]| = [[(2(w) —y) — ((w") = Y)lly < (W) — yll, + [[(w") —yll, < 2e. (246)

With this, equation (242) becomes

and with lemma 2

(@(wy), D(w)) < 2ev/1 4 dopflwall2 (247)

and inserting this into equation (241) leads to

[[wll2 §COL\T/%)I+0126\/1+6%. (248)

We can now adjust the constant Cy := /1 + 025 C7 to get the result

ak(w*)l
Vk

which is the equation from theorem 6 of the main text.
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