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v-Analysis: A New Notion of Robustness for Large Systems with
Structured Uncertainties
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Fig. 1. Interconnection of the stable system G and uncertainty A considered
for robust stability.

Abstract— We present a new, scalable alternative to the
structured singular value, which we call v, provide a convex
upper bound, study their properties and compare them to 7,
robust control. The analysis relies on a novel result on the
relationship between robust control of dynamical systems and
non-negative constant matrices.

I. INTRODUCTION

We consider a system to be robust if it is unlikely to fail.
The usual setting to analyze the robustness of a system is to
study how it interacts with uncertainty. Standard approaches
impose structure on the uncertainty and certify robustness
against its size. However, the way we currently measure the
size of uncertainty is unsuitable for large-scale networks.

To see this, consider the standard robust control set-up in
Fig. [I] G is a stable causal linear system with » inputs and
outputs. A is unknown but belongs to the set & consisting of
diagonal linear time-varying (LTV) systems that are causal,
stable, and have n inputs and outputs. We want to determine
which of the following two systems are most likely to fail.

x(t+1)=6;x,(9) x1(t+ 1) = 6;x,(1)

Pli ,P2:

X, (t+ 1) = 8,x,(1) X, (t+ 1) = 8,x,(1).

P, is a set of decoupled first-order systems with uncertain
time constants, and P, is a delayed ring with uncertain
weights. Robustness measures based on structured singular
values [1], [2] or £, robust control methods [3] agree that
both systems are robust against diagonal uncertainties whose
largest[]_-] diagonal element is bounded by one. It is tempting
to conclude that P; and P, are equally likely to fail.
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"In H_,— and #;-norm respectively

A more careful study reveals that destabilizing P; is
easy; a constant gain |6;,] > 1 for any k will render the
closed-loop unstable. However, all of the uncertainties must
simultaneously be large (||6|||6,]| - ||6,| = 1 to destabilize
P,. In plain words, destabilizing P, requires large globally
coordinated perturbations directly affecting every node.

This article proposes a new robustness measure \E] that
captures sparsity in the uncertainty. It is large for dense
uncertainties and small when sparse uncertainties can desta-
bilize the system. For example, v(P;) = 1 and v(P,) = 1/n.
We focus on diagonal linear time-varying and nonlinear
uncertainty in discrete time.

This work is primarily motivated by recent progress to
distributed and localized controller design for large-scale
networks [4], modeling and analysis of the feedback in
neuroanatomy [5]—[7] and the need for better control methods
for emerging large-scale systems such as smart-grids and
intelligent transportation systems.

A. Outline

Section [[] introduces notation and gives some background
on robust stability for static and dynamic matrices. We intro-
duce and analyze the new robustness measure in Section
and provide a convex upper bound. Section [[V] describes the
properties of the upper bound and in Section [V| we show
how to compute it and characterize the optimal solution.
Concluding remarks and directions for future research are
contained in Section

II. PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATION

Latin letters denote real-valued vectors matrices like x €
R"” and A € R™™_ For a matrix A € R™™, A, ; means the
element on the ith row and jth column, and we refer to the
ith element of a vector x € R" by x;. The p-norm of a vector
x € R" is defined by

1 .
(T, 1x12)"7”if p € [0, ),

|xl, 1=
g max; |x;|

if p = c0.
For a matrix, A € R™™, the induced norm from g to p is

defined by

|Ax],
max .
o fxly

|Alyp i=

>The robustness measure v is unrelated to Vinnicombe’s v-gap metric.
We apologize for the confusion caused by overloading v and highlight the
need for further research into new Greek letters.



TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF MATRIX INDUCED NORMS, ADAPTED FROM [8]. THE NORM
ON THE DOMAIN (D) IS DETERMINED BY THE COLUMN, AND THE
CODOMAIN (CD) BY THE ROW.

CD\D I 1 I I oo
-1, max; Y |4, NP-HARD NP-HARD
1 max; Y7 A2 5(A) NP-HARD
| oo max, ; IAijl \/ max; Z;;l |Aij|2 max; Z;'l:l |Aij|

For an infinite sequence x = {x(0),x(1),...},x(k) € R”,
my, = (|x1]e-**» |%,|s) is called the magnitude vector of x
and £ denotes the set of all such sequences such that

Xl = |my|s < o0.
We define the truncation operator P on 7 by
Pr(x) = (x(0), ..., x(T),0,...).

By 77 , we mean the extended ¢ -space: {x € £,
(Prx) € 7 : T > 0}. An operator H : ¢/ — £ is
causal if P.H = P, H P, and time-invariant if it commutes
with the delay operator z~!. We call H 7, stable if

| PHx||

IH]l; :=Hllq,c =sup sup ———— <o,
1 0gxely, 1PiXllo

where ||H||, o is called the induced norm on 7. A
linear time-varying operator H is fully characterized by
it’s impulse response (convolution kernel) H(f,7) and it
operates on signals x € 7, by convolution, (Hx)(¥) =
thzo H(t,7)x(zr). Expressed in the elements of its con-
volution kernel, the induced norm becomes |HJ||; =
max; Z;’zl sup, X' _ | H; ;(t, 7)|. It will be convenient to ex-
press the norm in terms of the magnitude matrix of H

| H i1l | Hy,lly
My = : : , )]
”Hnllll ”Hnnlll

and [|H||; = max; 3}, M;;.

A. Matrix induced norms and stability of static systems

Before diving into induced norms for dynamical systems,
we explore norms on constant n-dimensional vectors and
square matrices. For a constant matrix M € R™", robust
stability with respect to bounded unstructured uncertainty
means that det(I — AM) is invertible for all |[A| < y in some
norm. Let L + 1 = 1, then det(I — AM) is invertible for all
|Al,, < 1 f and only if M|, , < 1. See Table [ for a table
of the most common compatible p-norms.

B. Robust stability with diagonal uncertainty

Let 9 be the set of £ -stable causal linear time-varying
operators whose off-diagonal elements are zero, and D C

R™" be the set of diagonal matrices with positive diagonal
entries. Further, define
1
inf{[|All e : A €D, (I —GA)~! unstable}
(2)
The following Theorem characterizes robust stability of
Fig. [T] as conditions on M.

Theorem 1 (Theorem 2 in [3]). For A € & with ||A||
1, the following are logically equivalent :

Hyp G)=

00,00 <

1) The system in Fig. [T]is robustly stable.

2) p(Mg) < 1, where p(-) denotes the spectral radius.
3) x < Mgx and x > 0 imply that x = 0.

4) inf pep IDMgD ™ 00 < 1

5) ugy(G) < 1.

Remark 1. As p(A) = p(AT) we have that the convex
upper bound (which is exact for linear time-varying un-
certainty) can be computed either as the max row sum
or max column sum. That is, infpep [DMgD™ ! o =
inf pep [IDMgD 7| ;.

III. v: THE NEW u

Inspired by the role of LASSO [9] in favoring sparse
solutions to regression problems, we propose using the sum
of £, norms, Z?:l I16;]l;- The new robustness metric v is
defined as follows.

Definition 1 (v). Let & be the set of £ -stable causal linear
time-varying operators with n inputs and outputs, whose off-
diagonal elements are zero. Given a causal linear system G
with n inputs and outputs

1
inf{}°_ 5, : A€ D, I -GA)! unstable}

Vg (G) =

To study the properties of the new robustness measure and
its relationship to u, we require insight into the relationship
between that of destabilizing the dynamical system G and
its magnitude matrix M. From Theorem [T| we know that if
there exists a A that destabilizes Fig. |1} then there exists a
constant matrix A with the same #; norm so that I — AMg;
is singular, and vice versa. Surprisingly, it turns out that the
bounds on each diagonal entry of A are equal to that of A.

Theorem 2. Let & be the set of £ -stable causal linear
time-varying operators with n inputs and outputs, whose off-
diagonal elements are zero. Further, let € C R"™ " be the set
of non-negative diagonal matrices. Given upper bounds 6;;
fori =1,...,n and a stable, causal n X n-dimensional system
G, the following are logically equivalent:

1) There exists a A € 9, where each cliagonal element
is bounded from above, |8l 00 < 6;;> such that the
system in Fig. [I] is unstable.

2) There exists a A € &, where each diagonal element is
bounded from above, §; < 3,-,-, such that I — AM is

singular.

Proof. We start by showing that the first claim implies the
second. Let R, = diag(d,;, ..., 6,,), then A = AR, for some



A€ 2,|A], < 1. As Fig.[1|with AG = A(R,G) is unstable,
we conclude the existence of a diagonal non-negative matrix
A with |&|00’oo <1 so that I - KRAMG is singular. Taking
A = AR A completes the first part of the proof.

The proof of the converse result is identical but starts with
M. O

Theorem [2| implies that we can replace the #; norm in
with any norm on the magnitude matrix of A and get
Uy (G) = ug(Mg) for free.

Although we do not yet know how to compute v, from
Fig. [1] and Theorem [2] we know that v must be absolutely
homogeneous and invariant to similarity transforms with ma-
trices that commute with &. Furthermore, we can translate
the equivalence relationship between | - || and | - |, into a
corresponding relationship between v and 4. We summarize
the above discussion with the following proposition:

Proposition 1. With G, &, € as in Theorem. let D C
R™" be the set of non-negative diagonal matrices, then the
following statements are true:

1) vy(G) = ve(Mg)

2) vg(aG) = |alvg(G) for a € R.

3) vg(DGD™!) = vy, (G) for D € D.

4) 1y (G)/n < vg(G) < gy (G).

The following theorem tightens the lower bound in 4) by
zeroing out different diagonal elements. This result agrees
with intuition because we can study how a system interacts
with sparse uncertainty by testing the different sparsity
patterns separately.

Theorem 3. Given G and @ as in Definition [Il Let I =

(iy,ips...,0,) with m < N and i, # i; for k # [ be an index
tuple, and consider the sub-matrix of Mg:
Milil Milim
M=l &+ o T 3)
]V[i,,,i1 Mimi

(M)
Then Vg (G) > e

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that i, = k for
k = 1,...,m. This assumption can always be enforced by
renaming the signals. Restrict A by setting 6, = 0 for
k > m. By Proposition [T| v5,(G) = vg(Mg), so it is
sufficient to give the proof in the constant matrix case.
Let A = diag(d;y, ..., 0,,,) be the submatrix of A that is
nonzero and partition M into
_ [Mu Mp
Mo [M21 M22] |

where M|, € R™™_ Thus I —AMg is invertible if and only
if (I-Ay M) is invertible, which is equivalent to |A; |, o, <
1/p(M;). From the fourth property of Proposition [I| we
conclude that vg, (G) > p(M;)/(m). O

A. An upper bound of v

If the norm on the magnitude matrix of A is one in the
upper triangle of Table [} then we can use the corresponding
dual norm in the lower triangle to construct an upper bound.

Although the induced norm from oo to 1, in general, is
NP-hard to compute, it coincides with the absolute sum for
diagonal matrices. To see this, consider

n n
|Alor = sup D 16,x,1 =D 16,l. )

I¥leo=1j=| i=1
This implies that if |[Mg|; o, < 1/|Aly; then I — AMg
is non-singular. As vg, is invariant under similarity transfor-
mations with D € D, we suggest the following upper bound:

V5 (G) :=52%|DMGD—1|W (5)

The 1 to oo norm is the maximum absolute element of
a matrix, see Table [, and can be computed for large-scale
connected systems by local evaluation and communication
with the closest neighbors.

Remark 2. The (1,00) and (o0, 1)-norms on magnitude
matrices Mg and M, correspond to norms on G and A
induced by the 1 and co-norms on the magnitude vectors.
That is, let y = Gx, then |my|, < [Mgl olmy|; and if
z = Av then |m,|; < |My|x1llm,|s- One could start with
this observation, define v with respect to the induced norm
on A, and get the same results as in this paper. We prefer
the simplicity of Theorem [2]

We end this section by noting that for positive systems,
the H,-norm is achieved by a stationary input [10], [11], so
robustness analysis can be done entirely on positive matrices
in that case too. We suspect one can derive similar results
for positive systems as those in this article.

Conjecture 1. For positive systems, there exists a convex
upper bound for a robustness measure against a causal,
diagonal, linear time-varying uncertainty A bounded in the
following norm [|Al = (18, |, + 18,1l + -+ + (18, lleo-

IV. PROPERTIES OF V.

The lower bound in Theorem 3] shows that if the maximum
absolute value is achieved on the diagonal of M, then the
upper bound coincides with the lower bound and is exact.
These types of systems are called diagonally maximal and
merit a formal definition.

Definition 2 (Diagonally Maximal). A Matrix A € R™" is
diagonally maximal if the maximum absolute element of A
appears on the diagonal. A dynamical system G is diagonally
maximal if its magnitude matrix M is diagonally maximal.

The following important corollary follows from applying
Theorem [3] to each diagonal element.

Corollary 3.1. If the matrix DM;D™! is diagonally maxi-
mal for some D € D, then vg(G) = vg(G).

Going back to the systems P; and P, in the introduction,
we see that P; is diagonal and hence diagonally maximal
and vg,(P) = vg(P;) = 1. However, for P, the upper bound
is conservative. Indeed, 1/n = vg(P,) < vg(P,) = 1. The
following theorem describes the gap between v and v.



Theorem 4. With v, G and & as in Definition |l| and Vv as
in @), it is true that

v(G, D)
<———<n
v(G, D)

Furthermore, the lower bound is achieved by systems G that
are diagonally maximal under some similarity transform D
that commutes with <. Pure rings achieve the upper bound.

Proof. By construction W(G, ) > v(G,2), and by Corol-
lary [3.1] the upper bound is exact for systems that are
diagonally maximal under some similarity transform that
commutes with .

By [Mgl| o < Mgy o and Proposition [I] we have that
Vy(G) £ pg(G) < nvg(G). It remains to show that the
upper bound is achieved for pure ring systems. After scaling,
balancing, and relabeling the signals, a pure ring system is
of the form

X1 @+ 1) =011x(0), -, x,(t4+1)=0,,x().
By Proposition E] Vg (G) = vg(Mg), so we will study the
null space of I —MgA. I —MgsA has a nontrivial null space
if for some non-zero w € R”,

Wy — 6y,
(I-MsMNw=0 < |27 :533“)3 = 0.
w, — 611w,

If w; = 0, then by substitution we must have w = 0. So
assume without loss of generality that w; = 1. Then we
have that I — M ;A has a nontrivial null space if and only if

611 5nn =1 (6)

We proceed to lower bound )", §; by minimizing it
subject to (). Substitute 5,, = 1/ H;:ll §;; into the sum
to transform the constrained optimization problem into a
convex optimization problem over §; > 0 with the solu-
tion ming, Y., 6; = n. Substitute the lower bound on a
destabilizing A into Definition |1| to get

V6.2
VG, D)~

as Vg (G) = 1. Since the upper bound is equal lower bound,
we conclude that the bound is achieved. O

By the discussion in this section it is clear that even though
v bounds v, the gap can be pretty significant. It stands to
reason that v is exact for some class of disturbances.

Conjecture 2. v is exact for some class of norm-bounded
disturbances.

We conclude this section by studying 2 X 2 matrices.

2.00
1.75
A
—=-1.50
~

1.25

1.00 L]
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00

1287

Fig. 2. Comparing the ¢;-robustness metric g, the new metric v and the
x
w
The matrices along the v/v = 1 line are the diagonally maximal matrices. In

the bottom left corner we have the identity matrix, in the top left corner we

upper bound v for matrices of the form M = L; for x, w,y € [0, 1].

have the matrix } }] and in the bottom right corner we have [(1) ol

A. A closed-form formula for 2 X 2 matrices

As v is invariant under similarity transforms with D € D
and scaling, we consider matrices M € R?*? of the form

x 1

M= [1 !

If x> 1ory > 1 we know that v, (M) = max{x, y}
so we will consider the case 0 < x,y < 1. We begin

by parameterizing all destabilizing A in 6,,. Setting the
determinant to zero we get

d ! < y+ L > =0;.
et(M) x — det(M )by
Thus vg (M) = 6;{(6,,) + 69, is convex on the domain [0, 1]
and the minimum is achieved either on the boundary or at a
stationary point. For 0 < x,y < 1 we get
det(M)
x+y-2
(N
In Fig. ] we compare the new robustness metric v, the
upper bound v and p for 2x2-matrices. We see that v is exact
for and only for matrices that are diagonally maximal under
some D € D and conclude that even for diagonally maximal
systems, v and u can be very different. As the closed-loop
maps generated by system-level synthesis often seem to be
diagonally maximal, we conclude that for a large class of
relevant systems, computing both v and u gives additional
information into the nature of destabilizing disturbances even
for this class of systems. Based on this observation we state
the following conjecture.

Conjecture 3. V(M) = v (M) only if DM D~! is diago-
nally maximal for some D € €.

y—1 x—1

o = — = — M,Q =
= gmon 27 aan ™2

V. COMPUTING vV
A. The convex approach

This section explains how to formulate v as a linear
program. Let M € R" " be a positive matrix. We want to

compute
d.
inf max{M,-j—'}, 3
DeD ij dj



As the logarithm is strictly increasing, (8) is equivalent to

min n}f}lx{lOg(Mij) + log(d;) — log(d;)},

where we use the convention that log(0) = —oo. Let §; =
log(d,), then () is equivalent to the following linear program
that can be solved efficiently using simplex or interior-point
methods [12]:
minimize y
By

subject to:  log(M;;) + f; — f; <v 9

pieRfori=1,....,n, yeR.

B. Characterizing the solutions of the upper bound

We will relax the positivity assumption of d,...,d, @)
to allow d;s to be zero. Consider the function
di .
M; -t it M;>0
bg(M.ijy=9q T4 (10)
0 it M;; =0.
Then (B) is equivalent to
(an

inf  max¢,(M,i,j).
Loeedy 20 ij

The following theorem shows that if for some D € D, the
maximizing indices of DM D! only consists of loops, then
D minimizes (TI).

Theorem 5 (Sufficient condition for optimality). Given a
non-negative, non-zero matrix M € R™" and non-negative
constants d, ...,d,. With ¢ as in @I), let T be the set of
maximizing indices of (g, i.e.

1= {(ksl) : ¢d(M7k9l):maX¢d(Msl’J)} .
7]

If for all (k,I) € T it holds that

¢y(M, k1) = mj?lX%(M,l,j)- 12)

Then d,, ..., d, is an optimal solution to (8).

Proof. First, we show that 7 must contain at least one loop.
Let (jg,Jj;) € I, and let j,,, be the smallest integer such
that

d’d(M,jk,ij) = mjax ¢d(M,jk,j)

By induction (j, ji41) € I. Furthermore, as n is finite, and
the selection rule for j,; is unique given j;, thereisa K > 0
and a T > 1 so that j,_ 7 = j, for all kK > K. We denote the
limit set containing such points by I, = {j, : k > K}.
Assume towards a contradiction that there are d;, cd!
so that
rr%?x bp(M,i,j) < nﬁx ¢ba(M, i, j)

Let (jg.j;) € I,. Assume without loss of generality that
dj/.l > d;, otherwise multiply every d; by a positive
constant so that the assumption holds true. Let j, =
arg max; ¢4(M, ji,j). By assumption, it must hold that
J,'1 J1 d;
!
7 <7, = 7y
Ja

Continuing, we have that

! dl
' Jk+T-1 Jk
Jk+T Jk+T . JetT g "
Jk+T-1 Jk

However, since ji 7 = j, we have that d; > d; which is a
contradiction. O

By the above theorem, we know that if the maximum is
achieved on a loop, then the solution is optimal. It turns out
that an optimal solution must contain a loop. This is because
if the maximum is achieved on a chain, we can perturb the
scales at the end of the chain to make that value smaller.
Since this shortens the chain. Repeating this process reduces
all the elements in the maximal chain. We formalize this
statement in the following Lemma:

Lemma 5.1. Let dl* ,...,d be an optimal solution to (TT),
and let T be the set of maximizing indices as in Theorem [3}
Then 7 contains at least one loop.

Proof. If the optimal value is zero, all diagonal elements
must be zero, and (i,i) € T implies that 7 contains a loop.
Assume towards a contradiction that 7 does not contain a
loop and that the optimal value is greater than zero. Let
(jo.Jj1) € 1, and let j,,; be the smallest integer such that

¢d(Msjk9jk+1) = mjax ¢d(Msjk9j)
By assumption there is a k such that

¢d(M’jk9jk+l)<ml,ax¢d(M’i5jk) (13)
This means that there is a d,’( > 0 that decreases the right
hand side of (T3) so that the inequality still holds for j,, but
also holds for j,_;. By induction, this must hold for 1, ..., k.
Repeating for any other chain in 7, we conclude that

maX(l)d(M’l’.]) > maX(bd’(M’i’j)’
ij 1

contradicting optimality. O

Theorem [5| and Lemma [5.T] indicate a relationship between
solving (TI) and balancing the matrix M with respect
to the maximal absolute element. The following theorem
strengthens that connection and shows that we can always
find a solution to (TI) by balancing M.

Theorem 6. For any non-negative matrix M € R™ ", there
exists a non-negative solution d,, ...,d, to (II) such that

max ¢ (M, r, k) =max¢,;(M,k,c), Vk=1,...,n (14)
r#k c*k

Proof. We begin by proving the existence of a solution. As-
sume there is a sequence iy, ..., i, suchthat M, ; .M, ; #
0 for k = 1,...,m. Then (@) is bounded below by
min{M,;, M;;} and (8] is equivalent to a linear program with
a bounded solution and the minimum is achieved by some
di,...,d,. If the assumption is false, we can take d = 0 and
the optimal value is zero. If M is a diagonal matrix, then
the claim holds trivially. Assume M is not diagonal and let
M be the matrix where M,-j = M;; for i # j and M; =0.
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Fig. 3. The largest number of iterations N required to reach a relative
tolerance level for 100 randomly generated non-negative matrices M €
R128X128 " with respect to tolerance. 6 ranges from 0.2 (light blue) to 0.9
(dark blue).

Then dy,...,d, are optimal for M if and only if they are
optimal for M. Note that (T4) holds for a maximizing loop
of M. Let dy,...,d, be an optimal solution to (§) for M.
By Lemma the set of maximizing indices 7 contains at
least one loop. Remove the rows and columns pertaining the
loop from M to get the smaller matrix M,. By recursion
on Mk we end up with a new set d’, ..., d/ so that (T4) is
true. O

C. An algorithm for balancing the magnitude matrix

We now present a simple heuristic algorithm for comput-
ing (8) that results from enforcing (I4) coordinate-wise in
Algorithm [T} The algorithm lends itself to local computation
and we show some empirical convergence properties in
figures [3 and 4] We remark that naively taking 6 = 1 may

Algorithm 1 Heuristic algorithm for solving (8)
Require: Non-negative M € R™", 9 € (0,1), T.
di[1] < 1foreach k=1,...,n
fort=1,...,T do
for k=1,...,ndo
d lt+ 1] < (1 — 9)d,[1] + 9\/%

end for
end for

cause the algorithm to fail to converge. Consider the matrix,

0 1
M= [xz O].
Then d{(2) = x and dy(2) = 1/x, leading to
DQ2)MD™'(2) = MT and the iteration will continue to
oscillate back and forth. This is because we are updating each
coordinate simultaneously, which is desirable for localized
computation. Introducing the interpolation 8 € (0,1) seems
to solve this issue. Based on the numerical results we
conjecture that our algorithm has is guaranteed to converge.

Conjecture 4. Algorithm |1|always converges. Moreover the
number of iterations required to reach a given tolerance is

of O(log(n)) for a fixed €, and O(V 1) for fixed n.

200 Jm
0
0 50 100 150 200 250
n

Fig. 4. The largest number of iterations N required to reach a relative
tolerance level of 103 for 100 randomly generated non-negative n X n-
dimensional matrices with respect to dimension n. 6 ranges from 0.2 (light
blue) to 0.9 (dark blue).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This work introduced and analyzed a new robustness
measure v that reasonably handles sparsity. We provided
a convex upper bound V, characterized its sub-optimality,
and gave simple ways to compute it in a distributed way.
The companion paper, [13] shows how to compute robust
controllers for large-scale systems using u and v. Throughout
this article, we gave four conjectures representing important
research topics. We conclude with a final conjecture on the
computation of v.

Conjecture 5. There exists a polynomial-time algorithm to
compute v within arbitrary precision.
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