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ON THE STABILITY TEST FOR
REPRODUCING KERNEL HILBERT SPACES

MAURO BISTIACCO* AND GIANLUIGI PILLONETTO

Abstract. Reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHSs) are special Hilbert spaces where all the evaluation
functionals are linear and bounded. They are in one-to-one correspondence with positive definite maps called kernels.
Stable RKHSs enjoy the additional property of containing only functions defined over the real line and absolutely
integrable. Necessary and sufficient conditions for RKHS stability are known in the literature: the integral operator
induced by the kernel must be bounded as map between %L, the space of essentially bounded (test) functions, and
A, the space of absolutely integrable functions. Considering Mercer (continuous) kernels in continuous-time and
the entire discrete-time class, we show that the stability test can be reduced to the study of the kernel operator over
test functions which assume (almost everywhere) only the values £1. They represent the same functions needed
to investigate stability of any single element in the RKHS. In this way, the RKHS stability test becomes an elegant
generalization of a straightforward result concerning Bounded-Input Bounded-Output (BIBO) stability of a single
linear time-invariant system.

Keywords: Linear time-invariant dynamic systems; BIBO stability; kernel-based regularization;
reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces

1. Introduction. In control literature, the term system identification is used to indicate proce-

dures that learn models of dynamic systems from input-output data [2]. When the system under
study is linear and time-invariant, the problem reduces to estimating particular functions known as sys-
tem impulse responses. Given any input, they permit to calculate the corresponding system output via a
convolution. For physical (causal) continous-time systems, impulse responses are real-valued functions
defined over the positive real axis R_..
Over the years, many approaches for system identification have been suggested. One of the most pop-
ular relies on traditional statistics and can be called the classical system identification framework as
described in [[16] and [26]. It uses finite-dimensional parameter structures and apply techniques, like
maximum likelihood or prediction error methods (PEM), to estimate the parameters. The concept of
discrete model order is then adopted to control their complexity.

In recent years, the regularization techniques described in have proved to be a powerful
alternative to these classical procedures based on PEM. Instead of postulating parametric structures,
impulse responses are directly searched for in high-dimensional (possibly infinite-dimensional) spaces.
Ill-posedness is circumvented by including information on the physics of the problem. Important reg-
ularizers proposed in the last years include notions of stability [20} [8]]. In particular, Bounded-
Input Bounded-Output (BIBO) stability is a fundamental concept encountered in control theory. It
ensures that a dynamic system, solicited by any bounded input, returns only bounded outputs. The
related necessary and sufficient condition is especially simple: a linear and time-invariant system is
BIBO stable if and only if the corresponding impulse response is absolutely integrable [14]. For illus-
tration purposes, it is now useful to reformulate this condition. Let .Z., indicate the space of essentially
bounded functions of norm || - || while %] is the space of absolutely integrable functions of norm ||-||;.
Define also %-. as the subset of %, containing test functions u as follows:

WUoo :={uc Lo withu: R,y — Rand |u(t)|=1ae.}. (1.1
Then, using f to denote a system impulse response, it is immediate to prove that
00
BIBO stability <= sup F@)u(t)dt = || f|l1 < oo, (1.2)
UEUe /0

where the equality on the r.h.s. holds since the supremum is obtained setting u(z) to the sign of f(r) al-
most everywhere. In the regularized framework for system identification, one key tool to include BIBO
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stability in the estimation process is the use of particular spaces of functions, known as BIBO stable
(or just stable) Reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHSs) [21}[7,[18]. Any function contained in such
spaces enjoys the condition (T.2)).

RKHSs theory is described in the fundamental works [1} 4]]. Their simplest formulation says that
they are Hilbert spaces where any pointwise evaluation of a function is a linear and bounded functional.
They are also in one-to-one correspondence with positive definite kernels. In our setting, a kernel K is
areal-valued map over R4 x R such that, for any n and n-uple of nonnegative scalars {xi,...,x,}, the
n x n matrix K, with K(x;,x;) as (i, j) entry, is positive semidefinite. While first applications of RKHSs
regarding statistics, approximation theory and computer vision can be found in the eighties [3] 22] 3],
such spaces were then introduced in machine learning by Federico Girosi in [13]. Combining RKHSs
and Tikhonov regularization theory leads to powerful algorithms for function estimation like
regularization networks/kernel-ridge regression and support vector machines 3.

In system identification, the concept of stable RKHSs for impulse response estimation was intro-
duced in [20], see also e.g. [201[10} 12} 21] for further developments. As already mentioned above, these
spaces, induced by the so called stable kernels, are RKHSs containing only absolutely integrable func-
tions. They permit to define impulse response estimators looking for solutions that balance adherence
to experimental data and a penalty term accounting for BIBO stability. This makes the search space
manageable by inducing a ranking of possible solutions: among dynamic systems that describe the data
in a similar way, the one that is, in some sense, more stable will be selected.

A complete characterization of stable RKHSs can be found in [9} [7]. It makes use of the kernel
operator Lg which, for any given kernel K, maps functions u in y, where

e
Vu=Lilu] < yu(t) = /0 K(t,7)u()dt, t > 0.

Letting .7 be the RKHS induced by K, one then has
BIBO stable 77 <= y, € 4 Yu€ L. (1.3)

A simple application of the closed graph theorem, along the same line e.g. of that described in Lemma
4.1 contained in , shows that such condition is equivalent to the continuity of the kernel operator as a
map from %} to Z. In terms of its operator norm ||K||e, 1 , this means that one must have ||K || 1 < 0.
In light of this observation, an equivalent stability condition can be now introduced. We use || - || tO
indicate the norm in .4 and denote the boundary of the unit ball in such space as

,@m:{uefmzﬂuﬂw:l}. (1.4)
Then, the following reformulation of (I.3) holds:
r o0
BIBO stable # <= sup H/ K(-x)u(x)dx| 4 = [|K|leo1 < +oo. (1.5)
U AB.. 0

This equivalence is, in some sense, closer to the condition (I.2). The requirement on the single sys-
tem, represented by the impulse response f, has become a condition on the kernel K which embeds an
infinite set of impulse responses (all those belonging to the induced RKHS .7#”). However, something
that disturbs the symmetry is the fact that the supremum is taken over .., a larger set which strictly
contains %.. To fix this issue, we work in continuous-time and consider continuous kernels K. More
formally, the following assumption is adopted.

ASSUMPTION 1.1. The kernel K : Ry x Ry — R is continuous. In addition, let .% be the set con-
taining all the t such that the kernel sections K(t,-) are not absolutely integrable. Then, the Lebesgue
measure of & is null.

The first point in the assumption says that we consider the fundamental Mercer class which con-
tains in practice all the kernels adopted in machine learning and system identification [23 [I7]. The
second part regarding the Lebesgue measure of .# guarantees that the kernel operator makes sense.
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Then, we will show that also in the RKHS setting the test functions can be confined to %.. Beyond its
theoretical interest, one additional advantage of this outcome is quite obvious: any procedure becomes
simpler by restricting its domain of competency. An example can be found in [6]], where this result was
first proved to hold for block-diagonal (discrete-time) kernels. Then, it was used for studying this class
and obtaining new insights on stable kernels theory. Hence, it sounds likely that our result, reported
formally in the following theorem, can be important in the future to face similar problems involving
explicit computation of the kernel operator norm.

THEOREM 1.2. Let 57 be the RKHS induced by the continuous (Mercer) kernel K : Ry x Ry — R.
Then, if Assumption[L Il holds, one has

" o0
BIBO stable ¢ <= sup H/ K(-,x)u(x)dx
UEUeo 0

2 = Koo < oo (1.6)

with U.. defined in (L.

The proof is reported below, in Section [2} It is worth also remarking that such result holds also
considering the entire class of discrete-time kernels defined over N x N. This is discussed in Section[3]

2. Proof of Theorem As detailed below, the proof of Theorem is not trivial also
because the well known Bauer’s theorem cannot be used in our context. Such principle states that the
maximum of a convex function over a closed convex set is obtained at the boundary of the optimization
domain, e.g. see [23]|[Part 4] or [13]. But in our case %, is a proper subset of the boundary % of the
unit ball.

It is natural to divide the proof in two parts, assuming that the kernel K is either stable or unstable.

2.1. The case of stable K. Let K be a Mercer and stable kernel over Ry x R4 It comes that
Lk : Zwo — £ is well defined with finite operator norm, i.e.

[1Klleo,1 = sup ||Li[u]lls < +oo.
UE P,

Now, we want to show that

sup ||Lx[u]ll = sup [Lx[u]]- 2.1
UE PBoo UE oo

Since % C P, the problem reduces to proving that the following statement holds true.
PROPOSITION 2.1. It holds that

sup ||Lg[u]|ly > sup || Lx[ulls-
UE oo uERB..

To prove this, some useful lemmas are first introduced.

LEMMA 2.2. For any couple of functions y,w € £, the map F : R — R defined by
00
F(x) ::/0 () +xw(r)|dr, x € R

is convex.
Proof. We need to prove that

F(axi+(1—a)x) <aF(x;)+(1—a)F(x), Va: 0<a<1

which is equivalent to showing that

/+°° () + (axy + (1 —a)x )w(t)|dt<a/+w (E) +xyw(r)|dt
0 y 1 2 =9 y 1

r oo
+(1—a)/ [y(t) +xow(r)|dt, Va: 0<a<l.
0



4 M. BISIACCO and G. PILLONETTO

Letting
2(t) :==y(t) +xpw(t) and x:=x; —xp,

in turn this is equivalent to

oo o

+
| kel <a [T )+ oar
+oo
+(1—a)/ 2()ldt, Va:0<a<l.
0
and also to
+oo
/0 (12(6) + axw(2)| — |az(t) + axw(?)|)dt
+oo
g(l—a)/ 2()|dr, Va:0<a<l.
0
From —|a—b| < |a| — |b| <|a— b|, the lhs satisfies

/0 T (2e) + aow(e)] — [azle) + (o) )dt <

.+°o ~+oo
< /0 \(2(t) + axw(t)) — (az(r) +axw(t)) | = |1 — d] /0 12(1) |t
Using a < 1, this can be also rewritten as
oo oo
/0 (12(t) + axw(r)| — |az(t) +axw(t)|)dr < (1 —a) / I2(0)|dr

0

and this concludes the proof.
00
An immediate consequence of Lemma[2.2]is that, if

v=u+xw with u,w € % and x € R,

then the function

G(x) == [|Lg [Vl = Lk [u] +xLx [W]1
is convex. Therefore, using Bauer’s maximum principle, if x € [a,b] its maximum value is attained at
either x = @ or x = b. For any u € % we define

Ey(a,b) :={reRy: a<|u(t)|<b,}, Ya,b: 0<a<b<1.
The next lemma then shows that the test inputs can be restricted to a proper subset of He,.

LEMMA 2.3. For any u € B, there exists v € P such that |Lx[v]||} > ||Lx[u]||; and for any
t € Ry it holds that |v(t)| > 3.
Proof. Let W (x) denote the indicator function of the set E and consider

w(t,x) ==u(t)+ (x— I)WEM( L 1)(t)u(t).

One can easily see that w(r,x) = u(t) outside EM(%7 %), while w(t,x) = xu(z) in EM(%7 %) Therefore
w(+,X) € Pe at least in the interval x € [—2,2]. So, by the convexity property discussed before, one has

[Z[w ()]l = (1L [ulll1

for x = x(, where either x) = —2 or xo = 2. Now, define z(¢) := w(z,x() and note that

11
2€ B Ll > Nkl By 5) =0
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since all the values in the interval [%, %) have been moved to the interval [%, 1). Define also

y(#,%) :=2(1) +xWg_ 1) (1)

1
)3

and note that such function belongs to .. (at least) if x € [— %7 %] Choosing again xj as the maximizing

point, it comes that v(r) := y(¢,x) satisfies

v E€ Beo, Lkl = ILx [l = ILx [ulll1, V()] = 5, Vi >0

N —

and this concludes the proof.
O

REMARK 2.4. If the set Eu(%, %) has null Lebesgue measure, it would be pointless to replace u
with 7 since only what happens a.e. is relevant. Such situation would e.g. arise if u =0 a.e. or u € %
(which would lead to an empty set). In these two limit cases, one could directly assume either v =1 a.e.
or v = u everywhere.

The next lemma allows us to conclude that the set of test inputs can be further restricted to %e..

LEMMA 2.5. For any u € PBe. such that |u(t)| > %for anyt € Ry, and for any € > 0, there exists
V € Ueo such that |Lg [V]||1 > || Lk [u]|l1 — €.

Proof. First, we introduce two key sequences of functions denoted by wy, (¢, x) and v, € P, n € N.
As clear in what follows, they are built recursively, one after the other. First, the two sequences satisfy

vi(t) :==u(t)
Wn+1(l‘,x) = Vn(l‘) + (X7 l)l[/Em(zn,l 2(2'171))([)\/"([), Vn>1.

T onil

Just using this partial information on their nature, one can already see that v,(-) € P implies
Wn+l('>x) € Peo

at least in the interval

1— 2n+l 2n+l -1
e[l 2ol
227 —1)"2(2"—1)
So, again by the convexity property discussed before, it holds that

(L& W1 ()]0 = (| Lk [va (][l for x = x, 22)
where
1— 2n+1 2n+l -1
o) T 2y

Now, we complete the definition of the sequences by letting

Vn+1 (t) = Wit (t7xn)
where x,, is recursively defined as that value satisfying (Z.2)). One can easily see that

2n+1 -1

Eyy,, (0, )=0.

on+1
Furthermore, introducing
up(t) :=sign[v,(t)], Yvn>1andt >0
one can also see that

Uy € Uso.

1
l[tn = vnlleo < prE R

Therefore, by the stability assumption (continuity of the operator L), it follows that

(1K ]leo.1

i) — Lol < 255

=tan = |[Lg[un]lls = Lk [valllt — an
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with a, > 0 monotone non-decreasing and converging to zero. This, together with the monotone non-
decreasing property of |Lx/[vn]||1, implies ||Lg[un]l|1 > ||[Lx[u]||1 — an. We can now choose any n such
that a,, < €, obtaining that v := u, satisfies the statement present in this lemma.

a0

REMARK 2.6. The same caveats contained in Remark 2.4 hold here. Specifically, if u € %o one
could just assume v = u.

Now we are ready to prove Statement[2.1] Let u,, € %o be any sequence such that ||Lg [uy,]||; tends
t0 ||K |1 and define g, := % We also build v, € P in accordance with Lemma[23]and then, starting
from v, the sequence w;, € % in accordance with Lemma[2.3] which makes

1
Lk wnllln = (1L [un]l|1 — n
It is now immediate to see that || L [wy]||; also tends to ||K||e, 1. This completes the proof.

2.2. The unstable case. In presence of instability, we can now consider, in place of .4},
the space .Z containing all the Lebesgue-measurable functions from Ry \ . to R, i.e. the space of
Lebesgue measurable and real-valued functions defined a.e. over R.. Abusing notation, we still use

oo
W= [ bolar, ve.z

noticing that || - ||; is no more a true norm since one could have ||y||; = 4.
With these facts in mind, since instability is equivalent to

sup |[Lg [u] |1 = +ee,
uE A,
we now show that
sup ||Lx[u]lly = 4o = sup [|Lg[u]l[y = +eo. (2.3)
uE A UEUss
For this purpose, consider the restriction K;, of K to the square 2, = [0, 7] x [0,n]. More precisely,
K, coincides with K in 2, and assume null values elsewhere. Since K is continuous (Mercer), K,
is locally bounded over 2, and hence, absolutely integrable. This implies that K, is a stable kernel.
Define
an = ||Knlleo,t = sup ||Lg, [u]ll1 = sup [|Lg,[u]l|1 24)
UERA. UEUeo

where the last equality derives from the result obtained in the first part of the proof applied to the stable
kernel K;,. We now show that the sequence a,, is divergent reporting the first of two instrumental lemmas
useful to obtain the desired result.

LEMMA 2.7. Let ay, be defined in @.4). Then, one has

a:= lim a, = +o. 2.5)

n—y—+oo

Proof. The sequence a, is monotonically non decreasing. To see this, one can e.g. apply inputs
with support over [0, 7] to kernel operators induced by K, with m > n, obtaining outputs with 1-norms
not less than those defined by the same inputs applied to kernel operators associated with Kj,. It follows
that there exists

a= lim a, > ay, Vn.
n—r+oo

For the sake of contradiction, assume a < +eoo. Since K is unstable, there exists v € %o such that
IILx[v]||1 > a+1 (possibly ||Lg[v]||; = +o0). Now consider the restrictions v, of v over [0,n] with null
values outside this interval. Let us introduce the sets

Tn(p) :={(x,y):0<x<n+p, 0<y<n}
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and

P ={(x,y):0<x< 400, 0<y<n}
with K, (p) and K, (+e) to denote the corresponding “kernels” (we call these objects kernels improperly
since they are not even symmetric). One has

Lg

n

(p)vn] = Lk, ,[v] = [ILg,(p)[vallh < ansp < a, Vp

where the equality holds since v, (¢) = 0 for t € (n,n+ p] while the inequality follows from the fact that
all the a, are upper bounded by a. Hence,

n+p oo
Ll = [ uoldr <a,¥p = [ puolar <a

= Lk, (o) Pl = 1Lk, (100) Va1 < @
(note that L, (4.)[V] = L, (oe)[vn] since the support of K, does not extend beyond n). Now, for any ¢
such that the kernel section is absolutely integrable we define

.
¥(1) = Ly ) (1) = /0 K(t,o)v(z)dr,

ul0)i=Lig D0 = [ Kl (.

Then, the term

+oo

YO =m0l < [ K@ Dlas

n
is infinitesimal as n grows to infinity, so that [Lg (. [v](#) pointwise converges to y(t) a.e. (in fact the
kernel sections are non absolutely summable only if # belongs to .# whose Lebesgue measure has been
assumed null). Summarizing, one has

e <a, |[y@)]h >a+1, y(t) = y(¢) (pointwise a.e.).
But if y (f) converges pointwise a.e. to y(¢), a fortiori one has

t)= lim inf t)= lim t) ae.
y(e) = Jim - inf yn(r) = lm (1)

and, using the Fatou’s Lemma [24]], one obtains

oo r—-oo
= [ < tim it [ (o)l =

k—+o0 m>k

= lim inf t <a.
k—+oo r:l>k (@)l < a

This shows that ||y||; < a and [|y||; > a+ 1, leading to the desired contradiction if a < 4-c. Hence, one
must have a = +oo and this completes the proof.
O

We now introduce the second lemma useful for our purposes. It provides an extension of the con-
vexity arguments contained in Lemma[2.2]to handle functions not necessarily in .%.

LEMMA 2.8. Consider the (possibly not absolutely integrable) functions y(t),w(t) and define
oo
F(x) ::/0 [y(2) +axw(t)|dt, x € [—x1,x2], x1,%2 > 0.

Then, at least one of x| ,x satisfies the inequality F (x;) > F(0).
Proof. The possible situations are

o w(t) €4, y(t) € % . Inthis case the result follows from Lemma[Q.2land basic properties of
convex functions.



8 M. BISIACCO and G. PILLONETTO
o w(t) €., y(t) ¢ £ . In this case, one has
r o0
F(x) = /0 (2 +xw(e)|dr
oo oo
> / Iy(2) |t — x| / w(r)|dt = +oo, Vx €R
0 0

and the result immediately follows.
o w(r)¢.24, y(t) € 4. Inthis case,

F(x) = /m (8) + 3w () dt

0
2ol [ wtoldr— [ o)l =+, vx € R/ 0)

so that both F(x;) and F (x;) are larger than F(0).

o w(t) ¢ .4, y(t) ¢ £ and, in addition, there exists xo € R such that y(¢) +xow(r) € 4.
Now

-
F@) = [T () +(o)de
= [T I+ 50w 0]+ s

so that we can consider the second case just replacing y(¢) with y(z) +xow(z) and xw(t) with
(x—x0)w(t). So, F(x) is always equal to +co except when x = xg. So, F(x;) > F(0) and/or
F(x) > F(0).

o w(t) ¢4, y(t) ¢ £ and, in addition, there does not exist xg € R such that y(z) +xow(t) €
2. In this case, F(x) is always equal to +oo.

Summarizing, we have seen that, except in the first case already treated in Lemma2.2] F(x) is always
equal to 40 except at most when x = xy. So, when x = x| and/or x = x; it assumes an infinite value.
This completes the proof.
O

We are now in a position to conclude the proof. Exploiting Lemma 2.7] in particular (2.4) and
(2.3), we can find a sequence w,, € %.. with bounded support over [0, 7] satisfying

Iyl = ILklwallli = @ — &, wa(r)| =1, Ve: 0<t <n.

In fact, given any € > 0, the 1-norm just of y,(¢) restricted to [0,n] would not be smaller than a,, — € in
view of the definition of supremum applied to the kernel operator associated with K},. Thus, one has

im (L] | =+
Now, we extend wy, for t > n as follows
Vi (X) 3= Wi + XY 1 o0)

and note that v, (x) € .. for any x € [—1,1] and v, (x) € % for x = £1. Now, we can exploit Lemma
28] interpreting v, (x) as y(t) +xw(r). One obtains

Lk [va] ()|l > ||Lk [wa]ll1 if either x, =41 or x, = —1.

Then, choosing
Sp = v (%xn),

with x,, depending on n and chosen in order to satisfy the above inequality for any 7, one has

Lk [snlll1 > an — €.
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This permits to conclude that

lim ||Lg[sn]||1 = +oo with all the s, € %,
n—+oo

hence completing the proof (note that ||Lg[s,]||1 could be already equal to +oo, making not even neces-
sary the building of the entire sequence).

3. The discrete-time case. In discrete-time, the kernel K can be interpreted as an infinite-
dimensional matrix. Using notation of ordinary algebra also to handle objects of infinite dimension,
the kernel operator Lg|[u] becomes Ku where u is an infinite-dimensional column vector. It is then
immediate to see that all the arguments developed in the previous section to prove Theorem[I.2still hold.
One has just to consider the corresponding discrete-time versions of %], %, $eo and %e.. Furthermore,
when discussing the unstable case, the space of functions . with the Lebesgue measure is replaced by
the measure space containing all the sequences over N equipped with the counting measure. Then, all
the arguments contained in the proof hold true with integrals that become sums. One concludes that
even in discrete-time the sup of the kernel operator norm computed over ., coincides with that over
Ueo, 1.€.

sup [|Kully = sup |[Kul|;.
UERA.. UEU oo

4. Conclusions. The result obtained in this paper gives additional insights on the relationship
between stability of a single linear dynamic systems and stability of an ensemble of systems embedded
in a positive definite kernel. Stability of a RKHS containing time-invariant linear systems can now
be assessed using the same functions needed to investigate BIBO stability of any single element in the
RKHS. We envision that the availability of this new stability test (over a smaller subset of test functions)
could facilitate the development of new theory regarding the use of RKHSs in system identification and
control theory.
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