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Abstract

Invariant norms, also called Barabanov norms, are defined in Rd for any compact fam-
ilyA of d×dmatrices. They correspond to the linear switching system, which is a differential
equation ẋ(t) = A(t)x(t), where A(t) ∈ A for each t. The invariant norm identifies the
trajectories x(t) of the fastest asymptotic growth as t → +∞. It also solves the stability
problem. This norm is difficult to construct even for a pair of matrices. We show that in
case d = 2 the invariant norm can be found explicitly for every compact matrix family A.
If A does not contain a dominant matrix with a real spectrum, then this norm is always
unique (up to a multiplier) and is C1, otherwise, there may be infinitely many norms. All
of them can be found and classified.
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1. Introduction

Invariant or Barabanov norm in Rd is defined for an arbitrary irreducible compact set A
of d × d matrices. It describes the asymptotic behaviour of trajectories of a linear differential
equation with the matrix A(t) chosen from A at every moment t. Very little is known about the
properties of this norm: when it is unique, smooth, strictly convex, etc? Apart from some trivial
cases, there are a few examples when it can be explicitly constructed. In this paper we prove
that for 2 × 2 matrices, this problem admits a complete solution. We classify all Barabanov’s
norms, prove a uniqueness criterion (up to normalization), and present an algorithm for their
construction. We shall see that for generic sets of matrices, this norm is unique and its sphere is
a C1 curve described by one periodic trajectory of the corresponding differential equation. Only
one special case when the set contains a matrix with a “real dominance” (all definitions are given
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below) provides a rich variety of invariant norms, including cases of non-uniqueness. Moreover,
every norm in R2 is a Barabanov norm for a suitable matrix set A. Geometrically this means
that for every convex body G symmetric about the origin, there exists a compact set of matrices
whose Barabanov norm has the unit ball G.

It should be stressed, however, that the two-dimensional case is quite special and most of
results of this work are not extended, at least directly, to higher dimensions.

Linear switching systems. The invariant norm corresponds to a linear switching systems.
We give all definitions in general dimension d and then focus on the case d = 2. A continuous
time linear switching system corresponding to a given compact set A of real d× d matrices is a
linear ODE: 

x(t) = A(t)x(t),
x(0) = x0,
A(t) ∈ A, t ∈ [0,+∞).

(1)

The family A is called a control set, A( · ) : [0,+∞) → A is an arbitrary measurable matrix
function with values in A called switching law, the solution x : [0,+∞) → Rd is a trajectory
of the system. The maximal asymptotic growth of trajectories, over all switching laws A( · )
and all initial points x0, is characterized by the Lyapunov exponent σ(A). This is the infimum
of numbers σ such that for every trajectory x( · ), there is a constant C = C(x) for which
∥x(t)∥ ≤ C eσt, t ≥ 0.

Stability and the Barabanov norms. The system is (asymptotically) stable if all its
trajectories tend to zero. The stability is equivalent to that σ(A) < 0, see [22]. The Lyapunov
exponent does not change after replacing a set A by its convex hull co(A). A shift of the set A
by a number α is A − αI = {A − αI : A ∈ A}, where I is the identity matrix. Every
trajectory of the system A can be written as x(t) = eαtxα(t), where xα is the trajectory of the
shifted family A− αI corresponding to the same switching law and to the same x0. Therefore,
σ(A − αI) = σ(A) − α. In particular, after the shift by α = σ(A) the Lyapunov exponent
becomes zero. That is why we often assume that σ(A) = 0, i.e., that we passed from the original
family A to A− σI. We never consider the matrix σI if it belongs to A. Indeed, after the shift
by σ it becomes the zero matrix and every its trajectory is constant. Hence, it does not influence
the other trajectories and does not change the Lyapunov exponent. In particular, if we say that
in case σ(A) = 0 the system does not contain degenerate matrices, we do not count the zero
matrix.

A norm f(x) in Rd is called invariant or Barabanov for a compact matrix set A, if every
trajectory of system (1) satisfies f(x(t)) ≤ eσtf(x0), t ≥ 0, and for every x0, there exists
an extremal trajectory x̄( · ) of the system with the control set co(A) such that x̄(0) = x0

and f(x̄(t)) = eσtf(x0), t ≥ 0. Thus, the extremal trajectories pass through every point and
they are trajectories of the maximal growth. If σ(A) = 0, which can be assumed after the
shift A 7→ A − σI, then the definition of the Barabanov norm can be formulated as follows:
for every trajectory x( · ), the norm f(x(t)) is non-increasing in t and for every point x0, there
exists an extremal trajectory x̄( · ) (corresponding to the control set co(A)) starting at x0, for
which f(x̄(t)) ≡ f(x0).

In case σ(A) = 0 there exists an equivalent geometrical definition of invariant norm. Let G
be the unit ball of a norm f and S = ∂G be its unit sphere. Then f is Barabanov if and only if
for every x ∈ S, we have: 1) for each A ∈ A, the vector Ax starting at x is either tangent to S
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or directed inside S and 2) the set of tangent vectors Ax is nonempty. Here “directed inside”
means that x + λAx ∈ intG for small λ > 0; “tangent to S” means that the distance from the
point x+ λAx to S is o(λ) as λ → +0. In particular, the zero vector is tangent to S.

For all shifts A−αI, the Barabanov norm is the same. Therefore, it suffices to consider those
norms only for σ(A) = 0. The sets A and co(A) have the same Barabanov norm.

The family A is called irreducible if its matrices do not share a common invariant subspace. It
was proved in [3] that a compact irreducible set of matrices always possesses an invariant norm.
This norm may not be unique. Here and below we mean the uniqueness up to multiplication by
a constant.

Barabanov norms have been intensively studied in the literature, not only for system (1) but
also for discrete time systems, when the ODE is replaced by the difference equation x(k + 1) =
A(k)x(k). For such systems, the invariant norms are well understood, see, for instance [6, 13, 23].
For most of discrete time systems with a finite set of matrices, these norms are unique [26] and
have a simple structure: they are either piecewise-linear or piecewise-quadratic [14, 20]. The
situation for continuous time systems (1) is more complicated, see [7, 8, 15, 21] and references
therein. As a rule, nothing is known on the invariant norms except for their existence. In the
works [7, 8] several important properties of Barabanov’s norms in dimensions d = 2, 3 have
been obtained under additional assumptions. In some works the invariant norms have been
approximated by simpler norms, such as piecewise-linear, etc. [5, 12].

We are going to see that in the two-dimensional case the invariant norms can be found,
constructed and completely classified for every compact set of matrices.

The case of 2 × 2 matrices. Stability and invariant norms in dimension d = 2 has been
studied in great detail [1, 4, 10, 11, 16, 21, 27]. While for discrete time systems, the 2D case is
not much simpler than the higher dimensions [6, 13], in continuous time the planar case is indeed
special. For example, the stability of sets of 2× 2 matrices can efficiently be decided. For sets of
two matrices, this was done in [2, 11, 21, 28] by the search of the “worst trajectory” and by the
tools of Lie algebra [19], see also [1, 16, 27, 29, 30]. For arbitrary finite sets of matrices, this was
done in [24].

In all aforementioned works the finiteness of the control set A was significant. All suggested
methods used an exhaustion of A. A question arises can the stability problem be solved explicitly
for an arbitrary compact set A? In Theorem 3 we prove a criterion of stability for arbitrary
compact family of 2× 2 matrices. The invariant norm issue for planar continuous time systems
has also been addressed only for finite matrix sets [7, 8, 21, 24]. We discuss this issue in Section 6.
In Section 4 of this paper we obtain a complete solution. Moreover, we show that the set of all
possible invariant norms is wide: every norm in R2 is Barabanov for a suitable set A.

The main results. We solve the stability problem and find the Barabanov norms for
arbitrary compact set of 2× 2 matrices. The stability is addressed in Section 3, here we describe
the result on the invariant norms.

A matrix A ∈ co(A) (different from σI), is called dominant if the largest real part of its
eigenvalues is equal to σ(A). In this case the trajectory x(t) = etAx0 generated by the stationary
switching law A(t) ≡ A, has the maximal growth unless x0 belongs to an invariant subspace of A
corresponding to eigenvalues with smaller real parts. For 2× 2 matrices, there are two possible
cases of dominance: real, if A has real eigenvalues, and complex otherwise. The matrix σI, if it
belongs to A, is not considered and is not counted as dominant.
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Our main result asserts that for an arbitrary compact set of 2 × 2 matrices, there are three
possible cases for the Barabanov norm:

1) If the system does not have a matrix with real dominance, then its Barabanov norm is
unique and its unit sphere S coincides with one period of a certain periodic trajectory of the
system A− σI. This trajectory can be explicitly computed.

2) If the system has a matrix A with complex dominance, then its Barabanov norm is
quadratic, the unit sphere is an ellipse described by the trajectory of the matrix A− σI.

3) If the system has a real dominance, then there may be infinitely many Barabanov’s norms.
Their complete variety is given in Theorem 5. The unit sphere of Barabanov’s norm is never
described by one dominant trajectory. Every convex curve symmetric about the origin can be a
unit sphere of the Barabanov norm of a suitable system with a real dominance.

Note that the dominance (real or complex) may be decided without the convex hull of A.
Theorem 4 proven in Section 4 asserts that if co(A) contains a dominant matrix, then so does A.

Other results. The criterion of stability given by Theorem 3 makes it possible to decide
between the cases σ(A) < 0 and σ(A) ≥ 0. Applying bisection in the shift of the set A, one
can compute the Lyapunov exponent σ(A) with an arbitrary precision. After this the invariant
norm can be constructed algorithmically. The construction is rather simple in the case when the
set A has no real dominance (Section 2). Otherwise, it is more technically difficult due to a wide
set of invariant norms. The algorithm is given in subsection 4.3.

The uniqueness issue for the invariant norms is solved in Section 4. Theorem 6 gives the
corresponding criterion.

Section 7 deals with applications. The first one concerns the stability of a matrix ball A =
{A : ∥A− A0∥F ≤ r}, where ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius norm. The second problem is the stability
of the system (1) with the control set given approximately, with possible noise.

Notation. If the converse is not stated we always deal with an irreducible compact set A of
2×2 matrices. The unit ball of the Barabanov norm is denoted by G and the unit sphere (actually,
a closed convex curve symmetric about the origin) by S. We use the standard terminology for
lines of support for S and for left and right tangent lines. For all but countably many points
of S, the line of support is unique and coincides with the tangent line (and hence, with the left
and right tangents). We call a matrix Hurwitz if all its eigenvalues have negative real parts.

2. The Barabanov norms for systems without real dominance

In this section we consider sets A for which none of the matrices from co(A) has a real
dominance, i.e., has an eigenvalue equal to the Lyapunov exponent σ(A) of the system (1). This
means that none of the stationary switching laws A(t) ≡ A generated by one matrix A ∈ co(A)
with a real leading eigenvalue provides the maximal asymptotic growth. We are going to see
that in this case there exists a unique Barabanov norm. This norm is generated by a periodic
trajectory. This unique extremal trajectory may have infinitely many switching points and can
be obtained explicitly as a solution of a certain linear differential equation. On the other hand,
there is one particular case when this extremal trajectory has no switching points at all. This
is the case of complex dominance, with which we begin our analysis. In this case the unique
Barabanov norm is quadratic and its unit ball is an ellipse.
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2.1. Systems with complex dominance

We begin with the following simple observation:

Proposition 1 If σ(A) = 0 and the convex hull co(A) contains a matrix with a purely imaginary
spectrum, then all such matrices from co(A) are proportional, at least one of them belongs to A
and a unique Barabanov norm of A is quadratic.

Proof. Every 2× 2-matrix with an imaginary spectrum is similar to a rotation by π
2
multiplied

by a number. Passing to the corresponding basis we obtain a matrix A, for which all trajec-
tories ẋ = Ax are concentric circles. A Barabanov norm of A is non-increasing along those
trajectories, hence, it is constant since the trajectories are periodic. Thus, the Barabanov norm
is proportional to the Euclidean one and therefore, it is unique up to normalization. If there is
another operator A′ ∈ co(A) with an imaginary spectrum, then it also generates a Barabanov
norm, which is Euclidean in another basis. The uniqueness implies that those two bases are sim-
ilar by means of an orthogonal transformation. Hence, A′ is also proportional to a rotation by π

2
.

Thus, all matrices from co(A) with an imaginary spectrum are proportional. Assume that none of
them belongs to A. In this case, the matrix A is a convex combination of some A1, . . . , AN ∈ A.
For every x from the unit circle S, all the vectors A1x, . . . , ANx starting at x are either tangent
to S or directed inside S. Their convex combination Ax is tangent to S, hence, all Aix are also
tangent. Thus, Aix ⊥ x for all x ∈ R2, consequently, Ai is proportional to the rotation by π

2
,

which is a contradiction.
2

Thus, in the case of complex dominance, the unique Barabanov norm is affinely similar to the
Euclidean one, its invariant sphere is an ellipse S = {x ∈ R2 : xTMx = 1}, where M ≻ 0, i.e.,
M a positive definite matrix. It is easy to characterize the families with the complex dominance
and to find S.

Theorem 1 A family A has a complex dominance if and only if there exists a matrix A0 ∈ A
with eigenvalues α±βi such that β ̸= 0 and the system of linear matrix inequalities ATM+MA ⪯
αI, A ∈ A, possesses a solution M ≻ 0. In this case σ(A) = α , A0 is dominant, the Barabanov
norm is unique and is equal to f(x) =

√
xTMx.

Proof. After the shift of the system A 7→ A−αI it can be assumed that α = 0. It is well-known
that the system ATM + MA ⪯ 0, A ∈ A, is equivalent to that the norm f(x) =

√
xTMx

is non-increasing along any trajectory [17]. Therefore, σ ≤ 0. On the other hand σ(A0) = 0,
consequently σ ≥ 0. Thus, σ = 0, and it remains to refer to Proposition 1.

2

2.2. Systems without real dominance

A vector x ∈ R2 is called feasible if there is no matrix A ∈ A and number λ ≥ 0 such
that Ax = λx. Thus, x is not an eigenvector of a matrix from A with a nonnegative eigenvalue.
Consider the set of images {Ax : A ∈ A}. If it contains s vector y such that the (oriented)
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angle between x and y belongs to the interval (0, π), then we take the vector for which this angle
is minimal (it exists under our assumptions) and, among them, the vector y with the maximal

length. The matrix A ∈ A for which Ax = y will be denoted by A
(ℓ)
x and called the leading left

matrix. If there are several such matrices, then we take any of them. This matrix is well defined
whenever x is feasible and there is A ∈ A such that the angle between x and the image Ax
belongs to (0, π). Similarly we define the leading right matrix A

(r)
x , for which the image makes

the maximal angle with x on the interval (−π, 0). We usually omit the subscript x keeping in
mind that A(ℓ) and A(r) depend on x. The rays starting at the point x and co-directed to A(l)x
and A(r)x will be denoted by ax and bx respectively. These are the leading left and leading right
directions.

For infeasible x, the leading directions are not defined, for feasible x at least one of them is
defined. Otherwise, Ax is collinear to x for all A ∈ A, hence A is reducible.

The leading left trajectory is the solution of ODE ẋ(t) = A(l)(t)x(t) on a segment [t0, t1] with
some initial condition x(t0) = x0 ̸= 0, where A(l)(t) is the operator A(ℓ) associated to x(t). It is
assumed that all A(ℓ)(t) are well-defined for all t ∈ [t0, t1]. This trajectory goes around the origin
in the positive direction (counterclockwise). The same is for the leading right trajectory ẋ(t) =
A(r)(t)x(t).

Theorem 2 Suppose σ(A) = 0 and the system does not have real dominance (i.e., co(A) does
not contain degenerate matrices); then the Barabanov norm is unique and its unit sphere S is
described by one period of a periodic leading trajectory, either left or right.

Moreover, if the system does not have a complex dominance, then its extremal trajectory is
unique and coincides with the leading trajectory. In case of the left leading trajectory, we have:
at every point x ∈ S, the ray ax is tangent to S and bx is directed inside it. In case of the right
trajectory, it is vice versa.

Remark 1 Theorem 2 can be formulated without involving the convex hull of A. Theorem 4
below asserts that if co(A) contains a dominant matrix, then so does A, unless A has a complex
dominance.

Proof of Theorem 2 is realized in four steps:

1. For every x ∈ S, either one of the vectors ax, bx is not defined or the angle between ax
and bx is less than π.

Otherwise, the ray {λx : λ ≥ 1} intersects the segment connecting points x+A(ℓ)x and x+
A(r)x. This means that there exists a convex combination of those ends which is co-directed
to x and hence, the corresponding convex combination A of the matrices Aℓ) and A(r) has a real
non-negative eigenvalue. If it s zero, then A is degenerate, if it is positive, then σ(A) > 0. The
contradiction completes the proof of step 1.

2. The set of points x ∈ S at which both ax and bx are tangent to S is either empty or finite.
We call such points switching. On every open arc γ ⊂ S connecting neighbouring switching
points, either all ax, x ∈ γ, are tangents and all bx are not, or vice versa. This arc is a C1

curve.
Indeed, as it is shown in step 1, the angle between ax and bx is less than π. Since this angle

continuously depends on x, it follows by the compactness that, for all x ∈ S, where both ax
and bx exist, this angle does not exceed π − ε, where ε > 0. If at some point x both those rays
tangent S, then x is a corner point of S with the adjacent angle between one-side tangents at
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least ε. Since the sum of all adjacent angles at the corner points of a convex curve does not
exceed 2π, it follows that the total number of corer points x does not exceed 2π/ε. On every
arc between neighbouring points, the set of points x with tangent ax is closed and the same is
true for bx. If a connected set is split to two closed sets, then one of them is empty. Thus, every
arc has one direction of tangent rays (ax or bx). Since those rays depend continuously on x, it
follows that the arc is C1.

Thus, S admits a finite partition by switching points, each interval has one direction of
tangents: either ax or bx. Now we are going to prove that this partition is actually trivial and
all tangents have the same direction on the entire curve S.

3. Either all the rays ax, x ∈ S, touch S and all bx do not, or vice versa.
Assume the contrary: there are several arcs of the partition by switching points. After

concatenation of arcs corresponding to the same direction (ax or bx) it can be assumed that
neighbouring arcs have opposite directions of tangent vectors. Let an arc x1x2 (the enumeration
is counterclockwise) has tangents ax and the next arc x2x3 has tangents bx. Since each arc is C1,
it follows that the right tangents (that are opposite to ax) tend to bx2 as x → x2 along the
arc x1x2. Therefore, ax tends to −bx2 as x → x2 along the arc x1x2. On the other hand, by
the continuity of ax in x, the ray ax tends to −ax2 as x → x2. Thus, ax2 = −bx2 , which is
impossible due to item 1).

4. One of the two trajectories ẋ = A(l)x or ẋ = A(r)x starting from an arbitrary point of S
is periodic and coincides with S. The other one is either non defined or converges to zero.

This follows directly from item 3): if, say, all ax are tangent to S, then S is a periodic
trajectory of the equation ẋ = A(l)(t)x.

2

Now we can make the main conclusion for general systems, without the condition σ(A) = 0.

Corollary 1 A system without real dominance always possesses a unique Barabanov norm. The
unit sphere S of this norm is a C1 curve.

If, in additional, it does not have a complex dominance, then it possesses a unique extremal
trajectory x̄( · ). It corresponds to a periodic switching law and the curve e−σtx̄(t), t ∈ T , where T
is the period, describes S.

Proof. By the corresponding shift A 7→ A − σI we pass to the case σ(A) = 0 and imply
Theorem 2. The uniqueness follows immediately, the C1 regularity follows from the continuity
of ax and bx with respect to x.

2

Remark 2 Theorem 2 can be put into practice by finding the left and right leading trajectories
of A. Finding ax and bx for each x we write the differential equations ẋ = A(ℓ)x and ẋ = A(r)x
with an arbitrary initial point x0, from which we compute the leading trajectories. If σ(A) = 0
and there is no real dominance, then one of those trajectories is periodic and defines the unit
sphere S of the Barabanov norm.
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2.3. Positive systems always have real dominance

A system is called positive if A consists of Metzler matrices, whose off-diagonal elements are
all nonnegative. All trajectories of a positive system started in the positive quadrant R2

+ never
leave this quadrant [10, 21]. A positive system cannot have periodic trajectories making rotations
around the origin. Otherwise such a trajectory contains some positive vector x(t1) and hence
x(t) are also nonnegative for all t > t1. Thus, we have

Corollary 2 A positive planar system always has real dominance.

Proof. After a proper shift we assume that σ(A) = 0. Theorem 2 implies that either co(A)
contains a degenerate matrix, which is dominant, or it has a periodic trajectory. The latter is
impossible for a positive system.

2

Corollary 2 immediately implies Theorem 3.3 from [10], which states that a positive planar
system with all stationary trajectories converging to zero is stable. Indeed, this system has a
dominant trajectory which also has to converge to zero. This means that the system is stable.

3. Stability

We call a leading trajectory x( · ) round if the vector x(t) makes a rotation about the origin.
In this case x(T ) = λx(0) for some λ ≥ 0, T > 0, and the switching law is periodic with the
period T (we always take the minimal period). If λ = 1, then the trajectory is periodic; if λ < 1
(λ > 1)it is decreasing (respectively, increasing). Due to the central symmetry, we can consider
only the half of the period: x(T/2) = −

√
λx(0). Every system can have at most two round

leading trajectories (left and right) but may not have them at all.

Theorem 3 An irreducible family A is stable if and only if co(A) does not contain matrices
with a nonnegative eigenvalue and the both round leading trajectories are decreasing, whenever
they exist. In this case an arbitrary point x0 ̸= 0 can be chosen as a starting point of these
trajectories.

Proof. The necessity is obvious: if a leading trajectory is non-decreasing, then it does not
converge to zero, so, the system is unstable; the same is true if co(A) contains a non-Hurwitz
matrix. To prove the sufficiency we assume the contrary: the system is unstable. If σ = 0, then
Theorem 2 implies that at least one of the leading trajectories is well-defined and periodic, which
contradicts to the assumption. If σ > 0, then we consider the shifted family Ã = A−σI. It does
not contain degenerate matrices, otherwise co(A) contains a matrix with the eigenvalue σ. Hence,
by Theorem 2, the system Ã possesses a periodic leading trajectory x̃( · ) (say, left trajectory),
which coincides with the unit sphere of Barabanov’s norm. Consequently, the trajectory x(t) =
eσt x̃(t) of the system A increases to infinity as t → +∞. Hence, if so does the leading trajectory
of A, provided that it makes a rotation. If it is not, then the direction of the vector x(t) tends to
some direction x∞ as t → +∞, in which case the operator A(ℓ) corresponding to this direction
has a nonnegative leading eigenvector.

2

8



Thus, if we can check that none of the operators from co(A) has a nonnegative eigenvalue,
then the stability decision is reduced to construction of the leading trajectory. To this end we
realize the following:

Algorithm for deciding stability. We are given a compact irreducible family of 2 × 2
matrices A. The problem is to decide whether σ(A) < 0.

Take arbitrary x0 ̸= 0 and solve the ODE ẋ = A(ℓ)x, x(0) = x0. Four cases are possible:

1) At some point x = x(t) of the trajectory, the ray starting at x in the direction −A(ℓ)x(t)
opposite to the leading direction intersects the open interval (−x0,x0). In this case σ > 0;

2) At some point x = x(t) of the trajectory, the ray starting at x in the leading direc-
tion A(ℓ)x(t) intersects the open interval (−x0,x0). In this case the round trajectory is either
not defined or decreasing.

3) The trajectory x(t) approaches to some direction x∞ as t → +∞, in which case A contains
an operator with a nonnegative eigenvalue and hence σ ≥ 0.

4) The trajectory comes to the opposite direction x(t) = −νx0. If, µ ≥ 1, then σ ≥ 0,
otherwise, the trajectory decreases.

Then we do the same for the ODE ẋ = A(r)x, x(0) = x0. If for each ODE the round
trajectory either decreases or does not exist (the cases 2 and 4), then the system is stable;
otherwise it is not.

4. Barabanov norms for general matrix families

In this section we always assume that σ(A) = 0. Theorem 2 proved in Section 2 gives a
compete description of Barabanov’s norms when all matrices of co(A) are non-degenerate. In
this case the sphere S is defined by a periodic leading trajectory. The presence of degenerate
matrices changes the situation completely and admits a rich variety of invariant norms. To attack
this case, we begin with the structure of arcs of S corresponding to nondegenerate matrices.

4.1. Auxiliary results

Lemma 1 Suppose an open arc of the curve S between points x1 and x2 does not intersect
kernels of operators from co(A). Then this arc is a union of two leading trajectories starting at
some point s ∈ S and going to x1 and x2 respectively. One of those trajectories can be empty,
in which case s coincides with x1 or with x2.

Proof. Moving both points x1,x2 slightly inside the arc we obtain an embedded closed arc x′
1x

′
2.

If we prove the statement for this arc, then it will follow for the original open arc by the limit
passage. The remainder of the proof is the same as the proof Theorem 2. First, we show that for
every x on the arc x′

1x
′
2, the angle between the leading rays is less than π. Otherwise, it is equal

to π and hence, x belongs to the kernel of a convex combination of operators A(l), A(r). Then
we prove that the arc x′

1x
′
2 contains only finite number of switching points between the leading

vectors. Moreover, a switching point cannot be ingoing from both sides. Hence, concatenating all
neighbouring parts with the same directions of leading vectors, we obtain at most one switching
point, which has two outgoing trajectories.
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2

The point s will be referred to as a source for the arc x1x2. Lemma 1 asserts that every arc
which does not have interior points on the kernels of operators from co(A) contains a unique
source, possibly coinciding with an end of the arc. For constructing an invariant norm, we
need an inverse problem: under which conditions does the arc x1x2 composed of two leading
trajectories exist? More precisely, let ℓ1, ℓ2 be rays starting at the origin and the angle between
them does not exceed π (the angle is oriented, the enumeration is counterclockwise). For given
points xi ∈ ℓi \ {0}, i = 1, 2, one needs to determine whether there exists a source point s and
two leading trajectories going to x1 and x2 respectively?

To formulate the criterion we need some further notation. Assume the left leading trajectory
goes from a point z1 ∈ ℓ1 to x2 ∈ ℓ2. Denote k1 = ∥x2∥

∥z1∥ . The right leading trajectory goes

from z2 ∈ ℓ2 to x1 ∈ ℓ1. Denote k2 = ∥x1∥
∥z2∥ . Finally, let m = min

{
ln k1,− ln k2

}
and M =

max
{
ln k1,− ln k2

}
.

Lemma 2 Let σ(A) = 0, ℓ1, ℓ2 be rays starting at the origin, the angle between them does not
exceed π and does not contain the kernels of operators from co(A) different from ℓ1, ℓ2. Suppose
there exists both (left and right) leading trajectories connecting points of those rays; then for
given xi ∈ ℓi, i = 1, 2, there are two trajectories with a common source leading to x1 and x2

respectively if and only if

m ≤ ln
∥x2∥
∥x1∥

≤ M, (2)

where m,M are defined above.

Proof. The source point s exists if and only if the leading trajectories z1x2 (from ℓ1 to ℓ2)
and z2x1 (from ℓ2 to ℓ1) intersect. This happens when either ∥x1∥ ≤ ∥z1∥, ∥x2∥ ≤ ∥z2∥ or

conversely: ∥x1∥ ≥ ∥z1∥, ∥x2∥ ≥ ∥z2∥. In the former case we have ∥x2∥
∥x1∥ ≥ ∥x2∥

∥z1∥ = k1 and
∥x2∥
∥x1∥ ≤ ∥z2∥

∥x1∥ = 1
k2
. Thus, ∥x2∥

∥x1∥ ∈
[
k1,

1
k2

]
. This is possible when k1 ≤ 1

k2
. Similarly, the latter

case means that ∥x2∥
∥x1∥ ∈

[
1
k2
, k1

]
, which is equivalent to (2).

2

Lemma 3 If σ(A) = 0 and there is a degenerate matrix A ∈ co(A), then its second eigenvalue
is negative.

Proof. The second eigenvalue cannot be positive; if it is zero, then either A = 0, this case
is excluded, or the equation ẋ = Ax, x(0) = x0, has a solution x(t) = x0 + tAx0, which is
unbounded whenever x0 /∈ KerA. This contradicts to the existence of the invariant norm.

2

Denote by αx and βx respectively the left and right tangents to S at the point x ∈ S.

Proposition 2 Suppose an operator A ∈ co (A) is degenerate and its kernel meets S at a
point x0; then the line passing through x0 parallel to ImA is a line of support for S.

Proof. Assume the converse: S contains a point y separated from the origin by the line ℓ. Draw
a line ℓ′ parallel to ℓ through y. Denote by y′ the point where ℓ′ meets the line Ox. Clearly,
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|Ox′| > |Ox0|, hence, y′ lies outside S. The trajectory ẋ = Ax, x(0) = x0 approaches to y′

along the line ℓ′ as t → +∞. Therefore, x(t) leaves the body bounded by S, which contradicts
to the definition of Barabanov’s norm.

2

Lemma 4 Suppose under the assumptions of Lemma 1, we have s ̸= x1 and x1 ∈ KerA for
some A ∈ co(A); then the ray βx = bx, which defines the trajectory from s to x1, tends to −αx1

as x → x1. Moreover, there exists A′ ∈ co(A) with the kernel containing x1 and image parallel
to αx1.

Proof. The right tangent βx tends to −αx1 as x → x1. Let ℓ be the line passing through x1

parallel to the image of A. By Proposition 2, ℓ is a line of support for S. If αx1 lies on ℓ, then
everything is proved. Otherwise, the vector z = limx→x1 A

(r)(x) has the same direction as −αx1

and hence, is directed outside S. If z ̸= 0, then z = A(r)x1 and it cannot go outside S. Therefore,
z = 0. Thus, the operator A′ = limx→x1 A

(r)(x) is degenerate, its kernel contains x1 and its
image contains the limit direction of the vectors A(r)x, which is parallel to limx→x1 bx = −αx1 .

2

Let A1, A2 be two degenerate operators with negative second eigenvalues and with a common
image L ⊂ R2 but with different kernels K1, K2. The convex hull

{
(1−λ)A1+λA2 : λ ∈ [0, 1]

}
is

called a reverse pencil P [A1, A2]. An arbitrary segment [x1,x2] with ends on K1, K2 and parallel
to L is called a reverse segment. Then for every x ∈ [x1,x2], the images A1x, A2x are parallel
to L and have opposite directions. The trajectories of the systems ẋ = A1x and ẋ = A2x
starting at an arbitrary point x0 ∈ [x1,x2] fill half-intervals [x0,x1) and [x0,x2) respectively.
This implies the following simple fact:

Lemma 5 If a family A with σ(A) = 0 contains two degenerate operators A1, A2 with a common
image, then the pencil P [A1, A2] lies in co(A) and S contains a reverse segment with ends on the
kernels.

Our main auxiliary result states that the leading trajectory on S may change its direction only
on the reverse intervals unless A has a complex dominance (the ellipsoidal case).

Lemma 6 If there is a point x for which ax and bx are collinear and have opposite directions,
then σ ≥ 0. If σ = 0, then either A has a complex dominance or co(A) contains a reverse pencil.
In the latter case x is an interior point of the reverse segment on S.

The proof is in Appendix.

If σ(A) = 0 and co(A) contains a degenerate operator, whether so does A? In general, the
answer is negative: if a matrix A has an imaginary spectrum, i.e., defines an ellipsoidal rotation,
then so does −A and the family A = {A,−A} satisfies σ(A) = 0 and co(A) contains the zero
matrix. It turns out, however, that apart from this case, the answer is affirmative.

Theorem 4 Suppose co(A) contains a dominant matrix (with real or complex dominance); then
so does the set of extreme points of A.

The theorem immediately follows from a more general fact below:

11



Proposition 3 If σ(A) = 0 and co(A) contains a degenerate matrix A, which is not in A, then
one of the three following conditions are satisfied:

1) A has complex dominance;
2) A belongs to a reverse pencil P [A1, A2];

3) A is a linear combination of two degenerate operators from A with the same kernel.

The proof is in Appendix.

4.2. The structure of Barabanov’s norms

Now we can give a complete classification of all Barabanov norms for a set of d×d matrices A.
As usual we assume that A is irreducible and σ(A) = 0. The unit sphere S of an invariant norm f
is parametrized by the angle γ (the argument of a point x ∈ S) between the vector x and the OX
axis. Due to the symmetry, we consider only the upper half-sphere S+ = {x(γ) : γ ∈ [0, π]},
where x(π) = −x(0). The angle between the vector x(γ) and the left tangent to S at the point x
is denoted as φ(γ), Fig. 1.

Figure 1: Parametrization of the curve S+

We consider the function g(γ) = ln ∥x(γ)∥ (the norm is Euclidean). Clearly, g(·) is Lipschitz
continuous on [0, π] and it defines S in a unique way.

Lemma 7 The derivative g′(γ) exists for almost all γ (in the Lebesgue measure on [0, π]) and
is equal to cotφ(γ).

Proof. Since the set of corner points of S is at most countable, it has a tangent at x(γ) for
almost all γ. For a small δ, consider the triangle with vertices O,x(γ),x(γ + δ). Applying the
sine law and taking into account that the angles at the vertices x(γ),x(γ+δ) are close to π−φ(γ)
and φ(γ)− δ respectively, we get

g(γ+δ)− g(γ) = ln
∥x(γ + δ)∥
∥x(γ)∥

= ln
sinφ(γ)

sin(φ(γ)− δ)
+ o(δ) = δ cotφ(γ) + o(δ) as δ → +0,

from which the lemma follows.
2

Note that if x belongs to the kernel of some operator A ∈ co (A), then x + Im (A) is a line
of support of S (Proposition 2). Since S has at most a countable set of corner points and at all
other points the line of support is unique, we obtain:

12



Proposition 4 Denote by S ′ the set of points x ∈ S+ such that x belongs to the kernel of
some Ax ∈ co (A). Then for almost all points of S ′ the angle between x and Im (Ax), where x =
x(γ), is equal to φ(γ).

The curve S+ is a disjoint union of four sets (in what follows we identify the number γ ∈ [0, π]
and the point x(γ) ∈ S+):

1) The reverse open intervals. We denote by R the set of those intervals.

2) The set D of points which belong to the kernels of operators from A and do not lie on the
reverse intervals. For each x(γ) ∈ D, the line {λx : λ ∈ R} is the kernel of some A ∈ A. By
Proposition 2, x+ Im(A) is a line of support for S.

3) The set of points, which are neither from reverse intervals nor from D. This set is open
in S+ (as a complement to the closed set) and hence, is a disjoint union of open intervals. Denote
the set of those intervals by P . This set is countable. Each interval pj ∈ P does not intersect
kernels of operators from A and therefore, admit two leading trajectories (Lemma 1). The set of
intervals with a unique extreme trajectory (when the second trajectory is empty and the source
point s coincides with one of the ends of the interval) is denoted as H ⊂ P . Let Q = R ∪ H.
This set is finite or countable, we enumerate its elements: the ith interval is qj (clearly, this set
is not ordered on the segment [0, π]).

Fig. 2 shows different types of arcs of the curve S. The reverse interval r1 belongs to R;
the operators of the corresponding pencil have a common kernel UV , their images run from the
line OU to OV . The arcs q1 and q2 are the leading trajectories going from a common source C,
they form an interval p1 ∈ P . The arc h1 belongs to H, it is a leading trajectory going from the
source U . The arc d1 is a part of the set D, every point of d1 belongs to the kernel of an operator
from A.

Figure 2: The invariant sphere S

Without loss of generality, with possible change of the coordinates, it can be assumed that
x(0) does not belong to the open set Q ∪ P .

For every interval q = (γ1, γ2), we denote ∆(q) = g(γ2) − g(γ1). For each qi ∈ Q, the
value ∆(qi) is well-defined and easily found; for pj ∈ P , the value ∆(pj) is arbitrary from the
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segment [mj,Mj], where the values mj,Mj are defined in Lemma 2 under the names m,M .
Inequality (2) implies that ∆(pj) ∈ [mj,Mj].

Theorem 5 Let A be a family of operators in R2 with σ(A) = 0 and S be its invariant sphere.
Then for every γ ∈ [0, π] which is either an element of D or an end of an interval from R,Q
or P , we have

g(γ) = g(0) +

∫
[0,γ]∩D

cotφ(τ) dτ +
∑

qj∈Q, qi⊂[0,γ]

∆(qi) +
∑

pj∈P, pj⊂[0,γ]

∆(pj) . (3)

For given numbers sj ∈ [mj,Mj], there exists an invariant sphere S with ∆(pj) = sj, pj ∈ P , if
and only if ∑

pj∈P

si = −
∫
D

cotφ(τ) dτ −
∑
qj∈Q

∆(qj) . (4)

where φ(τ) is the angle between the vector x(τ) and the image of the corresponding matrix A
whose kernel contains x. For every such sequence {si}, the invariant sphere S is unique up to
normalization.

Proof. The function g(τ) is Lipschitz and hence, absolutely continuous on [0, π]. Therefore, it is
a primitive of its derivative, which is equal to cotφ(τ) (Lemma 7). For almost all points τ ∈ D,
there exists a tangent line to S at the point x(τ), hence, it is parallel to the image of the
corresponding matrix A (Proposition 2). Hence, for almost all τ ∈ D, the angle between x(τ)
and Im(A) is equal to φ(γ).

2

4.3. Construction and the uniqueness

Theorem 5 is constructive, it allows us to obtain the Barabanov norm algorithmically.

Algorithm. To construct a norm one needs first to find σ(A). This can be done by bisection
with the comparison to zero (i.e., deciding the stability) in each step. Then we shift the family
so that σ(A) = 0. Find all degenerate operators in co (A). If there are none, then one of the
leading trajectories (left or right) of A is periodic and its period describes the invariant sphere S
(Theorem 2). Otherwise, we find the set of reverse pencils (it corresponds to the set R of reverse
intervals). This gives us the directions of all reverse segments on S. Thus, we know ∆(qi) for
all qi ∈ R. Then we find all intervals pi ⊂ [0, π] that are not intersected by kernels of operators
from A and construct the leading trajectories for each of them. We denote those intervals having
one leading trajectory by hj and compute ∆(hj). This gives the term

∑
qj∈Q, qi⊂[0,γ] ∆(qi) in the

sum (3). For other intervals pj we find two leading trajectories and construct the arcs of S by
the numbers {si} satisfying (4). Thus, we evaluate the term

∑
pj∈Q, pi⊂[0,γ] ∆(pi).

Finally, for all degenerate operators fromA whose kernels do not intersect the intervals fromQ
and P , we find the angle φ between the kernel and the image. The set D = [0, π] \ (Q ∪ P ) is
filled by the kernels of those operators and parametrized by the angle γ. For almost all γ ∈ D,
the angle φ is uniquely defined, hence the integral in (3) is well-defined and computed for all γ.
Thus, we find g(γ), which completes the construction of S.
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The construction implies that every set of numbers {si ∈ [mj,Mj]} satisfying (4) generates
a unique Barabanov norm. Hence, A possesses a unique Barabanov norm is this sequence is
unique.

Theorem 6 The Barabanov norm of a family A is unique if and only if one of the following
conditions is satisfied:

1) A has at most one degenerate operator;
2) the set P has at most one element;
3) the right hand side of equality (4) is equal either to

∑
i Mi or to

∑
i mi.

Otherwise there are infinitely many Barabanov norms.

Proof. The uniqueness of the Barabanov norm is equivalent to the uniqueness of the feasible
sequence {si}. It is certainly unique in cases 2) and 3). The case 1) is simply reduced to
the case 2) by the choice of coordinates. If A does not contain degenerate operators, then
the uniqueness follows by Theorem 2; if it has a unique degenerate operator, then we choose
the axis OX passing through its kernel, after which the set P becomes one-element (the only
interval is the entire [0, π]). Conversely, if the sum

∑
i si contains at least two terms and it is

strictly between
∑

i Mi and
∑

i mi, then there exist two indices (call them 1 and 2) such that
s1 < M1 and s2 > m2. Replacing them by s1 + ε and s2 − ε we obtain a new feasible sequence,
whenever ε > 0 is small enough.

2

5. Each norm in Rd is Barabanov for a suitable set of matrices

The following result will be established not only for d = 2 but in arbitrary dimension d.

Theorem 7 Every norm in Rd is a Barabanov norm for a suitable family of linear operators. If
the unit ball is a polyhedron with 2n facets, then there is the corresponding family of n operators.

Proof. Let G be the unit ball of this norm and S = ∂G. For an arbitrary x ∈ S, we denote by Vx

the hyperplane parallel to the plane of support of S at the point x. If this plane is not unique we
choose one of them. Then the operator Ax is defined by the equalities Ax(x) = 0, Ax(y) = −y
for all y ∈ Vx. Let us show that the family A = {Ax : x ∈ S} has the Barabanov norm
with the unit sphere S. Indeed, for z = x, the vector 0 = Axz is tangent to S and for every
other z ∈ S, the vector z+Axz is directed inside S. To show this we write z = γx+y for some
γ ∈ [−1, 1], y ∈ Vx. Then for a small t > 0, we have z+tAxz = γx+y−ty = (1−t)z+tγx ∈ G
since both z and γx belong to G.

If G is a polyhedron, then we enumerate the pairs of its opposite facets by 1, . . . , n and to
the ith pair associate an interior point xi of one of those two facets. Then the n operators Axi

, i =
1, . . . , n, defined as above have G is a unit ball of the invariant norm.

2

Now we turn back to the case d = 2. The system A constructed in Theorem 7 consists of
degenerate operators A. This is unavoidable: there are norms in R2 that cannot be invariant for
families of nondegenerate operators with σ(A) = 0. The following proposition states that every
non-smooth norm possesses this property.
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Proposition 5 Let G ⊂ R2 be a unit ball of the Barabanov norm of a family A with σ(A) = 0.
Then every arc on the sphere S connecting two corner points intersects an image of some degen-
erate operator from co(A).

Proof. Consider a closed arc connecting two corner points x1,x2. If it does not intersect kernels
of operators from co(A), then we can apply Lemma 1 and conclude that this arc consists of
two leading trajectories going from a point s to x1 and x2. At least one of them, say, sx1 is
nontrivial, it ends with an outgoing tangent vector Ax1. However, if x1 is a corner point, it
follows that this vector is directed outside G, which is impossible.

2

Remark 3 After Proposition 5 a natural question arises if every smooth norm is invariant for
a suitable set of nondegenerate matrices? The answer is still negative. To see this, consider a
strictly convex body G with some corner points. Every family A for which G is an invariant
body includes degenerate operators. The polar G∗, which does not have corner points, is an
invariant body for the set of adjacent operators A∗, see [25]. Clearly, A∗ also includes degenerate
operators.

Moreover, there are smooth strictly convex bodies that are not invariant bodies of families of
nondegenerate operators.

6. Finite families and matrix polytopes

If A = {A1, . . . , Am} is finite, then co (A) is a polytope in the space of 2 × 2 matrices
with vertices from A. In this case every leading trajectory consists of finitely many arcs, each
corresponds to one matrix. The switching point x between the arcs corresponding to matrices Ai

and Aj is characterized by the property that the vectors Aix and Ajx are co-directed, i.e.,
(Ai − λAj)x = 0, where λ ≥ 0 (the case λ = +∞ is allowed and means that Ajx = 0). Hence,
to construct the leading trajectory one needs to solve the equation det (Ai − λAj) = 0 for all
pairs (i, j) and thus find all switching points xij, which define the whole trajectory. We start

with an arbitrary point x0 ̸= 0 and go along the left leading trajectory. Assume A
(ℓ)
x0 = A1. Then

we go along the trajectory e tA1x0 to the closes switching point with the first index i = 1. Let it
be x1j. Then we switch to the trajectory e tAjx1j to the closest switching point with the first
index j, etc. In total there will be at most m(m+ 1) switching points.

In the structure of the Barabanov norm given by Theorem 5, the set D is finite and hence,
can be neglected: the integral over this set is equal to zero. The sets of intervals P and Q are
finite. The formula (3) becomes

g(γ) = g(0) +
∑

qi⊂[0,γ]

∆(qi) +
∑

pj⊂[0,γ]

∆(pj) . (5)

The existence of the invariant sphere S with parameters ∆(pj) = sj ∈ [m1,Mi], pj ∈ P , is
equivalent to the condition ∑

pj∈P

si = −
∑
qj∈Q

∆(qj) , (6)

where all summations are finite.
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7. Examples and applications

7.1. Stability of a matrix ball

Consider a the control set A(A0, r) = {A : ∥A − A0∥F ≤ r} being a ball in the space

of 2 × 2 matrices centered at a given matrix A0. Here ∥X∥ = tr(XTX) =
(∑

i,j |Xij|2
)1/2

is
the Frobenius norm. Thus, one needs to decide the stability of the system ẋ = A(t)x, where for
each t, A(t) is an arbitrary matrix on the distance of at most r from A0.

The matrix A0 is assumed to be Hurwitz, so, A(A0, 0) is stable. Clearly, for every r.0, the
set A is convex and irreducible. The remaining assumption that no matrix from A possess a
nonnegative eigenvector is solved by the following simple lemma. The norm of all vectors below
is Euclidean.

Lemma 8 The ball A(A0, r) contains a matrix with a nonnegative eigenvelue if and only if there
exists x such that ∥x∥ = 1 and the distance from A0x to the ray {λx : λ ≥ 0} does no exceed r.

Proof. Let A ∈ A(A0, r) be such that Ax = λx, λ ≥ 0; then ∥A0x − λx∥ = ∥(A − A0)x∥ ≤
∥A−A0∥F∥x∥ ≤ r. Hence, the distance from A0x to the ray ℓ = {λx : λ ≥ 0} does not exceed r.
Conversely, if this distance does not exceed r, then taking λ ≥ 0 such that ∥A0x − λx∥ ≤ r
and A = A0 − y xT , where y = A0x − λx, we see that ∥A − A0∥F = ∥y xT∥F = ∥y∥ ∥x∥ ≤ r
and Ax = (A0 − y xT )x = A0x− y = λx.

2

Note that the conditions of Lemma 8 is elementary verified by denoting x = (cos s , sin s)T

and finding the minimal distance from A0x to the ray {λx : λ ≥ 0} over all s. The point of
minimum s is evaluated in an explicit form. Let σ1 ≤ σ2 be the singular values of A0 (we hope
that this standard notation will not be confused with the Lyapunov exponent).

Lemma 9 The ball A(A0, r) contains a degenerate matrix if and only if r does not exceed the
minimal singular value σ1(A0). If σ1(A0) = r, then a unique degenerate matrix in that ball
is A0 − ruvT , where u,v are unit eigenvectors of the matrices AT

0A0 and A0A
T
0 respectively

corresponding to the eigenvalue r2.

Proof. If Ax = 0, ∥x∥ = 1, then ∥A0x∥ = ∥(A0 − A)x∥ ≤ r, hence, σ1(A0) ≤ r. If σ1(A0) = r,
then the only unit vector x satisfying the inequality ∥A0x∥ = r is the corresponding eigenvector
of A0A

T
0 . Then as in the proof of Lemma 8 we conclude that Ax = 0 and ∥A − A0∥ ≤ r if and

only if A = A0 − ruvT .
2

Now we can apply Theorem 3. For each x, the set x + Ax, A ∈ A, is a disc of radius r ∥x∥
centered at the point x+A0x. Denote this disc by Bx(r), see Fig. 3. Then, both ax and bx are
tangents to Bx(r), provided that they lie in the corresponding half-spaces with respect to x. If the
angle between those tangents contains the origin, then ax and bx are both well-defined, otherwise
only one of them is defined being the “highest” tangent, which makes the smallest angle with
the vector x. The corresponding left round leading trajectory is found by the ODE ẋ = A(ℓ)x,
with A(ℓ) = A0 + r z zT , where z is the vector from the center of Bx(r) to the point of tangency.
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Figure 3: Barabanov’s norm for a matrix ball. The vector Ax touches Bx(r) and S.

In fact, one can use an arbitrary vector field F (x) which at every x is directed along ax; then
the solution of ODE ẋ = A(ℓ)x describes the left leading trajectory. The same can be said on
the right trajectory.

To construct the Barabanov norm we again assume that σ(A) = 0 after a proper shift,
where A = A(A0, r), and invoke Lemma 9.

Theorem 8 Consider the ball A = A(A0, r) and assume that σ(A) = 0; then r ≤ σ1(A0). If this
inequality is strict, then all matrices from A are nondegenerate, the Barabanov norm is unique
and described by the periodic leading left (or right) trajectory.

If r = σ1(A0), then the only degenerate operator is A0−ruvT , where u,v are unit eigenvectors
of the matrices AT

0A0 and A0A
T
0 respectively corresponding to the eigenvalue r2, the Barabanov

norm is described by the leading left (or right) trajectory from x(0) = v to x(+∞) = −v and by
its symmetric trajectory about the origin.

Proof. If r < σ1(A0), then A contains no degenerate matrices (Lemma 9, and S coincides with
the leading periodic trajectory (Theorem 2). If r = σ1(A0), then A contains a unique degenerate
matrix with kernel generated by the vector v. Now the result follows from Lemma 1 with s = v.

2

Applying now Theorem 7, we obtain

Corollary 3 The Barabanov norm of a matrix ball is always unique.

Remark 4 It is not difficult to write an analytical expression for the tangents to the ball Bx(r)
from the point x. This way we get an ODE, whose solution describes a unit sphere S. From
this equation one can conclude that S is in general not an ellipse, although can look similar to
it (Fig. 3).
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7.2. Stability of linear switching systems with a noisy data

Infinite control sets naturally appear when the matrices of the system are not given precisely
but with possible deviation. At each moment t the deviation can be an arbitrary matrix from
a given compact “noise set” D. Consider a finite control set A = {A1, . . . , Am}; then the noisy
linear switching system is

ẋ =
(
A(t) + ∆(t)

)
x , A(t) ∈ {A1, . . . , Am}, ∆ ∈ D .

If m = 1 and D is a Frobenius ball, then we have the system from the previous subsection.
The case of general m is considered similarly. In Theorem 8, the leading rays ax, bx are chosen
from 2m tangents drown from the point x to the equal discs of radius r centered at the points
x+ Aix, i = 1, . . . ,m.

If D is a matrix polyhedron, then so is A + D, hence the problem is reduced to the control
set with a finite number of matrices (vertices of this polytope). This is the case, for instance,
if D is given by elementwise constraints: |∆ij| ≤ εij, i, j ∈ {1, 2}.

For example, D can be a ball of radius r in the operator L∞-norm in R2, i.e., ∥x∥∞ =
max {|x1|, |x2|}, each set x+ (Ai +D)x is a square of radius r ∥x∥.

7.3. Numerical example

The following matrix:

A0 =

(
−0.2 −1

1 −0.5

)
is Hurwitz, σ(A0) = −0.35. We compute the radius R of the minimal unstable Frobenius ball
with center A0. The computation is done by bisection in r. For r = 0, we have the one point

Figure 4: The leading trajectory for the matrix ball of radius r = 0.4

“ball” A0, which is clearly stable. For r = 0.4 we construct left and right an extremal trajectories.
Fig. 4 shows the left trajectory. By Theorem 8, at every point x, the leading vector A(ℓ)(t)x is
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directed along the tangent from x to the ball Bx(r). This trajectory is found from the differential

equation (̇t)x = A(ℓ)(t)x(t), we see that it increases after one rotation. Hence, A(A0, 0.4) is
unstable. Drawing the unique leading trajectory for r = 0.1 we see that it decreases, hence, by
Theorem 3, the ball A(A0, 0.1) is stable (Fig. 5). The bisection in r on the segment r ∈ [0.1 , 0.4]

Figure 5: The leading trajectory for the matrix ball of radius r = 0.1

after 12 iterations gives the value 0.3475... which approximates R with precision 10−4. The left
leading trajectory for the ball A(A0, R) cycles and gives the sphere S of a unique Barabanov
norm (Corollary c.50). It is drawn in Fig. 3.

Remark 5 Note that S is a solution of a nonlinear ODE, and it is not ellipse (Remark 4). Also
observe that R = 0.3475... < 0.35 = |σ(A0)|. Thus, in this example, the radius of the minimal
unstable ball is less than the modulus of the Lyapunov exponent of its center A0.

Appendix

Proof of Lemma 6. We have A(r)x = −sA(l)x with s > 0. In the basis e1 = x, e2 = A(l)x,
we have

A(l) =

(
0 a
1 b

)
; A(r) =

(
0 c

−s b

)
.

Consider the following matrix:

As =
1

s+ 1
A(r) +

s

s+ 1
A(l) =

1

s+ 1

(
0 a + s b
0 b + s d

)
.

Since As is degenerate and belongs to co (A), it follows that σ(A) ≥ 0, which proves the first
claim. Now assume that σ(A) = 0. If a + s b ̸= 0, then one can slightly perturb s so that
the determinant of the matrix 1

s+1
A(r) + s

s+1
A(l) becomes negative. In this case one of the

eigenvalues is positive and hence σ > 0. Thus, a + s b = 0, hence

A(l) =

(
0 a
1 b

)
; A(r) =

(
0 −s a

−s b

)
.
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Assume first that a ̸= 0. In this case a < 0, otherwise detA(l) < 0, which again contradicts the
Hurwitz property of the matrix A(l). By the same reason the traces of A(l), A(r) are non-positive,
hence b ≤ 0, d ≤ 0.

If b = 0, then the eigenvalues of A(l) are ± i
√

|a|. Therefore, A(l) defines an ellipsoidal
rotation and we arrive at the ellipsoidal case. The same happens if d = 0.

Thus, it can be assumed that b < 0, d < 0. Consider now two cases for the coefficient a.

1). a ̸= 0. In this case the pair {A(l), A(r)} is irreducible. Indeed, if they share a common
real eigenvector, then the same eigenvector is associated to the matrix As, whose eigenvectors
are e1 and e2. None of them is an eigenvector of A(l) when a ̸= 0. Therefore, this pair possesses a
Barabanov norm. Let us remember that σ {A(l), A(r)} = 0. A unit sphere of the Barabanov norm
of two matrices is composed with arcs of trajectories of the two equations ẋ = A(l)x and ẋ =
A(r)x; and every switching point v between those arcs satisfy (A(r) − λA(l))v = 0, where λ is
found from the equation det (A(r) − λA(l)) = 0. In our case this equation reads a(λ+ s)2 = 0.
Hence, λ = −s and the solution v is unique up to normalization. Hence, if there are switching
points, then they are ±v. We see that the arc of S connecting those points v and −v satisfies one
equation, say ẋ = A(l)x. Therefore, −v = et A

(l)
v. This is possible only if A(l) is an ellipsoidal

rotation (the proof is trivial). Thus, the case a ̸= 0 is impossible.

2). a = 0. In this case A(l), A(r) are degenerate, have a common image parallel to e2 and
kernels given by the equations x1 + bx2 = 0 and x1 − b

s
x2 = 0. These kernels are different

since b < 0 and − b
s
> 0.

Thus, A(l), A(r) belongs to one pencil. It remains to show that S contains a segment parallel
to e2 bounded by the kernels. This is simple, because for every point x ∈ S between those
kernels, the whole segment bounded by them and passing through x parallel to e2 belong to the
Barabanov unit ball. Hence, this segment is contained in S.

2

Proof of Proposition 3. If A is not an extreme point in co(A), then A = 1
2

(
A1 + A2

)
for

some A1, A2 ∈ co(A). Let x ∈ Ker(A). Then A1x+ A2x = 0. If A1x ̸= 0, then by Lemma 6, A
belongs to some pencil P [A1, A2] and x is an interior point of the segment [x1,x2]. This implies
that the operators generating this pencil are extreme, i.e., belong to A. If A1x = 0, then we
consider the set of operators Q ∈ co(A) with the same kernel containing x. The images of those
operators are lines of support for G at the point x, see Proposition 2. Let ℓ1, ℓ2 are the extreme
lines among them. Denote by Qi the set of operators from Q with the image parallel to ℓi i = 1, 2.
Each Qi is a segment (in the space of matrices) of a line passing though the origin. Let Ai be
the end of this segment most distant from the origin. Then, Ai is an extreme point of co(A), i.e.,
Ai ∈ A, and A is a linear combination of A1, A2.

2
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