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Abstract

The complexity of modern control systems necessitates architectures that achieve high performance while ensuring robust
stability, particularly for nonlinear systems. In this work, we tackle the challenge of designing optimal output-feedback
controllers to boost the performance of ¢,-stable discrete-time nonlinear systems while preserving closed-loop stability from
external disturbances to input and output channels. Leveraging operator theory and neural network representations, we
parametrize the achievable closed-loop maps for a given system and propose novel parametrizations of all ¢,-stabilizing
controllers, unifying frameworks such as nonlinear Youla and Internal Model Control. Contributing to a rapidly growing
research line, our approach enables unconstrained optimization exclusively over stabilizing output-feedback controllers and
provides sufficient conditions to ensure robustness against model mismatch. Additionally, our methods reveal that stronger
notions of stability can be imposed on the closed-loop maps if disturbance realizations are available after one time step. Last,
our approaches are compatible with the design of nonlinear distributed controllers. Numerical experiments on cooperative
robotics demonstrate the flexibility of our framework, allowing cost functions to be freely designed for achieving complex

behaviors while preserving stability.
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1 Introduction

The characterization of all controllers capable of sta-
bilizing a given system is a cornerstone problem in con-
trol theory. For linear time-invariant (LTI) systems, a
complete solution is given by the Youla parametriza-
tion, which provides the representation of all internally
stabilizing LTI controllers based on a system’s doubly
coprime factorization [1]. In this framework, each con-
troller is associated with a transfer function called the
Youla parameter, which can be optimized for comput-
ing stabilizing regulators that minimize a performance
index [2,3]. More recently, alternative frameworks have
been proposed, such as System-Level-Synthesis (SLS) [4]
and the Input-Output Parametrization (IOP) [5], which
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are equivalent to the Youla parametrization, but offer
different numerical stability properties in different con-
trol setups [6]. More importantly, these approaches re-
veal that all controllers that stabilize an LTI system can
be directly expressed and implemented in terms of the
closed-loop maps capturing the relationship between the
disturbances affecting the closed-loop system and the
control and output variables.

Given the foundational value of the Youla parametri-
zation in linear systems theory, it is not surprising that
many works have focused on extensions to the nonlinear
setting, both in continuous and discrete time [7-13]. The
first result was provided in [7,8], where, with reference to
£,-stability, the authors consider either smooth, stable
systems or systems for which a stabilizing controller is
available. Subsequent works have aimed at establishing
stable kernel representations — an extension of left co-
prime factorizations to the nonlinear setting — for both
systems and controllers, with the goal of characterizing
all and only stability-preserving controllers for a broader
spectrum of nonlinear systems ! [9,10,12,13].

! For nonlinear systems that are stable or where a stabilizing
controller is known.



Despite their theoretical relevance, to our knowledge,
nonlinear Youla parametrizations and stable kernel rep-
resentations have never found extensive application in
the control of real-world systems. The parametrizations
presented in [7-13] involve an operator form that is not
well-suited for the numerical optimization of controllers.
In particular, the stabilizing controllers in [7,8,11] are
defined in terms of a stable operator — the nonlinear
counterpart of the Youla parameter — through a rela-
tion that includes an operator inverse, which complicates
the optimization. Additionally, in [9,10,12,13], stabiliz-
ing controllers are formulated using stable kernel rep-
resentations and their (pseudo) inverses. However, ob-
taining stable kernel representations of both the system
and controller is often challenging, and computing these
(pseudo) inverses can be prohibitive.

To provide controller representations more suitable
to the numerical solution of optimal control problems,
the authors of [14] consider discrete-time stabilizable
and detectable LTT systems and parameterize all non-
linear controllers guaranteeing contractive and Lips-
chitz closed-loop dynamics. These results have recently
been extended to nonlinear systems in [15-17]. Specif-
ically, [15] addresses time-invariant systems verifying
suitable contractivity and Lipschitz assumptions and
parameterizes the set of stabilizing controllers that
achieve contracting and Lipschitz closed-loop maps.
In our previous works [16, 17], we considered £,-stable
time-varying discrete-time nonlinear systems and pa-
rameterize all and only the state-feedback controllers
preserving closed-loop system stability in the ¢, sense.
Moreover, we demonstrated that all these controllers
admit an Internal Model Control (IMC) representa-
tion [18,19] where the regulator includes a copy of the
system dynamics and an /¢,-stable operator that can be
freely chosen.

To bridge the gap between theoretical results and
computational methods for designing optimal control
policies, the approaches in [14-17] leverage recent results
on the representation of stable operators through non-
linear systems that (i) are freely parameterized and (ii)
can embed deep Neural Networks (NN) in their dynam-
ics. Property (ii) enables searching within increasingly
broad subsets of £,-stable operators as the NN depth in-
creases, which is desirable for optimizing highly nonlin-
ear cost functions [16,17]. The first requirement, instead,
concerns the property of only representing £,,-stable op-
erators independently of the system’s parameter values.
Examples of freely parametrized models of Markovian
{5-stable operators include Recurrent Equilibrium Net-
works (RENSs) [20], certain classes of State-Space Models
(SSMs) [21], and NN parametrizations of Hamiltonian
systems [22].

The primary advantage of free parametrizations
is that they allow casting optimal control design into
unconstrained optimization problems, which can be ef-
ficiently solved with standard gradient descent or its

stochastic variants. This is in contrast to other NN
controller design approaches [23-26] that ensure closed-
loop stability by imposing constraints on the controller
parameters, hence necessitating the use of more costly
and less scalable projected gradient methods or heuris-
tic approximations.

Optimizing within the set of stabilizing controllers
provides two key benefits. First, unlike classical opti-
mal control and nonlinear MPC approaches [27], the
closed-loop stability requirement does not impose any
constraints on the cost profile, allowing it to be freely
designed to capture a wide range of engineering objec-
tives [17,28]. In other words, it allows boosting the sys-
tem performance during transient — i.e., before the sys-
tem settles into a steady state — by employing general
cost functions without compromising stability [14-17].
Second, this approach enables fail-safe design, meaning
that even if the global optimum is not achieved or the
optimization process is halted prematurely, the resulting
controller will still guarantee stability. This property is
especially important because designing NN controllers
typically amounts to minimizing nonlinear costs with a
very complex optimization landscape.

While the works [14-17] highlight that nonlin-
ear Youla and IMC parametrizations provide a fertile
ground for designing stabilizing NN optimal controllers,
significant gaps remain, particularly in the nonlinear
output-feedback setting.

Firstly, to the authors’ knowledge, the SLS and
IOP parametrizations have not been extended to
discrete-time nonlinear systems, with the exceptions
of [16, 29, 30]. However, [29] is limited to input-affine
dynamics, and [30] and [16] tackle the state-feedback
case. Note that, [30] characterizes the set of closed-loop
maps achievable by some controllers rather than provid-
ing a complete description of all stabilizing policies. In
this work, instead, we show that directly parameteriz-
ing the closed-loop maps, offers the following important
advantages: (i) it provides a unified framework for rep-
resenting ¢,-stabilizing controllers previously derived
under different frameworks such as nonlinear Youla pa-
rametrizations and IMC [7,19] and (ii) under specific
assumptions, it enables parametrizing all controllers
that achieve desired closed-loop properties, in addition
to £,-stability, such as exponential stability, incremen-
tal stability, and disturbance localization in distributed
systems.

Secondly, a comprehensive framework that con-
nects operator-theory-based nonlinear Youla parame-
trizations with computational techniques for designing
optimal controllers is currently lacking.

1.1 Contributions and outline

In this work, we consider discrete-time, time-varying
systems specified through a nonlinear non-Markovian
input-output mapping, equipped with output-feedback
nonlinear dynamic controllers, with the aim of guaran-



teeing closed-loop £,-stability. We study feedback inter-
connections accounting for both process and measure-
ment disturbances.

First, in Section 2, we establish necessary and suf-
ficient conditions for general operators to qualify as
closed-loop maps. We also characterize the controllers
that achieve specified closed-loop maps in terms of
both operator’s and non-Markovian dynamical system’s
models. The latter result is essential for casting optimal
controller design into optimization problems, as shown
in Section 5.

Second, in Section 3, we consider /,-stable sys-
tems and parametrize all and only the achievable sta-
ble closed-loop maps, along with their corresponding
stability-preserving controllers. This representation,
which relies on a unique free operator in £, shows that
any stabilizing controller inherently possesses an IMC
structure. This result also reveals that IMC architec-
tures are not merely sufficient for stability (as shown
in [19] for continuous-time systems) but also necessary.
Furthermore, our framework allows recovering the non-
linear Youla parametrization presented in [7]. We also
provide extensions of the proposed parametrization
to systems equipped with a pre-stabilized regulator.
Additionally, we demonstrate that, in the case of inter-
connected systems, the proposed parametrizations are
naturally suited for designing distributed controllers
and provide insights into the required relationship be-
tween the physical coupling graph of the system and
the communication network topology.

Third, in Section 3.3, we analyze the robustness of
the proposed controllers when there is a mismatch be-
tween the actual system and the model used within the
IMC controller. This enables the application of our para-
metrization in scenarios where only an approximate sys-
tem description is available, such as models derived from
simplified physical principles or data-driven approaches.

When controlling real-world systems, achieving
closed-loop £,-stability is often insufficient. Typically,
there is no direct relationship, beyond stability, between
the features of the nonlinear Youla parameter and the
features inherited by the closed-loop maps. This mo-
tivates the identification of suitable assumptions that
allow designing closed-loop operators with stronger
properties. As a fourth contribution, we demonstrate
that various desirable properties can be attained by de-
sign when input disturbances are measurable or can be
reconstructed with a one-step delay. Specifically, in Sec-
tion 4, we parameterize all achievable stable closed-loop
maps using a free operator in £, and provide a dynam-
ical system representation of the associated controllers.
Furthermore, in Section 4.1, we show that, without loss
of generality, one can guarantee exponential and incre-
mental stability by simply imposing the same properties
on the free operator. Additionally, in a distributed set-
ting we show how to localize the effect of disturbances
— i.e., prevent disturbances in one local system from

influencing distant subsystems — which is one of the
key features enabled by SLS [31].

Fifth, in Section 5, we illustrate how to bridge the
gap between the proposed parametrizations and the ac-
tual computation of controllers for boosting the per-
formance of stable nonlinear systems. Specifically, we
address Nonlinear Optimal Control (NOC) problems,
showing how to design controllers by searching within
the set of stability-preserving control policies. To this
purpose, we leverage the available methods for repre-
senting Lo operators through freely parametrized non-
linear systems embedding NNs.

Finally, in Section 6, we illustrate the effectiveness
of our approach through examples in cooperative mo-
bile robotics. We show that robots equipped with basic
controllers for stabilizing their position around a tar-
get point can be enhanced with performance-boosting
controllers that enable collision avoidance with obsta-
cles and other robots while maintaining stable target-
reaching behavior.

The appendices collect the proofs of the theorems
and the propositions of this work, as well as implemen-
tation details of the simulations.

1.2 Notation

The set of all sequences x = (xg, z1, T2, ...), where
x; € R" for all t = 0,1,..., is denoted as £™. More-
over, x belongs to £; C (" with p € Nif [x[|, =

1

(X |@e|P)? < oo, where | - | denotes any norm of in-
terest. We say that x € {2 if sup, |z¢| < co. We use the
notation x;.; for the truncation (x;,2;41,...,2;) of x,
when j > 2. If j < i, x},; represents the empty set ().
We define 0 = (0,0,...). For two vectors g € R™ and
Yo € R™, we denote (wo;y0) = [z4yg ]’ € R*™. The
merging of two sequences x € £ and y € ¢" is defined
as (x35) = ((o;y0), (x1591),...) € £™T". Truncated
merged sequences are denoted as (z;y) i = (545 Yj:) =
((®i;95), (®ix1; Yix1), - - -5 (53 y5)). By convention, when
the truncated sequence lengths do not match, we pad
with zeros, e.g.,

(j—1:65Y5:0) = (=14, 0); yj:s) = (@243 Y5:)

with z; = 0. The sum of truncated sequences of equal
dimension and length is defined element-wise. Next, we
introduce relevant properties of operators A : £ — {™
over sequences. In the sequel, the identity operator from
™ to £" is I,, and we simply write I when the dimension
n is clear from the context. We also use the simplified
notation Ax for referring to A(x).

Causality An operator A : ¢™ — (™ is said to be
causal if

A(X) = (Ao(l‘o), Al(xl:O); ey At(xtzo), .. ) .



If in addition A¢(z4.0) = At(2t—1.0,0), then A is said to
be strictly-causal. The set of all causal (strictly-causal)
operators from £™ to £™ is C.(£™,£™) (Cs(¢™,¢™)). Note
that, if A € C,, then, by convention, Ag(z_1.0) = Ao (D)
and we assume that Ag(@) is a vector in R™. An
operator A : (" x " — (™ is causal—strictly-
causal (also denoted as A € C.s(£" x £7,0™)) if it
is causal on its first argument and strictly-causal
on its second argument, i.e. if for any ¢, it holds
At(ﬂﬁt:myt:o) = Ay(ze05yi-1:0) = At((ﬂftzo); (yt71;o,0))-
Similarly, the sets C..(€™ x £7,£™) and Cgs(£™ x £7,0™)
comprise operators that are causal or strictly-causal,
respectively, in both inputs. Note that, by convention,
if A € Ces(£™ x €2 ™) and B € Cgs(0™ X £M2 4™),
then, for any xg € R™, Ag(zo;y—1.0) = Ao(x0;0) and
Bo(z-1.0;9-1.0) = Bo(@) and we assume that By(9)
is a vector in R™. Given operators A € C.({™, %),
B € Ces (0" x £, 4™) and C € C.(¢™, ™), it is easy to
see that the composed operators AB and AC verify
AB € C.s(0™ x £7,£%) and AC € C.(¢™, £%).

Truncation We use the notation Aj.;(x;.0) to refer to
(Ai(xi:0)s Aig1 (Tig1:0)s - - - Aj(25:0)) -

Sums and products The sums and products of oper-
ators are defined as (A +B)x = Ax+Bx and (AB)x =
A (Bx). Note that, in general, for operators, multiplica-
tion is not commutative and is only left-distributed over
the sum (but not right-distributed), i.e., (A + B)C =
AC + BC but C(A +B) # CA + CB.

Combined operators For two operators A €
Cc(0™,07) and B € C.(4™,£™), we define (A;B) as fol-
lows: for any x € ¢, (A;B)x = (A(x); B(x)). Then, it
follows that (A;B)x € ¢"*™ and

(A;B)x = ((Ao(70); Bo(20)), (A1(21.0); B1(1:0)), - - - ) -

We say that (A;B) € Ciesiee)(£" x £7,0™ x £°) if A €
Ces (0™ x L7, 0™) and B € C..(f™ x £",¢%). Similarly,
(A;B) € Crosies) (£ x L7, 0™ x £°) means that A €
Cos(0" x L7, 4™) and B € Ces(0™ x £7,£7). Given op-
erators Ay : (™ — (™, Ay : ™ — (™ and Aj :
" — ™, and sequences x; € £, x5 € (™ and
x3 € ¢", we define the matrix-reminiscent notation

[Al AQ} (x1;%x2) = (A1x1 + Agxs) € £™. Moreover,
{Al A, A3] (x1;X2;X3) = HA1 A2] A3:|((X1;X2);X3).

2 Operator representation of dynamical sys-
tems and achievable closed-loop maps
This section formally introduces the system models
we consider and the closed-loop map operators. With

these definitions, we derive necessary and sufficient con-
ditions for operators to be closed-loop maps of a given
system. Finally, we provide an explicit formulation for
implementing the controller that achieves those maps.

2.1 System model

We consider discrete-time time-varying nonlinear
closed-loop systems described by

Yy = Ge(wp—1.0) + ¢, (1a)
ur = Ki(ypo) +dy t=0,1,2,..., (1b)

where y;, € R” and u; € R™ denote the system out-
put and the control input, and v; € R" and d; € R™
are the measurement and process noises. The functions
Gy : R™*t — R with Go(u_1.0) = Go(2) € R", char-
acterize the open-loop input-output system behavior. 2
Similarly, functions K, : R"™<(+1 — R™ represent a
causal dynamical output feedback controller applied to
the system.

In operator form, system (1) is represented by

y=Gu+v, (2a)
u=Ky+d, (2b)

where G : /™ — (" is a strictly-causal operator and
K : " — ¢™ is a causal operator, i.e. G € C,s and
K € C..? Equivalently,

Gu = (Go(g), Gl(UQ), ey Gt(ut_1;0)7 .. ) y
Ky = (Ko(yo), Kl(yl:O) ey Kt(yt:O); e ) .

The block diagram of the closed-loop system in the
operator form is shown in Figure 1. For later use, we
also define the noiseless version of the input and output
signals as y° = Gu and u® = Ky which verify y° = y—v
and u® = u — d. Moreover, for the free evolution of the
system, we will use the notation y'™* = G(0).

Example 1 (LTI systems) Consider a strictly causal
LTI system in the state-space form

xt—i—l = AI’t + But ,
yr = Cay + v,

with g = & and x; € R™. The function Gy in (1a) is

% In the case of state space models, the value of Go(92) is

usually related to the initial condition of the system.

3 The strict-causality of the operator G is a standard
assumption in control systems since the control input
u; can be computed only after receiving the measure-
ments (Yo, y1,---,Yt), and only affects future measurements
(Yes1s Yty .- )



Fig. 1. Block diagram of the closed-loop system (2).

given by
GO(Q) = OIO )
t—1
Gi(u-10) = CA'Z+ Y CA™ " 'Bu,, t=0,1,...,
7=0

which reveals that Gy depends on the specific initial state
Z. The model (2a) becomnes

Yo C 0 0 0--- (')
n cal |cB 00| |m \
wl = lea|*t lcap oo | |w| 0 @

showing that G is an affine operator and Gy =
(C;CA;CA2%.. )z, If # = 0, G is linear and can be
equivalently represented by the transfer matrix in the
z-domain

G(2)=C(:I-A)~'B+D, (5)
i.e., (2a) is the same as
Z(y) = G(2)Z2(u) + Z(v),

where Z(+) is the Z-transform operator.
2.2 Closed-loop maps

Assume we are given a system G and a controller K.
Due to the strict causality of G, for any pair of distur-
bances v and d, the closed-loop (2) produces unique se-
quences y and u (see also (1)). Moreover, due to causal-
ity of K, we can define unique causal maps from distur-
bances (v;d) to (y;u).

Definition 1 (Closed-loop maps) The closed-loop
map P x € Cc (07 x LM L7 X ™) is the unique operator
that satisfies (y;u) = ®a x(v;d) for all the sequences
v,d,y,u obtained from the interconnection of the sys-
tem G with a controller K as per (2). Moreover, the
partial maps (v;d) — y and (v;d) — u will be denoted
with B g and B g, respectively.

We also define the closed-loop operator ®¢ =
®c k — I for the map (v;d) — (y°;u®). Analogously,
we define

(I)g,K = PGk~ {Ir 0} and @ g = B x — [0 Im:| :

Since there is a one-to-one relationship between the op-
erators (g k, DL k. P& k) and (B BY k., PE k),
any formula involving the “°” operators can be written
in terms of the others. We will, however, use both sets of
operators to have a more compact notation and improve
readability.

Next, we introduce two key properties of the closed-
loop map ®¢ k-

Proposition 1 If G € C; and K € C,, the closed-loop
operator ® g K is invertible and satisfies <I>E;1K € Cesice)-

PROOF. From (2),onehasv=y —Guandd =u-—
Ky which is the mapping (y; u) — (v; d). Moreover, due
to G € Cs; and K € C,, we have that ((y;u) — v) € Ces
and ((y;u) — d) € C.. Thus, <I>(_;1K € Cesice)-

Proposition 2 Given G € Cs and K € C,, the closed-
loop operator ®g x = (@é,K; @‘éK) = (<I>3(';)K; @gK) +
I satisfies

aiK S Ccs ) (6)
Ptk = GPEk (7)
‘I"é,K = <I>E,K<I>E£K(Ir; O)q’é,K- (8)

Moreover, the controller K verifies

K =®& x®5'k(150). (9)

The proof can be found in Appendix B.

Proposition 2 gives necessary conditions that any
closed-loop operator must satisfy. In particular, (6) is a
causality condition on the map (v;d) — u®, (7) follows
from the system dynamics (2a), and the right-hand side
of (8) guarantee consistency with the relation between
(v,d) and u® provided by the closed-loop diagram in
Figure 1. Moreover, (8) and (9) give the relation between
closed-loop operators and the controller dynamics (2b).

Remark 1 Fquation (8) reveals that the output
of the map (PEO,K is the same when the input is
(vid) or ®g'x(1;0)®% (vid). We show that
@a%K(Ir;O)‘I’é,K(V;d) is the signal (vid) = (y —
y/m¢; —u°). Indeed, one has @a}K(IT;O)Qé’K(V;d) =
'IJE;}K(IT;O)y = @a}K(y;O). The last expression gives
the disturbances (\7;&) in Figure 2 such that y is still
the input to K and u = 0 us the input to G. From
the latter condition, we have d = u°. This implies
y° = G(0) = y/™*¢ and, therefore, v =y — y/™¢. Notice
however that ®g g (v;d) # ®E (Vi d).



Fig. 2. Block diagram of the closed-loop system (2) for the
input sequence (v;d) as defined in Remark 1.

Example 2 (Continuation from Example 1) In
the same setting of Example 1, assume thatu; = Ky;+d;.
Therefore, the map ®g k s given by

(') KC
ur| = |KAC+ KCBKC|

o
K P 00 -] |do

+ |KCBK KCB K P ---| |vi|, (10)
dq

for P = I, highlighting its nonlinear dependence
of ®& x on the matriz gain K. Similarly, since

[0 Im} (v;d) = d, one can derive that @gx is given by
(10) for P = 0.

2.8 Parametrization of all achievable closed-loop maps

We consider the case where the controller K is not
specified a priori. We characterize the set of all pos-
sible closed-loop maps for a given system G that are
achieved by some causal controller. Similar to [30], which
focuses on state-feedback controllers, we say that ¥ =
(Y, Qv ; grtm 5 grim g a closed-loop map of G if
there exists a controller K’ € C, such that ¥ = &g k.
For later use, we also define

o

o= Y [IT 0] and UU° .= PU _ {0 Im] .

Definition 2 (Achievable closed-loop maps) Fora
system G, the set of all closed-loop maps achievable by
(2) is

CLG = (P k| KeC.}. (11)

In view of Proposition 2, the following conditions are

necessary to have ¥ € CLS:

o, (12a)
v = GUY, (12b)
oY = oYL 0)®Y . (12¢)

Our first main result is to show that (12) are also suf-
ficient conditions, hence providing an equivalent charac-
terization of CLS. In the spirit of IOP and SLS [4,5,30],
the key idea is to remove from (11) the explicit depen-
dency on the controller operator K.

Theorem 1 For a system G, the set of all closed-loop
maps achievable by (2) can be represented as

CLE = (¥ = (VY; @) = (WY, 0%) +1 | (12)}.
Moreover, the unique controller achieving W is given by

K=9"94I,;0). (13)

The proof can be found in Appendix C.

A crucial step for establishing Theorem 1 is to show
that W~ always exists. This fact follows from the next
result, which is an extension of [30, Proposition I11.1]
and whose proof can be found in Appendix A.

Proposition 3 Consider an operator ¥ = (Y; ¥1) =
(BY",0) 4 1. If B € Cy, and OV € C.,, then
vl ¢ Clessee) exists and (v;d) = W—L(y;u) satisfies,

fort=0,1,..., the recursive formulae
ve =y — W (ve—10,di-10) | (14a)
dt = Ut — \I/?O (Ut:07 dt—l:O) . (14b)

Proposition 3 requires that ¥¥" € Cy, and ¥ € C,,.
Under the stronger assumption that ¥ € Cs,, the
equations in (14) can be merged into the following one

(Ut;dt) = (yt;Ut) - ‘1’?(%—1:0, dt—l:o)-

Therefore, one obtains the following result matching [30,
Proposition ITI.1].

Corollary 1 Consider an operator X € C.(£",£™) such
that X° := X —1 € C,. Then XY~ ! € C. exists and
b = Y 'a satisfies, fort =0,1,...,

by = ar — Y¢(be—1:0) -

To illustrate the value of Theorem 1, several com-
ments are in order. First, compared to (11) where
closed-loop maps are parametrized through K, Theo-
rem 1 presents an alternative parametrization of cLe



where constraints are directly over achievable closed-
loop maps. Moreover, (13) provides an explicit method
for computing the controller associated with a given
closed-loop map W.

Second, Theorem 1 is a generalization of the input-
output parametrization provided in [5], which considers
LTI systems and controllers. In the LTT case, the oper-
ators ¥, G and K in Theorem 1 are equivalently rep-
resented by transfer matrices. In Appendix R, we show
that for LTT systems Theorem 1 coincides with [5, The-
orem 1].

Third, (12b) gives an explicit formula to obtain the
operator ¥Y from W". However, the operator ¥" can-
not be freely chosen as it must satisfy (12c). The mean-
ing of (12c) becomes clear when combining it with the
controller (13). Indeed, the closed-loop maps are related

by the dynamics of the controller as per % = K®¥Y,
(see also the relation between y and u® in Figure 1).

Next, we provide an alternative representation of
closed-loop maps that overcomes the problem of choos-
ing ¥" such that (12c¢) is satisfied. To this aim, we lever-
age the recursive implementation of an operator inverse
established in Proposition 3.

2.4 Alternative parametrization and recursive imple-
mentation of achievable closed-loop maps
In this section, we give an equivalent characterization
of the set CLS that relies on a unique operator M.
This result is the cornerstone that, for a given plant G,
allows exploring the set of all possible closed-loop maps
by choosing only the “free parameter” M.

Theorem 2 Given a system G and the feedback archi-
tecture (2), the following statements are true:

(1) For any M € Cs(£" x L™ £™), the operator ¥ ver-
ifying*

‘I’uo = M(Tga; Tgb)Tl ; (153)
v = GO, (15b)

with

Yo, = {IT 0 0} +G {0 L, Im} -G [0 0 O} )

sz:*{OOIm] s
Y, = (Ir+m; ‘I’uo)a

satisfies @ € CLE.

(2) For any ® € CLC, there exists a unique operator
M € Cos (07 x L™, ™) such that ¥ can be computed
through (15).

% Recall that, by definition, we have ¥ = (¥¥;¥") =
(O, %) 4+ 1.

The proof can be found in Appendix D. It is worth high-
lighting that the term G [0 0 0} —equal to G(0), and

independent of the input sequence— represents the free
response of the system acting as a constant bias term.
Let us clarify the notation in (15a). The operators on
both sides act on a sequence (v;d) € £"t™. Applying
Y to (v;d) gives the sequence (v;d; % (v;d)), which
is the input to operator (Ya,; Yop). Then, using the no-
tation of Section 1.2, one has

(Y2a; Xop)(vid; ¥ (vid)) =
(Tga(v; d; g’ (v;d)); Yop(v; d; g (v; d))) )

Proposition 4 (Recursive implementation of M)
Given a system G and the feedback architecture (2), the
output u® = Ky, where K is defined by (13) and (15),
can be computed recursively through the equation

U? = Mt(yt:() - ytf;rge; _ug7120) . (16)

The proof can be found in Appendix E. Note that for-
mula (16) circumvents the problem of computing the in-
verse of ¥ appearing in (13). We also highlight that (16)
represents a non-Markovian ® dynamical system with in-
put y — y™°® and internal state u°.

3 Parametrization of stable closed-loop maps

While Theorem 2 gives a parametrization of all and
only achievable closed-loop maps for a given plant, it
does not say anything about the stability of the closed-
loop system. Note that constraining M to be a stable
operator is not enough to guarantee closed-loop stability.
Indeed, the recursive implementation (16) shows that
M operates in a feedback loop as some of its inputs
correspond to previous output values. Even in the SISO
LTI case, a stable transfer matrix M can generate an
unstable transfer matrix ¥4” 6

In the sequel, we will focus on the following notions
of stability.

Definition 3 An operator A € C.(¢™, (") is termed:
e (,-stable (denoted as A € L,), if A(x) € £, for all
x €L

o incrementally finite gain £y,-stable (denoted as i.f.g. £)-
stable), if there exists v € [0,+00) such that for any
X1,X2 € £y, one has

[Ax1 — Axol|, < (x1 — %2, -

5 This is because, at time ¢, the state u depends on its

complete history, i.e., on uf_1.g.

5 In the LTI setting, the operator o represents the trans-
fer matrix formed by the following two blocks: the com-
plementary sensitivity transfer function matrix, mapping
d — u°, and the noise sensitivity transfer function matrix,
mapping v — u°.



Moreover, vy is called the incremental €,,-gain of A.

Note that i.f.g. £,-stability is a notion of smoothness [32].
Moreover, the i.f.g. £,-stability of A does not imply that
Aecl,.

Example 3 (Continuation from Example 1)
Consider the same setting of Example 1 and let us an-
alyze the £y,-stability and i.f.g. £p-stability forp = 2. In
this case, both definitions coincide and amount requiring
that the transfer matriz G(z) is asymptotically stable.

The subset of CLE of achievable and stable closed-
loop maps is given by

Cﬁ? ={Pgk|KeC and ®gxel,}. (17)

In the LTI case, imposing ®g k € L, is not difficult
[5] because (12) gives rise to affine relations between
the four input-output operators that characterize the
closed-loop maps v — y, v— u,d — y,and d — u.
Thus, imposing stability is equivalent to restricting these
maps to be proper stable transfer matrices satisfying
mutual affine relationships. However, in the nonlinear
case, it is not straightforward to impose ®gx € L,
while satisfying (12).

Next, we address this issue by parametrizing CLS,
and particularly M, in terms of a free operator Q € é‘p.
We first consider, in Section 3.1, the simpler case where
the plant G satisfies G € £, and isi.f.g. {,-stable. Then,
we introduce three extensions:

e In Section 3.2, we consider the case of unstable sys-
tems for which a base stabilizing controller K'(y) is
available. The goal will be to show how to describe all
stabilizing controllers as a function of K'(y) and Q.

e In Section 3.3, we provide robustness guarantees for
the case where there is some model mismatch between
the true plant and the available model for parametriz-
ing closed-loop maps.

e In Section 3.4, we extend the parametrization to dis-
tributed control architectures for interconnected sys-
tems where each local controller can only receive in-
formation from a subset of subsystems.

3.1 The case of stable plants

Our goal is to parametrize the set Cﬁf when G is
if.g. ¢y,-stable and G € L,. To this purpose, we will
represent the operator M in Theorem 2 by using an

auxiliary operator @ and the system model.

Theorem 3 Given an i.f.g. {,-stable plant G, such that

GeL,, eachW¥ € Cﬂf’ can be obtained by selecting M
in Theorem 2 as:

M= Q([IT 0} fG[o —Im} +G[0 OD , (18)

for a suitable @ : " — {™ € L,. Moreover, for any
Qe L,, M in (18) defines a closed-loop map ¥ € Cﬁff

Fig. 3. Block diagram implementation of the stable operator
WY using the free operator Q € L,. Note that ¥¥ can
then be obtained as G¥".

through (15).

The proof can be found in Appendix F. Moreover, Fig-
ure 3 presents a block diagram with the implementation
of ¥ stemming from (18), and using (15a).

The next proposition shows the dynamical system
implementing the controller K associated with a given
Q € L,. This result is the cornerstone bridging the the-
oretical framework provided by Theorems 2 and 3 with
the neural network control design methods described in
Section 5.

Proposition 5 (Recursive implementation of the
controller) Given an i.f.g. {,-stable plant G, such that
G € L,, and any @ € L,, a non-Markovian recursive
implementation for the controller K achieving the closed-
loop maps described in Theorem 37 is given by

wr =Y — G(Qi—1:0(Wi—1:0)) (19a)
uy = Q¢(wro) - (19b)

The proof can be found in Appendix G.

Remark 2 (Relation with [7]) The work [7] provides
a characterization of all stabilizing controllers in Fig-
ure 1 for an i.f.g. £,-stable plant G, hence establishing a
nonlinear version of the classic Youla parametrization.
Specifically, [7] shows that any stabilizing controller can
be written as

K=9(GQ+1)', (20)
for a suitable @ € L,. We show that (19) provides (20).
Consider the composed operator GQ appearing in (19a).
Since G € C,, we have that GQ € C,. Thus, we can
use Corollary 1 to rewrite (19a) in its operator form as

w = (GQ+1)"y. Hence, the controller that achieves
the closed-loop maps ¥ of Theorem 3 is given by (20).
However, we notice that Theorems 2 and 3 do not char-
acterize stabilizing controllers only but also the associ-
ated closed-loop maps. Moreover, different from Propo-
sition 5, [7] does not provide any recursive method for
computing control actions.

Figure 4 shows the block diagram of the closed-loop of a
system G with the controller (19) (or equivalently (20)).

" Equivalently, when K is given by (13), (15) and (18).



Fig. 4. Block diagram implementation of the closed-loop sys-
tem using the controller form of (20).

Remark 3 Since every stabilizing controller contains a
model (or copy) of the plant, the controller architecture
can be regarded through the lens of Internal Model Control
(IMC) in the nonlinear setting [18, 19].% As in IMC,
the controller implementation relies on the knowledge of
the system model. Hence, a mismatch between the true
system and the model G may compromise stability. This
issue is further analyzed in Section 3.3.

3.2 Plants equipped with a stabilizing controller

We extend the base case described in Section 3.1
to plants that can be unstable but for which at least
one stabilizing policy is known. More specifically, given
the stabilizing controller K'(y), with K’ € £, for the
if.g. £,-stable system G € L,, we show that all other
stabilizing control policies can be represented as

w =K(y) =K'(y) +Q(v), (21)

where the operator @ € L, is a free parameter and w is
given by

w=y—Gu°. (22)
Furthermore, if K’ is stabilizing but not itself a stable
operator, the control policy (21) still describes closed-
loop maps (PY; ¥") € Cﬁf although the parametriza-
tion is not complete.

Thanks to the causality of K'(y) and Q(®), (21)
defines an overall control policy K that maps y into u®.
Note that, the recursive implementation of w stemming
from (21) and (22) is slightly different from the one given

n (19) for w since, in this case, the action of the base
controller is also considered.

Similar to [3, 8], the role of the base controller K’ is
to appropriately stabilize the system, which allows us
to define a set of “stable coordinates” and then freely
optimize over Q.

More formally, in the sequel, we use the following
properties for our base controller in the statement of our
results.

Definition 4 ((Strongly) /,-stabilizing i.f.g. con-
troller) Given an i.f.g. {,-stable system G, we say that
a controller K' is

8 The reader can compare the schemes in Figure 4 with the
one in Figure 3 of [19].

(1) £,-stabilizingi.f.g. for G, if ek : (v,d) — (y,u)
lies in L, and ®g ' s 1.f.g. {y-stable.

(2) strongly £p,-stabilizing i.f.g. for G, if it is i.f.g. £p-
stabilizing, and, in addition, K' € L,.

While this paper does not deal with the computation of
a base controller, we refer the interested reader to [33]
and references therein for modern methods to design /-
stabilizing i.f.g. controllers in discrete-time.

The next theorem goes beyond Theorem 3 and pa-
rameterizes all achievable closed-loop maps for classes of
systems that can be stabilized through a base controller.

Theorem 4 Consider the closed-loop system (2) with K
as in (21) where G is i.f.g. £p-stable

(1) Assume that K' is an €,-stabilizing i.f.g. controller.
Then, ®g x € C’Ef for every @ € L,.

(2) If, in addition, K' is a strongly £,-stabilizing
i.f.g. controller, then, for any (¥Y;¥Y) € Cﬁf,
there exists @ € L, such that the control pol-
icy (21) achieves the closed-loop maps ¥, i.e.
(BE x; P& k) = (LY, TY).

The proof can be found in Appendix H.

Remark 4 The authors of [10, 15] develop Youla para-
metrizations for nonlinear systems using observer-based
kernel representations, which generalize nonlinear left
coprime factorizations [34]. Note that, unlike [13], where
a stable kernel representation for both the system and
controller is needed, point 2 of Theorem 4 relies only on a
property of the base controller for obtaining a parametri-
zation of all other stabilizing controllers. This new char-
acterization lends itself to the design of algorithms that
search in the set of stabilizing controllers (see Section 5).
It is also worth highlighting that it is generally not easy to
obtain stable kernel representations when the nonlinear
system is not stable by itself.

The next proposition provides an implementation of
the controller K associated with K’ and a given Q €
L,. As for Proposition 5, this result allows translating
Theorem 4 into concrete procedures for the design of
neural network controllers — see Section 5.

Proposition 6 (Recursive implementation of the
controller with K') Given an i.f.g. {,-stable plant G, a
controller K’ satisfying point (1) of Theorem 4 and any
Q € L,, a non-Markovian recursive implementation for
the controller K in (21) is given by

uy = Qi(@r0) + Ki(yro) , (23a)
O =yt — Gi(Qe—1.0(@1—1:0) + K{_1.0(y1-1:0)) - (23b)

The proof can be found in Appendix I. Note that (23) is
a dynamical system with input y, output u® and internal
state @w. The block diagram of the closed-loop is shown
in Figure 5.



Fig. 5. Block diagram implementation of the closed-loop sys-
tem using the controller form of (23).

3.3 Robustness against model mismatch

As highlighted in the previous sections, the controller
implementation needs a copy of the plant model. How-
ever, in practice, the system model might not be exact,
leading to a mismatch between the true plant and the
dynamics used in the controller.

In this section, we analyze under which conditions
the stability result in Theorem 3 holds in the presence
of a model mismatch. We denote with G the true plant
dynamics, and with G the modeled dynamics, see Fig-
ure 6. The next proposition characterizes robust closed-
loop stability.

Proposition 7 Given an i.f.g {,-stable plant G, such

that G € L,, and its nominal model is G, the following
statements hold:

(1) If (G — G) € L,, then there exists vg € R, which
18 the finite gain of operator Q, such that the closed-
loop system in Figure 6 is stable.

(2) If (G — G)u € £, for any u, then the closed-loop of
Figure 6 is stable for any choice of @ € L,,.

The proof can be found in Appendix J. Note that point 2
of Proposition 7 relies on a stronger assumption com-
pared to point 1. In point 1, one assumes that for any
u € {,, we have that (G—G)u € ¢,,. However, in point 2,
one assumes that the latter holds even when u ¢ ¢,,.

The result of Proposition 7 is in the spirit of the
small-gain theorem [35], but it is not a direct conse-
quence of it since we are not applying the small-gain
condition to the closed-loop formed by the system G
and the controller K. Rather, the small-gain condition is
evaluated over the auxiliary closed-loop interconnection
shown in Figure 6 formed by: the operator 3, which
consists only of @, and the operator 5 which combines
G and G. This setup allows obtaining weaker stability
conditions compared to the use of the small gain theo-
rem with blocks G and K. Moreover, we highlight that
the proof of point 1 is constructive. This means that it
provides a formula for choosing the gain v as a func-
tion of the finite gain ya of the operator (G — G). In
particular, one needs yo < fygl. It is worth noticing
that in practical applications, YA would probably be un-
known. However, Proposition 7 suggests decreasing g
until closed-loop stability is eventually obtained.
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We highlight that the model of the system as per G
contains the information of the initial condition. Thus,
one of the sources of model mismatch could be the dif-
ference between the initial condition of the true system
G and the model G.

Remark 5 (Relations with existing results)

In [7], a robustness analysis is performed to assess
whether closed-loop stability is preserved under a plant
perturbation A. However, this analysis is limited to
linear stable parameters Q.

The assumption in point 2 is similar to the detectabil-
ity assumption in [12] for the stable kernel representa-
tions (see Definition 14 in [12]). Moreover, the authors
of [15] also consider the assumption of point 2 (see,
in [15], the assumption A3 of Section II.B and Defini-
tion 1 (Contraction)). However, they focus their analysis
on the case where the model mismatch is due to differ-
ences in the initial conditions since the state-space model
of the system is known for the control design.

Furthermore, we highlight that our results are consis-
tent with those of [36], which address the conditions un-
der which a controller can simultaneously stabilize two
distinct plants. However, unlike [36], our Proposition 7
emphasizes the conditions on the operator Q required
for robustness against model mismatch. This is partic-
ularly important for optimization purposes, specifically
for searching within the set of stabilizing controllers (see
Section ).

Example 4 (Robustness w.r.t. a change of the ini-
tial conditions in LTI systems) Assume the same
setting of Example 1 and let G and G be the operators
generated by the same asymptotically stable LTI mod-
els when starting from zy = = and x¢ = Z, respectively.
Since the initial state affects only G(0) and G(0) we
have, for any G(u®) = G(u) — G(0) + G(0) and hence,

where the last equality follows from (4). The asymptotic
stability of the system implies that the sequence in the
right-hand side of (24) belongs to ¢, for any u. Therefore,
by point (2) of Proposition 7, the closed-loop system in
Figure 6 is stable for any Q € L,,.

3.4 Design of distributed controllers

We consider now a system composed of M inter-
connected subsystems, each equipped with a local con-
troller. By splitting the signals components of the closed-
loop (2), y¢, us, v¢ and d; into M vectors of suitable di-
mensions, the dynamics of subsystem ¢ and its associ-



Fig. 6. Scheme of the closed-loop system with plant-model
mismatch.

ated controller are

yi = Gy(u—1.0) + v} ,

up = Ki(yro) + di ,
fort=0,1,..., or, in the signal space,
y' = G'(u) + v, (25a)
u' =K' (y)+d°, (25Db)
fori=1,..., M.

Next, we consider the case where each node can only
share inputs with a subset of the other nodes, denoted as
neighbors. To this aim, for an operator A composed by
M subsystems, we introduce a directed graph with bi-
nary adjacency matrix D(A) € {0, 1} *M where node
i represents the subsystem ¢ and a 1 at position (4, j),
ie. [D(A)];; =1, indicates that subsystem ¢ can send
information to subsystem j. For binary matrices S7 €
{0, 1}M>M and Sy € {0,1}M*M  we adopt the follow-
ing conventions: Sy + Sy € {0,1}M>*M (respectively,
S185 € {0,1}M*M) i5 a binary matrix having a zero en-
try in position (4, ) if and only if S; + Sy (respectively,
S152) has a zero entry in position (4, j). We indicate the
set of in-neighbors of node 7 as

Na(@)={je{l,.... M} | [D(A)];
and the set of out-neighbors as
M} [ [D(A)]i; =13 U{i}. (27)
Moreover, we define Ny (i) = Ny (i) \ {i} and N (i) =

N (i)\{i}. The interconnection structure of a system A
is then captured by the sparsity pattern given by D(A).

—1}U{i}, (26)

NI ={e{l,. ..

The adjacency matrix D(G) is given by the coupling
topology between subsystems, i.e., [D(G)];; = 1 means
that u' influences the evolution of y7. Instead, D(K)
can be chosen for designing a distributed controller with
a prescribed communication topology. We can write
G* ({uJ b‘e/\/g(i)) — respectively K* ({yJ }je/\f};(i)) —
for highlighting that the operator depends only on the
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Fig. 7. Example of networked dynamics (28) and distributed
controller for agent ¢ = 1.

subset of the inputs indexed by N (i) — respectively
N (4). Thus, the closed-loop system dynamics (25) in
a distributed setting is given by:

For a given communication topology D(K), we now
show how to design each controller K* satisfying Theo-
rem 3 and exploiting only local communication links. In
line with Theorem 3, we introduce a free-to-be-chosen
stable operator @, which can also be split in M subsys-
tems, and has an adjacency matrix D(Q) € {0, 1}M*M,
Let us consider, for example, the networked plant of Fig-
ure 7, where D(G) = D(K) = D(Q). Here, u®* depends
on the locally computed signals w? as well as on a subset
of the neighbor signal reconstructions {w’} . _ o . that

JENG (4)

is, u”’ = Q' (w’, {t,uj}jej\—/5 (i)). In order to reconstruct

w!, agent i = 1 needs to evaluate the local dynamics
G!(u®!, u®3); this, in turn, requires the knowledge of
u®?3 over time. Repeating this reasoning for the agents
i = 2 and ¢ = 3, one obtains an overall control policy
K(y) whose agent-wise components are computed rely-
ing on information from neighboring subsystems only.
We formalize this reasoning through the synthesis pro-
cedure given in Algorithm 1.

It is worth noticing that two rounds of computations
and communications are needed within each sampling
interval. After computing locally the variables w{, these
signals are transmitted according to the communication
topology induced by D(Q). Thanks to the information
received from the in-neighbors, i.e., w/ from j € Ng (i),
each local controller can then compute the local output,
uy”". These are then transmitted to the neighbors given
by the adjacency matrix D(G), i.e. according to the
physical interconnection of the subsystems. Note that if
only the first round of communication is allowed, (30)
must be substituted with u;"* = Q} (w,). This corre-
sponds to restricting D(Q) to be diagonal, enforcing a
decentralized control architecture.



Algorithm 1 Distributed controller implementation -
Algorithm for agent i

Require: if.g. {,-stable system G with G € L, split
into M subsystems as per (28). Operator @ € L,
s.t. D(Q) + D(G) = D(K).

1: fort=0,1,... do
Measure (and store) the local output v
3: Reconstruct (and store) the signal w! as per

N

7 7 7 o,k
wp =y — Gy ({ut—lzo}keNg(i)) (29)
4: Send w! to /\75(2) i.e. the out-neighbors of sub-
system i according to D(Q)
5: Receive (and store) w/ from j € Ng (i)
Calculate (and store) the i*P output as per

ug't = Qj <{wé€:0}k€/\/§(i)) o

7: Send uy”* to N (i) the out-neighbors of subsys-
tem ¢ according to D(G)

Receive (and store) ug*’ from j € N ()
9: end for

®

When using Algorithm 1, one can see that the com-
munication needed among the controllers is given by the
binary matrix D(Q) + D(G), due to the two-step com-
munication protocol.

4 Closed-loop maps parametrizations in pres-
ence of measurable disturbances

The control architecture in Figure 5 hinges on the re-
construction of the sequence w which, according to (22),
is a nonlinear combination of y and u®; thus implicitly,
a function of the the disturbances v and d. We now con-
sider the scenario where the input disturbance d can be
measured (or it represents a known reference signal), im-
plying that the controller K can internally reconstruct
the input signal u.

Compared to the previous section, we increase the
information available to the controller at a given time in-
stant, which requires additional sensors or system knowl-
edge. On the other hand, this setup will allow enforcing
not only £, stability on the closed-loop maps but also
stronger properties such as Lipschitzness and exponen-
tial stability. Moreover, it enables the design of a control
scheme for the isolation of disturbances in a distributed
setting (see Section 4.2).

In this section, with a slight abuse of notation, we
consider controllers of the form K(y;u) € C.,, allowing
the control law to depend upon the outputs of the sys-
tem as well as previous input values. The scheme of the
closed-loop system is provided in Figure 8, and an equiv-
alent representation is shown in Figure 9 highlighting
that the signal d is known to the controller. Note that if
d = 0, the block diagram reduces to the one in Figure 1.
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Fig. 8. Scheme of the closed-loop system with disturbance
measurements considered in Section 4.

Fig. 9. Equivalent scheme of the closed-loop system in Fig-
ure 8 with disturbance measurements.

The definition of the achievable closed-loop maps, as
per Definition 2 remains the same, except that model
(2) is replaced by

G(u) + v,
K(y;u) +d,

(31a)
(31b)

y:

u = Keccs-

The next theorem provides a parametrization of all
closed-loop maps that can be achieved by using the con-
trol architecture (31) shown in Figure 8.

Theorem 5 For a system G, the set of all closed-loop
maps achievable by (31) can be represented as

—~G o o
CL ={T=(VV;0") = (T, 0)+1 | (32a)
e, (32b)
Y = GUY}. (32c)
Moreover,
K=9"g! (33)

is the unique controller achieving the closed-loop map W.

The proof can be found in Appendix K. It is worth
noticing that due to the use of d in K, the achievability
constraints for the closed-loop maps are simplified com-
pared to Theorem 1. Indeed, the constraint (12c) is not
needed anymore. This observation has two key implica-
tions. First, one can directly use the operator ¥ € C,,
for describing all closed-loop maps without the need for
computing operator inverses (see Theorem 2). Second,
this setting allows enforcing additional properties on the
set of closed-loop maps (see Sections 4.1 and 4.2).

Similar to the case of the controller in Proposition 1,
in order to obtain K in (33), we need the inverse of W.
We rely again on Proposition 3 to avoid this calculation
and obtain a recursive method for computing the control
variable. The resulting implementation of the controller



is given in the next proposition and, similarly to Propo-
sitions 5 and 6, paves the way to the design of neural
network controllers (see Section 5).

Proposition 8 (Recursive implementation of the
controller (33)) Given a system G and the feedback
architecture (31), the output u® = K(y;u), with K as
in (33), can be computed recursively through the equa-
tions

Si—1 = u—1 — U1 (B-1:0, 6t—20) , (34a)
B =yt — ‘I’% (Bt-1:0,6t-1:0) , (34b)
uf = U (Buo, 6-1:0) - (34c)

The proof can be found in Appendix L. Note that (34)
is a non-Markovian dynamical system with input (y;u),
output u® and internal state (3;9).

Having parametrized all possible achievable closed-
loop maps, we now focus our attention on those that are
stable; in particular, we would like to parametrize the
following set:

G ~G
CL, ={¥eCL |PeL,}. (35)
When the plant is itself a stable operator, the next the-

o
orem shows that one can use ¥% € L, as a free param-
eter.

~.G
Theorem 6 For a system G € L, the set CL,, in (35)
can be written as

—~G o u®

CL, ={¥ = (¥V;¥") = (¥, ¥¥)+1 | (36a)
v eC,, ¥V eL,, (36b)
Y = GUY}. (36¢)

The proof can be found in Appendix M and relies on the
fact that the composition of £, operators remains in £,,.

Next, we show how to impose further constraints
on the closed-loop system. In particular, we will focus
on methods for guaranteeing exponential stability or
i.f.g. £,-stability of the closed-loop maps. Finally, in Sec-
tion 4.2, we show how to design W that allows for distur-
bances isolation when working in a distributed setting.
4.1  Ezponential and 1i.f.g. {,-stability of closed-loop

maps

First, we define exponentially stable signals and op-
erators. Then, we show that it is straightforward to guar-
antee closed-loop exponential stability by imposing the
same requirement to the plant G and the free parameter
R LA
Definition 5 (Exponentially decaying sequence)
A sequence x € 0™ is exponentially decaying if there
exists k > 0 and o € (0,1) such that

|z¢| < ka™t,
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for allt = 0,1,.... The set of exponentially decaying

signals in L™ is denoted with £,

Definition 6 (Exponentially stable operator) An
operator A : (™ — ™ is exponentially stable if for all
x € ly,, we have that Ax € (g, .. The set of exponen-
tially stable operators is denoted with Lyp.

For the sake of completeness, in Appendix N, we show

that exponentially stable operators are closed under the
sum and composition.

The next theorem characterizes the set of all expo-
nentially stable achievable closed-loop maps for a system
G € Lexp, i.e., we provide a parametrization of

CLE = (W eCLS | We Loyl

exp

(37)

Theorem 7 For a system G € Ly, the set Ccf;p n
(37) can be written as

CLE ={T = (TY;¥") = (T ;0") + 1 | (38)
T € Cp, Y € Loy, (38b)
Y= GO}, (38c)

The proof is given in Appendix O.

We can also impose the Lipschitzness of the closed-
loop maps, or more generally, i.f.g. £,-stability. The next
theorem characterizes the set of all i.f.g. £,,-stable achiev-
able closed-loop maps for an i.f.g. £,-stable plant G, i.e.,
we provide a parametrization of the set

CLS, ={¥ec (EZG | Wisi.f.g. £p-stable} .

Theorem 8 For an i.f.g. {,-stable system G, the set
C,Ci(_;f.g in (39) can be written as

CLE; , ={¥ = (¥, ¥") = (¥, ¥") +1 | (40a)

v oec,,, oW (40b)

Y = GO}, (40c)

is i.f.g. £p-stable,

The proof is provided in Appendix P.

The parametrizations of Theorems 7 and 8 highlight
that, given a system G with specific stability proper-
ties (such as exponentially stable, or i.f.g. ¢,-stability),
it is possible to construct achievable closed-loop maps
(\Ilyo; 'Iluo) for that system. This can be obtained by
freely selecting an operator ¥ that shares the same
stability properties.

4.2 Disturbance localization

In a distributed setting, as the one introduced in Sec-
tion 3.4, disturbance localization allows confining the ef-
fect of disturbances to a local set of subsystems, prevent-
ing that subsystems located far away from the distur-
bance generation point are affected. For example, given



a graph of interconnected subsystems as in Section 3.4,
we seek closed-loop maps ensuring that disturbances en-
tering at location ¢ can only affect system ¢ and its di-
rect out-neighbors. For LTI systems, disturbance local-
ization has been well studied under the SLS framework
in [4,37]. In this section, we analyze the same property
in the nonlinear setting, i.e., we characterize a subset of
the achievable closed-loop maps that allows the isolation
of disturbances.

Let us assume, as in Section 3.4, that the system G
is composed of M subsystems, and can be written as
in (28). Moreover, we adopt the same notation for binary
matrices used in Section 3.4. Specifically, we assume that
the system G has a sparsity pattern given by the adja-
cency matrix D(G). The next proposition shows that the
sparsity pattern of the mapping ¥Y from disturbances
to outputs is shaped by the sparsity of the system and
the sparsity of the free parameter ¥" (which is the map
from disturbances to inputs).

Proposition 9 Consider a system G whose sparsity is
characterized by D(G) € {0, 1} *M "and a matriz S, €
{0, 1}M>*M - Assume [D(G))i; = 1 and [Su)ii = 1 for
i=1,2,...,M. Then any operator ¥*° € C,., such that
D(®Y') = S, guarantees that the sparsity pattern of the
closed-loop maps ¥ and WY, have the following proper-
ties:

e D(PY) =5,
e D(WY)=5,D(G).
The proof is given in Appendix Q.

5 Parametrization of stable operators for non-
linear optimal control problems

In this section, we show how the parametrization of
stabilizing controllers provided in Sections 3 and 4 can
be used for addressing output-feedback NOC problems.
Moreover, we will show that there are classes of deep
neural networks (DNNs) that allow implementing the
stable operators @ and ¥ and act as “degrees of free-
dom” in the controller parametrizations.

Our goal is to synthesize a control policy for a given
system G, that meets two key conditions. First, ¥ &

CES (or ¥ € Cﬁf), i.e. the achievable closed-loop maps
must be £,-stable. This stability requirement is a hard
constraint that must be satisfied for all policies during
optimization. In other words, we enforce fail-safe learn-
ing, meaning that closed-loop stability must be guaran-
teed both during the optimization process and after the
final policy is deployed. To address this requirement, we
employ the parametrizations introduced in Sections 3
and 4. The second condition involves minimizing a loss
function:

J = EUT:O;dT:O [L(yT:07 uT:O)} , (41)

where L is a piece-wise differentiable function such that
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L(yr.0,ur.0) > 0 for any input. Unlike the stability con-
straint, this optimization objective is treated as a soft
constraint, as standard in DNN training. We do not ex-
pect gradient-based methods to achieve a globally opti-
mal solution for all disturbance sequences, as such guar-
antees are generally unattainable for problems beyond
Linear Quadratic Gaussian (LQG) control — which en-
joy convexity of the cost and linearity of the optimal
policies [38,39].

We are now ready to formulate the NOC problem as:
NOC: 11?21(11)1 EUT:OydT:O [L(yT:O, UTZ())]

s.t. closed-loop dynamics,

((I>}é,K; Gx) €Ly,

where the closed-loop dynamics are either (2) or (31).
Searching over the space of stabilizing control policies
leads to intractable optimization problems in general.
Here, similar to the SLS approach [16,30,31], the idea is
to circumvent the difficulty of characterizing stabilizing
controllers by instead directly designing stable closed-
loop maps making use of the parametrizations presented
in Sections 3 and 4. Specifically, we can equivalently
rewrite the NOC problem by searching over operators
(BY; &) that are stable closed-loop maps achieved by
G, i.e., searching either in the set (17) or in (35), de-
pending on the considered feedback architecture ((2) or
(31), respectively). Then, one has y; = VY (vs.0, di—1.0)
and u; = U¥(vs0,dro), and the NOC problem can be
written as
N-SLSg : min
(¥, )
s.t. Yt = \I/:Ltl(vt:()v dt—l:O) )
Ut = \I/;L(’Ut;o, dt:O) 7Vt = Oa 17 e

EUT:O ,dT:0 [L(ZJT:07 UT:O)]

with the additional constraint (¥Y; ¥"%) € C,CPG if con-
sidering the feedback architecture (2), or (¥¥;®") €

CES for (31). As remarked in Sections 2 and 4, this last
constraint of the N-SLSg problem cannot be directly
used in computations, and the next step is to get rid of
it by using Theorem 4 and Theorem 6.

More precisely, for the case of the feedback architec-
ture (2), when a base controller is available, we can use
the parametrization of Theorem 4 and the recursive for-
mulae (23) to write the N-SLSg problem as

N-SLSg: min  Eypgdr, [L(yr:0, uro)]
s.t. yr = Gi(ug—1.0) + v¢,

@ =y — Ge(ug_1.0),
wy = Q(@r0) + K (ye0) + du
VE=0,1,... .

Similarly, when using the feedback architecture (31), one



can use Theorem 6 to rewrite the N-SLSg problem as

N_SLS‘I,UO : Hlin£
wuleL,
s.t. WY = Go",
ye = ¥ (ve0,di—1:0)
ug = Vi (ve.0,do) ,VE=0,1,... .

Eovro.dro [L(Yr:0, ur:0)]

Solving the N-SLSgo and N-SLSgue problems depends
on our ability to search in the set of £, operators, and,
practically, on how effectively we can calculate the ex-
pectation. For a tractable implementation, we shift to
using finite-dimensional Markovian operators and ap-
proximate the expected value by averaging over a finite
sampled dataset of disturbances.

When linear systems are considered, one can search
over Finite Impulse Response (FIR) transfer matrices,
expressed as M = Zi]\io M;z=% € TF,, where TF,
stands for the space of all stable transfer matrices. By
optimizing over the real matrices M;, progressively less
conservative solutions can be achieved by increasing the
FIR order N. In the nonlinear case, [20,40,41] have re-
cently introduced finite dimensional DNN approxima-
tions for certain classes of nonlinear £, operators. In the
next section, we briefly review the nonlinear models pro-
posed in [20] that can be used to freely parametrize sub-
sets of Markovian operators in L£5. Moreover, since these
systems embed arbitrarily deep NNs, they are flexible
tools for representing Lo operators. This observation is
corroborated by the examples in Section 6.

5.1 Brief introduction to RENs for parametrizing Lo
operators

The effectiveness of our approaches (i.e., of solving
the N-SLSg and N-SLSgue problems) hinges on the abil-
ity to parametrize £, operators. A major challenge lies in
the fact that the space £,, is infinite-dimensional. Conse-
quently, practical implementations typically involve re-
stricting the search to subsets of £, characterized by a
finite number of parameters.

RENS, as introduced in [20], are finite-dimensional
Markovian approximators of nonlinear operators. An op-
erator N is a REN if the relationship ¥ = N1 is gener-
ated by the following dynamical system:

W b
—_— —~—
e+ A By By |&
G | = |C1 D11 Dia| |we| + (0], (42a)
Uy Co Doy Daa| | by
wy =0 (Ct), (42b)

where §t S Rq17 Ct,’LUt S RqQ, Uy € Rq(’“t, :Ijt S qu7 the
activation function o : R — R is applied element-wise,
and with initial condition {, € R?. Further, o(-) must
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be piecewise differentiable and with first derivatives re-
stricted to the interval [0, 1]. The vector b represents the
bias term of the REN architecture. Different from [20],
where they assume that the bias is a time-invariant train-
able vector, here we allow it to be time-varying, as far
as an £y sequence. In our case, we set it to be a trainable
sequence in the finite interval [0, T, and then b; = 0, for
t > T; thus, it always belongs to £5. As noted in [20],
RENS include many existing DNN architectures. In gen-
eral, RENs define deep equilibrium network models due
to the implicit relationships between the signals involved
in (42). By restricting D11 to be strictly lower-triangular,
(¢ in (42) can be computed explicitly, thus significantly
speeding up computations.

For an arbitrary choice of (W, ZA)), the map N induced
by (42) may not lie in £,. The breakthrough of [20]
is to provide an explicit smooth mapping © : R? —
R(21+92+Gout) X(a1+02+¢in) from unconstrained optimiza-
tion parameters € R? to the matrix W = O(0) €
R(@1+02+dous) X (01+4246in) defining (42), with the prop-
erty that the corresponding operator Ny satisfies one of
the following properties by-design: contractivity, incre-
mental £5-gain, or incremental passivity. We refer to [20]
for the explicit definitions of the mapping ©(-) in each
case. In our case, in order to parametrize operators in
Lo, we use incremental f5-gain RENs with bias b as an
{5 sequence.

The proposed parametrization can then be used to
describe the stable operators Q or P needed in the
N-SLSg and N-SLSgue problems, respectively.

5.2 Mapping NOC to an unconstrained optimization
problem

For the feedback architecture (2), when a base con-
troller is available, the N-SLSgo problem reads as

s
1 S S
g Z L(y7.0: uTw0)

i 43
DS (43)
st yp = Golugto + di_y.0) + 7 (44)

& & 0
¢ | = 0 +0O(9) a(¢) +10/|,
uy” K (yio) y; — Ge(ug”®y ) by
(45)
t=0,1,....,T, & =0. (46)

where 6 is a free parameter and the function ©(-) en-
sures that (45) is a REN. In the above problem, K’ is an
i.f.g. £,-stabilizing base controller, and {vs. ., d5.o}5_;
is a given training set of S sampled disturbances. The
cost function (43) is defined as the sample average of the
loss evaluated over the training set, and the system dy-
namics are imposed through (44) for every (v¥.q; d%.o),
s = 1,...,S5. The relationship (45)-(46) define a con-
trol sequence u®* = K'(y*) + Ny (y* — G(u®*)), where



N € L, for every 6. As a result, each value of 8 € R
yields closed-loop maps (¥Y; ") € CLS.

For the case of the feedback architecture (31), the
optimization problem N-SLSgue reads as

s
1 S S
5 Z L(yT;07 uT;O)

S )
s.t. yi = ét(u;}fl;o +di_q0) + Vi (48)
& & 0
wi | =00)| ows) | +]o], (49)
uy”® (yisui_y) b
t=0,1,....,T, &=0. (50)

In this case, the relationship (49)-(50) define a control
sequence u®® = Ny(y*;u®), where Ny € Cos and Ny €
Lo for every . As a result, each value of § € R? yields

G
closed-loop maps (¥¥; ¥") € CL, .

Note that in both cases, any # € R? parametrizes
closed-loop maps that are achievable for system G. This
key property enables using unconstrained gradient-
descent algorithms for optimizing over . Thus, the NOC
problem is now equivalent to the training of a DNN.

We remark that the class of all /5-stable REN opera-
tors may be significantly more restrictive than the class
of all operators in L5. Consequently, learning exclusively
within the set of f3-stable REN operators may limit
the applicability of the completeness result presented in
point 2 of Theorem 4. This is why in the learning prob-
lem (43)-(46), we allow K’ being i.f.g. £,-stabilizing, but
not necessarily strongly i.f.g. £,-stabilizing.

Based on the above discussion, an important take-
away is that developing finite-dimensional approxima-
tions of L, operators that are as large as possible is a
crucial step toward the computation of globally optimal
solutions to NOC problems.

6 Numerical experiments

In this section, we illustrate through the formula-
tions N-SLSg and N-SLSgue how to address NOC prob-
lems while using RENs to represent Lo operators. As
remarked in Section 5, the goal is to minimize an empir-
ical average of the cost evaluated over sampled trajecto-
ries of noise realizations. Through the machine learning
lenses, this is an unsupervised learning problem where
the input data corresponds to the initial conditions of
the system and disturbance trajectories. In the sequel,
we use the terms “control design” and “training” inter-
changeably.

We implement the learning problem (43)-(46) using
PyTorch and train the resulting DNN with ADAM, a
stochastic gradient descent method. The code to repro-
duce the examples is available at https://github.com/
DecodEPFL/outputSLS.
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6.1 Simulation setup

We consider point-mass robots. The position of robot
iis 2, € R? and its velocity is 5 , € R?. The robots
are affected by nonlinear drag forces (e.g., air or water
resistance). The discrete-time model of robot ¢ of mass
m; € RT is

[xi,t+1] _ [xi,t o xé,t
3712,t+1 x%,t ni (—C’(mé)t) + Fg)
(51a)
Yi =Ty, (51b)

)

where y! € R? is the output of robot i, F} € R? denotes
the force control input, Ts > 0 is the sampling time and
C" : R* - R? is a drag function. In our case, we set
C'(zh) = bzl — by tanh(xh) for some 0 < by < b} [42].

For robot i, consider a base controller vi = K*(z} —
zi ;) with K = diag(k{, k%) and k}, k} > 0 for reaching
the predefined target position z{ € R?. One can easily
verify that the base controller is strongly ¢5-stabilizing.
Then, the input to each robot is given by F} = vi +
ui, where u} denotes the control input over which we
optimize.

We model a set of two robots (51) by defining an
overall state z; € R, input u; € R* and output y, € R%.
The initial condition of the system, xg, is fixed a priori.
Two scenarios are considered, involving the coordination
of the two robots in the zy-plane to complete a given
task while avoiding obstacles and preventing collisions
between them.

The task of scenario corridor, shown in Figure 10,
consists in coordinating the passage of the two robots
through the narrow valley to reach their respective end-
points designated with ‘x’. The nominal system model
used in the controller considers a fixed initial condition
Zo, whose position (1) is indicated with ‘x” in Figure 10,
and the initial velocity is set to zero. The real agents
forming the true system start instead from zero velocity
and random initial positions sampled from a normal dis-
tribution with mean yo and variance 0.2. In Figure 10,
the training data is marked with ‘o’. In this simulation,
all the disturbances have been set to zero. By means of
Proposition 7, the closed-loop system is robust to the
differences in the initial condition since it is stabilized
by a base controller that is i.f.g ¢o-stabilizing (see dis-
cussion in Section 3.3).

The task of scenario waypoint-tracking, in Fig-
ure 11, is to visit the waypoints g, g», g in a prescribed
order, given by g5, g, and g. for the blue robot, and g.,
gy and g, for the orange robot. In this scenario, the ini-
tial conditions are fixed while the disturbances consist
of i.i.d. samples from a Gaussian distribution with zero
mean and standard deviation of 0.1.°

9 The corridor and waypoint-tracking benchmarks are


https://github.com/DecodEPFL/outputSLS
https://github.com/DecodEPFL/outputSLS

For the corridor scenario, we use in (43) the cost
function

T
L(yro,uro) = Y Uy, ur)

~+
I
o

I
B

(ltraj (yta 'U't) + lca(yt) + lobs (yt)) s

(52)

~+
I
(=]

where liraj(ye, us) is a quadratic function penalizing the
distance of agents from their target position and the con-
trol energy; l..(y:) penalizes collisions between agents,
and; lobs (3¢ ) penalizes collisions with the obstacles of the
environment.

For the waypoint-tracking scenario, we seek to
specify a cost function promoting that waypoints are
visited in the correct order but without specifying the
reaching time of each waypoint. This can be done using
temporal logic statements for defining the cost [44, 45].
Specifically, we use truncated linear temporal logic
(TLTL) cost functions, as described in [44]. TLTL is
a specification language leveraging a set of operators
defined over finite-time trajectories. It allows incor-
porating domain knowledge and constraints (in a soft
fashion) into the learning process, such as “always
avoid obstacles”, “eventually visit ”, or “do not visit
y until visiting «”. Then, using quantitative semantics,
one can transform temporal logical formulae into real-
valued reward functions that are compositions of min
and max functions over a finite period of time [44,45].
Note that TLTL costs cannot be written, in general,
as the sum of stage costs like (52). In the scenario
waypoint-tracking, the loss formulation for the or-
ange agent is translated into plain English as “Visit g,
then gy then go; and don’t visit g, or g, until visiting g.;
and don’t visit g, until visiting gy; and if visited g., don’t
visit g. again; and if visited gy, don’t visit g, again; and
always avoid obstacles; and always avoid collisions; and
eventually state at the final goal.” The implementation
details and the full expression of the TLTL cost function
can be found in Appendix S.

6.2 Results

We design control policies to optimize the perfor-
mance over a horizon of T' = 100 time-steps. Figures 10
and 11 show the trajectories of the systems with only the
prestabilizing controller (left), and the trajectories after
training (middle and right). It can be seen that while
the base controller allows the stabilization of the sys-
tem around the desired equilibrium, it has poor perfor-
mance, and collisions occur. After the training process,
the obtained control policies avoid collisions and achieve
optimized trajectories, boosting the performance of the
base controller, thanks to minimizing (52) or the TLTL
cost. Note that, despite the use of finite-horizon costs,

motivated by the examples in [43,44].
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Theorem 4 guarantees that targets are asymptotically
reached and the system is ¢5-stable around them.

7 Conclusions

As we move towards designing nonlinear policies for
addressing general optimal control problems, it is crucial
to guarantee closed-loop stability during and after opti-
mization. In this work, we present parametrizations of all
and only stabilizing controllers for a given system, which
are described in terms of a single stable operator. We
show the compatibility of our parametrizations with sce-
narios where only an approximate system description is
available and with distributed setups. Importantly, these
parametrizations lead to optimization problems that can
be tackled by training DNNs with unconstrained gradi-
ent descent. The proposed approach paves the way to
several future research directions, including applications
to constrained and data-driven nonlinear control.
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A Proof of Proposition 3

PROOF. Given (y;u), we want to find (v;d) such that
¥(v;d) = (y;u). Equivalently, we can write (v;d) =
(y;u) — ¥°(v;d) and split it into two relations v =
y — ¥ (v;d) and d = u — ¥*’(v;d). Since ®Y" € C,,



o . .
and " € C.s by assumption, we can rewrite the two
expressions in the recursive form

Ve =Y — \I’?O(Utflzo; di—1.0), (A1)
di = uy — U (005 di—1:0) (A.2)

where, in (A.2), d; depends on v; whose expression is
given by (A.1). Then, (A.1) and (A.2) prove the exis-
tence and uniqueness of (v;d), along with providing an
algorithm for their computation.

B Proof of Proposition 2

PROOF. We prove that given a K € C,, the closed-
loop map ®¢ k satisfies (6)-(8).

We first prove (6). For any v € £, d € £™, we have
@‘g’K(v;d) =u =K(({y°+v) =K(G(u®°+d)+v).
Since G € C,, the previous operator equation corre-
sponds to the recursive equation u$ = K¢(Gr.o(ud_q1.0 +
di—1.0) + vi.0) which implies that u$ depends on its own
past values and on v;.9 and d;_1.9. Thus, tI>‘é:K(V; d)is
causal on its first input and strictly causal on its second
input, meaning that (6) holds.

Second, we prove that (7) holds. Per definition of
the closed-loop maps, we have that y° = @gK(v;d)
and u = ®g g (v;d) satisfy the closed-loop dynamics
(2). Thus, for any v € ¢" and d € ¢™ (7) holds, i.e.
BY, 1 (vid) = y° = Gu = GBY 1 (v;d).

Next, we prove that (8) holds. Note that, from Defini-
tion 1, we have Ky = u® or equivalently K®F g (v;d) =
Y (v5d). Thus, it holds that K [T 0| B xc = .

Since the inverse <I>E;1K exists due to Proposition 1, we
can state that

K [10] = ¥ (®ax) . (B.1)
Moreover, it is clear that the operator K {I 0} is

invariant to its second input, i.e., for any signal
a € (" and any b,b’ € /™, we have K [I 0] (a;b) =

Ka = K [I O:| (a§ b/) ThUS, qj)‘.(l”:,K(QGaK)_1 =

<I>‘(‘;7K(<I>G7K)_1([I 0} ; [0 0}) Then, by composing it
with ®g k = (®F k; P& k), we obtain (8).

Finally, (8) can be equivalently written as u® =

Qg’,KQa}K(I; 0)y, implying that the controller K can
is described by K = ®& @'« (I;0), ie., (9). This
concludes the proof.
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C Proof of Theorem 1

PROOF. We split the proof in three parts: necessity,
sufficiency and uniqueness.

(1) Necessity: We prove that given a K € C,, the closed-
loop map ®¢ k satisfies (12) for

Y = @Y g and " = PG .

This is straightforward since it follows from Proposi-
tion 2.

(2) Sufficiency: We prove that given the operators
(Y, ®") that satisfy (12), there exists a K € C.
such that (Y, ¥") are the induced closed-loop maps
(PG k> P& k) of the plant G.

First, note that from (12a), (12b) and since G € Cs,
we have that ®Y° € C,,. Then, using Proposition 3, ¥~
exists and it is causal. Let us now set

K =oY9(T1;0), (C.1)

and note that K’ € C. since (12a) holds and ¥~! €
C.. Since (12¢) is equivalent to ¥" ¥~1(T;0) {I 0} =
WP -1 then, we have that

K'[10] =w*w !, (C.2)

It remains to prove that (C.1) is such that the re-
sulting control policy achieves the closed-loop maps
(PG x> PE k) = (LY, T).

Given any v € ¢ and d € (™, let (y,u) be the
signals obtained when considering the feedback loop of
G and K’ defined in (C.1). In other words, we have that
y = Gu + v and u = K’y + d. Then, stacking the
equations together, we have

(y;u) = (Gu+v;K'y +d). (C.3)

Multiplying the left hand side of (C.3) by I = ¥ &1
we have

(TYT ! (y;u); ¥ (y;u) = (Gu+v;K'y +d).

Using the closed-loop dynamics (C.3) and the fact that
Ky = K’ {I 0] (y;u), we can equivalently write the
previous equation as

TYP(y:u) = G(K’' {I 0} (y;u)+d)+v, (C4)

Uy l(y:u) = K’ [I 0] (y;u) +d. (C.5)



Then, from (C.5), (C.2), and since ¥" =

we have:

L AR [0 I],

P (yiu) =K' [10] (viu) +d, (C.6)
(lIlLlo + [0 I})\If_l(y;u) = \II“O\II_l(y;u) +d,

01w iy;w) =d. (C.7)

Moreover, from (C.4), (C.2) and since WY = ®¥Y" +
[I 0] , we have

(@ 4 [10)) ! (yiu) = G ¥ (yiu) + d) + v,
and replacing d from (C.7), we have

(WY 4 [1 o])\lrl(y;u) -

GV T (y;u) + [O I} T (y;u) +v,
and therefore

W W (yiu) + [1 0] ¥ (yiu) =
G + [0 1)) (yiu) +v.
Since (12b) holds, we have that ¥ = G(¥" + [0 I} ).

Then,

{I 0} T (y;u)=v. (C.8)

Finally, stacking together (C.8) and (C.7), one ob-
tains

([T o] o ysw: o 1] ' (viw) = (via),

([Tof:[o 1oz = v,
(y;u) = ¥(v;d).

Thus, ¥ is indeed the closed-loop map ®¢ k.

(3) Uniqueness: Assume that ¥ = &g g = $g k~ for
some K’, K"”. Then, for any v € /" and any d € {™, it
holds

¥ (vid) =K' [1 0] ¥(vid) = K" [T 0] ¥(v;d).

Since W is invertible, it implies K’ {I 0} = K” [I 0}.
Then, we have that for any a € ¢" and any b € /™

K’ [I o} (a;b) = K" {1 o} (a;b).

Thus, K'a = K”a and then K’ = K”.
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D Proof of Theorem 2

Before stating the proof, we define an operator, called
S, which will be useful for the proof and we highlight a
property it enjoys that plays a key role in the proof.

Definition 7 Consider two operators G € Cs and M €
Ces- Define S € Cos (07 x L™ €7 X L™) as the operator given
by (B,6) = S(v,d), where B = v+ G(d — §) — G(0)
and § = —M(3,9).

Note that, since G € C; and M € C.s, one has that
the operator & belongs to C.s and can be recursively
implemented as follows

Bt = ve + Ge(di—1.0 — 0¢—1:0) — G¢(0¢—1:0) »
8 = —My(Bro;0i—10) ,

fort=0,1,....

Proposition 10 Consider a dynamical system G and
an operator M € C.s. Then the operator S8 in Defi-
nition 7 satisfies SS(v;d) = S(v;d), for any signals
vel andd e ™.

PROOF. For any v € (" and d € (™, set (8;6) =
88(v;d) and (B;9) = S(v;d). We need to show that
(B; 5) = (B;9). We will prove it by induction over each
component.

e Base case: We have that So = vo + go — 9o = vo.
Moreover, By = Bo+go—go = Bo. Thus, By = So = vo.
Then, dg = —Mo(Bo) = —Mo(Bo) = do.

° {nductive step: AAssume that By = ﬁt;q and
dp:0 = O:0- Then, Biy1 = Biy1 + Giy1(0r:0 — 0r:0) —
Gi4+1(0t:0) = Big1 + Giy1 (610 — O1:0) — Gt+1(9t:0) =
Bev1 + Ge1(0r0) — Gey1(0n0) = Bry1 and by =
—Mip1(Big1:0506:0) = —Mig1(Bis1:0501:0) = Opt1-

We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.

PROOF. We start by proving point (1) for a given sys-
tem G. We need to show that the operator ¥ constructed
through (15) satisfies ¥ € CLS, i.e., (12) holds.

Note that (15a) can be re-written as
Y (vid) = M(B:4),
with

B=v+Gd+T¥(v;d)), (D.3)
6= - (v;d), (D.4)

or equivalently:

U (v:d) = -4,



B=v+G(d-9),
-M(B;9).

Moreover, using Definition 7, (15) is equivalent to

U (vid) = -4, (D.5)
U (v;d) = G(d - 4), (D.6)
with (3;0) = S(v;d). (D.7)

Then, we need to show that (¥Y°, ®“") given by
(D.5)-(D.7) satisfies (12).

We start by showing that (12a) holds. Since § € C.s
(by definition), then ¥ (v;d) = —& given by (D.7) sat-
isfies ¥ € C,, i.e., (12a) holds true. It is also clear that

(12b) holds since it is the same as (15b). Note that (12b)
can also be retrieved from (D.6) and (D.5) as follows

U (vid) = G(d — 8) = G(d + &% (v;d)),
= G¥Y(v;d). (D.8)

Finally, we show that (12¢) holds. Define (3,6) =
S(B8,6), where (3, d) are given by (D.7). From Proposi-

tion 10, we have that (3, 8) = (8, 8). Moreover, plugging
(B,90) in (15a) gives

T (B;0) = 90,
T (3;8) = G(6 - 9),
with (8; ) = S(8;9).

From Proposition 10, we have that (B, 5) = (8, 9). Then,

o

TY(3;8)=—-6=—6=0"(v:d), (D.9)
T (3;6) = G(§ — 8) = G(6 — ) = G(0). (D.10)

Thus, replacing with (D.8), (D.9) and (D.10) in
(D.3)-(D.4), it holds that

B=v+¥ (vid) - ¥ (B;9),
§=0-9Y(539),

whose equivalent recursive form is given by

Be = (vt + \I/?tjo(vtfl:o; di-1:0)) — ‘I’?O(Bt*m? 0t-1:0)
6 =0 — U (Bro; 6r—1.0) -

By using Proposition 3, this is equal to

(8;0) = ¥~} (v + ¥ (v;d); 0),
(@Y (v;d);0),
“HL;0)®Y(v;d).

v
v

And since ¥ (v;d) = %' (B; §), we obtain
T (v;d) = VO YL 0)®8Y (v;d),

which is (12c¢). This concludes the proof of point (1).

We now prove the converse, i.e., point (2) for a given
system G. We need to show that for any operator ¥ €
CLC there exists an operator M € Ce such that (15) is
verified. First, (15b) holds true because it is the same as
(12a).

Set M = WY, Define (3;68) = S(v;d), as per Def-

inition 7 with M = ¥, Define (3;6) = S(3;6). Us-

ing Proposmon 10, we have that (3;0) = (8;9). Thus,

W (v;d) = =6 = —6 = M(3;8), hence (15a) holds
true.

The uniqueness of M can be proved by contradlc—
tion. Assume that there exists M' € C.s and M? € C,,
verifying (15) such that M' # M?. For any (v;d) €
£7+™ e will show by induction that this is a contradic-
tion. For t = 0, one has U¥" (vg) = M} (vg) = M3(vo)
which implies that M} = M32. For ¢t = 7, assume that
ML = M2 for 0 < s < 7. Then,

\Iﬂrto (UT:O7 drfl:()) = M}—(U‘HO + GT:O(delio—’—
\11771:()_1:0(1]7__1:0’ dT—Q:O)) - GTZO(OT—lio);
— o (0r—1:0,dr—20)),  (D.11)

and

\Iﬂrto (U7'207 drfl:()) = M-,Q—(UT:O + GT:O(delio—’—
\11771:()_1:0(1]7__1:0’ dT—Q:O)) - GTZO(OT—lio);
- \Ilgo—l;o(v'r—lz(b dT—Q:O))- (D12)

Since the left-hand side of (D.11) and (D.12) are the
same, and the arguments of M1 and M2 coincide. Thus,
the input- out{mt man is the same for both functions.
Therefore M which concludes the proof.

E Proof of Proposition 4

PROOF. For a given M, (15a) allows us to explicitly
compute the operator ¥ at every time instant, because
M € C.s and G € C;. In particular, for any sequence

(v;d), we have the following recursive formulae for ¢t =
0,1,...:

\I]?O (vt207 dt—l:O)
M, (Utzo + Gro

—G0(0i=1:0

di—1:0 + 9% o(vi_1.0, dt72:0))

‘P?il:o(vt—lzmdt—z:o))- (B.1)

\_,/—\
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Observe that since ¥ € CL®, one has U 1.0 =
\Ij?jl;o(vt—lzo;dt—Q:O)a andv from (la’); Yt.:0 = V0 +
G0 (dt—l:o + U?—Lo)- Thus, one can notice that the op-

erator M takes as argument the sequence (y —y°; u®),
ie.,

‘I’?O (Ut:O; dt—l:O) = Mt(yt:O - Z/{:rSEQ *U(g—lzo) . (E2)

This implies that the output u® = Ky can be computed
recursively through (16).

F Proof of Theorem 3

We start by introducing a preliminary result that
will be useful for the proof of Theorem 3. This result is
introduced in Theorem 1 in [46], and we state it here for
completeness.

Proposition 11 (Theorem 1 in [46]) Consider the
closed-loop system given by (2). Assume that G € L,
and G is i.f.g. {,-stable. Then,

boxel,=KI-GK)'eL,.

PROOF. We first prove KI — GK)™! € £, =
®c K € L,. Recall that (y;u) = e x(v;d).

Consider any d € £} and any y € £;. Let

v=G(d+ Ky) - GKy. (F.1)
Then,
Ivll, = IG(d + Ky) - G(Ky)]|,, ,
< ld+Ky -Kyl, =vc|dl,, (F.2)

where g is the incremental £)-gain of G. Since d € £}",
we have that v € £}. From the system equation (2), for
any v € £, we have that v =y - Gu = y - G(Ky +d).
Then,

v+v=y—-G(Ky+d)+ G(d+Ky) - GKy,

Since GK € C, then (I — GK) ™! exists and is causal
from Corollary 1. Thus, (I — GK)™!(v + v) = y and,
hence K(I — GK)~!(v + v) = Ky. Note that the left
hand side is an £, operator, since v, v € ¢, and K(I —
GK)~! € £, by assumption. Thus, Ky € £, Then,
u = Ky+d € £". Finally, since G € £, by assumption,
we have that y = Gu+ v € (). Thus, g k € L.

We now prove that ®g x € £, = K(I- GK)! €
L,.

For any d € ¢ and any v € £}, consider v as defined
n (F.1). Then, v € £},
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Let us consider the case where d = 0. Then, from
(F.2) ¥ = 0. Then, the mapping v — u is given by

u=Ky+0=K(I-GK) !(v+0) = KI-GK) (v).

Finally, since g,k € L, we have that ®g x(v,0) €
£t. Thus, for any v € £, we have that u = K(I —
GK) 'v e . Hence, K(I- GK) ™' € L,

We are now ready to prove Theorem 3.

PROOF. We assume that an i.f.g. £,-stable plant G €
L, is given. We split the proof into two parts: sufficiency
and necessity.

(1) Sufficiency: We show that the operator ¥ given in
Theorem 2 with M as per (18) is £, for any Q € £,,.

In other words, we want to show that for any v € £}
and any d € ¢, we have that y = y° +v = ¥Y(v;d) €
f,and u=u°® +d = ¥"(v;d) € ().

Using Theorem 2, one has u® = M(3;46) with 8 =
v+ G(d — §) — G(0) and § = —M(3;4). Using the
definition of the operator M in (18), one has

= Q(B - G(-8) + G(0)),
— Q(v+G(d—3) - G(=6) + G(0).  (F.3)

Moreover, due to G being i.f.g. £,-stable, there exists
v > 0 such that

1G(d - 6) - G(=9)|, <reld -0 +4],=rcld], .

(F.4)
and since G € L, one has G(0) € ¢. Then, for any
v € {; and any d € £}, one has

v+ G(d—8) - G(-8) + G(0) € £7.

From (F.3), it follows that, for any Q € £,,, we have u® €
;' which implies T c L, and ¥" ¢ L,. Moreover,
from Theorem 2, one has that ¥¥" = G®", Thus &Y’ €
L, and hence ¥Y € L.

(2) Necessity: We show that given an ¢,-stable closed-
loop map W, there exists a Q € £, such that construct-
ing ¥ using Theorem 2 with M as per (18), one has
U=,

Since W is an £,-stable closed-loop map for the plant
G, ie ¥ e CEE’, then (12a)-(12c) are satisfied for ¥

and we can obtain the corresponding K from (13). Then,
for any v € £}, and any d € £}, one has

(y;u) = g x(v;d) = ¥(v;d). (F.5)



Next, set
Q=K(I-GK)!, (F.6)

where Corollary 1 ensures the existence of the inverse
since GK € C,. Note that, from Proposition 11, we have
that @ € £,. With Q as defined in (F.6), one can obtain
¥ using Theorem 2 with M as per (18). It reads

M:K(I—GK)‘l({I o} —G[o —1} +G[o oD .

Moreover, from Theorem 2, point (1), we have that,
M and G define the operator ¥ = (PY;PY) =
(BY"; WY) 4+ 1 as per

U (v;d) = K(I- GK)™*
({I 0} -G {0 71} +G [0 OD (B;9)

(F.8a;

Y (v;d) = GEY(v;d), (F.8b)
where

B=v+Gd+P¥(v;d) — G(0), (F.9)

§= -0 (v;d). (F.10)

Denote n = (I - GK)~1(8 — G(—§) + G(0)). Then,

I (v:d) = Kn. (F.11)

We use the recursive algorithm provided in Corol-
lary 1 for the inverse computation appearing in the
definition of n. It reads n: = Bt — Ge(—0t—1.0) +
Gt(ot_l;o) =+ Gt(Kt—l:O(nt—le)); fOI' t= 0, 1, .... More-
over, from (F.10) and (F.11), one has —d;_1,0 =
U o(vi—10idi—2:.0) = Ki—1.0(mi—1:0). Thus, 0y =
Bt + Gi(04—10) for all ¢ = 0,1,..., implying that
n =08+ G(0).

Thus, (F.11) reads ¥¥° (v;d) = Kn, and using (F.9),
one has

U (v:d) = K(v 4+ G(d + ¥ (v;d)) — G(0) + G(0)),
=K(v+ G((¥"(v;d))).

Moreover, using (F.8), one obtains

o (v;d) = K (v Y (v d)) — K (¥ (v;d)) .
(F.12)

Finally, note that (F.8) and (F.12) are indeed the
definition of the closed-loop map ®¢ k. Thus, the choice
of Q as per (F.6) leads to the closed-loop map ®¢ k,

i.e., v = ‘1’(;71( =W,

24

G Proof of Proposition 5

PROOF. Toretrieve the controller K associated with a
given @ € L, one can use the recursive implementation
(16), where, according to Theorem 3, M is given in (18).
Then, we have that u = Qi(yr.0 — G.0(u$_1.,9)), since
Yi:6° = Gro(0s-1.0). By defining w; = y, — Gy (ug_y,),
one has u = Q¢(wro) and w can be computed recur-
sively through (19a).

H Proof of Theorem 4

PROOF. We start by proving point (1). We assume
that ®g k’ € L£,. Thus, for any v € [; and any d,v €
£y onehas (y;u) = ®g k/ (v;d+v) € £, and (y°;u®) =
B g (vid +v) € 4.

Choose v = Q(w), with @ as defined in (22). Observe
that @ and K’ defines a new controller K as in (21),
whose closed-loop map is ®gk : (v;d) — (y;u). We
will show that for any @ € £,, one has ®g x € L.

Notice that,

[wll, = lly = G(u®)]l, ,
=[lv+G®+d) -G, ,
<|vll, +7¢ llu® +d - v’ ,
= Ivll, + e lIdll, ,

where 7 is the incremental finite gain of G, that exists
since G is i.f.g £)-stable. Then, for any v € £ and any
d € ()", we have that w € £]. Thus, for any Q € £, we
have that v € £}, hence the closed-loop system satisfies

(I)G,K € Cﬁf

We prove point (2). We are given ¥ € Cﬁf and
K’ € L, such that ®g k' € L,. For any v € ¢, and
any d € ¢,, consider the signal (v;d + v) with v =
(T —K'®Y)(v;d). Since K/, &Y, ¥" € £, and v,d €
{,, one has that v € £,. Consider now the map ¥ :
(v;d) — (y;u) such that (y;u) = e (v;d+v) =
bg i (vid + (T — K'UY)(v;d)). This map satisfies
S L,. We will first show that this choice of v leads to
¥ = W. Then, we will show that v can be equivalently
retrieved as v = Q(w), with @ as defined in (22).

From the definition of \il, one has

Y (v;d) = G(¥%(v;d)) + v,
UY(v;d) = K' (Y (v;d)) +d
+ U™ (vid) - K'(¥Y(v;d)),

and, since ¥ € Cﬁg, there exists a K € C. such that

T(vid) = G(¥"(v;d)) + v,



P (v;d) = K(¥Y(v;d)) +d.

We prove that U=v by induction. The base case is

W (vo) = go +vo = Wi (vo) -
Moreover,

Ui (vo; do) = Ko (W5 (v0)) +do+ W (v0) — Ko(Wf(vo))
= \I/g(’l]();do) .

As for the inductive step, assume that \ili =WV, for 0 <
i < j. We aim to show that ¥; 1 = ¥;,,. One has

41 (V5410 djio) = G (Vi (vsios djio)) + 041,
= G (Vo (vj:0:djio)) +vj41
= U7, (Vj41:0: djio) -

Moreover,

Wi (V4105 djt1:0)
= Kg/'+1(‘i’?+1:o(vj+1:o; dj.0)) + dj+1
+Wﬁl(vj“’0; djio) = K41 (U] 1.0(0j41:0: djio)),
- KJ/‘H(‘i’?H;o(UjH:o; dj.0)) + U411 (vj41:0i djr10)
- ;+1(\i]?+1:0(vj+1:05dj:o))7
=Vl 1 (vj+1:0;dj+1:0) -

Thus, ¥ = ¥, i.e., we have shown that ¥ : (v;d) —
(y;u) = gk (v;d+ (T —K'¥Y)(v;d)) achieves the
closed-loop maps W.

Now, let us define @ = (¥¥ — G¥™)(v;d). Note
that, since G, Y, ¥* ¢ L,, then, for any v € ¢, and
any d € ¢, we have that @ € /,,.

We now show that the signal v can be equivalently
reconstructed using a new operator Q, as per v = Q ().
Define @ as the operator that for ¢ = 0,1, ... satisfies
Uy = Qi(@ro) as per:

g = @i + Ge(@7_1,0)

@ = W (Gr0 — Gro(0—1.0); =85 10)

ﬁf/ = I&? - Kt/@tzo) )
where ¢, and 4§ represent the internal states of the op-
erator. Next, we show that, for ¢t = 0,1,..., one has

Uy = vy We prove it by induction. As for the base case,
note that

o = o + g0 = W (x0) — g0 + 90 = Wh(u0),
where U (vg) = go + vo, and

ag = 0¥ (o — go) = W& (go +vo — go) = W (o).

25

Then,

Do = g — Ko(do)
= W (vo) — Ko (T (o)),
=1.
The inductive step proceeds as follows. Assume that, for

0<i<j, 9 =V (vioidi10), 4 = VI (vi0; di—1:0)
and lAll = V. We show that z;’j—i—l = \I/?+1(Uj+1:0;dj:0)7

~0 _ u® . IS —
Uj+1 = \I]j+1(vj+1:07 dj:O) and Viy1 = Vj41-

Let us start with §;41.

Uj+1 = @jp1 + Gip1(05) 5
= WY (054105 dji0) — Gy (W (0505 dj-1:0))
+ G (U (v5:0:dj—10))
= U (vj+10idjio) -

Then,

@94y = UL (410 — Gir10(05:0); —10)
= \Il?+1(‘1’?+1:o(vj+1:o; dj:O) - Gj-l-l:O(Oj:O);
— Ui (v5:05dj-1:0)) 5

= Wi (05410 djo) -
where the last equality holds since ¥ € CLCZC,;7 thus (15a)

holds, and we can use Theorem 2, point (2) with M =
¥Y” (as shown in the proof — see also (E.2)). Moreover,

Vg1 = ﬁ§+1 - K}+1(ﬁj+1:0) )
=W (vj41:05 djo) — K (W4 (v541:05 djeo)),
=Vjt1-

Finally, note that @ € L, since, for any w € ¢,
there exists a (v;d) € ¢, that allows reconstruct-
ing it. In particular, choose any d € ¢, and for any
t = 0,1,..., choose: vy = &y — WY (v4_1.0;dt—1.0) +
Ge(VY 1 (ve—1.05di—2:0))-

I Proof of Proposition 6

PROOF. Equation (23a) is equivalent to (21) at each
time instant t = 0, 1,. ... Then, using (22), we can obtain
the expression for @, which reads @; = y; + G(ug_1.9)-
By replacing u$_;., using (23a), we obtain (23b), con-
cluding the proof.

J Proof of Proposition 7

PROOF. Since w = G(u® +d) +v — Gu®, by adding
and subtracting on the right-hand side the term Gu®,



and taking the norms, we have

lwll, < Hé(uo +d) - Gu®

+ HGuO — Gu°
p

Il

< ¢ ldll, + ||(G - G)u° (3.1)

I,

where vz > 0 is the incremental finite gain of G that
exists and is finite since G is i.f.g. £,-stable.

We prove point (1). Since (G — G) € L,, there exists
0 < va < oo such that for any u® € ¢, we have that
H (G — G)u®
using the operator @ : w +— u°, which has some finite
gain vg > 0. We have that

< 7a [[u®]],- Then, one can close the loop
P

wll, < e lldll, +vare llwll, + v,
(1 =ra7) lwll, < e lldll, + VI, -
1

o we have

By selecting v < 5

e
lwll, < < + ] vll, -

1
_7é 4 -
(1 —va7q) Il (1—7va70

Thus, the closed-loop system is £,-stable.
We prove point (2). Since (G — G)u € £, for any

u, it holds for the case u = u°, i.e., (G - G)u® € 4,
Using (J.1), we have that for any d, v € £,, it holds that
w € {p. Thus, any choice of @ € £, will lead to stable

closed-loop maps.

K Proof of Theorem 5

PROOF. We split the proof into three parts: necessity,
sufficiency, and uniqueness.

(1) Necessity: We prove that given a K € C,s, the closed-
loop map ®¢ k satisfies (32b)-(32c) for

Y = @Y g and " = B¢ .

We first prove that ¥%° = <I>‘C‘;O7K € Ccs. For any
v el ,de ™ we have @aﬁK(V;d) =u® =K(y°+
v;u®+d) = K(G(u®+d)+v;u’+d). Since G € Cs and
K € C.,, the previous operator equation corresponds to
the recursive formulae uf = K¢(Gro(ug_1.0 + di—1:0) +
V03 US_1.9 + di—1.0) for t = 0,1,..., which implies that
uy depends on its own past values and on v;.0 and di—1.0.
Thus, @ao’K(v; d) is causal with respect to its first input

and strictly causal with respect to its second input, i.e.,
(32b) holds true.

Next, we prove that (32c) is verified. As per
the definition of the closed-loop maps, we have that
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yo = ®Y (vid) = ¥¥°(v;d) and u = B ¢ (v;d) =
W' (v;d) satisfy the closed-loop dynamics given by (31).
Thus, for any v € £" and d € ¢™, (32¢) holds true, i.e.,
Y (v;d) = y° = Gu = G¥Y(v;d).

(2) Sufficiency: We prove that given the operators
(Y, ¥Y) that satisfy (32b)-(32c), there exists K € C.s

such that (PY,®"Y) are the induced closed-loop maps
(PG k> P& k) of the plant G.

First, note that from (32b), (32c¢) and G € C,, we
have that ¥¥° € C,,. Then, using Proposition 3, ¥~
exists and it is causal. Let us now set

K =o¥g !, (K.1)
and note that K’ € C,s since (32b) holds and ¥~1 €
C(cs;cc)-

It remains to prove that (K.1) is such that the

resulting control policy achieves the closed-loop map
((I))C,;.K’; ‘I’E,K') = (PY; o).

Given any v € {7 and d € (™, let (y;u) be the
signals obtained when considering the feedback loop of
G and K’ defined in (K.1). In other words, we have that
y = Gu+ v and u = K'(y;u) + d. Then, stacking the
equations together, we have

(y;u) = (Gu+v;K'(y;u) +d). (K.2)

By multiplying the left hand side of (K.2) by I = ¥ &1,
we have
T (y;u) = G(u) +v,
T (y;u) = K/ (y;u) +d.

(K.3)
(K.4)

Then, using the definition of K’ (K.1) and the fact that
U — P4 [0 1}7 (K.4) can be equivalently written as

T (y;u) =K' (y;u) +d,
(0 4 [0 1) e (yiw) = ¥ P yiw)
Cw T (y;u)
+ [O I} YT (y;u) = OV (y;u) +d,
01w (ysu) =d. (K.5)

Moreover, from (K.3) and since u = K(y;u)+d, one
has
YU Hy;u) = G(K(y;u) +d) +v.
Then, using the definition of K’ (K.1) and the fact that
oY = oY’ 4 {I 0} , the previous equation can be equiv-

alently written as

(@ + [L o)) (yiw) = G T (yiu) +d) v



and replacing d from (K.5), we have
(@ + 10 (yiu) =
G(e e (yiw) + [0 1) ¥ (yiw) +v.
The last equation is equivalent to
YO (y;u) + [I 0] T l(y;u) =
G(PY + [0 I})‘I”l(y;u) +v.
Since (32c) holds, we have that ¥Y* = G(¥Y + {0 I] ).

Then,
{I O] U Hy;u) =v. (K.6)

Finally, stacking together (K.6) and (K.5), one ob-
tains

([10] o yiwy [o 1] o (yiw) = (vsa),
Tl (y;u) = (vid),
(y;u) = ¥(v;d).

These relations show that ¥ is the closed-loop map
Pc k.

(3) Uniqueness: Assume that ¥ = &g g = ®g K~ for
some K’, K”. Then, for any v € £" and any d € {™, it
holds

U (vid) = K'®(v;d) = K" ¥(v;d).

Since W is invertible, this implies that K’ = K”.

L Proof of Proposition 8

PROOF. We evaluate (33) over signals (y;u), obtain-
ing u° = K(y;u) = " ¥~!(y;u). Then, using Propo-
sition 3, one obtains (34a)-(34b), which are the recur-
sive calculation of (3;8) = ¥~(y;u). Finally, u? for
t=0,1,... is calculated from u® = ¥ (3; §), resulting
in (34c).

M Proof of Theorem 6

PROOF. Assume that G € £,. By using the definition

—~G
of CL% in (32) the set CL,,” defined in (35) can be written
as

—~G o u°

CL, ={¥ = (P¥;¥") = (¥Y ;") + 1 |
e,
v =Gy,
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WeLl,}.

In other words, we must show that given ¥ =
(BY; ¥9) = (BY;¥Y) + T with ¥ € C., and
¥Y’ = GWP", then a necessary and sufficient condition
for ¥ to be in £, is that ¥¥ € L,

(1) Necessity: We need to show that ¥ € £, implies
WY’ ¢ £,. This is straightforward because (i) W
is assumed to be in £, and hence ¥" € L,; (i7)
g = g [0 I} ;and (i17) £, is closed under sum
and [0 1} €L,

(2) Sufficiency: We prove that WY € £, implies ¥ €
L,. Since L,, is closed under sum and composition,

and [0 I} € L,, one has that ¥% = ¥ 4 [0 I} e

£, and hence ¥¥ = G + [1 0] € £,. Thus,
W= (BY, ) € L,

N Properties of exponentially stable operators
and i.f.g /,-stable operators
For the sake of completeness, in this Appendix, we
show that the set of operators in Lqcp, and the set of
i.f.g ¢,-stable operators are closed under the sum and
composition.
N.1 Properties of exponentially stable operators

Proposition 12 If A; € Leyp and Ay € Loy, then
(A1 +Ay) € Logp.

PROOF. Consider any signal x € {¢;;,. Then, since
A1, Ay € Loyp, we have that A1x, Apx € legp. Then,
by means of Proposition 14, one has that A1x + Asx =
(A1 + AQ)X S ée@-p.

Proposition 13 If A; € Leypy and Ay € Loy, then
AA; € Eewp'

PROOF. Consider any signal x € {¢;;,. Then, since
Ay € Lexp, we have that Agx € fcyp. Moreover, since
A € Lexp, we have that AjAsx € leyp.

The proof of Proposition 12 relies on the following
result.
Proposition 14 Ifx € leyp andy € leyp, thenx+y €
legp.

PROOF. By assumption, there exists a,,a, € (0,1)
and K,,K, > 0, such that |z;] < K ol and |y| <
Kyal, fort=0,1,.... Then,

|ze + ye) < |ze] + ||

t t
< Kpo, + Kyay,



t
< szaxy )

with oy, = max(ay, ay) and Ky = K, + K.

N.2  Properties of i.f.g. £,-stable operators

Proposition 15 If Ay and Ay are i.f.g. £,-stable oper-
ators, then (A1 + Ag) is also an i.f.g. £,-stable operator.

PROOF. Since A; and Aj are i.f.g. /,-stable opera-
tors, we have that for any x1,x2, ||A1x; — A1X2Hp <

71 l[x1 — %2, and [[Asx1 — Agxol, < 72 [lx1 — %2,
Then,
(A1 4+ Ag)x; — (A + AQ)X2||p
= [|[A1x1 + Aoxi — Aixa — Aoxo[,
< || Aix1 — A1X2||p + [|Agxy — A2X2||p,
<7 lx = %2, + 72 Ix1 — %2, ,
= (11 +72) [Ix1 — %2, -

Proposition 16 If Ay and Ay are i.f.g. £,-stable oper-
ators, then Ay Ag is also an i.f.g. {,-stable operator.

PROOF. Since A; and A are i.f.g. /,-stable opera-
tors, we have that for any x1,x2, ||A1x; — A1X2Hp <

Y1 [[x1 = xa|, and [[Asxy — Aoxs||, < 72 [lx1 — x|,
Then,

|A1A2x; — A1A2X2||p <1 ||Agxy — A2X2||p )

<z llx —xf, -
O Proof of Theorem 7

PROOF. Assume that G € Lexp. By using the defini-

tion of CLS in (32) the set CEGGEP defined in (37) can be
written as
G . uy o' u®
CL:, ={¥ = (PTY;P") = (TY ;9" ) +1 |
e,
Y =Gy,
W E Loxp)-

In other words, we must show that ,given v =

(BY; oY) = (PY;9") + I with % € C. and

Y’ = GUY, then a necessary and sufficient condition

for ¥ to be in Leyp is that ¥ € Loyp.

(1) Necessity: We need to show that ¥ € Ly, implies
WY € Loy This is straightforward because (i) W
is assumed to be in Loy, and hence W™ € Loyp; (14)
g = gu_ {0 I}; and (#i¢) the set of operators in
Lexp is closed under sum (see Proposition 12) and
[0 I} € Loxp-
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(2) Sufficiency: We prove that %" € Lexp implies ¥ €
Lexp- Since the set of operators in Ly, is closed
under sum and composition (see Proposition 12 and

Proposition 13), and [0 I] € Lexp, one has that
U = gu’ [0 I] € Loxp and hence ¥Y = GP" +
[10] € Loy Thus, @ = (W95 %) € Loy,

P Proof of Theorem 8

PROOF. Assume that G is i.f.g. {,-stable. By using
the definition of CL® in (32) the set CES'f,g defined in
(39) can be written as

CLE; y ={W = (¥, ¥") = (BY ™) 41 |
e,
Y = GUY,
W is i.f.g. {p-stable} .

In other words, we must show that given ¥ =
(BY; ¥9) = (BY; @) + T with Y € C., and
¥Y’ = GWP", then a necessary and sufficient condition
for ¥ to be i.f.g. £,-stable is that T isifg. {p-stable.

(1) Necessity: We need to show that ¥ being i.f.g. ¢,-
stable implies ¥" being i.f.g. ¢p-stable. This is
straightforward because (i) W is assumed to be i.f.g.
£,-stable and hence ¥" has the same property; (i)

o = U - [0 I]; and (4i7) the set of i.f.g. €,-
stable operators is closed under sum (see Proposi-
tion 15) and [0 I} is an i.f.g. £,-stable operator.

Sufficiency: We prove that ¥ being i.f.g. £,-stable
implies ¥ being i.f.g. £,-stable. Since the set of i.f.g.

£,-stable operators is closed under sum and compo-
sition (see Proposition 15 and Proposition 16), and

{0 I} is an i.f.g. ,-stable operator, one has that
Pu = gu° 4 [0 I} is also an i.f.g. £,,-stable operator

and so it is the operator ¥Y = GU¥" + [I 0} . Thus,
¥ = (BY; ¥") is also an i.f.g. £,-stable operator.

Q Proof of Proposition 9

PROOF. Observe that the mapping (v;d) — u is
given by ¥ + [0 I} .Since D(PY’) = S, and [S, )i = 1
fori =1,..., M, the map (v;d) — u has the same spar-
sity pattern, i.e. D(¥") = S,.

We now study the mapping (v;d) — y, which
is given by WY’ + [I 0}. Since ¥Y° = GW¥Y, one



has D(¥Y")

= D(G)S,. Since both [Sy)i; = 1
and [D(G)]l,z =1

for i = 1,..., M, it follows that

R Comparison of Theorem 1 with the LTI case

Let us consider the closed-loop system given by (2)
and assume now that G and K are transfer function
matrices, i.e., LTT operators. The corresponding closed-
loop map ®¢ Kk is also a transfer function matrix, which
can be written in the block form

X W

Pk =
Y Z

Moreover, we have ‘Iﬁéx = [X W] and ®g x =

Y z].
In this setup, we will show the relationship of Theo-
rem 1 with the existing results in the LTT case.

Theorem 9 (Achievability constraints of Theo-
rem 1 in [5]) Consider the system (2), where G € Cj
and K € C. are transfer matrices. The following state-
ments hold.

(1) For any transfer matrizc K € C., there exists four
corresponding transfer matrices (X, Y, W,Z) that
lie in the affine subspace defined by the equations

-
_Y Z -

e To],  ®Y

l | [_ | H
=11, (R2)
Y Z]||1

(X,Y,W,Z) €C.. (R.3)

(2) For any transfer matrices (X, Y, W ,Z) that lie in
the affine subspace (R.1)-(R.3), the controller K =
YX ! generates the closed-loop maps (X, Y, W,Z)
for system G.

Theorem 9 corresponds to the achievability con-
straints of Theorem 1 in [5]. The latter characterizes the
space of all and only achievable closed-loop maps that
are stabilizing for a given system G. This parametriza-
tion involves constraints (R.1)-(R.3) plus a constraint
imposing the stability of the closed-loop maps. Stability
is imposed by constraining the matrices (X, W,Y, Z) to
be proper and have all their poles inside the unit circle.

Since the stability constraint affects only the set
of transfer matrices from where the closed-loop maps
belong, in Theorem 9, we remove this constraint to
parametrize all achievable closed-loop maps.

Now, we are ready to show that, when restricting to
LTI operators, Theorem 1 in our paper is equivalent to
the one in Theorem 9.

We start by re-writing the parametrization of Theo-
rem 1 in the LTT case:

CLE = {E VZV] [yz-1ec.. (R4)

[X—IW}:G([Y Z—I]+[01]), (R.5)

—1

Yz-1]=|yz-1 E Vﬂ (I, 0)

([X—I W} + [I 0})}. (R.6)

Next, we show that the parametrization given by
(R.1)-(R.3) is equivalent to (R.4)-(R.6).

First, we show that constraints (R.5) and (R.1) are
the same. Start from (R.5). Since all operators are linear,
we apply the distributive property and reorder the terms
to obtain

X-GY =1

X-1=GY
» (RT)
W-GZ=0

and then
W =GZ

which is the same as (R.1).

Second, we rewrite (R.6), in a more compact form.
Using the formula for the inverse of a block matrix, one
has

-1

XW
Y Z

X1+ X" 'WA 'YXt - X"I'WA-!

. . . , (R.8)
—-AT'YX A

with A = Z — YX~'W. By using (R.8), (R.6) is the
same as

vz i-[vz 1 E"ZV] e

obtaining

Y =1+ (YX'W-Z+D)A )Y
Z-1=(I1+XX'"W-Z+D)A HYX'W.



By using the definition of A we have for any Y and any
Z that

Y =AY

Z=A"'Z
which reveals that A =1, i.e.,

Z-YX 'W=I. (R.9)

In the sequel, since they are the same, we will replace
(R.6) with (R.9).

Third, we show the sufficiency and necessity of the re-
maining constraints. Le., assume that (R.1) (or, equiva-
lently (R.5) holds). Then, we prove that (R.2) and (R.3)
hold true if and only if (R.4) and (R.9) hold true.

(1) We first prove that (R.2) and (R.3) imply (R.4) and
(R.9).

We start by showing that (R.4) is verified. From
(R.2), we have that —YG = Z — I. Since G € Cs,
one has YG € C;. Then (Z —I) € C,;. Moreover,
from (R.3), one has Y € C.. Thus, (R.4) is satisfied.

We now show that (R.9) is verified. From (R.1), one
has

W =XG

Z-1=YG

-XG+W =0
-YG+Z =1

and then {

We can write the latter system of equations as
X 'w =G
Z-1=YG '

which implies Z — I = YX'W. Thus, (R.9) is
satisfied, and so it is (R.5), which completes the
proof.

(2) Now, we prove that (R.4) and (R.9) imply (R.2)
and (R.3).

We see that the (R.4) is equivalent to Y € C. and
Z — 1 € C,. Thus, one has Y,Z € C.. Moreover,
from (R.5) and G € Cs, we have that X — I, W €
Cs. Hence X, W € (. showing that the causality
conditions in (R.3) hold.

We now need to show that (R.2) is verified. Con-
sider (R.9), which is the same as (R.6). Then, pre-
multiplying (R.9) by G and using (R.7) (which is
the same as (R.5)), we have:

GYX 'W=GZ-G,
X -DX'W=W -G,
W-X'"W=W-aG,

X 'W=aG. (R.10)

Furthermore, recall that Z — YX~'W = I from
(R.9). Then, by replacing X "W using (R.10), one
obtains

Z-YG=1I. (R.11)

Finally, (R.10) and (R.11) together are the same as
(R.2), which concludes the proof.

S Implementation details

The parameters of the robot models in (51) are m’ =
1, b = 2 and by = 0.5, for i = 1,2. Moreover, the pre-
stabilizing controllers’ parameters are ki = ki = 1, for
1=1,2.
S.1  Corridor scenario

As shown in Figure 10, the robots start at xiO =
(=2,-2) and 27 ; = (—2,2), and must reach the target
positions 1 = (2,2) and % = (-2, 2), respectively. The
training data consists of 100 initial conditions sampled
from a Gaussian distribution around the initial position
with a standard deviation of 0.2.

The terms of the cost function (52) are
liwaj (e, we) = (ye — 9) " Q(yr — ) + ] ug

N o (d -2 ij
lea(yt) = ea Dimg 2o, (de” +€) if dj =< D,
0 otherwise,

where @ > 0 and ay,, acy > 0 are hyperparameters, y =
71 (i.e., the target positions of the robots), d;” = |y —
yl|2 > 0 denotes the distance between agent i and j at
instant ¢, and € > 0 is a fixed positive small constant such
that the loss remains bounded for all possible distance
values.

Motivated by [43], we represent each obstacle by us-
ing a Gaussian density function

; *;ex —1 z—p) S (2 —

with mean p € R? and covariance ¥ € R?*2 with & > 0.
The term lops(y:) is given by

2 4
lobs (Y1) = Qobs Z ZT} (yi;15,0.21)
i=0 j=0
with p1 0 = (£2.5;0), and ps 4 = (£1.5;0).

The used REN is a deep neural network with depth
q2 = 8 layers, internal state £ of dimension ¢; = 8 and
activation function o(-) = tanh(-). 1

For the hyperparameters, we set a, = 2.5 x 1074,
O = 100, cops = 5 % 103 and Q = I,.

10.Gee Section 5.1 for the meaning of q1, g2 and o.



We use stochastic gradient descent with Adam to
minimize the loss function, setting a learning rate of
0.005. We optimize for 1.2 x 10* epochs with a single
trajectory per batch size.

S.2  Waypoint-tracking scenario

As shown in Figure 10, the robots start at xio =
(—=2,0) and xio = (0,0). The goal points g,, g» and g.
are located at (—2,—2), (0,2) and (2, —2), respectively.
To describe the TLTL loss, let us define, for each robot,
the following functions of time:

e dJ', for i = 1,2,3, is the distance between the robot
and the goal point g;;

e d7¢ for i =1,2,is the distance between the robot and
the ' obstacle;

e d;°" is the distance between the two robots;

where g1, g2 and g3 are the waypoints in the correct vis-
iting order, for each robot. Next, we define the predi-
cates 1 as described in Table S.1, where ro,s = 1.7 and
rob = 0.5 are the radii of the obstacles and vehicles, re-
spectively, and 7 € [0, T] indicates the time at which we
evaluate the predicate.

For instance, one would like to avoid collisions be-
tween the agents at all times. This is encoded as )y,
where the [J stands for ‘always’. Mathematically, ().
translates into

min (d5°P

— 2rrob)-
t€[0,T]

Similarly, avoiding collisions with the obstacles is a de-

sired behavior that can be encoded in the formula (i, A
o, . This translates into

obss
dt

min (min(dijbsl — Tobs))-

— Tobs »
te[0,T]

Following the notation of [44], the temporal logic
form of the cost function for each robot is

(’@[191 ngz ngs) A (ﬁ (%2 \ ’(/}93) Uwgl)

A (g Utbg,) A [\ O (g, = OOy,

i=1,2,3

A /\ Dwoi N |:I'l/Jcoll A <>|:|wgg .

i=1,2

(S.1)

The Boolean operators =, V, and A stand for negation
(not), disjunction (or), and conjunction (and). The tem-
poral operators T, U, =, ), ¢, and [J stand for ‘then’,
‘until’, ‘implies’, ‘next’, ‘eventually’, and ‘always’.

31

Predicates Expression
Vg, dt < 0.05
Ygy d?? < 0.05
Ygs d?? < 0.05
Yoy dzt > rops
Yoo d7? > Tobs
Yeoll di® > 270

Table S.1
Predicates used in the TLTL formulation.

The full mathematical expression of (S.1) for robot
1 is given by

Lévp = —min <

max <min( max (min(0.05—d?* , max 0.05—d??)),
te[0,T) £e[0,¢] t 3 t

te(0,?]

max 0.05 — d§1)>,

t€[0,t]
max (min (max(0.05 —dJ*,0.05 —d}),
t€[0,T]
max 0.05 — d§1)>,
te(0,t]
in ( — (0.05 — d?2), 0.05—d?) |,
2 (o (= 005 =7, s 009 7))

min  min max ( —(0.05 — d}"),
i€{1,2,3} t€[0,T]

Cmin —(0.05— dfi)),
te[t+1,T]
. . dobsl _ d0b52 _
i (7 r = 1),
. drob -9 rob)s
o 2

max ( min (0.05 — dgs)) ) .
t€[0,7] \ic[t,T] ¢

We also add a regularization term yeg|y: — | for
promoting that the robots stay close to their target
point. The used REN is a deep neural network with
depth g = 32 layers, internal state & of dimension ¢; =
32 and activation function o(-) = tanh(-). *! For the hy-
perparameters, we set apeg = 1X 10~*. We use stochastic
gradient descent with Adam to minimize the loss func-
tion, setting a learning rate of 0.001. We optimize for
1500 epochs with a batch size of 5 trajectories.

11 See Section 5.1 for the meaning of q1, g2 and o.
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