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Abstract

This paper is concerned with the analysis of the L, (p € [1,00), p = 00) induced norms of continuous-time linear systems
where input signals are restricted to be nonnegative. This norm is referred to as the L, induced norm in this paper. It has
been shown recently that the Loy induced norm is effective for the stability analysis of nonlinear feedback systems where
the nonlinearity returns only nonnegative signals. However, the exact computation of the L2y induced norm is essentially
difficult. To get around this difficulty, in the first part of this paper, we provide a copositive-programming-based method for
the upper bound computation by capturing the nonnegativity of the input signals by copositive multipliers. In the second
part, we consider how far the Loy induced norm can be smaller than the standard Ls induced norm, and derive the uniform
infimum on the ratio of the Loy induced norm to the Ly induced norm over all linear systems including infinite-dimensional
ones. Then, for each linear system, we finally derive a computation method of the lower bounds of the Lo; induced norm
that are larger than (or equal to) the value determined by the uniform infimum. The effectiveness of the upper/lower bound
computation methods is illustrated by numerical examples.
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stability (L, stability) of dynamical systems, and also
serves as a reasonable measure for disturbance attenu-
ation. The induced norm is also particularly useful in

1 Introduction

The L, (p € [1,00), p = 00) induced norm plays an
important role in dynamical system analysis [5,20]. The
induced norm is the core in assessing the input-output
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investigating the stability of interconnected systems via
the small-gain theorem [20]. In this study, we intro-
duce the L, (p € [1,00), p = o0) induced norms for
continuous-time linear systems where input signals are
restricted to be nonnegative. This norm is referred to as
the L,y induced norm in this paper.

Recently, there has been a growing attention on con-
trol theoretic approaches for the analysis and synthesis
of optimization algorithms [21], static feedforward neu-
ral networks (NNs) [26,25,15,14,4,12], dynamical NNs
such as recurrent NNs (RNNs) [31,32], and dynamical
systems driven by NN controllers [37]. By capturing the
input-output behavior of nonlinearities in the algorithms
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or NNs via quadratic constraints, we can cast the anal-
ysis and synthesis problems into numerically tractable
semidefinite programming problems (SDPs). Along this
stream, in [10,11,24], we dealt with the stability analysis
of RNNs with activation functions being rectified linear
units (ReLUs). In particular, by focusing on the fact that
the ReLUs return only nonnegative signals, we derived
an Lo -induced-norm-based small-gain theorem [11,24].
Still, exact (or smaller upper bound) computation of the
Loy induced norm of linear systems remained to be an
outstanding issue.

This study is also motivated by recent advancement
on the study of positive systems ([1,3,35,2,27-29,8,19]).
A positive system is a system whose state variables
and/or output variables are nonnegative. This property
arises naturally in biology, network communications,
economics, and probabilistic systems, and representa-
tive linear time-invariant (LTT) positive systems include
compartmental systems. Moreover, simple LTI systems
such as integrators and first-order lags and their se-
ries/parallel connections are all positive, and these are
often employed as typical models of moving objects.
Even though their dynamics are very simple, the behav-
ior of large-scale multi-agent systems constructed from
them is complicated and deserves investigation. Still,
the system positivity allows us to employ Lyapunov
functions that are linear or quadratic and diagonal with
respect to the state, and this enables us to derive anal-
ysis and synthesis conditions that scale linearly to the
system size [3,35,27,28,8]. On the other hand, in [19],
we recognized the usefulness of the copositive multipli-
ers and the copositive programming problems (COPs)
[6] in capturing the signal nonnegativity in standard
quadratic fashion. We thus had a prospect that the
COPs can be used even for nonpositive (general) linear
system analysis in handling nonnegative signals.

On the basis of the preceding studies, in this paper, we
investigate the L, (p € [1,00), p = o0) induced norms
of continuous-time linear systems from a broad perspec-
tive. Since the upper bound of Lo induced norm is espe-
cially important in performance guarantees of dynamical
systems, we first consider its upper bound computation
problem (Problem 1). By introducing positive filters of
increased degree and employing copositive multipliers of
increased size (freedom), we derive a sequence of COPs
that generates a monotonically non-increasing sequence
of upper bounds. Furthermore, by applying an inner ap-
proximation to the copositive cone, we derive a numeri-
cally tractable sequence of SDPs. Then, we second tackle
the analysis of the uniform infimum on the ratio of the
Loy induced norm to the Ly induced norm over all lin-
ear systems including infinite-dimensional ones (Prob-
lem 2). By definition, L, induced norm is smaller than
(or equal to) the standard L, induced norm, and Prob-
lem 2 is motivated to clarify how far the L,; induced
norm can be smaller than the L, induced norm. Here we
deal with L,; induced norms for p € [1,00) and p = oo

in a unified fashion, since the underlying methodology
is independent of p. The result of Problem 2 is appli-
cable to any LTI systems to obtain their lower bounds
of the Lo, induced norm. However, for each linear sys-
tem, it is expected that we can obtain better (larger)
lower bounds than the value determined by the uni-
form infimum. Such a lower bound for the Ly, induced
norm is desirable to evaluate the accuracy of the up-
per bounds obtained for Problem 1. We therefore finally
deal with the lower bound analysis problem of the Lo
induced norm for a given linear system (Problem 3). By
reducing the lower bound analysis problem into a semi-
infinite programming problem [33], we derive a compu-
tation method that enables us to obtain lower bounds
that are larger than (or equal to) the value determined
by the uniform infimum.

A preliminary version of this paper is published in [7,9],
where the above three problems have been investigated.
The novel aspects of the present paper over [7,9] are
thoroughly summarized in Subsection 2.5, after more
accurate problem statements in Subsection 2.4.

2 Preliminaries, Motivations, and Problem Set-
tings

2.1 Notation

We use the following notation in this paper. The
set of natural numbers is denoted by N. The set
of n-dimensional real vectors (with nonnegative en-
tries) is denoted by R"™ (R’ ), and the set of n x m
real matrices (with nonnegative entries) is denoted
by R™™ (R}*™). For M € R"™ ™, we also write

M > 0 to denote M € R}™™. The set of n x n
real symmetric (positive definite) matrices is denoted
by S" (Sh,). The set of n x n Hurwitz and Metzler
matrices are denoted by H" and M", respectively,
where a matrix M € R™" is said to be Metzler if
M;; >0 (i # j). For S € S", we write S = 0 (S < 0)
to denote that S is positive (negative) semidefinite. For
wy,we € R™, we define wpax = max(wi,wy) € R™ by
Wmax,i = Max(wy ;,we,) (i =1,---,n).

2.2 Preliminaries on Signals, Norms, and Cones

For a vector v € C", we defineits l,, (p € [1,00), p = 00)
norm by

1/p

Ny
[v]p = (2} |vi|P> (p €[1,00)), |v]co ::i:rlnlz_l_xm |vs].
im

) )

For a matrix M € C**™

o0) induced norm by

,wedefineitsl, (p € [1,00), p=

| M]], = max

M €ll,00), p= .
e |U|p:1| vlp (p € [1,00), p=00)



For a continuous-time signal w : [0,00) — R™*, we
define its L, (p € [1,00), p = 00) norm by

Immr—<éwm@%ﬁ>m?@€HAML

lw]|oo := esssup |w(t)]oo-
0<t<0

For p € [1,00) and p = 0o, we also define the (standard)
L, space and the set of the nonnegative L, signals by

Ly :={w: |wll, < oo},
L,y ={w: we L, wit)>0ae. inte[0,00)}.

We also define their extended versions

Lye:={w: w; € L, V7 € [0,00)},
Lper ={w: we Ly, w(t)>0ae inte[0,00)}.

where w; is a truncation of w : [0,00) — R"* defined by

w(t) 0 <t < T,
wJﬂ:{ 0 T

For a linear operator
G: LyswwzeL, (pe[l,oo), p=0o), (1)
we define its (standard) L, induced norm by

IGllp:==  sup [12]lp-
weLy, |lwlp=1

On the other hand, we newly introduce

1Gllpt = sup [1]lp- (2)

wELps, [w]p=1

This obviously satisfies the axioms of a norm and is re-
ferred to as the L, induced norm in this paper. Due to
the restriction to nonnegative input signals, we can read-
ily see that the very basic property |G| + < |G|l (p €
[1,00), p = o0) holds.

We define the positive semidefinite cone PSD"™ C S”,
the copositive cone COP™ C S", and the nonnegative
cone NN C S™ as follows:

PSD" :={P eS": 2T Pz > 0Vz € R"},
COP™ :={PeS": zTPx>0Vz e R}},
NN :={PeS": P>0}.

The semidefinite programming problem (SDP) and the
copositive programming problem (COP) are convex op-
timization problems in which we minimize a linear ob-
jective function over the linear matrix inequality (LMI)
constraints on PSD and COP, respectively. As men-
tioned in [6], the COP is a co-NP complete problem

and hence numerically intractable in general. However,
the convex optimization problems on PSD + NN with
“+” being the Minkowski sum is essentially an SDP
and hence numerically tractable. Since PSD C PSD +
NN C COP obviously holds, we can therefore apply
an inner approximation to COP with PSD + NN and
solve a COP in a sufficient fashion. In particular, since
PSD" + NN = COP™ (n < 4) holds [6], we can solve
a COP exactly if n < 4.

2.8 Motivations: Relevance of Ly Induced Norm to
Dynamical System Analysis and Synthesis

This subsection provides two typical examples that mo-
tivate us to focus on L,y induced norms of dynamical
systems.

2.3.1 Fvaluation of Difference of Positive Systems

We first recall the definition of positive systems and re-
lated results.

Definition 1 ([13,18]) Let us consider the continuous-
time finite-dimensional LTI system G given by

z(t) = Ax Buw(t),

where A € R™™", B ¢ R"*"™ (C ¢ R"™*" and D €
R™*™  Then, the system G given by (3) is said to be
externally positive if its output is nonnegative for any
nonnegative input under zero initial state. In addition, it
is said to be internally positive if its state and output are
nonnegative for any nonnegative input and nonnegative
initial state.

Proposition 1 ([13,18]) The system G given by (3) is
externally positive if and only if its impulse response is
nonnegative. In addition, it is internally positive if and
only if A e M", B € R}, C e R and D €
RI ="

By definition, it is true that if G is internally positive
then it is externally positive. It is also well known that
if G is externally positive then ||G|l2 = ||G||24+ holds
[35,28]. This result can readily be generalized in the fol-
lowing way.

Proposition 2 Suppose G is externally positive. Then
we have |G|, = [|Glp+ (p € [1,00), p = o0).

The proof of this proposition is given in Appendix A to
make the paper self-contained.

On the basis of the above preliminaries, let us now con-
sider two externally positive systems G; and G of the
same input-output size. Here we want to evaluate the
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Fig. 1. Dynamical Systems Driven by NN Controllers (left)
and Nonlinear Feedback System Representation (right).

“difference” (or say, error) between them. This issue
typically arises in positivity-preserving model reduction
for positive systems [30,22,34]. A common and easy-to-
compute measure is the Lo induced norm (Ho, norm) of
the error system, i.e., [|G1 — G2 ||2. However, since the in-
put of positive systems are often naturally nonnegative,
it is more suitable to evaluate the difference under non-
negative inputs. This leads to the requirement to eval-
uate ||G1 — Gall2+ (or ||G1 — Gal|p+ for broader treat-
ments). It should be noted that the error system G — G2
is no longer externally positive in general even if G; and
G2 are. Therefore the computation of ||G; — G2 is
not trivial and becomes a challenging issue.

2.8.2  Stability Analysis of Dynamical Systems Driven
by Neural Network Controllers

Recently, control theoretic approaches have attracted
great attention for the analysis of static feedforward neu-
ral networks (NNs) [26,25,15,14,4,12], dynamical NNs
such as recurrent NNs [32,31,10,11,24], and dynamical
systems driven by NN controllers [37] as shown in Fig. 1
(left). Suppose there are no external signals (such as bias
signals) to the nonlinear activation functions in the NNs.
Then, the dynamical NNs and linear dynamical systems
driven by NNs can be modeled as a nonlinear feedback
system shown in Fig. 1 (right), where G is typically a sta-
ble LTT system and ® : R™ — R™ is a static nonlinear
operator representing nonlinear activation functions in
the NNs. Such modeling is useful if we are interested in
the global asymptotic stability of the origin (GAS) of the
original systems. In particular, in the case where all the
activation functions employed are rectified linear units
(ReLUs), we see that ® : R™ — R™ satisfies ||| = 1
and ® : R™ — RY, ie., ® returns only nonnegative
signals. In such a typical case, the Lo induced norm
becomes quite relevant for the stability analysis of the
nonlinear feedback system as briefly explicated below.

From the standard Lo-induced-norm-based small-gain
theorem [20], we see that the feedback system shown in
Fig. 1is (well-posed and) GAS if ||G||2 < 1. On the other
hand, by actively using the nonnegativity nature of ®, it
has been shown recently in [24] that the feedback system
is (well-posed and) GAS if ||Gll2+ < 1. As illustrated
by this concrete example, the Lo -induced-norm-based
small-gain theorem has potential abilities for the stabil-

ity analysis of feedback systems with nonnegative non-
linearities. However, exact computation of the Loy in-
duced norm is inherently difficult and this strongly mo-
tivates the current study on its upper and lower bounds
computation. The signal-nonnegativity-based analysis
of NNs can also be found at [17].

2.4 Problem Settings

This subsection poses three problems to be investigated
in this paper. Since the upper bound of Lo, induced
norm is important in guaranteeing the system perfor-
mance as illustrated in Subsection 2.3, we naturally con-
sider the next problem.

Problem 1 (Ls; Upper Bound Analysis)
For a given stable LTI system G of the form (1), find an
upper bound of |G|z that is as small as possible.

On the other hand, ||G||,+ < ||G]|, does hold for p €
[1,00) and p = oco. On this relationship, we are interested
in how far ||G||,+ can be smaller than |G|, partly from
an applied mathematics point of view. To clarify this
point, we investigate the next problem.

Problem 2 (Uniform Infimum of ||G|,+/|Gl|p)

For each p € [1,00) and p = oo, find the uniform in-
fimum on the ratio of the Loy induced norm to the Lo
induced norm defined by v, = IGllp+/1Gllp,

inf
GeGrri
which is alternatively characterized as

V; =sup{yp, € R: |G+ > 1,|Gll, VG € Guri}. (4)

Here, Gy stands for the set of stable and causal LTI
systems including infinite dimensional ones.

Remark 1 We use the terminology “uniform” since V;
is valid for any G € Guri. From (4), it is clear that
vyl Glly is a lower bound of | Gllys (p € [1,00), p = o0)
for any G € Grr1.

The result of Problem 2 is applicable to any G € G171 to
obtain a lower bound of ||G||2+. However, for each G €
Gr1, it is expected that we can obtain better (larger)
lower bounds than the value determined by the uniform
infimum. Such a lower bound for the Loy induced norm
is desirable to evaluate the accuracy of the upper bound
obtained for Problem 1. Therefore we consider the next
problem.

Problem 3 (L2 Lower Bound Analysis)

For a given stable LTI system G of the form (1), find a
lower bound of ||G||2+ that is as large as possible.

2.5 Nowvel Aspects Over [7,9]

The novel aspects of the present paper over our preceding
studies in [7,9] are summarized as follows:



(i) Problem 1 is dealt with in [7]. However, one of
the key results in [7], i.e., the construction of the
monotonically non-increasing sequence of the upper
bounds (Theorem 2 in this paper), is given with-
out any proof. The explicit proof is now given in
Section 3, thereby the proposed upper bound com-
putation method is completed for the first time in
this paper.

(ii) Problem 3 is investigated in [9]. It is nonetheless
true that the results there are restricted to be single-
input systems due to technical difficulties. In the
present paper we succeed in extending the results to
multi-input systems (Theorem 6).

(iii) The effectiveness of the upper bound computation
method for Problem 1 and the lower bound com-
putation method for Problem 3 is illustrated for
multi-input systems in Subsection 6.5. In particular,
we provide an interesting numerical example on the
evaluation of the difference of positive systems.

3 Main Results for Loy Upper Bound Analysis
Problem

3.1  Upper Bound Computation of Loy Induced Norm
by Positive Filters

Let us focus on the case where G in (1) is a finite-
dimensional LTI system given by (3) where z(0) = 0.
We assume that the system G is stable, i.e., A € H". As
noted previously, it is very clear that ||G|24+ < ||G]2,
i.e., |G|z is a trivial upper bound of ||G||2+.

For better upper bound computation of ||G||24, it is
promising to actively use the fact that the input signal
w is restricted to be nonnegative. To this end, let us in-
troduce the positive filter given by

ip(t) = Apz,(t) + Byw(t), z,(0) =0,
zp(t) = [ Iny } x,(t) + [Of}p»nw } w(t) (5)

Nw,Mp N

Gp:

where A, € H"» NM"», B, € R}"*" . It is clear that
the filter G, is internally positive from Proposition 1.

We next consider the vertical stacking of G above G,
and construct the augmented system G, given by

Ta(t) = Agzy(t) + Baw(t),
2(t) = Coua(t) + Dow(t),

Gy
Onp,n Inp Onp,nw
() = [onw,n Onony } Za(?) +{ I, ]w(t)’ (6)
x A 0 | B
Lq , 7Aa:|:0AP]7Ba~*[Bp:|7
Co:=[C On,n,],Dq:=D.

In the above augmented system G,, it is very impor-
tant to note that the output z, is nonnegative for any

nonnegative input w. By focusing on this nonnegativity
property, the next result can be obtained. The proof of
this theorem is given in Appendix B.

Theorem 1 For the LTI system G given by (3) and a
given~y > 0, we have |G||24 < 7y if there exist P, € S"+"»
and Q, € COP™ ™ such that

P,A,+ATP, +CTC, P,B,+CID,
B(TPa + DZCQ D,?Da — ’yQInw
On Np+Naw On Np+Nw .
+ || Qg | Tpretre - <0,

Np+Naw Np+nay

We note that if we do not employ (5) (i.e., if we consider
the filter-free case), the condition (7) reduces to

PA+ATP+CTC PB+CTD
BTP+DTC  DTD-+%I,, ()

0 O 1"
+ { }"”W] Q { }"”W] <0, PeS", QeCOP™.

On the basis of Theorem 1, let us consider the following
COP and SDP:

~ = inf subject to (7),
Vo= fnf v subj (7) ©
P, € S"tw Q, € COP™» e

¥, = inf ubject to

Vo= Inf, 5 subject to (7), (10)
P, € S"T . Q. € PSD™ T 4 NN T,

Then, we readily obtain ||G||s4 <7, <7, Moreover, it
is shown in [7] that, for any positive filter Gy, the cor-
responding upper bound 7, satisfies 7, < 7 < [|G]|2,
where 7 is the COP-based filter-free upper bound ob-
tained by replacing (7) in (9) with (8). Similarly, for
the SDP-based filter-free upper bound 7, we have 7, <
5 < ||G]|2- Namely, by introducing any positive filter, we
can obtain no more conservative upper bounds than the
filter-free ones. The matrix @), captures the nonnegativ-
ity of the input and filtered signals and is referred to as
the copositive multiplier.

3.2 Application to GAS Analysis of ReL U-Feedback
Systems and Relationship with IQC Conditions

Let us revisit the GAS analysis of the nonlinear feedback
system shown in Fig. 1 (right) where ® : R"* — R™ is
the (repeated) ReLU. Then, from the discussion in Sub-
sections 3.1 and 2.3.2, we can conclude that the ReLLU-
feedback system is GAS if 7, < 1 holds for some positive
filter. In this way, we can use our results for the GAS
analysis of ReLU-feedback systems. A concise illustra-
tive numerical example is included in 6.5.1.

To see the relationship between our results in 3.1 and
IQC-based stability conditions [23,36,32] in a concise



fashion, let us consider the strict inequality version of
(8) with v = 1 that is rearranged as

PA+ATP PB] [c D1 . [c D
S R A R A R

I, 0
II = Ilcop = |: 0“’ Q*In :|

On the other hand, the general IQC theory [23,36,32]
guarantees the GAS of the ReLU-feedback system if
there exist P € S}, and II € II such that (11) holds

where IT C S?™ is the set of multipliers defined by

M= {H € S - [@&)rn [Q&)] >0V e R"w} .

Here, it is obvious that IIcop € II. Namely, our results
can be regarded as a special case of the IQC-based con-
dition by employing IIcop € II. We can interpret that
IIcop € II has been obtained by focusing on the Lo-
induced norm property |®|| < 1 and the nonnegativity
property ® : R — R’ of the ReLU ®. Here, it is true
that we can employ more sophisticated multipliers by
closely working on the ReLLU-properties, and the latest
results on this issue can be found, e.g., in [12].

3.8 Concrete Construction of Positive Filters

As for the positive filter G, given by (5), we propose to
use the specific form given by

Ap=ApanN=Jan®In, € RN 7w XNt
B,=B, N =En®I,, € Ranx"m’

a1l 0 --- 0
. . 0
0O oo 1 - | (12)
JanN= 1|1 . - 0 eRVN Eyi=|1| RN
0
: P | 1

where o < 0. By increasing the degree N of the positive
filter G, given by (5) and (12), we can construct a se-
quence of COPs in the form of (9) and SDPs in the form
of (10). In the following, we denote by 7, ., x and 7, ,
the optimal values of these COPs and SDPs, respec-
tively. In addition, we denote by Aq v, Ba,n, Ca, N, and
D, n(= D) the coefficient matrices of the augmented
system G, given by (6) corresponding to the filter of de-
gree N. Then, regarding the effectiveness of employing
higher-degree positive filters in improving upper bounds,
we can obtain the next result.

Theorem 2 Let us consider the upper bounds of ||G||2+
gwen by, o, n and?y, . n that are characterized respec-
tively by (9) and (10) with the positive filter G, of the
form (5) and (12) of degree N. Then, for N1 < Na, we
have WQ,OL,NQ < Wa,a,Nl and 70,,0(,]\’2 < Wa,a,Nl .

Proof of Theorem 2: In the following, we prove

W%%Nz < 71170¢,Nl' The proof for 71170¢7Nz < 711706»1\71
follows similarly. To prove %, , n, < g.a.n,, it suf-
fices to show that 7, , y41 < Y45 holds for any N.

Furthermore, this can be verified by proving that (7)
corresponding to the filter of degree N + 1 holds with
Y =Yg,a,n € forany e > 0.

To this end, we first note from the definition of YVa,a.N
that for any € > 0 there exist P, = Py o.n € gn+Nnw
and Qq = Qa,a,N € COPWNFDnw gych that

|:Pn,,a,NAa,u,N + Ag:a,NPH,,(I,N Pa,,a,NBa,N :|
* - _(Wi,a,N + 2ia,a,N€)[nw
Cinl [Can On,(N+1) O, (N+1) T
a a n, T n, N < 0.
i {Df,zv} |:D5,N | Tvsm, | Qe [ Tvim, | =0
To proceed, define Fn := [lh, On, (N—1)n.] €

R™*Nnw  Then, there exist £1,£2 > 0 such that

On,n 0 0
x  —ealnp, — 2%FIEFN ePB, | X0
* * —&21,,

where P, € Siﬁ_ is the unique solution of the Lyapunov
equation P,A, + AZPP + Inpw = 0. By summing up the
above two inequalities and applying the Schur comple-

€
ment argument by focusing on the term ——IFJ:GFN, we

«
obtain (13) given at the top of the next page. For (13),

In On,an On,nw 0n7nw
C . 0 0 0 I
by multlplymg N T Moaw s Ny N s Naw Ny
Ny, Ny, Nnw,mw YNNw, Ny
Onw,n Onw,an Ny N ;N

from left and its transpose from right, we obtain (14)
given at the top of the next page. Here,

Pll 12
a,a, N a,a,N | ._ 11 n 22 Nn
[P12T p22 = Poa,N; Pyon €S", Py €S0,
a,o, N a,o,N

D22 . p22
PLW’N =P ~NT eaPp.

Net

Then, (14) shows that (7) corresponding to the filter of
degree N + 1 holds with v =7, , y +¢ and

11 12
Poaon 0 P

a,a, N
Py =Piany1 = 0 1ln, N € SrHN+hnw,
12T 22
a,o, N 0 Pa,a,N

— _ Onw,nw 0 (N42)n4,
Qa = Qa,a,N+1 = |: 0 Qa,cx,N:| € COP .

This completes the proof. ]

Remark 2 The introduction of dynamic positive filters
in Subsections 3.1 and 3.3 is motivated by the IQC-based
analysis using dynamic multipliers [23,536,32]. Similarly
to the dynamic multipliers in the IQC framework, the



0 0 0 w 0 M T T T
e e L A e N A e
* _(7(1,,(1,]\[ +E)2Inw 0 0 a,N 0 a,N
* * 2810[1nw N, Mz N, Nz (13)
On,(NJrl)nw O"w(NJrl)nw T
+ (N+1)n Qa,a,]\] I(N-H)nw <0.
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positive filters allow us to increase the size (freedom) of
the copositive multipliers as we can see by comparing (7)
and (8). The effectiveness of employing positive filters is
illustrated in 6.5.1 by numerical examples. It is also true
that the pole a < 0 in the positive filter (12) corresponds
to the pole of the basis functions of the dynamic multi-
pliers which should be fixed in advance. Since no general
recipe is available on its appropriate choice, we usually
need to carry out a line search over o < 0.

Remark 3 From Theorem 2, we see that we can con-
struct a monotonically non-increasing sequence of upper
bounds {7V, o.n} of [|Gllay by increasing the degree N
and solving the corresponding SDP (10). This is done
at the expense of increased computational burden. Since
we cannot theoretically prove the convergence of this se-
quence to the true value of ||G||2+, it is quite important
to obtain sharp lower bounds of ||G||2+ to ensure the ac-
curacy of the computed upper bounds.

4 Main Results for Uniform Infimum of |G||,+/||G||,

The next theorem provides our main results for Prob-
lem 2: analysis of the uniform infimum on the ratio of
the Loy induced norm to the Ly induced norm.

Theorem 3 For p € [1,00) and p = oo, the uniform

infimum v, characterized by (4) are given by

1-p
" 1-p
= p
vy, 2

(pell,o0)), vi=3. (15)

Moreover, the stable LTI system G*(s) =1 —e %% (L >
0) attains

1G"[lp+ = v5IG™ [l (p € [1,00), p = 00). (16)

The proof of this theorem is given in Appendix C. We
emphasize that, since we only rely on the linearity of the
underlying systems and the properties of the L, norms
of signals in the proof, Theorem 3 is valid even if we
extend the set Gy in Problem 2 to the set of linear,
stable, time-varying, and noncausal systems including
infinite dimensional ones.

5 Main Results for Ly; Lower Bound Analysis
Problem: Single-Input Case

1
From Theorem 3, we see that ||G||a+ > EHG”Q VG €
Gr 1. However, for each system G € Gy, it is expected
that ||G||2+ can be strictly larger than 7 |G]|2- In fact,

the main contributions of this section are as follows:

(i) For any nonzero stable finite-dimensional single-

1
input LTI system G, we prove ||G||24 > EHGHQ
For a given nonzero stable finite-dimensional single-
input LTT system G, we provide a method to com-
pute a lower bound that is strictly larger than

1
—|G]|2-
76l

(i)

We derive these results by using basics about frequency
responses of LTI systems, and reducing the lower bound
analysis problem into a semi-infinite programming prob-
lem [33]. The treatment of multi-input systems is de-
ferred to the next section. In the following, we denote
by Grr1,s1 the set of stable and single-input LTI systems
including infinite dimensional ones.

5.1 Reduction to Semi-Infinite Programming Problem

We first recall the next very basic result.



Lemma 1 ([16]) For given a,, € R (m = 0,---,N),
¢pm ER(m=1,--- ,N),w>0,T =2r/w, and T =
[—T/2,T/2], we have

N
1
/(ao—l-Zamcos mwt+q§m)> dt-a%—&—QZafn.

m=1

For a given G € Grrrisr, let us inject the nonnegative
input signal

N
wN (1) := ag+ cos(wt) + Z am, cos(mwt) (t > 0) (17)

m=2

where we assume that ag, a,, (m = 2,---, N) are cho-
sen such that wN(t) > 0 (¢t > 0). It should be noted
that, even though wiN(t) & Loy and wiN(t) € Loey,
the lower bound analysis in the following on the basis of
wN () is valid since ||G||24 is defined as the supremum
over w € Ly, in (2). If we denote by 2N the correspond-
ing steady-state output, we see from the steady-state
analysis of the frequency response and Lemma 1 that

1Gllas > ¢ fz

= fI t)2dt

7N 4y dt

JaﬁlG(O)lg *lG Jw)lz + Z ap, |G (jmw)[3

N
1 1 18
$a%+2+25 a%% (18)

m=2

N
J%%G(O)I% HIGEWB+ ) anlGlmw)l3

m=2

N
202+ 1+ Z a?,

m=2

By leaving |G(jw)|3 only in the numerator and taking
the supremum over w € [0, 00), we have

1
1G24 = ——|Gll2-
19
23 +1+ ) al, (19)
m=2

This result motivates us to consider the following semi-
infinite programming problem:

N
202 +1+ Z az, st
m=2
N (20)
Z am cos(mt) >0 (Vt € T := [—7,7]).

m=2

vy =  inf
a0,az2,* AN

wN () := ag + cos(t) +

For each vy,

1
z =||G||2 (VG € Grrisi)-
VN
In addition, since v} is monotonically non-increasing
with respect to N € N, and since v > 1 (VN € N)
holds, the sequence {y5} converges. If we define v* :=

lim ~p, we readily obtain
N—+oo

1
G2+ > \/7||GH2 VG € Gurist (21)

5.2 Effective Lower Bound Computation Methods

1
From Theorem 3, we know that ||G*||24+ = —QHG*HQ

and hence v* > 2 should hold in (21). Therefore, if we
are able to construct w(¢) such that

+ Z am cos(mt) >0 (Vt € I),
~ (22)
2a3 +1+ Z a, =

m=2

w(t) = ag + cos(t)

then this is an optimal solution for the semi-infinite pro-
gramming problem (20) in the limit case N — co. With
this fact in mind, let us consider the nonnegative signal

w*(t) := max(2 cos(t),0) (¢t > 0) (23)
whose Fourier series expansion is given by

) 2 4 & 1Pt
w*(t) = p + cos(t) + ;;—21?4_1 1) cos(2pt), (24)

see, e.g., [16]. In (20), this corresponds to the case where

* *

ay=—, a 1 (-1 as
0 ﬂ" 1)7 2p+1

=___ 7 = . (2
2p T (2p + 1)(2p 7 0 (p € N) ( 5)
From Parseval’s identity, we readily see that

20 +1+ Y a= 2L [ w2 = 2. (26)

2m T

m=2
It follows that the signal w* given by (23) satisfies the
optimality condition (22) and hence is an optimal solu-
tion for the semi-infinite programming problem (20) in

the limit case N — oo. From these results, we see that
the next result holds for any G € Gyris1:

2a2|G(0)[3 + |G(w)I3 + D |G (jmw)l3

m=2

(27)

[Gll2+ > sup
w>0

V2

This expression leads us to the next results.



Theorem 4 Suppose G € Gurisi \ {0} is finite-
dimensional where “0” stands for the zero operator.

1
Then, we have ||Glla+ > 72HG||2 In particular, if
IGll2 = |G(0)|2 holds, then ||G|l2+ = ||G]|2 holds.

Proof of Theorem 4: We consider the following three
cases: (i) |G|z is attained at the angular frequency w =
0, ie, [|Gll2 = [G(0)]2; (ii) G2 is given as [|G|

|G(]OO)|2 where G(joo) := h_)m G(jw); (iil) ||G||2 is at-

tained at w = w* € (0,0), i.e., ||Gll2 = |G(jw™)|2.
(i) Suppose ||G|l2 = |G(0)|2. Then, by letting w — 0 in

(27), we see from (26) that ||Gll2+ > |G(0)]2 = ||G]|2.
Namely, ||G|l24+ = ||G]|2 holds.

(ii) Suppose ||G|l2 = |G(joo)|2- Then, we see from (27)
and (26) that

+ (2 = 2a3%)|G(joo)[3
2= 2a2%) v 1.0906 (28)
ETOIG(J'OO)\Q ~ % |G(joo)|2 >

2a3?|G(0)]3

—|G|2-
751Gl

(iii) Suppose ||G|l2 = |G(jw™)|2 (w* € (0,00)). Then,
1

for [|G|l24+ = EHGHQ to hold, we see from (25) and

(27) that the system G should satisfy the infinitely many

interpolation constraints:

G(0) =0, G(j2pw*) =0 (p € N). (29)

This is impossible for the ﬁnite—dlmensmnal system G €

Grrist \ {0} and hence ||G||24+ > \[||G||2 [ ]

Remark 4 In Theorem 3, we have shown that the
infinite-dimensional system G*(s) = 1 — e L% (L > 0)
1
satisfies ||G*|la+ = EHG*”Q. Therefore, from the
proof of Theorem 4, the system G* should satisfy the
infinitely many interpolation constraints (29). Indeed,
1
we see that w* = T for G*, and G* does satisfy the
interpolation constraints (29) since G*(0) = 0, and

G*(j2pw”) =0 (p € N).

For a given system G € Grri g1, we finally make active
use of (27) for the lower bound computation of ||G|2+.
By truncation of the infinite series, let us define

N
2 IGO)E + GG + 3 alGUme)l} 30

m=2

uN(G) := sup

w>0 \/i

Then, it is straightforward from Theorem 4 that the next
results hold.

Theorem 5 Suppose G € Grrisi \ {0} is finite-
dimensional and define vy (G) (N € N) by (30). Then,
we have

|Gll2+ > vn(G) > —=|Gll2 (YN € N).

|
V2
In particular, vy (G) is monotonically non-decreasing
with respect to N € N, and for sufficiently large N we
1
have vy (G) > EHG”Q

We finally note that vy (G) can readily be computed by
using (25) in the way that

V2a3G(0)
R R G(s)
un (@) = |Gz, Gn(s) = Z aQG‘(2s) . (31)
a}VG‘(Ns)

6 Main Results for Ly, Lower Bound Analysis
Problem: Multi-Input Case

To see the difference between single-input and multi-
input cases, let us consider the “static” multi-input sys-
tem G := [ 1 — 1 ]. Then, we can readily see that

1
IGll2 = V2 and [|G||2+ = 1. Namely, [|G||2+ = WoANLE

holds. This example clearly shows that whole assertions
in Theorems 4 and 5 do not hold for multi-input sys-
tems in general. With this fact in mind, the goal of this
section is as follows:

(i) For any G € Grr1, we provide a method to com-
pute a lower bound that is larger than or equal to

1
—||G]|2-
NoLGL
(ii) By numerical examples on a multi-input system
G € Gr11, we show that the method can yield lower

1
bounds that are strictly larger than —||G/|2.

V2

On the size of the input and output signals in (1), we
remind w(t) € R™ and z(¢) € R"=.

6.1 The Case ||G|2 = ||G(jw")|l2 (w* € (0,00))

We first consider the case where |G||2 = ||G(jw™)]|2 (w* €
(0,00)) holds, i.e., ||G||2 is attained at the angular fre-
quency w = w* (w* € (0,00)). Suppose v € C™* is the
unit right singular vector corresponding to the maximum
singular value of G(jw*). In the following, we represent
the i-th element of v by v; = |v;]e’% (i =1,--- ,ny).



Under these notations, let us consider the nonnegative
input signal w*(t) € R" defined by

wi(t) := |v;] X max(2cos(w*t+6;),0) (i =1, ,ny).
(32)
If we define 0™ € C™ (m =0,1,2---) by
vz[m] log| ™% (i =1,--- ,ny), (33)
we see from (23), (24), (25) that
w*(t) = Re(w*(t)),
(34)

(o)
w*(t) = aav[o] + et 4 Z afnv[m]ejm”*t.

m=2

Then, if we define single-input transfer functions by

GMl(s) == G(s)v™ (m=0,1,2---), (35)
we see from the basic property of frequency response of
LTT systems that the steady state output z*(t) € R"=,
corresponding to the input w*(¢) € R™, is given by
2*(t) = Re(z*(1)),

¥ (t) = a}G O]( 0) + el (jw*)ej“*t + Z afnG[m](jan*)eﬂ”“’*t.

m=2

We also note that ||Gllz = [|G(jw*)||lz = |GM(jw*
Then, for T = 27 /w* and T = [-T/2,T/2], we have

)2

L T

IG]s >

szu*(t) “w* (t)dt

> 36
JQGBQG[O] OB +IGW )3+ > ap |G (imw*)[3 (36)
m=2
- V2
> 16 ()]s = |Gl
> 7 7
Motivated by this fact, let us define
~
2a52|GIN(0)3 + |GW (jw) 3 + D axr |G (jmw)3 (37)
m=2

un(G) == Slilt))
w

V2
Then, it is straightforward from (36) that the next re-
sults hold.

Theorem 6 Suppose G € Gy and define vy (G) (N €
N) by (37). Then, we have

1Gllas = vn(C) = —= |Gl (YN € N).

V2

10

In particular, vy (G) is monotonically non-decreasing
with respect to N € N.

Remark 5 In the single-input case (i.e., if n, = 1), it
is clear that Theorem 6 reduces to Theorem 5. This is
because if ny, = 1 then we have v!™ =1 (m =0,1,2--+)
and hence G (s) = G(s) (m = 0,1,2---) hold in (35).

6.2 The Case ||G2 = |G(0)]:

We next consider the case where |G|z = ||G(0)]|2 holds,
i.e., |G|z is attained at the angular frequency w = 0. We
cannot simply apply the method in the preceding sub-
section to w* = 0, since our underlying result, Lemma 1,
never holds for w = 0. Similarly to the single-input case,
such a discussion to take the limit w* — 0 might be plau-
sible, but we encounter a difficulty since, as shown in
(33), the method in the preceding subsection requires an
explicit representation of the unit right singular vector
corresponding to the maximum singular value of G(jw*)
(this is not the case for single-input case). On the basis
of these observations, here we first blindly follow the dis-
cussion in the preceding subsection applied to w* = 0,
and validate the obtained results directly later on.

Suppose v € R™ is the unit right singular vector cor-
responding to the maximum singular value of the ma-
trix G(0) € R™*™ . We define vy = max(v,0) and
v— = —max(—v,0). Then, we see that w* defined by
(32), corresponding to w* = 0, becomes w*(t) = 2v
where 0; (i = 1,--- ,n,) in (32) are 0 or 7. We also note
that w* given above can be rewritten as w*(t) = v+ vaps

where vaps; = |v;| (1 = 1,--+ ,ny). On the other hand,

we see that o™ (m = 0,1,2, - --) defined by (33) become
m] _ J v misodd,

v = { Vabs M 1S even. (38)

Then, the inequality (36) reduces to

&%26'( JollE + |GO)vM]F + Z ayr|G(0)o™ 3

G2t >

V2
_ %\/HG(O)H% + G (0)vans 3

where we used (25), (26), and (38). Since ||G|l2+ >
IG(0)]|2+ obviously holds, it follows that if we are able
to directly validate

IGO)ler = —=\IGOIIB +1GO)van

for G(0) € R"=*"™ then we arrive at the conclusion that
all of the results in the preceding subsection are valid
even for w* = 0. This validation is indeed possible as we
see in the next theorem.



Theorem 7 For a given M € R™™™, supposev € R™ is
the unit right singular vector corresponding to the maz-
imal singular value of M. Let us define vans € R by

Vabs,i = |vi| (i =1,---,m). Then, we have
1Ml = —=\JIM I + [Mvasnl3. (39)
- \/5 2 2

Proof of Theorem 7: Without loss of generality, we
choose (the sign of) v such that |vy|s > |v_|2 where
v4 = max(v,0) and v_ = —max(—wv,0). To prove (39),
it suffices to show that

‘Mv-i-‘? | M (v 4 Vabs) |2

v |2 B |V + Vabs|2

> =\ IMIB + [Mvas

or equivalently,

M (0 +vle = [0+ vanloIMIG + M v

Since v7vaps = | |3 — [v_|3(> 0) holds, we obtain

‘M(v""vabS)@ = ”MH§(1+2(|U+|2_ ‘U7|2))+|M”ab5|g'

On the other hand, we have

2
1
(gt + vatnbe/IMIB + 10103
1
= 5‘” + Vaps 3 (| M 13 + | Mvabs[3)
= (1 o 2 = o )M + M)

Therefore we see that

2
M(v UabS)l |V + Vabs 2 HIMH% |l‘4vab5‘%
\f

= (lo4]? = [o=P)IMI[5 = (lo+]? = [0 *)| Mvans|3
= (l4* = [o- ) (M]3 — [Mvabs|3) = 0.
This completes the proof. ]

Remark 6 From the proof of Theorem 7, we see that

|MU+|2 H
vt \f

M2+ >

Therefore, we can obtain a lower bound of ||M||2+ that

L
V2

is larger (no smaller) than

|Muvy|2/|vg ]2

|Mll2 by computing

6.3 The Case ||G|2 = ||G(0)]|2

We finally consider the case |G|z = ||G(joo)||2 where

G(joo) = lim G(jw). We assume that G(joo) €
w—r 00

R"=*" is well-defined; this is typically the case where

G is a finite-dimensional LTT system of the form (3) and
in this case we have G(joo) = D € R™=*"w,

Suppose v € R™ is the unit right singular vector cor-
responding to the maximum singular value of G(joo) €
R"=*"w We define 0™ = v (m = 0,1,2, - --) and define
GI™l(s) (m =0,1,2,---) by (35). Then, it is not hard to
see that all the results in Theorem 6 hold. In particular,
similarly to (28), we have

(2 — 2a8°)|G(joo)vl3
V2

(2-— 2(1,62) . 1.0906
>4 |G ~
= \/ﬁ ‘ (]OO)U|2 \/i

2 /*2 2
HGH2+ 2 \/ (10 ‘G(O)vlz +

G(joo)uls > %I\G\Ilz

6.4 Summary of the Lower Bound Computation

For a given G € Gy 11, we now summarize the procedure
for the lower bound computation of ||G||24.

1. If ||Gll2 = [|G(Hw™)|| (w* € [0,00)), denote by v €
C"™ (v € R™ if w* = 0) the unit right singular
vector corresponding to the maximal singular value
of G(jw*). Define v™ (m = 0,1,2---) by (33). If
IGll2 = ||G(joo)||, denote by v € R™* the unit right
singular vector corresponding to the maximal singu-
lar value of G(joo) € R™ "™ Define vI™ = v (m =
0,1,2---).

Define GI™l(s) (m =0,1,2---

~(G) defined by (37).

N

) by (35) and compute

Then, as stated in Theorem 6 , we have

|Gll24 > vn(G) > (VN € N).

TIIGHz

In particular, vx(G) is monotonically non-decreasing
with respect to N € N.

Remark 7 Sincev € C™" in general, the transfer func-
tions GI™(s) (m = 0,1,2---) in (85) have complex co-
efficients. Still, the computation of v (G) in (37) can be
done similarly to (31).



6.5 Numerical Examples

6.5.1 Loy Upper and Lower Bounds Computation

Let us consider the case where the system G in (1) is
given by (3) with

—0.88 0.32 0.72 —0.39 —0.45 —0.23 0.32 —0.44 0.14

0.00 —1.75 —0.75 —0.91 1.00 0.64 —0.01 0.30 —-0.23

A= 0.06 —0.56 —1.40 0.67 0.67 0.19 B— 0.34 —0.21 —0.02

| 0.82 0.21-0.13-195 058 056>~ ~ [=0.16 0.17 0.40(~

0.16 —0.63 0.23 0.32 -1.38 0.98 —0.27 0.27 -0.23

0.55 —0.60 0.47 0.79 0.09 —1.11 0.00 0.17 —0.27
—0.23 0.10 -0.19 0.43 —0.45 0.33 0.61 0.59 0.18

C=1| 027-031-0.27 -0.46 —0.07 0.12|, D = |0.39 —0.20 —0.62 .
—0.17 —-0.41 0.40 0.09 0.02 —0.24 0.10 —0.24 —0.19

These matrices were randomly generated. In this case,
it turned out that ||G|l2 = ||G(jw*)||2 = 1.0178 where
w* = 0.6529. We first computed upper bounds of ||G||2+
by following the method in Section 3. The filter-free
upper bound turned out to be 1.0150. Then, for the
poles of the positive filters, we tested the three cases:
a € {—1.0,—1.5,—2.0}. The results are shown in Fig. 2.
The best (least) upper bound with positive filters was
0.9911 (« = —-2.0, N 15). With these facts in
mind, we next computed vy (G), the lower bounds of
IG|l2+, by following the procedure summarized in the
preceding subsection. The results are shown in Fig. 3.
The best (largest) lower bound is 0.9698. This is in-

1
deed larger than the lower bound EHGHQ ~ 0.7197

obtained from the uniform infimum shown in Theo-
rem 3. From these upper/lower bounds together with
(0.9911 — 0.9698)/0.9911 0.0215, we can conclude
that the relative error between the upper bound 0.9911
and the true value of ||G||24 is less than 2.2%.

~
~

In Fig. 3, the improvement of vy (G) over N > 2 is not
significant. This happens in general due to the following
reasons. For N > 2, we have from (37) and (26) that

N
2a5?|GLN(0)3 + |G (w3 + D ap? |G (jmw) 3

’UN(G)2 = sup m=2
w>0 2
< up 291GV + G ) + (1 = 248?) |G
w>0 2
_ *2 2
(o + U= 2GE,
Therefore, for N > 2, we have
G 2 _ G 2 1—2 *2
on (@) — (@) (1 =2057) 947,
G113 2

This clearly shows that the improvement of vy (G) over
N > 2 is not significant in general.

Finally, suppose G in this numerical example is the LTI
system of the ReLU-feedback system shown in Fig. 1

12

1.02
—a=-1.0
1015 a=—1.5]]
—a=-20
101 | .
=
S.1.005 - ]
S
lle=
L ]
0.995 B
0.99 : :
0 5 10 15
Filter Degree N
Fig. 2. Computed Upper Bounds ?WX’N.
1 T T T
095 - -
09 B
085 1
G 08 |- 1
= lower bounds
s‘ 0.75 - B

0.7 |- B

0.65 - B

06 q

0.55 ! ! !
0 1 2 3 4

Truncation Degree N

Fig. 3. Computed Lower Bounds vy (G).

(right), and let us illustrate how we can use lower/upper
bounds of ||G|24+ for the GAS analysis. First, since
|G| = 1.0178 > 1, we cannot conclude the GAS from
the standard Ls-induced-norm-based small-gain the-
orem. On the other hand, since an easy-to-compute
lower bound of ||G|l24+ from Theorem 3 turns out to

1
be —||G
e 75lGl

1
|Glle+ < 1 (if EHG”Q > 1 then we have no need to

~
~

0.7197, it remains possible to have

resort to the upper bound computation of ||G||24 since
IGll2+ < 1 never happens). Finally, since it turns out
that [|G|l24+ < 0.9911 < 1 by the upper bound compu-
tation, we can conclude the GAS of the corresponding
ReLU-feedback system using the Loi-induced-norm-
based small-gain theorem.

6.5.2 Difference of Positive Systems

Let us consider stable and internally (and hence exter-
nally) positive systems G1, G2, G3 of the form (3) whose



coefficient matrices are

(—2.67 044 023 011 0.98 0.95 0.120.11
0.94-2.93 0.64 053 095 0.11 0.710.72

A _ | 048 098-281 021 047 02| o _ 0960388

1= 040 044 012-3.04 099 0.00|> 71~ [0.320.00]
0.19 0.80 041 0.99-222 0.30 0.790.10
| 034 082 007 074 0.31-270 0.67 0.37

o0 — [091 017 0.10 041 020 0.88) ,_ [0.620.18

1= 11.00 0.17 0.61 0.26 0.19 0.63 > ~1 = |0.66 0.63
[—1.43 0.70 0.04 0.70] [0.02 0.25]

A4, — | 049-128 049 032 o [0.78037

2= 1099 0.50-1.20 0.78|> P27 |0.410.84|
| 0.39 0.06 0.061.31] 0.48 0.88

c, — [0:240270.100.96] o~ [0.920.70

2= 10.70 0.44 0.30 0.42| * 2= |0.63 0.55| °
~1.19 0.33 0.06 0.17] [0.56 0.87]

Ao | 092157 090 042] o _ 1007075

3= 1026 0.74-1.32 0.00|> 3= {0.390.75| -
| 0.58 0.67 0.44 —1.50, 0.50 0.85 |

n — [0-240.96 0.10 0.12 ~ [0.720.98

3= 10.340.140.91 0.74| » 73 = [0.120.21] -

These matrices were randomly generated under positiv-
ity constraints. Here, we regard G, and G5 of dimension
four as reduced order models of G of dimension six. It
turned out that |G — Ga||2 = 12.43 and ||G; — G3l]2 =
15.69 and hence we could say that G5 is better than G
as a reduced order model in the standard Lo induced
norm sense. However, since G1, G2, and G3 are all pos-
itive, it is more appropriate to compare the closeness in
terms of Loy induced norm as stated in Subsection 2.3.1.
By the upper bound computation method in Section 3
and the lower bound computation method in Subsec-
tion 6.4, we obtained 12.31 < |Gy — G2||24+ < 12.37 and
11.23 < ||G1 — G3|2+ < 11.89. Therefore we are led to
the definite conclusion that G5 is better than G5 as a re-
duced order model since ||G; — G2+ < ||G1 — G2||2+-
This definite conclusion cannot be obtained unless the
proposed upper and lower bounds computation meth-
ods.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced L,4+ (p € [1,00), p = o0)
induced norms for continuous time LTT systems. We first
developed an Lo upper bound computation method
(Theorems 1 and 2), we then derived in an explicit fash-
ion the uniform infimum on the ratio of the Loy in-
duced norm to the Lo induced norm over all linear sys-
tems including infinite-dimensional ones (Theorem 3),
and finally derived an effective method to compute lower
bounds of the Loi induced norm that are better (no
smaller) than the value determined by the uniform infi-
mum (Theorems 5 and 6).

Even though we illustrated the effectiveness of the pro-
posed upper/lower bounds computation methods by nu-
merical examples, it is true that there is no theoretical
guarantees for the accuracy of these bounds. It is our
important future topic to enable the quantitative evalu-
ation of the accuracy of these bounds.
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On the other hand, as stated in Subsection 3.2, from the
IQC framework [23,36,32], the COP for the upper bound
computation of the Lo induced norm can be regarded
as a result that employs copositive multipliers capturing
the nonnegativity of the assumed nonlinearities. It is
also our future topic to clarify the effectiveness of the
copositive multipliers in static and dynamical nonlinear
system analysis from a broad perspective.
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A Proof of Proposition 2

Proof of Proposition 2: Suppose G is externally pos-
itive. For w € L, with ||w||, = 1, let us define wi,w_ €
L+ such that w = wy —w_ by w4 (t) = max(w(t),0,),
w_(t) = max(—w(t),0,) (t € [0,00)). Then, for p €
[1,00) and p = 0o, we have

1Gwll, =

AN

G
Gw +w )l
G||p+Hw+ + w—”p
G||p+

where we used the external positivity of G in deriving
the first inequality. The above inequality clearly shows
IGllp < ||Gllp+- Then, since |G|, > [|G|p+ trivially
holds, we came to the conclusion |G|, = ||G||p+- ]

B Proof of Theorem 1

For the proof of Theorem 1, we need the next lemma.

Lemma 2 [7] Suppose P, € S"™"» satisfies (7) with
Qa € COP™ ™ Then, we have

P, e {P+ [0" 07}5%] . PePSD™™, P, e COP"P} .
p

Onp,n

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1: For the augmented system G,
we consider the trajectory of its state x, for the input
w € Loy with [|w]|2 = 1. From (7), we readily see

2a(®)]" [PuAy + ATP, + CTC, P,B, +CTD,] [2a(t)
U}(t) BZPa + Dgca DZDa - ’YQIn“, w(t)

+ {955((3 } Q. [fé’((tt))} <0 (w20



From this inequality and (6), we have

dt( a() an(t)) 2(t)" 2(t) —
t

)" v w(t) w(t)
+2p(t)T Qazp(t) < 0 (Vt > 0).

By integration over [0, 7], we arrive at

/

2o(T)" Py (T

+ / ST Quap(t)dt < 0 (4T > 0),

Since Q, € COP™ ™™ and 2, € Loy, we first note that

/ (T Qua ()t > 0 (VT > 0).
0

On the other hand, since z, is nonnegative in z,(=
[ 2T :cz; 17), we see from Lemma 2 that

2a(T) Puxo(T) >0 (VT > 0).

With these facts in mind, we take the limit 7" — oo in
(B.1) and obtain

/0 z(t)" 2(t) dt — /0 w(t) w(t) dt <O0.

This clearly shows ||z]|3 < 7?||w||2 = *. To summarize,
we arrive at the conclusion that

[Glla+ = sup  lz]l2 < 7.
wELay,[lwl2=1
This completes the proof. [ ]

C Proof of Theorem 3

We start from showing the next result.

Lemma 3 For the uniform infimumv, (p € [1,00), p =
o0) characterized by (4), we have

P> 27 (pelloo), > (C.1)

m\»—A

For the proof of this lemma, the next result is useful.

Lemma 4 Forp € [1,00), suppose x1, 22 € Ry satisfies
¥ + a8 = 1. Then we have

w1+ a0 <257 (C.2)
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Proof of Lemma 4: The function f(z) = 2P (p €
[1,00)) is convex for z € R,. Therefore we have

1+ o p<m117+$§:1
2 - 2 2

It follows that (C.2) holds. ]

Proof of Lemma 3: For w € L, with |w|, = 1, let
us define wy,w_ € Lpy such that w = wy — w_ by
w4 (t) = max(w(t),0y,), w_(t) = max(—w(¢),0,) (t €
[0,00)). Then, for p € [1, 00), we have

1Gwll, = [|G(wy —w-)llp
= [|Guy = Gu_|,
< [Guy |, + |G|, (C.3)
< 1G]yl + G oIl
= [1Gllp+ (lwllp + llw—]lp)-
Here, from [[w ||} + [|w_||b = ||w||} = 1 and Lemma 4,
we have

p—1
[w+llp + -l < 277

From this inequality and (C.3), we obtain

pP—_-2
sup - [|Gullp < [|G]lp+277

wELp, [|wlp=1

or equivalently, |G||, < ||G ||p+2p771. This clearly shows

that 1} > 27" (p € [1,00)).

Similarly, for w € Lo, with ||w||e = 1, we have

[Gulloc < [|Gui oo + |G- |ls
< |Glloot wlloo + [[Glloo+ w—loo
> 1Gloot- (1w floo + [l [o0)

oo+
From this inequality, we readily obtain

sup [Gwlloe < 2[|Gfoot

WE Lo, ||w]e=1
or equivalently, |G|lcc < 2||G||p+. This clearly shows

> . [
Oo_2

We next prove that (16) holds. To this end, the next
result is useful.

Lemma 5 For wy,ws € Ly, we have

lwr — wally < (Junll2 + wsll2)? (p € [1,00),
w1 — w2 oo < max([wy oo, [t2]]oc).

(C.4)



Proof of Lemma 5: Let us define wyax € Lyt by

Winax (t) 1= max(wy (t), ws(t)) (t € [0, 00)).

Then, it is clear that

w1 = welp < [[wmaxllp (p € [1,00)),
||w1 - w2||oo S meax |oo

On the other hand, from the definition of the L, norm
of signals, it is clear that

[wa[p + lwell} (p € [1,00)),

||wmaX||£
max([|wi]|oe + [[1w2]o0)-

ININA

|Wmax|[ oo
It follows that (C.4) holds. ]
We now move on to the proof (16).
Proof of (16): We first prove that

1G™]lp =2 (p € [1,00), p = 0). (C.5)
To this end, note that

IG* 1y < Itllp + lle™ I, =2 (p € [1,00), p = c0).

(C.6)
To prove
1G*lp > 2 (p € [1,00), p=oc0), (1)
let us consider the input signal wy € L, (p € [1,00), p =

00) defined by

0 t<o,
. )1 2mL<t<(2m+1)L,
W)=Y 21 @m 4 DL <t <20m ¥ 1L,
0 ONL <t

where N € Nand m =0,-- -,
sponding output zj € L, (p €
system G* is given by

N — 1. Then, the corre-
[1,00), p = o0) of the

0 t<0,
1 0<t<L,
() =< 2wy L<t<2NL,
1 2NL<t< (N+1)L
0 2N +1)L <t

For the signals wi, 2y € L, (p € [1,00), p = o), we

readily see that

1 *
lwyllp = 2NL)7, [wylleo =1,

1
28 llp = (N = 1)L2P +2L) 7, ||z} [lec = 2.

From these results, it is obvious that ||G*||« > 2. In
addition, by letting N — oo, we see ||G*||, > 2 (p €
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[1,00)). It follows that (C.7) holds. From (C.6) and
(C.7), we can readily conclude that (C.5) holds.

We are now in a right position to to prove (16). To this
end, let us consider any nonnegative input signal w €
Lyt (p € [1,00), p = 00) with ||w||, = 1 for G*. If we
define wy, € Lpy (p € [1,00), p = o0) with [Jwg|, =1
by

0 0 <L,
wL(t):{ w(t — L) LSS

we see that the output z corresponding to the input w
is given by z = w — wr. By applying Lemma 5, we have

1
[2llp <27, [[2]lc < 1.
Namely, for any nonnegative signal w € L,. (p €

[1,00), p = o0) with [Jw||, = 1, the above inequalities
hold. These results, together with, (C.5) lead us to

G Iy <27 = 27" Gllp = w3 |Gl (0 € [1,00)),
1G* oot < 1= 311Gl = VEIGlloc-

(C.8)
It follows from (C.1) and (C.8) that (16) holds. ]

We are now ready to prove Theorem 3.

Proof of Theorem 3: Since we have verified (C.1) and
(16), Theorem 3 has been validated. ]



