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Abstract—In this paper, we propose a distributed computing
approach to solving large-scale robust stability problemson
the simplex. Our approach is to formulate the robust stabilty
problem as an optimization problem with polynomial variables
and polynomial inequality constraints. We use Polya’s theem
to convert the polynomial optimization problem to a set of
highly structured Linear Matrix Inequalities (LMIs). We th en
use a slight modification of a common interior-point primal-
dual algorithm to solve the structured LMI constraints. This
yields a set of extremely large yet structured computationsWe
then map the structure of the computations to a decentralizé
computing environment consisting of independent processg
nodes with a structured adjacency matrix. The result is an
algorithm which can solve the robust stability problem with the
same per-core complexity as the deterministic stability poblem
with a conservatism which is only a function of the number
of processors available. Numerical tests on cluster compeits
and supercomputers demonstrate the ability of the algoritim
to efficiently utilize hundreds and potentially thousands & pro-
cessors and analyze systems with 100+ dimensional stateasp.
The proposed algorithms can be extended to perform stabilit
analysis of nonlinear systems and robust controller synthss.

Index Terms—Robust stability, Polynomial
Large-scale systems, Decentralized computing

optimization,

I. INTRODUCTION

stability and control of systems with uncertainty has been
widely studied. See, e.g. the texts [2], [3]} [4]] [5]. Howeeyva
limitation of existing computational methods for analyaisd
control of systems with uncertainty is high complexity. Fhi
is a consequence of fact that the problem of robust stability
of systems with parametric uncertainty is known to be NP-
hard [6], [#]. The result is that for systems with parametric
uncertainty and with hundreds of states, existing algorgh
will fail with the primary point of failure usually being l&c

of unallocated memory.

In this paper, we seek to distribute the computation laieral
over an array of processors within the context of existingco
putational resources. Specifically, we seek to utilize telus
computing, supercomputing and Graphics Processing Unit
(GPU)-computing architectures. When designing algorghm
to run in a parallel computing environment, one must both
synchronize computational tasks among the processorg whil
minimizing communication overhead among the processors.
This can be difficult, as each architecture has a specific
communication graph. we account for communication by ex-
plicitly modeling the required communication graph betwee
processors. This communication graph is then mapped to the
processor architecture using the Message-Passing lcgerfa

HIS paper addresses the problem of stability of IargéM_PI) [8]. While there are many algorithms for ro_bust st_a-
T scale systems with several unknown parameters. C&HIJ'Fy analy_5|_s and control of linear systgms, ours is thet fir
trol system theory when applied in practical situationsft Which explicitly accounts for the processing architectarthe
involves the use of large state-space models, typically df&'€rging multi-core computing environment.
to inherent complexity of the system, the interconnectibn o OUr approach to robust stability is based on the well-
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subsystems, or the reduction of an infinite-dimensional2

p established use of parameter-dependent Quadratic-In-The

model to a finite-dimensional approximation. One approadet® (QITS) Lyapunov functions. The use of parameter-

to dealing with such large scale models has been to (eP

endent Lyapunov QITS functions eliminates the conserva

model reduction techniques such as balanced truncation ity @ssociated with e.g. quadratic stability [9], at st of
However, the use of model reduction techniques are rgdUiring some restriction on the rate of parameter vaat

necessarily robust and can result in arbitrarily largerstrin
addition to large state-space, practical problems ofteriaio
uncertainty in the model due to modeling errors, linearmat

or fluctuation in the operating conditions. The problem cﬁ
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Specifically, our QITS Lyapunov variables are polynomials i
the vector of uncertain parameters. This is a generalizatio
of the use of QITS Lyapunov functions with affine parameter
ependence as in_[10] and expanded in, e.g. [11], [12], [13],
[14]. The use of polynomial QITS Lyapunov variables can
be motivated by[[15], wherein it is shown that any feasible
parameter-dependent LMI with parameters inside a compact
set has a polynomial solution or [16] wherein it is shown that
local stability of a nonlinear vector field implies the egiste

of a polynomial Lyapunov function.

There are several results which use polynomial QITS Lya-
punov functions to prove robust stability. In most cases, th
stability problem is reduced to the general problem of opti-
mization of polynomial variables subject to LMI constraint
an NP-hard probleni [17]. To avoid NP-hardness, the polyno-
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mial optimization problem is usually solved in an asympmtotiwas used in[[33],[[34],[[35] to reduce the complexity of
manner by posing a sequence of sufficient conditions tfe linear algebra calculations. Generalized approachéset
increasing accuracy and decreasing conservatism. For-exaise of sparsity in SDP algorithms can be found [in] [34].
ple, building on the result in_[15]/ [18] provides a sequend@roebner basis techniqués [36], [37] have been used by [33]
of increasingly precise LMI conditions for robust stalyilit to simplify the formulation of the SDPs associated with the
analysis of linear systems with affine dependency on uricert®&0OS decomposition problems.
parameters on the complex unit ball. Necessary and sufficienThe paper is organized around two independent problems:
stability conditions for linear systems with one uncertaigetting up the sequence of structured SDPs associated with
parameter are derived in_[19], providing an explicit boungolya’s theorem and solving them. Note that the problem of
on the degree of the polynomial-type Lyapunov functiorjecentralizing the set-up algorithm is significant in that f
The result is extended to multi-parameter-dependent fingarge-scale systems, the instantiation of the problem meay b
systems in[[20]. Another important approach to optimizatiobeyond the memory and computational capacity of a single
of polynomials is the Sum of Squares (SOS) methodologyocessing node. For the set-up problem, the algorithm that
which replaces the polynomial positivity constraint withet we propose has no centralized memory or computational
constraint that the polynomial admits a representation asreqjuirements whatsoever. Furthermore, if a sufficient rermb
sum of squares of polynomials [21], [22], [23], [24]. A veisi of processors are available, the number of messages does
of this theorem for polynomials with matrix coefficients camot change with the size of the state-space or the number
be found in [23]. While we have worked extensively withof Polya’s iterations. In addition, the ideal communicatio
the SOS methodology, we have not, as of yet, been abled@hitecture for the set-up algorithm does not correspond
adapt algorithms for solving the resulting LMI conditiors tto the communication structure of GPU computing or su-
a parallel-computing environment. Finally, there haverbegercomputing. In the second problem, we propose a vari-
several results in recent years on the use of Polya’s thetwenant of a standard SDP primal-dual algorithm and map the
solve polynomial optimization problems [25] on the simplexcomputational, memory and communication requirements to
An extension of the Polya’s theorem for uncertain pararsetes parallel computing environment. Unlike the set-up algo-
on the multisimplex or hypercube can be found[in! [26]. Théthm, the primal-dual algorithm does have a small central-
approach presented in this paper is an extension of the usézeti component corresponding to the update of the set of
Polya’s theorem for solving polynomial optimization preiiis dual variables. However, we have structured the algoritbm s
in a parallel computing environment. that the size of this dual computation is solely a function
The goal of this project is to create algorithms whiclaf the degree of the polynomial QITS Lyapunov function
explicitty map computation, communication and storage tnd does not depend on the number of Polya’s iterations,
existing parallel processing architectures. This goal @&im meaning that the sequence of algorithms has fixed cenigalize
vated by the failure of existing general-purpose Semi-Dtefin computational and communication complexity. In addition,
Programming (SDP) solvers to efficiently utilize platformshere is no communication between processors, which means
for large-scale computation. Specifically, it is well-ddished that the algorithm is well suited to most parallel computing
that linear programming and semi-definite programming bo#ftchitectures. A graph representation of the communigatio
belong to the complexity class P-Complete, also known as thgchitecture of both the set-up and SDP algorithms has also
class of inherently sequential problems. Although thereehabeen provided in the relevant sections.
been several attempts to map certain SDP solvers to a parallecombming the set-up and SDP components and testing
computing environment [27], [28], certain critical ste@not the result of both in cluster computing environments, we
be distributed. The result is that as the number of processgemonstrate the capability of robust analysis and contfol o
increases, certain bottleneck computations dominateliriga systems with 100+ states and several uncertain parameters.
a saturation in computational speed of these solvers (A®pecifically, we ran a series of numerical experiments using
dahl's law [29]). We avoid these bottleneck computationd ar |ocal Linux cluster and the Blue Gene supercomputer (with
communications by exploiting the particular structure lo¢ t 200 processor allocation). First, we applied the algoritom
LMI conditions associated with Polya’s theorem. Note ti@t, 5 current problem in robust stability analysis of magnetic
principle, a perfectly designed general-purpose SDP #lgor confinement fusion using a discretized PDE model. Next, we
could identify the structure of the SDP, as we have, and m@Ramine the accuracy of the algorithm as Polya’s iterations
the communication, computation and memory constraints #Pogress and compare this accuracy with the SOS approach.
the parallel architecture. Indeed, there has been a gredt dge show that unlike the general-purpose parallel SDP solver
of research on creating programming languages which attergfppaARA [28], the speed-up - the increase in processing
to do just this[[30], [[31]. However, at present such langsaggpeed per additional processor - of our algorithm shows no
are mostly theoretical and have certainly not been incatedr evidence of saturation. Finally, we calculate the envetifibe
into existing SDP solvers. algorithm on the Linux cluster in terms of the maximum state-

In addition to parallel SDP solvers, there have been sorggace dimension, number of processors and Polya’s itamtio
efforts to exploit structure in certain polynomial optiraiion

algorithms to reducing the size and complexity of the réasglt NOTATION
LMI's. For example, in [[32] symmetry was used to reduce We represent—variate monomials ag” = Hlizlazi,
the size of the SDP variables. Specific sparsity structunherea € R! is the vector of variables angl € N! is the



vector of exponents angji: v; = d is the degree of the is a homogeneous polynomial agi= A; C R! whereA, is
monomial. We defindV, := {y e Nl : 3! 5, = d} as the the unit simplex, i.e.,
totally ordered set of the exponents bfvariate monomials l
of degreed, where the ordering is lexicographic. In lexico- A = {a € Rl,Zai =1l,a; > 0} . @)
graphical orderingy € W, precedes; € Wy, if the left most i=1
non-zero entry ofy — 7 is positive. The lexicographical index|f 4(q) is not homogeneous, we can obtain an equivalent
of everyy € W, can be calculated using the mép: N' — N homogeneous representation in the following manner. Ssgpo
defined as([38] A(a) is a non-homogeneous polynomial withe 4, is of

-1 v j—1 degreed, and hasN, monomials with non-zero coefficients.

(y) = ZZf(l —Gd+1=) - z) +1, (1) DefineD = (da,, - ,day,), Whered,, is the degree of the

k=1 i*" monomial of A(«) according to lexicographical ordering.
Now define the polynomiaB(«) as per the following.

j=1i=1

where as in[[39]

1) Let B = A.
0 for =0 2) Fori = 1,---,N,, multiply the * monomial
fl,d) = <l+d—1> _@H=Dt s ) of B(a), according to lexicographical ordering, by
-1 a0 =) :

, do—da,
(Zj:l aj) .

Then, sinceZé.:1 a; =1, B(a) = A(a) for all « € A; and
hence all properties aof(t) = A(«)xz(t) are retained by the
homogeneous systeir(t) = B(«a)x(t).

is the cardinality ofi?/, i.e., the number of—variate monomi-
als of degreel. For convenience, we also define the index of
monomiala” to be (v). We represent—variate homogeneous
polynomials of degreé, as

1) Example: Construction of the homogeneous system
P(a)= > Pya, 3 i(t) = Bl)z(t).
1EWa, Consider the non-homogeneous polynomiél) = Ca? +

where P,y € R"*" is the matrix coefficient of the monomial §a2u+_EO‘3h+ Z;; of degreilda :hz' r:/vhere [0‘1’0‘2’0‘3]I < |
a”. We denote the element corresponding to #fferow and =3 sing the above procedure, the homogeneous polynomia

4" column of matrix4 as[A]; ;. The subspace of symmetricB(O‘) can be constructed as

matrices inR™*™ is denoted bys". We define a basis fd3"” B(a) = Ca? + Dag(a1 + as + as) + Bas(ay + as + as3)

as + F(ar +az+a3)* = (C+ F)aj + (D +2F) ajas
1 ifi=j=k Y —
[Ekli; = i , fork<n and 1 By
0 otherwise +(E+2F) aras + (D + F) o3 + (D + E + 2F) asas
[Exlij = [Frlij + [Fk]%, for k > n, 4) Bs By Bs
+(E+F)oj = By, 8
where _ ( ) a3 ;v 2% (8)
B L Hi=i 1=k © P TEWs
M50 otherwise The following is a stability condition [25] for Systerfil (6).

Note that this choice of basis is arbitrary - any other basisTheorem L:System () is stable if and only if there exists

could be used. However, any change in basis would requ?réjmynomlal matrixP(e) such thatP(a) »- 0 and

modifications to the formulae defined in this paper. The AT () P(a) + P(a)A(a) < 0 9
canonical basis foilR™ is denoted bye; for i = 1,--- ,n,
ith forall o € A;.

A similar condition also holds for discrete-time linear sys
tems. The conditions associated with Theofédm 1 are infinite-
dimensional LMIs, meaning they must hold at infinite number
of points. Such problems are known to be NP-hard [17]. In
this paper we derive a sequence of polynomial-time algmsth
such that their outputs converge to the solution of the itgini
dimensional LMI. Key to this result is Polya’s Theorem [40].

wheree; = [0...0/1\0...0]. The vector with all entries equal
to one is denoted by. The trace ofd € R"*" is denoted by
tr(A) = >, [A]; ;. The block-diagonal matrix with diagonal
blocks X3, --- , X,,, € R"*" is denoted dia@X, - , X,,) €
Rmnmxmn or occasionally as didd;|!”,) € R™*™", The
identity and zero matrices are denoted hy € R"*™ and

nxn
On € RZE. A variation of this theorem for matrices is given as follows.
Theorem 2: (Polya’s Theorem)he homogeneous polyno-
Il. PRELIMINARIES mial F(a) = 0 for all a € A, if and only if for all sufficiently
Consider the linear system larged,

d
z(t) = A(a)z(t), (6) <ZI: ai> F(a) (10)
i=1

whereA(a) € R™*" anda € @ C R is a vector of uncertain
parameters. In this paper, we consider the case wHéng has all positive definite coefficients.



Upper bounds for Polya’s exponedt can be found as g and H terms are calculated, we consider a simple example.
in [41]. However, these bounds are based on the propertiedoécise formulae for these terms will follow the example.

Fand are_difficult to determine a priori. In this paper, we show 1) Example: Calculating thg and H coefficients.

Fhat appllylng Po_lya’s. Theorem to thg robust stapmty pgnto] ConsiderA(a) = Aja1 + Asas and P(a) = Pras + Peas.
ie., thg |nequal!t!es in Theoreﬁ_i_l y|eId_s a semi-definite- prBy expanding Equatiori(11) fat, — 1 we have

gramming condition with an efficiently distributable struie.

This is discussed in the following section. (a1 + a2)P(a) = Pia? + (Py + Py)ajas + Poa2.  (17)

I1l. PROBLEM SET-UP The B,y terms are then extracted as
In this section, we show how Polya’s theorem can be useéijl — 1, Bo1 =0, Bro=1, fon=1, By =0, fogy=1.

to determine the robust stability of an uncertain systemgisi (18)
linear matrix inequalities with a distributable structure Next, by expanding Equatiofi{112) fak — 1 we have

A. Polya’s Algorithm (a1 + az) (AT (@) P(@) + P(a)A(a)) = (A] P + P1Ay) of
We consider the stability of the system described by Equa- (A{ Py + P A + AJ Py + PlAs + AT Py + P2 A1) aias
tion (E) We are interested in findin.gl%(a) Which,satisfies the (ATPy + PrAy + AT Py + PyAy + AL Py + PyAs) aral
conditions of Theoreri]1. According to Polya’s theorem, the AT P, + PoAs) o 19
constraints of Theorefd 1 are satisfied if for some sufficjlentlJr (A2 P2 + P2 Az) . (19)

larged; anddy, the polynomials The Hy,, () terms are then extracted as

! d1
<Z ai> P(a) and (11) Hiy1=A1, Hy1 =0, Hio=A1+A Hyp= A,
i=1 Hy3=Ay, Hys=A1+ Az, Hi4=0, Hyy= A5 (20)

! da .
2) General FormulaThe {3, } can be formally defined
T Y
B (Z O‘l’) (AT (@)P(a) + P@)A(a))  (12) recyrsively as follows. Let the initial values fat () be
=t defined as
have all positive definite coefficients.

Let P(«) be a homogeneous polynomial of degdgevhich 5(0) _ {1 if h=r~ fory € Wy, andh € Wi, .

can be represented as (M0 710 otherwise
(21)
— 2
Pla) = Z Pya’, (13) Then, iterating fori = 1,...d;, we let
’YGde
where the coefficients®.,, € S” and where we recall that 5§2)>_,<7> =Y 552}1()%» for v € Wy, +; andh € Wy, .
Wy, = {7 eN Y 4= dp} is the set of the exponents AEW 22)

of all [-variate monomials of degreé,. Since A(a) is a Finally, we set{ By (n} = {5% <7>}_ To obtain{Hy ()},
homogeneous polynomial of degrdg, we can write it as set the initial values as ’

Ale) = Z Apya’, (14) Hfgg ) = E Ay fory € Wy, 14, andh € Wy, .
cWw, Y pT0a P
v da AEW 4, :A+h=y
where the coefficientsi(,, € R™*". By substituting [(I8) (23)

and [T3) into[(T1) and(12) and defining, as the degree of Then, itérating fori =1,...dz, we let

P(a)A(w), the conditions of Theoreil 2 can be represented ;) (i-1)
?1<h>7<w> =2 A fory € Wa,,+; andh € Wy, .

in the form (Y (=)
AeW, (24)
Z Biny, Py = 0; v € Wa,pa, @and — (15) ]
heWy, ’ Finally, set{H ) ()} = {H{, .}

For the case of large-scale systems, computing and storing
Z (H<T,1>,<7>P<h>+P<h>H<h>7<v>) <0; v € Waptdo- (16) {Bny,(vy} and {Hpy 1y} is a significant challenge due to
hEWa,, the number of these coefficients. Specifically, the number of
ferms increases withh (number of uncertain parameters in
system([(6)).d, (degree ofP(«)), d,. (degree ofP(a)A(w))
anddy, ds (Polya’s exponents) as follows.

Here 34,y is defined to be the scalar coefficient whic
multiplies Py, in the (y)-th monomial of the homoge-
d
neous polynomia(zi:1 ai) ' P(a) using the lexicograph-
ical ordering. LikewiseH y, (,, € R™*" is the term which
left or right multiplies Py, in the (y)-th monomial of

3) Number of3 (,, coefficients:For givenl,d, andd;,
sinceh € Wy, andy € Wy, 1q4,, the number of3, (-

. ds _ . coefficients is the product of, := cardW,,) and L :=
(Zizl Oéi) (AT (a)P(a) + P(a)A()) using the lexico- card Wy, +4,). Recall that car@i?,,) is the number of all-
graphical ordering. For an intuitive explanation as to hbese variate monomials of degrek, and can be calculated usirig (2)
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Fig. 1. Number of3 ), (y and Hy ¢y coefficients vs. the number of uncertain parameters foewifft Polya’s exponents and fdp = do = 2

6
= 10 ‘ —————a
as follows. 2 10 o x
0 for 1 =0 % 104 | —A— d,=d,=10,n=1 ,A’A
- g 10 f--e- d1:d2:1.n:10 -
Lo = f(l, dp) = dp +1-1 (dp +1— 1)! @ 100 || - & - dy7¢,7100=10 K
=S a T for 1> 0. T, || —o— d,=a,7Ln=100 A
-1 dyl (1 —1)! 8 10" { _p_d =d,=10n=100 Lo
(25) 113 - o - d,=0,=1,n=1000 a7
Likewise, cardWg,q,), i.€., the number of all—variate § 100 |- - 4on=1000-7 Lon”
[caB

monomials of degreé, +d; is calculated using{2) as follows.

2 0%
L=f(l,dy+d)= B
Ie)
0 for =0 3 1074
dy+di+1-1 (dp +di+1-1)! (26) E
= for 1 > 0. a
( -1 ) (dp + ) — 1) ~ 2 101
The number o coefficients isLg - L. 5 o ‘ ‘ e
Bow.n 0 2 107 2 3 4 5 6 7 80910

4) Number ofH 4 (., coefficients:For givenl, d,, d, and Number of uncertain parameters |

ds, sinceh € de and7 c deaerw the number OfH(hMV) Fig. 2t _ Memor); req?ireg_ﬁto s‘;org anddlj coszicier;ts vs. number of
coefficients is the product of, := card W, ) and M := Unceran parameters, for differedi, d> anddy = da =
cardWg,,+d4,). By using [2), we have

M= f(l,dpg + d2) = B. SDP Problem Elements
0 for 1=0 A semi-definite programming problem can be stated either
dpo +do+1—1 (dpo +do+1—1)! in primal or dual format. GiverC' € S™, a € RX andB; €
: = for 1>0.  §m theprimal problem is of the f
-1 (dpa + d2)!(I — 1) , the primal problem is of the form
(27)

max tr(CX)
The number off{ .,y coefficients isLq - M. X
The number of (y and Hy ) coefficients and the subjectto a — B(X) =0
required memory to store these coefficients are shown in
Figs.[d and® in terms of the number of uncertain paraméters X =0, (28)
and for different Polya’s exponents. In all casgs= d, = 2. \yhere the linear operatds : S™ — RX is defined as
It is observed from Fid.]2 that, even for smajl andd,,, the .
required memory is in the Terabyte range[In[38], we profos#(X) = [ tr(B1X) tr(B:X) - tr(BxX) | . (29)
a decentralized computing approach to the calculation of m . . . .
{Buy.(y} on large cluster computers. In the present WOI‘RS),( € S™ is the primal variable. Given a primal SDP, the

we extend this method to the calculation off ;) (,y} and associatediual problem is

the SDP elements which will be discussed in the following min 'y
section. We express the LMIs associated with conditibnk (15 v.Z
and [I16) as an SDP in both primal and dual forms. We also subjectto BT(y) — C = Z

discuss the structure of the primal and dual SDP variablds an
the constraints. Z=0,yeRE, (30)



where BT : RX — S™ is the transpose operator and is give. Parallel Set-up Algorithm

by . In this section, we propose a decentralized, iterative al-
T\ gorithm for calculating the terms3u,y 3}, {Hny (v}
B <y>—Z%Bz‘ B ¢ and B, as defined in [(22), [(24), [(B2) and_{34).

=1 The algorithm has been implemented in C++, using

and wherey € RX and Z € S™ are the dual variables. TheMPI (Message Passing Interface) and is available at:
element”, B; anda of the SDP problem associated with thevww.sites.google.com/a/asu.edu/kamyar/software. Vesgmt
LMIs in (I5) and [I6) are defined as follows. We define then abridged description of this algorithm in Algorithmh 1,

elementC as wherein N is the number of available processors.
_ Note that we have only addressed the problem of robust
C :=diagC1,---CL,Crt1, - Crym), (32)  stability analysis, using the polynomial inequality
where P(a) = 0,AT(a)P(a) + P(a)A(a) < 0
dy! . . . )
o 51, - (Zhewdp Biny.i ﬁ) , 1<i<L forae A_l. However, we can generalize the decentrallzeq _s_et
i 0 [l <i<LilM up algorithm to consider a more general class of feasibility
™ tlsis b (3é) problems, i.e.,
where recall thatL = cardWg,1q,) is the number of ~N

> (Ai(@) X (@)Bi(a) + BT ()X ()47 () + Ria)) <0

=1
o s (41)
the number of monomials i Zi:_l ;) Pla)A(a), where 5, ¢ A, One motivation behind the development of such
n is the dimension of systern|(6)js the number of uncertain generalized set-up algorithm is that the parameter-dessend
parameters and is a small positive parameter. versions of the LMIs associated witH, and H,, synthesis
Fori=1,---, K, defineB; elements as problems in[[42],[[4B] can be formulated in the form bf41).

B, :=diagB; 1, - Bir,Bi,r+1, - Bi,L+M), (34)

d
monomials in (Zﬁzl ai) "Pa), M = cardW,,, 4,) is

D. Set-up algorithm: Complexity Analysis
where K is the number of dual variables in (30) and is equal Since checking the positive definiteness of all represen-
to the product of the number of upper-triangular elements {tives of a square matrix with parameters on proper real
eachP, € S" (the coefficients inP(a)) and the number of intervals is intractable [7], the question of feasibiliti @) is
coefficients inP(«) (i.e. the cardinality ofiV;,). Since there also intractable. To solve the problem of inherent intriaiditst
d,+1—1 -~ . i i
are f(I,d,) = < p T ) coefficients inP(a) and each we establish a trade off between accuracy_and complex_|ty.
\ -1 In fact, we develop a sequence of decentralized polynomial-
coefficient hagV := %n(n—l— 1) upper-triangular elements, wetime algorithms whose solutions converge to the exactismlut

find of the NP-hard problem. In other words, the translation of a
K = M V. (35) polynomial optimization problem to an LMI problem is the
dp!(l = 1)! main source of complexity. This high complexity is unavoid-
To define theB; ; blocks, first we define the functiob,, : able and, in fact, is the reason we seek parallel algorithms.
7K _y gnxn 7 Algorithm [I distributes the computation and storage of

i {Bny, v} and {Hy v} among the processors and their
N dedicated memories, respectively. In an ideal case, wiere t
Viny (2) = ZEj Ty Nmy—1y foral heWs, (36) number of available processors is sufficiently large (eqaal
J=1 the number of monomials iP(a)A(«), i.e. M) only one
which maps each variable to a basis matklx, where recall Mmonomial Co 0f ), (,) and Lo of Hpy,()) are assigned to
that E; is the basis foiS™. Note that a different choice of €aCh processor.

basis would require a different functiori,,. Then fori = 1) Computational complexity analysithe most compu-
1, K, tationally expensive part of the set-up algorithm is the cal
culation of the B; ; blocks in [3T). Considering that the
Bij = cost of matrix-matrix multiplication is~ n?, the cost of
onew, By.iVim (e, 1<j<L(I) calculating eachB; ; block is ~ cardW;,) - n3. According
? T to (34) and[(3F7), the total number @&, ; blocks isK (L +
_Zhewdp (H<h>-,jfLV<h>(ei)+ M). Hence, as per Algorithm 1, each processor processes

Viny (ei)H<h>_j,L)7 L+1<j<L+M. (II) K (floor(%)+ floor(4)) of the B; ; blocks, whereN is
(37) the number of available processors. Thus the per processor

computational cost of calculating thB; ; at each Polya’s
Finally, to complete the SDP problem associated with Pslydteration is

algorithm set s L M
a—=T1ecRE. (38 card Wy, )-n°-K (floor (N) + floor (W)) . (42)



Algorithm 1: The parallel set-up algorithm

Inputs: d,: degree ofP(«), d,: degree ofA(a), n:
number of stated; number of uncertain parameters,
d1, d2: number of Polya’s iterations, Coefficients 4f«).
Initialization: Setd; = dy = 0 andd,, = d,, + da.
CalculateL, as the number of monomials iR(«)

using [25) andV/ as the number of monomials in
P(a)A(«) using [2T). Setl = L,. Calculate

L’ = floor(£) and M’ = floor(4) as the number of

N
monomials inP(«) and P(«)A(«) assigned to each
processor.
for i =1,---, N, processor; do

Initialize By ; for j = (i — 1)L’ +1,--- <L’ and

k=1,--- Lo using [21).

Initialize Hy, ., form= (i —1)M' +1,--- ,iM’ and

| k=1,--- Lo using [23).

Calculating 8 and H coefficients:

while (il <d; or (ig < ds do

if dy < dy then

for i =1,---, N, processor; do
Setd, = d, + 1 andd; = d; + 1. UpdateL
using [26). Updatd’ = floor(£).
Calculatey, ; for j = (i — 1)L" +1,--- ,iL'
andk =1,--- Lo using [22).

if 622 < dgy then
for i=1,---, N, processor; do
Setdp, = dp.+1 and cZQ = c22+1. Update M
using [27). Update\/” = floor(4L).
CalculateHy, ,,, for
m=(i—-1)M+1,---,iM’ and
k=1,--- Lo using [2%).

Calculating the SDP elements

for i =1,---, N, processor; do
Calculate the number of dual variabl&s using [35).

SetT’ = floor(LEM).
Calculate the blocks of the SDP eleméntas

C; using [38) forj=(i—1)L'+1,--- ,iL’
C; =0,

Set the sub-blocks of the SDP eleménias

forj=1,---,K do

Calculate the blocks of the SDP elemeits as
B, i, using [3T)
B, using [3T)H

(39)

fork=L+(i—1)M' +1,

Set the sub-blocks of the SDP elemést as

Outputs Sub-blocksC; andB; ; of the SDP elements
fori=1,---,Nandj=1,--- K.

forj=L+@G—-1)M +1,---,L+iM’

fork=(—-1)L +1,---,iL’

o L+ iM’

By substituting for K from (38), cardW,,) from (25), L
from (28) andM from (21), the per processor computation
cost at each iteration is

(dyp +di +1—1)!

(dy+1—1)1\> n? (dp + di)!(I —1)!
N( a1 —1)! ) 2(n+1) N

floor

(dpa + do + 1 — 1)1
(dpu, + d2)'(l — 1)'
N

+floor

(43)

assuming that > 0 and N < M. For example, for the case
of large-scale systems (large and!), the computation cost
per processor at each iteration~s((2d 1 4 [2dpFdatdz)pb
having N = Lo processorsy~ (12deFdi 4 j2dpFdatdaypb
having N = L processors and- [2drtdatd2—din5 haying
N = M processors. Thus for the case wheke > 3, the
number of operations grows more slowly sinthan in.

2) Communication complexity analysi€ommunication
between processors can be modeled by a directed graph
G(V, E), where the set of nodels = {1,--- , N} is the set
of indices of the available processors and the set of edges
E ={(i,j) :4,j € V} is the set of all pairs of processors that
communicate with each other. For every directed graph we can
define an adjacency matrikg;. If processor; communicates
with processorj, then [T¢];; = 1, otherwise[T¢];; = 0.

In this section, we only define the adjacency matrix for the
part of the algorithm that performs Polya’s iterationsifu).

For Polya’s iterations o («) A(«), the adjacency matrix can
be defined in a similar manner. For simplicity, we assume
that at each iteration, the number of available processors
is equal to the number of monomials @:lizl ;)1 P(a).
Using [26), let us definey, and r4,+1 as the numbers

of monomials in(3"_, o) P(a) and (3'_, i)™ 1 P(a).
ForI=1,---,ry, define

i=1

v € Wa,+q, and(y) = I}.

l
&1 := {lex. indices of monomials in (Z al) o

Thenfori=1,--- jrg,y1 andj=1,--- rq +1,

1 if i<ryg andj €& andi # j
[Tclij = -
0 otherwise

Note that this definition implies that the communicationgra
of the set-up algorithm changes at every iteration. To help
visualize the graph, the adjacency matrix for the case where



and [16), these steps can be distributed in a distributed-
computing, distributed-memory environment.

A. Interior-point methods

Interior-point methods define a popular class of algorithms
for solving linear and semi-definite programming problems.
The most widely accepted interior-point algorithms areldua
scaling [44], [45], primal-dual([46],[147],. [48] and cuttip
plane/spectral bundle [49], [50], [61]. In this paper, we tise
central-path-following primal-dual algorithm describied48]
and [27]. Although we found it possible to use dual-scalihg a
(b) gorithms, we chose to pursue a primal-dual algorithm bexaus
Fig. 3. Graph representation of the network communicatibthe set-up 1N general, primal-dual algorithms converge faster [48B][
algorithm. (a) Communication directed graph for the case As,dp, = 2. while still preserving the structure of the solution (de8)jsat
(b) Communication directed graph for the case A4, dp = 2. each iteration. We prefer primal-dual to cutting planess
bundle methods because, as we show in Settionl IV-D, the cen-
tralized part of our primal-dual algorithm consists of soty

@e A_z 'S ) a symmetric system of linear equations (se€ (80)), whereas
8 (1) (1) 0 0 8 0 -0 for the cutting plane/spectral bundle algorithm, the caizted
computation would consist of solving a constrained quaairat
program (seel[50],.[51]) with nhumber of variables equal to
C T , the size of the system of linear equations. Because cezgdali
Te:=| + . -0 cRd1+1%Tdy+1 . . Lo . -
00 -« - 0 1l0 - 0 »computation is the limiting factor in a parallel algorithm,
0 010 - 0 and because solving symmetric linear equations is simpler
than solving a quadratic programming problem, we chose the
6 o (:) (:) o (:) primal-dual approach.

- - The choice of a central path-following primal-dual algo-
where the nonzero sub-block % lies in R"41 >4, We can rithm as in [48] and[[52] was motivated by results in[53]
also illustrate the communication graphs for the casesAz  which demonstrated better convergence, accuracy andtrobus
anda € Ay with d, = 2 as seen in Fid. 3() and 3|b). ness over the other types of primal-dual algorithms. More
For a given algorithm, the communication complexity igpecifically, we chose the approach(inl[48] over [52] because
defined as the sum of the size of all communicated masmlike the Schur complement matrix (SCM) approach of the
sages. For simplicity, let us consider the worst case signaglgorithm in [52], the SCM of[[48] is symmetric and only
where each processor is assigned more than one monortigl upper-triangular elements need to be sent/receivetieby t
and sends all of its assigneg, ,y and H (,y Coeffi- processors. This leads to less communication overhead. The
cients to other processors. In this case, the algorithng@ssiother reason for choosing [48] is that the symmetric SCM of
floor(£)-card Wy, ) of the%h),m coefficients, each of size the algorithm in[[48] can be factorized using Cholesky facto
1, and(floor(%£) + floor(4)) - card Wy, ) of the Hyy,y ()  ization, whereas the non-symmetric SCM [of|[52] must be fac-
coefficients, each of size&”, to each processor. Thus theorized by LU factorization (LU factorization is roughly ive
communication complexity of the algorithm per processat aras expensive as Cholesky factorization). Since factdoizatf
per iteration is SCM comprises the main portion of centralized computation

I M in our algorithm, it is crucial for us to use computationally
cardWa,) (floor <N> + floor (W) ”2) . (44) cheaper factorization methods to achieve better scalabili
o ) ) In the primal-dual algorithm, both primal and dual problems
This indicates that increasing the num.berlof processors (YR solved by iteratively calculating primal and dual step
to M) actually leads to less communication overhead Pgfrections and step sizes, and applying these to the primal
processor and improves the scalability of the algorithm. By, 4 qual variables. LeK be the primal variable ang and

substituting for car@Wy,) from (28), L from (28) andM 7 pe the dual variables. At each iteration, the variables are
from (24) and considering largé and n, the communica- updated as

tion complexity per processor at each Polya’s iteration is

~ [datd2n? having N = Lo processorsy [dratda—dip? Xir1 = X +t,AX (45)

h?c\)/ér;isjgrsz L processors and- [9»n? having N = M Y1 = Ui + taly (46)

P ' Ziir = Zi + taAZ, (47)
IV. PARALLEL SDP SOLVER where AX, Ay, and AZ are Newton’s search direction and

In this section, we describe the steps of our primal-dug) andt, are primal and dual step sizes. We choose the step
interior-point algorithm and show how, for the LMIs ih_{15)sizes using a standard line-search betwéemnd 1 with the



constraint thatX ;; and Z,; remain positive semi-definite. L and M are the cardinalities oV, 4, and Wy, t4,.

We use a Newton’s search direction given by If (45), (48) and[(4lr) are initialized by
AX =AX +AX (48) Xo € Sian w0 RS, Zo€Siam,  (60)
Ay = ij— Ay_ (49) " then for allk € N,
AZ =AZ + AZ, (50)

~ ~ X €S, mmn, Zk €S0, Mm- (61)
where AX, Ay and AZ are the predictor step directions
and AX, Ay, and AZ are the corrector step directions. As  Proof: We proceed by induction. First, suppose for some

per [48], the predictor step directions are found as keN,
A/y\: 01 (_a_|_ B(Z*lGX)) (51) Xy € SL,Mm and Z, e SL,I\{,n- (62)
AX = —X + Z'GBT(A))X (52) We would like to show that this impliesXyi1, Zx41 €
~ ' S n. TO see this, observe that according[tol (45
AZ=B"(y) - Z - C+BT(Ap), (53 4 ! Y inglicl (45)
where C' and the operator® and B” are as defined in the Xe1 = Xp + 84X, forall k€N, (63)
previous section, From [48),A X} can be written as
G=-B"(y)+2Z+C, (54) AXy, = AX), + AX,, forall ke N. (64)
and To find the structure oA X,, we focus on the structures of

0= [B(Z—IBT(el)X) . B(Z_lBT(ek)X)] . (55) A,.)/(\V]C andAYk |nd|V|dua”y USing @),A)?k} is
Recall thates, ..., e, are the standard basis f@®&*. Once AXk=—Xi+ Z, 'G.B" (Ayy) X, forall k e N. (65)
we have the predictor step directions, welcan calculate R%ere according td(54)7,, is
corrector step directions as per [48]. Let= g1t1~(ZX). The
corrector step directions are

— -1 1y CIABAT First we examine the structure af. According to the
Ay=0 (B (nz )A BEZ Az AX)) () yefinition of C' and B; in (@2) and [34), and the definition
AX = pZ ' —Z7'AZAX — Z7'AZX (57) of BT (y) in &), we know that

AZ = BT(AE) (58) Ce SL,]W,na BT : RK — SL,M,n- (67)

The stopping criterion iga”y — ir(CX)| < e Information  g;nce gl the terms on the right hand side(o (66) ariin.»
regarding the selection of starting points and convergenggy g s a subspace, we conclude o
of different variants of interior-point primal-dual algdm, e '

Gp=C—BY(y,) + 2, forall keN. (66)

including the algorithm we use in this paper are presented G € St Mn- (68)
in [46], [47] and [48]. Returning to [(6b), using our assumption [MJ(62) and noting
B. Structure of SDP Variables that the structure of the matrices &y, s, is also preserved

through multiplication and inversion, we conclude
The key algorithmic insight of this paper which allows us Hgh muttiplicat mversion, w .

to use the primal-dual approach presented_in [48] is that by AX) € SL.Mn- (69)
choosing an initial value for the primal variable with a eént N . .
block structure corresponding to the distributed structaf USiNg (57), the second term in_(64) is

the processors, the algorithm will preserve this structtre AX, = Mzk—l_Zk—lAZkAXk_Zk—lAgka for all k € N.

every iteration. Specifically, we define the following stuwed (70)
block-diagonal subspace where each block corresponds t§Adetermine the structure ak Xy, first we investigate the
single processor. structure ofAZ;, and AZ,,. According to [5B) and[{38) we
Sl.m = {Y c R(H—m)nx(l-i—m)n . have
Y =diagV1, - Y, Yig1, - Yigm) for ¥; e R} (59)  AZ, = BT (y) — Zx — C + BT (AG) forall ke N (71)
According to the following theorem, the subspage,., is AZr = B' (A7) forall £ € N. (72)

invariant under Newton'’s iteration in the sense that when t
algorithm in [48] is applied to the SDP problem defined b
the polynomial optimization problem with initial value did

primal variableXg € Si ..., then the primal variable remains AZy € Spaim, AZk € Sparm- (73)

in the subspace at every Newton’s iterati&i. Recall g . 62 H
ecallin , and our assumption [n , we have
Theorem 3:Consider the SDP problem defined ihJ(28) 9 [69). [70) P (62)

and [30) with elements given bly (32, {34) ahd](38). Suppose AX ) € St (74)

réince all the terms in the right hand side [of](71) and (72) are
h St n. then
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According to [69), [(7B) and_(T4), the total step directions a
in St vn Algorithm 2: The parallel SDP solver algorithm

AXp=AXy+AXy € Sparn 75 _
i L k€ OLM, (75) Inputs: C;,B;; fori=1,--- ,Nandj=1,---,K - the

AZy = AZy+ AZy, € SL v, (76)  sub-blocks of the SDP elements provided to processor

and it follows that by the set-up algorithm.

Xpi1 = X+ t,AXy € Sparm (77) Processors Initialization step:
B T for i=1,---, N, processoti do
Zitt = 2+ A2k € Stin- (78) Initialize primal and dual variableX?, Z? andy° as
Thus, for anyy € RX andk € N, if X, Zy € Sy a0, We _
have Xy 11, Zx+1 € Sr,m.n. Since we have assumed that the X0 = Igsnn, 0<i<L+M B NJ 7
initial values Xy, Zy € Sr a1, We conclude by induction that Iyn, L+M-NJ<i<N,
X € Spovn andZy, € Sy forall k € N, [ | .
k= PLM, k=M, z0 =X and y° =0eR~,
C. Parallel Implementation Calculate the complementary slackness [49]
. . . . L 0ywO0 X
In this section, a parallel algorithm for solving the SDP L i = tr(Z;X7). SendsS; to processor root.

problems associated with Polya’s algorithm is provided. We o

show how to map the block-diagonal structure of the primal Root Initialization step:

variable and Newton updates described in SedfiomlIV-A to R0Ot processodo N

a parallel computing structure consisting of a central root Calculate the barrier parameter [49]= 3 21 Si
processor withV slave processors. Note that processor steps Set the SDP element=1 € R¥.

are simultaneous and transitions between root and proces-

sor steps are synchronous. Processors are idle when root igr0cessors step 1: _

active and vice-versa. A C++ implementation of this algo- T 130?/? ' 1 AV, p}r{ogissorz do

rithm, using MPI and Blas/Lapack libraries is provided at: o
www.sites.google.com/a/asu.ecli)u/kamyar/softwaga. Netbe Calculate the elements 61, (R-H-S of (D))

the number of available processors ahd= floor (M) _ L & _

As per Algorithm 1, we assume processohas access to Wik =T (B’“(Z") <_ZWB%Z’ + 2 +Ci> X)
the sub-blocksC; and B;, defined in [3P) and[{40) for =t
j=1,---, K. Be aware that minor parts of Algorithimh 2 have fori=1,---,K do

been abridged in order to simplify the presentation. Calculate the elements of the SCM as

Aot = tr (Br,i(Z;) " 'B1iX) (79)

D. Computational Complexity Analysis: SDP Algorithm

NC C P is defined to be the class of problems which Sendw; , andX; i, k=1,--- , K andl=1,--- | K
can be solved in a poly-logarithmic number of steps using | to root processor.
a polynomially number processors and is often considered to
be the class of problems that can be parallelized efficiently Root step 1:
The class P-complete is a set of problems which are equivalenRoot processodo
up to an NC reduction, but contains no problem in NC and Construct the R-H-S of (80) and the SCM as

is thought to be the simplest class of "inherently sequéntia ZN }
problems. It has been proven that Linear Programming (LP) §V=1w“1
is P-complete[[54] and SDP is P-hard (at least as hard as _ i Wi2 _
. . , Q= i a and
any P-complete problem) and thus is unlikely to admit a :
general-purpose parallel solution. Given this fact andegiv ZN Wik
the observation that the problem we are trying to solve is NP- N = v
hard, it is important to thoroughly understand the comgyexi Dim1 Ait D oic1 Ai LK
of the algorithms we are proposing and how this complexity Zf;l Ni21 ZL N2 K

scales with various parameters which define the size of the A = . yTT

problem. To better understand these issues, we have broken N : N

our complexity analysis down into several cases which shoul D i1 Aik 1 Dim1 MK K

be of interest to the control community. Note that the cases Solve the following system of equations for the
below do not discuss memory complexity. This is because inpredictor dual steg\j € RX and send A7 to all

the cases when a sufficient number of processors are awgilabl processors.

for a system with states, the memory requirements per block AAG =0 (80)
are simply proportional ta?.

1) Case 1: Systems with large number of states




Processors step 2:

for i =1,---, N, processor; do
Calculate the predictor step directions
AX; = —X;
K

K
—|—(Zi)*1 _Zngj’i +Z; +CZ ZA@} Ejyi XZ‘,
j=1 j=1

R K K
AZ; = Zijj’i —-7Z; —C; + Ag/J\jBlj,i-
j=1 j=1
fork=1,---,K do
Calculate the elements 61> (R-H-S of [81))

5i,k = tr(EM(Zi)’l), Tik = tr(Em(ZZ)’lAZAf{Z)

| Sendd;, and7;x, k= 1,---, K to root processor.

Root step 2:
Root processodo
Construct the R-H-S of (81) as

T
Q= p {sz\il 0i,1 vazl 0i2 vazl 51}1{} -
T
{vazl Til i1 Tiz YL Ti,K}
Solve the following system of equations for the
corrector dual variablé\y and sendAy  to all
processors. AAT = Q, 81)
Processors step 3:
for i =1,---, N, processor; do
Calculate the corrector step directions as follows.
K

AZ; =Y Ay,B;i
j=1
AX; = —(Z)) N (AZX; + AZ;AX,) + pu(Z;) 7!
Calculate primal dual step total step directions as
follows.
AX; = AX;+AX;, AZ; = AZ;+AZ;, Ay = AG+AT.
Set primal step sizé, and dual step size; using an

appropriate line search methos.
Update primal and dual variables as

- Xz = XZ—FtpAXZ, Zz = Z1+tdAZ1,

Processors step 4:

for i =1,---, N, processor; do
L Calculate the contribution to primal cost

y = y+taAy

b; = tr (CiX;) and the complementary slack
S; = tr (Z;X;). SendS; and ¢; to root processor.

Root step 4:

Root processodo
Update the barrier parametgr= %Zf\il S;. Calculate

primal and dual costs as¢ = Zf;l ¢; andy = aTy. If

|¢ — | > e, then go to Processors step 1; Otherwise
calculate the cjgefficients of

P(a) asP, = Y1, Ejy,

jeie1y fori=1,--- Lo.
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Suppose we are considering a problem witlstates. For
this case, the most expensive part of the algorithm is the cal
culation of the Schur complement matiixby the processors
in Processors step 1 (and summed by the root in Root step 1,
although we neglect this part). In particular, the compaore
complexity of the algorithm is determined by the number of
operations required to calculafe 179), restated here.

Aot = tr (Br,i(Zi) " 'BriX)
k=1, Kand I=1,--- K.

Since the cost ofi x n matrix-matrix multiplication is~ n?
and each ofX;, Z;, B, ; hasfloor(Zt2) number of blocks

(82)
for

N
in R"*", the number of operations performed by te pro-
cessor to calculatg; 5 ; fork=1,--- K andi=1,--- | K
is
L+M

Nfloor< a >K2n3 N<L+M (83)

~ K2p3 N>L+M
at each iteration, wheré = 1,--- , N. By substituting K

in B3) from [3%), forN > L + M, each processor performs

(-2

(@2 —1)*"

operations per iteration. Therefore, for systems with daig
and fixedd, and!, the number of operations per processor
required to solve the SDP associated with parameter-depénd
feasibility problemA(a)” P(a) + P(a)A(a) < 0, is propor-
tional to n”. Solving the LMI associated with the parameter-
independent problem™A” P 4+ PA < 0 using our algorithm or
most of the SDP solvers such as|[55].1[27].1[28] also requires
O(n") operations per processor. Therefore, if we have a
sufficient number of processors, the proposed algorithresol
both the stability and robust stability problems by perforgmn
O(n") operations per processor in this case.

(84)

2) Case 2: High Accuracy/Low Conservativity
In this case we consider the effect of raising Polya’s
exponent. Consider the definition of simplex as follows.

l
Al: {aeRl,Zai:r,ai 20}

i=1
Suppose we now define the accuracy of the algorithm as the
largest value ofr found by the algorithm (if it exists) such
that if the uncertain parameters lie inside the correspandi
simplex, the stability of the system is verified. Typically,
increasing Polya’s exponenqtin (I0) improves the accuracy
of the algorithm. If we again only consider Processor step
1, according to[(84), the number of processor operations is
independent of the Polya’s exponehtandd,! Because this
part of the algorithm does not vary with Polya’s exponent,
we look at the root processing requirements associated with
solving the systems of equations[in{80) and (81) in Root tep
using Cholesky factorization. Each of these systems ctnsis
of K equations. The computational complexity of Cholesky
factorization isO(K?). Thus the number of operations per-
formed by the root processor is proportional to

((dy +1- 1))
(03— 13"

(85)

K3 = (86)
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In terms of communication complexity, the most significant 80

operation between the root and other processors is sending o[ 2n=s
and receiving); y; fori = 1,--- N, k = 1,--- | K and o
l=1,---,K in Processors step 1 and Root step 1. Thus the oo e
total communication cost folNV processors per iteration is I%SO* ::iggo
2 _ ((dp"‘l_l)!)Q 4 § 401

S ) E (IR ®7) & a0
From [82), [86) and[(87) it is observed that the number 200
of processors operations, root operations and commuaicati ol
operations are independent of Polya’s exponéntand ds.
Therefore, we conclude that for a fixet) and sufficiently % 10 2 @ 4 s e 70
large number of processo® (N > L + M), improving No. of Pracessars

the accuracy by increasind; and d; does not add any Fig. 4. Theoretical speed-up vs. No. of processors for riffe system

computation per processor or communication overhead. ‘zi”;e]’\‘;i‘inzg%f;; 1 =10, dp =2 da = 3 anddy = dp = 4, where

3) Case 3: Algorithm scalability/Speed-up

The speed-up of a parallel algorithm is definedS#;, =
statesn, our algorithm becomes increasingly efficient in terms
——, whereT; is the execution time of the sequential algorithny processor utilization.

and Ty is the execution time of the parallel algorithm using 4) Case 4: Synchronization and load balancing

N processors. The speed-up is governed by The proposed algorithm is synchronous in that all procassor
SPy — N (88) must return values before the centralized step can proceed.
NTDENS However, in the case where we have fewer processors than

where D is defined as the ratio of the total operationblocks, some processors may be assigned one block more than
performed by all processors except root to total operationther processors. In this case, some processors may rettein i
performed by all processors and rodt.is the ratio of the while waiting for the more heavily loaded blocks to complete
operations performed by root to total operations perforimed In the worst case. this can result in a 50% decrease in speed.
all processors and root. Suppose that the number of availadle have addressed this issue in the following manner:

processors is equal to the number of sub-block€'idefined 1) We allocate almost the same numberl) of blocks

in (32). Using the above definitions fé&r and.S, Equation[(84) of the SDP elements” and B; to all processors,
as the decentralized computation ahd] (86) as the centlalize je,, floor(LEM) + 1 blocks to r processors and
computation,D and S can be approximated as floor(L}LVM) blocks to the otherN — r processors,
((dyp +1— 1)1)2 o wherer is the remainder of dividind. + M by N. _
NW 2) We assign the same routine to all of the processors in
(@ T I= )2 (£ =11 and the Processors steps of Alg. 2.
N(d ,p)Q((l )2 n’ (d p)3((l— DE n® If L + M is a multiple of N, then the algorithm assigns
P P’ the same amount of data, i.ext hlocks of C and B;
(89) N
((dp +1— 1)|) to each processor. In this case, the processors are pgrfectl
(d,3((1 = 1)1)3 synchronized. IfL + M is not a multiple ofN, then according
S~ (@ +1- 11;,)2 (& FI-1)F (90) to (83),r of N processors perforni?n3 extra operations
N 6 itarati - 0N is
CRE(ESE n’ CRE(ESE n per iteration. This fraction L,l +floor(LJ]rVM) < 0.5 of the

According to [2Z6) and[{27) the number of processdfs= operations per iteration performed by eachroprocessors.
L + M is independent ofi; Therefore Thus in the worst case, we have a 50% reduction, although

) ) this situation is rare. As an example, the load balancing

nh—>noloD =1 and nh—>nolo §=0. (distribution of data and calculation) for the case of sudyvi
By substitutingD and S in (8) with their limit values, we an SDP of the sizel + M = 24 using different numbers
havelim,,_,.. SPv = N. Thus, for largen, by usingL + M of available processorg/ is demonstrated in Fid.]5. This
processors the presented decentralized algorithm sadvge | figure shows the number of blocks that are allocated to each
robust stability problem&+ M times faster than the sequentiaprocessor. According to this figure, fa¥ = 2,12 and 24,
algorithms. For different values of the state-space diroens the processors are well-balanced, whereas for the caseewher
n, the theoretical speed-up of the algorithm versus the numié = 18, twelve processors perform %0fewer calculations.
of processors is illustrated in Figl 4. As shown in Hiyy. 4, for 5) Case 5: Communication graph
problems with largen, by using N < L + M processors The communication directed graph of the SDP algorithm
the parallel algorithm solves the robust stability probdem(Fig. [6) is static (fixed for all iterations). At each iteiti
approximatelyN times faster than the sequential algorithnroot sends messageAq and Ay) to all of the processors and
As n increases, the trend of speed-up becomes increasingdgeives messages;(.; in (Z9)) from all of the processors.
linear. Therefore, in case of problems with a large number ®he adjacency matrix of the communication directed graph is
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- e e state-space representation of the PDE, we discretize tlie PD

6
210 2, $° in the spatial domair0, 1). The state-space model is then
3 2 =2
g° Vo (t) = A(n())ts (¢), (92)
0 0 0 ] ]
Indeiof procesgors Indlex gf p?oceiso?s Ir%d%e)?o?[?rgcgsgogrslo WhereA(n(x)) S RNXN haS the fO"OW|ng non-zero entries.
N=12 N=18 N=24 —4 n(rs) 2n(vs)
aiy = 2+ 1,
g2 g2 gt 3upArZa? T3 T3
= = go.s
: : ; 4 (n(eg)es
z ““““““ z z a2 = 53 . ; (93)
023456789112 0 5 10 1518 O 5 10 15 20 24 3uoAzria T3
Index of processors Index of processors Index of processors
Fig. 5. The number of blocks of the SDP elements assignecctogacessor; o 1 n(xj—l) _ -
An illustration of load balancing Ajj—1 = A oa? ( 7 12 vjq | forj=2..- N—-1
i1
) (94)
1 n(@p1) ;1)
@y, = 2, 2 + Zj
Ax?pga Tiya Ti 1
forj=2,--- ,N—1 (95)
1 77(%4%)
il = ; forj=2,--- ., N—-1
Aj,j+1 Az2 a2 < i1 Tj+1 J ) )
(96)
4 U(CUN—%)CCN—1
a 1= ,
NN 3Azxpuga? IN_%ASC
Fig. 6. The communication graph of the SDP algorithm
—4 277(35N+5)9CN n ﬁ(foé)CUN (97)
. a = ,
defined as follows. Foi=1,--- ,Nandj=1,---, N, NN 3Azppa? Tny1Aw Ty 1Az
Tl = 1 if (Z =lorj= 1) and(l #j) whereAz = — andz; == (j — %)Ax
1,7 . . . .
0  Otherwise We discretize the model atvn = 7 points. Typi-
V. TESTING AND VALIDATION cally the n(zy) are not precisely known (they depend on

In this section, we present validation data in 4 key aregher state variables), SO we substitute fgry) in (92)
First, we present analysis results for a realistic larggesc With 7(zx) + a;, where 7(z;) are the nominal values

model of tokamak operation using a discretized PDE mod&f 7(zx) and a; are the uncertain parameters. Af =
Next we present accuracy and convergence data and compafat, 0-143,0.286,0.429, 0.571,0.714, 0.857,0.964, we use
our algorithm to the SOS approach. Next, we analyze scala§|pta from the Tore Supra reactor to estimate #ite;) as
ity and speed-up of our algorithm as we increase the num 75 - 107%,2.703 - 107%,5.676 - 107°,1.182 - 1077, 2.058 )
of processors and compare our results to the general—m:rpb@qv 3.655 - 10777_1-076 +107°,8.419 - 107°. The uncertain
parallel SDP solver SDPARA. Finally, we explore the limifs oSYStem is then written as

the algorithm in terms of problems size when implemented on V() = Ala) (), (98)

a moderately powerful cluster computer and using a modergifeare 4 is affine, A(a) = Ao + le;l Aa; (the A; are

processor allocation on the Blue Gene supercomputer. omitted for the sake of brevity). For a given we restrict
1) Example 1: Application to control of a discretized PDEhe uncertain parametets; to S,, defined as

model in fusion research. 8

The goal of this example is to use the proposed algorithm S, := {a € R® : Zai = —6|p|, —|p| < a; < |p|}, (99)
to solve a real-world stability problem. A simplified modet f i=1
the poloidal magnetic flux gradient in a Tokamak readtor [56fhich is a simplex translated to the origin. We would like to
is determine the maximum value @f such that the system is

O (x,t 1 0 ) 0 stable by solving the following optimization problem.
Yo (z,1) 9 n()—(an/)m(x,t)) (91) y g g op p
ot woa? Ox r Ox max p

with the boundary conditiong..(0,¢) = 0 and,(1,t) = 0, s.t. System[(98) is stable for alle S,. (100)

where),, is the deviation of the flux gradient from a referenc§0 represens,, using the standard unit simplex definedih (7),
flux gradient profiley is the permeability of free space(x) we define thepinvertible map: Ag — S, as

is the plasma resistivity and is the radius of the last closed o ’

magnetic surface (LCMS). To obtain the finite-dimensional(@) = [gi(a) - gs(a)], gi(@) := 2|p|(a;—0.5). (101)
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50 : : : : : TABLE |

UPPER BOUNDS FOUND FOR.opt BY SOSALGORITHM USING DIFFERENT
o DEGREES FORr AND « (INF: INFEASIBLE, O.M.: OUT OF MEMORY)
A
Degree ina
|% Degree inz 0 1 2
5 0 ] 1 inf._|_inf. | _inf.
g 2 inf. | -0.102 | O.M.
? 50 | 3 inf. | O.M. | O.M.
10
Using bisection inL, as in Example 1, we varied the pa-
10 20 30 40 50 60 rametersd,, d; and d,. The cluster computer Karlin at the
No. of Processors llinois Institute of Technology with 24 Gbytes/node of RAM
Fig. 7. Speed-up of set-up and SDP algorithms vs. number afepsors (216 Gbytes total memory) was used to run our algorithm. The
for a discretized model of magnetic flux in Tokamak upper bounds on the optimalare shown in Fid.18 in terms of

d, anddy and for differentd,. Considering the optimal value
Then, if we letA’(a) = A(g(«)), sinceg is one-to-one, Ofé;/ tod bedLopt i _(t)HHL Flg.t[']il sh|0\t/ys lhOW |n|<|:re_a5|n@1p
N N _ i and/ord,, d> - when they are still relatively small - improves
{A(a') : a € Sp}={Alg(a)) 1 a € As}={A(a) 1 a € Ag_}' the accuracy of the algorithm. Fifil 9 demonstrates how the
Thus stability of i, (t) = A'(a)y.(t), foralla € A, is  error in our upper bound fofqy decreases by increasinly
equivalent to stability of Equatio (P8) for all € S,,. and/ordy, d.

We solve the optimization problem in (100) using bisection. For comparison, we solved the same stability problem using
For each trial value op, we use the proposed parallel SDRhe SOS algorithni[21] using only a single node of the same
solver to solve the associated SDP obtained by the paratlel &|yster computer and 24 Gbytes of RAM. We used the Posi-
up algorithm. The SDP problems have 224 constraints with th@stellensatz approach based bn/[57] to impose the cantstra
primal variableX € R'092x1092 The normalized maximum Z?ﬂ o = 2L +1andL < a; < 1. Table[] shows the
value of p is found to be0.0019. In this particular example, ypper bounds oii given by the SOS algorithm using different
the optimal value ofp does not change with the degrees ofiegrees for: and . By considering a Lyapunov function of
P() and Polya’s exponents andds, primarily because the degree two in: and degree one in, the SOS algorithm gives
model is affine. - —0.102 as the upper bound of,,; as compared with our

The SDPs are constructed and solved on a parallel Linwgjye of —0.111. Increasing the degree of in the Lyapunov
based cluster Cosmea at Argonne National Laboratory[Figfuhction beyond degree two resulted in a failure due to ldck o
shows the algorithm speed-up vs. the number of processgfemory. Note that while relevant, this comparison may not be
Note that solving this problem by SOSTOOLS [[21] on thgntirely fair as the SOS algorithm has not been decentrhlize
same machine is impossible due to the lack of unallocatgflg it can handle global nonlinear stability problems, wwhic
memory. our algorithm cannot.

2) Example 2: Accuracy and Convergence 3) Example 3: Speed-up

The goal of this example is to investigate the effect of the | this example we evaluate the efficiency of the algorithm
degree ofP(a), d,, and the Polya’s exponentd,, d, on the j, ysing additional processors to decrease computatioe. tim
accuracy of the algorithm. Given a computer with fixed am(_)u'r@\l;5 mentioned in Sectiofi IVAD on computational complexity,
of RAM, we compare the accuracy of th? proposed algorithfle measure of this efficiency is termed speed-up and in Case
with SOS algorithm. Consider the systei) = A(a)z(t) 3 we gave a formula for this number. To evaluate the true
where A is a polynomial degree 3 defined as speed-up, we first ran the set-up algorithm on the Blue Gene
Ala) = Ajad+Asal ag+Azagasas+Asaraa+Asas+Agay  supercomputer at Argonne National Laboratory using three
with the constraint (102) random linear systems _with different state-space dimessio

3 and numbers of uncertain parameters. Eig. 10 shows a log-log
a €Sy = {a c RS- Zo‘i =2L+1,L<q; < 1} plot of the computation time of the set-up algorithm vs. the
o number of processors. As can be seen, the scalability of the
T_061 —056 0.402 0484 —0.86 15 a!gorith_m is practically ideal for sevgral different stsfgace
Aj=|-048 —0.550 0.671|, A.=|—0.732 —0.841 -0.126| dimensions and numbers of uncertain parameters.
|—1.01 —0.918 0.029 | 0.685  0.305  0.106 | To evaluate the speed-up of the SDP portion of the algo-
[—0.357 0.344 —0.661 [—0.881 —0.436 0228 1 rithm, we solved three random SDP problems with different
Az=|—-0.210 —0505 0.588 |,A4=| 0.503 —0.812 0.249 ; ; ; : :

T os6s ozt —osi6l T Zoot2 0512 —ossg| dimensions using the Karlin cluster computer. Figl 11 gives
F 0703 0998 0178 F 0901 0182 —0.557] a log-log plot of the computation time of the SDP algorithm
As=| 0402 —0.761 —0300|.Ag=| 0.803 —0412 —0203| VS the_ numbe_r of processors for three_dlfferent qlm(_ansnxbns
—0.010 0.461 —0.588 —0.440 0.011 —o0.881| the primal variableX and the dual variablg. As indicated
§ i " in the figure, the three dimensions of the primal variable
X are 200, 385 and 1092, and the dimensions of the dual
variabley are K = 50, 90 and 224, respectively. In all cases,

Defining g as in Example 1, the problem is
min L

s.t. @(t) = A(g(a))x(t) is stable for alle € As. (103)
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Fig. 10. Computation time of the parallel set-up algorithm mumber

of processors for different dimensions of linear systenand numbers of
uncertain parameters executed on Blue Gene supercomputer of Argonne
Fig. 8. Upper bound on optimal vs. Polya’s exponents; anddy, for National Labratory

2 4 6
Polya’s exponents d 1 and d 2

different degrees oP(«). (d1 = d2). 10°
—=— (L+M)n=200, K= 50
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Fig. 11. Computation time of the parallel SDP algorithm vemier of
0 1

5 6 processors for different dimensions of primal varialfle + M)n and of
dual variable K- executed on Karlin cluster computer of lllinois Instituté

Fig. 9.  Error of the approximation for the optimal value bfvs. degrees Technology

of P(a), for different Polya’s exponents

2 3 4
Degree of P(a), dp

45 —D—(L+M)n:‘200, K=50

40| S i oer s
d, = 2 andd; = dy = 1. The linearity of the Time vs. 351 231 L iineage. Koo, SoparA

. = =P = (L+M)n=1092, K=224, SDPARA
Number of Processors curves in all three cases demonstrates 30
the scalability of the SDP algorithm. I25
[<H]
For comparison, we plot the speed-up of our algorithm vs. a2

that of the general-purpose parallel SDP solver SDPARAL7.3. 157
as illustrated in Fig—12. Although similar for a small numbe 10f
of processors, for a larger number of processors, SDPARA 5
saturates, while our algorithm remains approximatelydine % 50 30

0 40
Number of processors N

) ) Fig. 12. Comparison between the speed-up of the present 8bér @nd
4) Example 4: Max state-space and parameter dimensiosBPARA 7.3.1, executed on Karlin cluster computer

for a 9-node Linux cluster computer

The goal of this example is to show that given moderate

computational resources, the proposed decentralized- algoin this paper, we have presented a cluster-computing and
rithms can solve robust stability problems for systems witkupercomputing approach to stability analysis of largeesc
100+ states. We used the Karlin cluster computer with Jhear systems of the formi(t) = A(a)xz(t) where A is
Gbytes/node RAM and nine nodes. We ran the set-up apglynomial,a € A; ¢ R! andz € R and wheren = 100
SDP algorithms to solve the robust stability problem withr o =~ 10. The approach is based on mapping the structure
dimensionn and/ uncertain parameters on one and nine nodg$ the LMI conditions associated with Polya’s theorem to a
of Karlin cluster computer. Thus the total memory access wggcentralized computing environment. We have shown that
thus 24 Gig and 216 Gig, respectively. Using trial and erroigr a sufficient number of processors, the proposed algurith
for differentn and d;,d» we found the largest for which can solve the NP-hard robust stability problem with the same
the algorithms do not terminate due to insufficient memogyer-core computation cost as solving the Lyapunov inetyuali
(Fig.[13). In all of the runsi, = d, = 1. Fig.[13 shows that for a system with no parametric uncertainty. Theoretical an
by using 216 Gbytes of RAM, the algorithms can solve thgxperimental results verify near-perfect scalability apeed-
stability problem of sizex = 100 with 4 uncertain parametersyp for up to 200 processors. Moreover, numerical examples

in di = da = 1 Polya’s iteration and with 3 uncertaindemonstrate the ability of the algorithm to perform robust
parameters inl; = ds = 4 Polya’s iterations.

VI. CONCLUSION
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for which the set-up algorithm (Left) and SDP solver (Rigbén solve the
robust stability problem of the system using 24 and 216 GiRaAM
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analysis of systems with 100+ states and several uncertain
parameters using a simple 9-node Linux cluster computer. \(¥gj

have also argued that our algorithms can also be extended

to solve nonlinear stability analysis and robust controlle
synthesis problems, although this is left for future work.
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