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Abstract— We introduce (7y,8)-similarity, a notion of sys-
tem comparison that measures to what extent two stable
linear dynamical systems behave similarly in an input-output
sense. This behavioral similarity is characterized by measuring
the sensitivity of the difference between the two output tra-
jectories in terms of the external inputs to the two potentially
non-deterministic systems. As such, (y,5)-similarity is a notion
that characterizes approximation of input-output behavior,
whereas existing notions of simulation target equivalence.
Next, as this approximation is specified in terms of the
Lo signal norm, (v,8)-similarity allows for integration with
existing methods for analysis and synthesis of control systems,
in particular, robust control techniques. We characterize the
notion of (y,8)-similarity as a linear matrix inequality feasibility
problem and derive its interpretation in terms of transfer
matrices. Our study on the compositional properties of (y,8)-
similarity shows that the notion is preserved through series
and feedback interconnections. This highlights its potential
application in compositional reasoning, namely abstraction
and modular synthesis of large-scale interconnected dynamical
systems. We further illustrate our results in an electrical
network example.

Index Terms— Abstraction, approximation, compositional
reasoning, non-deterministic systems, simulation relation.

[. INTRODUCTION

Modern engineering systems such as high-tech equip-
ment, intelligent transportation systems, and smart grids
have witnessed a massive growth in complexity. Due to
lack of scalability in many existing analytic and synthetic
methods, crucial problems such as specification verifica-
tion (analysis), component replacement, and controller
design (synthesis) have become increasingly challenging
to address. These challenges motivate the adoption of
system relations that compare the (dynamic) behavior of
a complex system with that of a, typically simpler, one.
Finding their applications in the analysis and synthesis
of interconnected systems, system relations appear as the
cornerstones of so-called modular approaches, e.g., [1],
that allow for global system analysis (synthesis) on the
basis of component-level analysis (synthesis). In this pa-
per, we will develop a notion for approzimate comparison
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of system behavior, where the systems are possibly non-
deterministic.

Various notions of system comparison have been con-
ceived so far. Motivated by the notion of (bi)simulation
in theoretical computer science [2], the extension of
(bi)simulation to continuous-time dynamical systems was
explored in [3]-[6] and formally presented in [7] using the
framework of labeled transition systems. The notion of
(bi)simulation was specialized to continuous-time systems
in [8], where it was formulated as a modified distur-
bance decoupling problem and characterized algebraically.
A notion of system equivalence, (bi)simulation finds its
applications in compositional reasoning [9], contract-based
design [10], [11], and controller synthesis [12], [13]. A com-
prehensive treatment of the variations of (bi)simulation,
such as alternating simulation, can be found in [14].

As the notion of (bi)simulation and its variations fail
to address the case where the external behavior of the
systems are close rather than identical, an approximate
version of (bi)simulation was studied in [15], [16], where
metric transition systems were used as a unified framework
to treat both discrete and continuous systems. Approx-
imate (bi)simulation relaxes the requirement on exact
equivalence of external behaviors as it requires them to
be sufficiently close, which is measured as a bound over
the maximum distance between the external behaviors.
For this reason, the notion of approximate (bi)simulation
has become a keystone in a broad range of applications,
namely compositional reasoning [17], controller synthesis
[18]-[20] and fault detection [21]. Several modifications
to the original notion of approximate (bi)simulation have
given rise to different variations. An extensive treatment
of modified versions of approximate (bi)simulation can be
found in [22] and references therein.

As far as continuous-time dynamical systems are con-
cerned, the notion of approximate (bi)simulation and its
variations characterize a bound on the distance between
solution trajectories, using an L., signal norm. Approx-
imate (bi)simulation is however incompatible with many
analytic and synthetic tools in control theory as they often
employ L5 signal norm, e.g., in robust control [23], [24] or
dissipativity theory [25], [26]. Indeed, the use of the Lo
norm has many computational advantages. On the other
hand, comparing trajectories on compact regions of the
input-output space, approximate (bi)simulation evaluates
the bound on the output error via a “sup-inf” optimiza-
tion, i.e., two static games, which leads to additional
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complezities and further computational costs.

The goal of this paper is to conceive a notion of
system comparison, referred to as (y,0)-similarity, that
1) measures to what extent the input-output behaviors
of continuous-time stable linear dynamical systems are
similar in an Lo sense and 2) can be used for modular
analysis (design) using compositional reasoning. The main
contributions of the paper are as follows.

First, we introduce the notion of (y,8)-similarity which
formulates behavioral similarity of two non-deterministic
stable linear dynamical systems as the sensitivity of the
difference between the output trajectories to the external
inputs to the two systems. These dynamical systems are
non-deterministic in the sense that their solution trajec-
tories may also depend on unknown disturbance signals.
While (v,58)-similarity extends simulation in the sense that
it characterizes input-output approximation rather than
equivalence, it is different from approximate simulation. In
contrast to approximate simulation where approximation
metrics are constructed in an L., sense, we develop a com-
parison metric that measures the sensitivity in terms of the
Lo signal norm, which allows for the use of analytic and
synthetic tools developed in control theory. This becomes
crucial as one desires to enforce behavioral similarity
through control design, i.e., one designs a controller to
enforce solution trajectories to be as close as possible. In
such case, (v,8)-similarity gives one the benefit of using
existing effective tools, e.g., Hy, synthesis [26], [27]. The
notion of (y,8)-similarity proves to be suitable for system
comparison as it admits reflexivity-like and transitivity-
like properties.

Second, we draw inspiration from H., control theory
(see, e.g., [27], [28]) to show that (y,0)-similarity can be
characterized through the existence of a solution to an
algebraic Riccati equation (ARE). We then use ideas from
dissipativity theory (see, e.g., [23], [25], [29]) to formulate
this ARE as a linear matrix inequality (LMI) feasibility
problem, which is in terms of the system matrices and
does not require the computation of system trajectories.
In contrast to the notion of approximate simulation whose
characterization is computationally demanding as it in-
volves a sup-inf optimization problem, the notion of (y,5)-
similarity is characterized as an LMI feasibility problem,
for which many efficient computational tools are available.

Third, we give an interpretation of the notion of (y,8)-
similarity in terms of the transfer matrices of the systems.
For deterministic dynamical systems, we show that the no-
tion of (v,d)-similarity also measures the distance between
the transfer matrices of the two systems in terms of the
H, norm.

Fourth, we study the extension of the notion of (y,8)-
similarity to series and feedback interconnections of sys-
tems. We show that a series (feedback) interconnection is
(v,8)-similar to another series (feedback) interconnection
if each of its constituting components is (y,8)-similar to
the corresponding component in the other interconnection
(and a small-gain-type condition holds). This, as a result,
indicates that the notion of (y,5)-similarity is preserved

through series and feedback interconnections of systems,
highlighting its applicability for compositional reasoning,
which allows one to decompose interconnected system
verification (design) into local component verification (de-
sign).

The notion of (y,d)-similarity differs from notions of
system comparison, e.g., [19], [30]-[33], that employ (alter-
nating) simulation relations to characterize the bound on
the difference between the outputs in terms of the external
inputs. Namely, such notions characterize a bound that
also depends either on the system states, as in [19], [30]-
[32], or system outputs, as in [33]. By contrast, (y,d)-
similarity characterizes a bound solely in terms of the
external signals, i.e., the bound does not depend on the
system states. More importantly, these notions provide
the bound in L., signal norm, whereas (y,0)-similarity
characterizes the bound in an L5 sense. While the former is
not compatible with many effective analytic and synthetic
tools in control theory (as they often employ Lo signal
norm), the latter gives one the benefit of utilizing such
tools.

Despite comparing the external behavior of systems,
the comparison metric developed for the notion of (v,0)-
similarity also differs from the so-called gap metrics [34],
[35], where the external behavior of a nominal system and
its perturbations are of interest. In contrast to these gap
metrics, the notion of (v,0)-similarity addresses systems
with state space equations of potentially different orders
and disturbances of distinct dimensions.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section the notion of (y,d)-similarity is introduced,
whereas its characterization is left for Section [IIl In
Section we study the notion of (y,8)-similarity for
deterministic systems, whereas in Section [V] we employ
(v,6)-similarity for compositional reasoning by investigat-
ing compositional properties. We further demonstrate our
results in an illustrative example in Section [VIand, finally,
conclude the paper in Section [VI]]

Notation: For a matrix M € R™ ™ we respectively
denote its spectrum, largest eigenvalue, and largest singu-
lar value by spec(M), Amax(M), and opmax(M). We define

the operator col(-,-) such that col(zy,z2) = (xf,21)7,
for any vectors ;7 € R™ and z; € R™. Given a

vector x € R™ and a positive definite symmetric ma-
trix M, |z|= (zT2)? and |z|py = (zTM=z)'/? denote
the Euclidean norm and the weighted Euclidean norm,
respectively. We denote by Lo the space of measurable
functions w : [0,00) — R™ such that [, |u(t)]*dt < oc.
Accordingly, the L5 space is endowed with the norm
ull = (fy~ Ju(t)|*dt)*/?. Given any T > 0, we denote by
L]0, T) the space of measurable functions u : [0, 00) — R”
such that fOT|u(t)|2dt < oo and endow it with the norm
lullo,ry = (f0T|u(t)\2dt)1/2. Eventually, given a positive
definite matrix M, we define [juy|,, = ([ u1(t)|3,dt)"/?
and [lua|ljg 71 p = (f0T|uz(t)|?V[dt)1/2, for any u; € L5 and
ug € Lo [0, T}
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[1. (y,0)-SIMILARITY

Consider continuous-time linear systems of the form

b, = Ajw; + Biug + Eqd;,
Ei'{x T u )

¥ = Cizy,

where z; € R™, u; € R™, d; € R% and y; € RP:
represent system state, input, disturbance, and output,
respectively. Throughout this paper, we assume that is
0-asymptotically stable, i.e., the system is asymptotically
stable in the absence of inputs and disturbances, and
therefore, the state matrix A; is Hurwitz. We denote
by y;(t;to, xi0, Ui, d;) the output solution, at time ¢, of
for initial condition z;(ty) = z;0, input u;, and the
disturbance d;. While the system state x; is considered as
an internal variable, the input u; and the output y; are
regarded as external variables through which X; interacts
with its environment. The presence of the disturbance
d; leads to nondeterminism in the sense that trajectories
do not solely depend on the initial condition z;(tg) and
the input w; (such non-deterministic systems may, for
example, arise from abstraction, see for example [4]).

We are interested in comparing systems of the form
according to the following definition.

Definition 1: Given 0-asymptotically stable systems 3,
and X, for 7,0 > 0, the system X is said to be (v,0)-
similar to system 3, denoted by 3, <5 3o, if there exist
constants €, 7, u > 0 such that for every input uy,us € Lo
and every disturbance dy € Lo, there exists a disturbance
dy € Lo such that

U
B

+ (=) lld)* = nllda|l*,

where y;(t) = y;(t;0,0,u;,d;) for i =1,2.

The notion of (y,8)-similarity in Definition [I| measures
the similarity of the trajectories of ¥; and 35 in terms of
their input-output behavior. In , the (small) parameter
€ is merely present for technical reasons which will be
explained later. When considering deterministic systems,
i.e., in the absence of disturbances d;, gives a bound on
the output trajectories in terms of the input trajectories.
In particular, the parameter v measures to what extent a
dissimilarity in inputs leads to a deviation in outputs. On
the other hand, the parameter § accounts for how each
input affects this deviation, which is essential as it also
provides a bound on output dissimilarity in the case where
u1 = uz. Then, for non-deterministic systems, constants p
and 7 specify how nondeterminism contributes to output
deviation. More specifically, when input signals u; and
ug are given, Definition [I] states that for any trajectory
of 3; (now determined by d;), there exists a trajectory
of 35 (through the choice of dy) that approximates it
according to (2)). For this reason, the notion of (y,8)-
similarity provides us with a criterion which measures to
what extent the input-output behavior of ¥ is contained
in that of Xs.

2

2 2
ot = wall® < 7 s — us] +<6e>\

(2)

Remark 1: Definition[I]asks for the ezistence of ,n > 0
rather than giving them a priori. This allows the notion of
(v,6)-similarity to properly measure how close the input-
output behaviors of the systems are. In order to better
appreciate this, consider the systems

o {C'Ul = —x1 +u + 2dy,

Y1 = T,

L s,
>, i) To + U2 + dg
Y2 = T2.

Taking do = 2d;, it is clear that there exists a v > 0
such that for any § > 0, the system 3 is (y,5)-similar to
system 37 with any choice e < § and p > 1+ e. However,
if the parameters p and 7 were fixed, would not hold
for any 0 > 0 unless the values of u and n were such
that p > 1+ . Obviously, in this case, the notion would
fail to properly measure the similarity of the input-output
behavior of systems.

Remark 2: The notion of (y,0)-similarity can be re-
garded as an extension of the notion of simulation,
see [3], [4], [6]-[8]. Namely, whereas simulation is con-
cerned with input-output equivalence of non-deterministic
systems, (v,0)-similarity characterizes approzimation of
input-output behavior as it asks for neither identical
inputs nor identical outputs. Still, (y,8)-similarity does
not follow from simulation relations that incorporate ex-
ternal inputs and treat disturbances as sources of non-
determinism, e.g., see [8]. This is due to the fact that such
relations are only concerned with the case where systems
are subject to a joint input and does not provide any
results on the output similarity when inputs are not the
same (as in Definition [1]).

Remark 3: The notion of (y,8)-similarity finds its appli-
cation in specification verification. In particular, one may
express specifications in terms of the input-output trajec-
tories of a dynamical system (as in [9]-[11]) and utilize
(v,6)-similarity to verify whether the external behavior of
a system satisfies such specifications in an approximate
sense. In this scheme, with S given as a dynamical system
of the form whose input-output trajectories capture
the specifications, 3 < s § indicates to what extent the
external behavior of ¥ satisfies such specifications. One
may also use (y,d)-similarity for component replacement
in network systems. Utilizing (y,8)-similarity to measure
the behavioral similarity of two components, one verifies
whether such components admit sufficiently similar exter-
nal behaviors such that one can be replaced by another
without jeopardizing the performance of the network. This
application is studied for electrical networks in Section [V}
Finally, (v,0)-similarity also becomes relevant in system
abstraction as one can employ (y,d)-similarity to compare
the behavioral similarity of a high-dimensional system
with a low-dimensional system, i.e., one measures how
precise a low-dimensional system abstracts the external
behavior of a high-dimensional system.

The following result further motivates (y,d)-similarity
as notion of system comparison.
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Proposition 1: The notion of (y,0)-similarity admits the
following properties:

1) There exists a v > 0 such that the system X is (y,8)-
similar to itself for any ¢ > 0.
2) Suppose X1 <,,60, 22 and 3o <,, 5,, 23. Then,
there exist y13,d13 > 0 such that 31 <,; 5,5 23.
Proof: For the first part, consider the system 3
subject to the external input u’ and the disturbance d'.
Let u,u’ € Lo and d’ € L5 be given and define Z; := z — 2’
and g := y —y'. Taking d = d’, one obtains

T =A%+ B(u—u'),
g=C%.
As A is Hurwitz and u,u’ € La, there exists a v > 0 such
that [36, Section 4.1]
2 2
ly —y'lI” < llu—
where y(t) = y(¢;0,0,u,d). This can be written as for
any given § > 0, as long as one takes ¢ < ¢ and p > n+e.
As for the second part, let uj,u3 € Lo and dy € Lo
be given. After choosing us = 3 (u1 + u3), it follows from
Y1 <Sy12,612 22 that there exist €12,712, 12 > 0 and ds €
Lo such that

)

V12
4

2
lyr — voll” < lug — us?

2
+ (012 — €12)

U
(u1 + ug3)
+ (a2 — €12) ld||> = miz [|da?

which, by triangular and Cauchy-Schwartz inequalities,
leads to

’Y12

2
lyr = gell* < =7 llur — ug|®

1
o (31l + 3 1eat?) - @

+ (a2 — e12) |da||* = miz [|da? .

For this ds, and wus as chosen above, we have from
30 <yp4,6.5 23 that there exist e3,723, 23 > 0 and
ds € Lo such that

723 |

2
lly2 — ysl|” < |y — us]|®

Flomm (5l

* (12 s
+ p23 [|d5]]” — m23 || ds |

+3lhal®) @

Multiplying and by pes and 19, respectively, and
subsequently adding the resulting inequalities yields

)

< 23712 + N12723 [

~ 2min{po3, M2}
3 (23(012 — €12) + M2(d23 — €23)) ‘
min{ o3, Ni2}

2 _
n @3(#12 €12) A

mln{u2377712}
_ 2momes ||d3||2

min{u23, Ma}

2
lyr —ys|? < — ug|

2
+

It now follows from Definition [I| that X1 <,,.5,, X3 with

H23y12 + Ni2Y2s 3(p23012 + M2023)
2min{fios, M2}’ min{so3, M2}

which proves the desired result. ]

The first and the second statements of Proposition [I]
can be regarded as “reflexivity-like” and “transitivity-
like” properties, respectively. These properties, which are
essential for comparison purposes, make (y,d)-similarity
appealing for system comparison.

Y13 =

Il. CHARACTERIZATION

In this section, we will give an algebraic characterization
of (,8)-similarity, and by doing so, we eventually propose
an easily verifiable criterion for the notion.

To do so, first, we provide an alternative formulation by
defining the matrices

(v+8)I  —AI 0 0
0 0 wl
and rewriting as
2 2
. U1 U1
H |:y1 y2:| S U —e Us , (6)
dy 0 dy

accordingly. Let = := col(zy,22), w = col(uy,us,d),
and z = col(y; — yg2,d2); motivated by the alternative
representation @, we collect the dynamics of X7 and g
to obtain the composite system

& = Ax + Bds + FEw,

7
z=Cxz+ Ddo, (™)

where
1A 0 10 _|B1 0 E;
O AR P s A
|G =0, |0
o-fy P o-f)
(8)

Needless to say, is O-asymptotically stable as both
Ay and Ay are Hurwitz by assumption. We denote by
z(t;to, o, d2, w) the output solution (at time ¢) of (7)) for
initial condition x(t9) = z¢ and input signals dy and w.
Given a terminal time T, we define the cost function

/ 12 (9)

where z(t) = z(t; 7, x5, ds, w). Following this formulation,
the following result alternatively states Definition [I] in
terms of the composite system @ and cost function @

Proposition 2: For v,§ > 0, the system 35 is (v,d)-
similar to system 3; if and only if there exist matrices
@ and R with a structure as in and a constant € > 0
such that

JT(Tax&dQ) ( )|Q dt

Yw € Lo,3dy € Ly : hm Jr(0,0,dy, w) < —¢ |lw|?.

(10)
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Proof: To show necessity, suppose 3; <5 %2, i.€.,
there exist e, u,n > 0 such that for every u;,us € L5 and
every di € Lo, there exists a dy € L5 such that @, with Q
and R defined as in , holds. Writing @ in terms of the
composite (|7]) and the cost function @, one immediately
concludes

To show sufficiency, suppose there exist matrices ) and
R with a structure as in and a constant € > 0 such
that holds, which can be compactly written as

(1)

2 2 2
21k < llwllg — & llwl”-

Given the partioning z = col(y; — y2,d2) and w =
col(u1, ug, dy), can be written as . [ |

From now on, we will mostly deal with this alternative
characterization rather than the original one.

Remark 4: Through a few simple algebraic manipula-
tions, we can readily rewrite as

P

Yw € Lo s.t. w # 0, ddy € Lo : ||wH .
Q

(12)

It is worth noting that the constant ¢ insures the strictness
of the inequality in . The notion of (y,d)-similarity
seeks a do subject to which the composite system es-
tablishes the performance criterion . As a consequence,
we may regard ds as the “control input” to and view
w as the disturbance input, such that resembles a
full information sub-optimal H,, control problem (see,
e.g., [27, Chapter 6] and [28, Chapter 13]). However, our
problem differs from a standard H., control formulation.
Namely, in contrast to the full information sub-optimal
H, control problem, which seeks the existence of a state
feedback dy such that the closed-loop system establishes
, here, we seek a ds establishing without any a pri-
ori assumptions on its structure. In other words, we seek ds
in an open-loop fashion. In addition, we do not require ds
to establish any stability properties. Finally, our problem
seeks the existence of the constants p,n > 0, whereas in
the full information sub-optimal H,, control problem, all
constants are given beforehand. Nonetheless, we will draw
inspiration from full-information sub-optimal H, control
theory in our characterization of (y,d)-similarity.

In the remainder of this section, we will derive an alge-
braic necessary and sufficient condition for (y,5)-similarity
by taking the following steps. First, we consider a weak
version of (y,8)-similarity where only holds over a
finite time interval. We characterize this weak version,
which will be addressed as finite-time (7,0 )-similarity, and
study how the notion of (y,d)-similarity relates to it. This
paves the way towards an elegant characterization of (y,0)-
similarity. Eventually, we exploit dissipativity theory to
propose an easily verifiable criterion for the notion of
(v,6)-similarity. Let us start with the formal definition of
finite-time (y,d)-similarity.

Definition 2: Given 0-asymptotically stable systems 3
and X, for 7,6 > 0 and a terminal time T° > 0, the
system X, is said to be finite-time (y,8)-similar to system
3, over the time interval [0, 7], denoted by X, 45’5 3,

if a constant € > 0 and positive definite matrices @@ and
R, as defined in , exist such that:

Yw € EQ[O,T], dds € EQ[O,T] :

JT(070’d2>w) < —€ ||wH[20,T] :
Before we characterize the notion of finite-time (y,d)-
similarity, we derive the following lemma.

Lemma 1: Consider the system ([7) and let positive
definite matrices @ and R and terminal time T > 0
be given. Then, holds if and only if the following
differential Riccati equation admits a positive semi-definite
solution over the interval [0, T:

—P=ATP+PA+CTRC + PEQ'ETP
— PB(D*RD)™'BTP; P(T)=0.
Proof: The proof follows the same procedure as in the
finite-horizon full-information H., control problem, see,
e.g., [28, Theorem 13.1].

Given a positive semi-definite solution of , it
follows from completion of squares that for dao(t) =
—(DTRD)"'BTP(t)z(t), we obtain Jr(0,0,ds,w) < 0.
Taking an approach similar to that of [28, Theorem 13.1],
it is straightforward to finally conclude .

Given , we adopt an approach similar to that of [28,
Theorem 13.1] to conclude the existence of a positive semi-
definite solution to (|14)). First, we utilize Theorem 10.7 of
[28] to show that dmits a solution over some interval
[T1,T]. We then define

Ir(T,xs) == su

inf
weLy|T,T) do€Lo[7,T]

(13)

(14)

JT(Ty Ts, dZaw)a

and follow the proof of [28, Lemma 13.2] to conclude that
for all 7 € [T1,T7,

Ir(t,z,) = xSTP(T)xS, (15)

which indicates how the solution P is related to _Zr.
Accordingly, we exploit this to show that P does indeed
exist over [0,T]. For this purpose, once again, it follows
from [28, Theorem 13.1] that for all 0 < 73 <75 < T and
all zg,

Ir(t,xs) > Fr(12,14), (16a)
which implies that for all 7 € [0, 7],
Ir(0,x5) > _I7(T,xs). (16Db)

Following the proof of [28, Theorem 13.1], it is straightfor-
ward to conclude the boundedness of #7(0,z;). Finally,
combining this with and (I6), we deduce that P(r)
is uniformly bounded over the interval [Ty, T], which, by
Theorem 10.7 of [28], implies the existence of the solution
P over the whole interval [0, T]. Such a solution is positive
semi-definite, directly following from and . ]
After choosing matrices () and R as in , it is clear
that Lemma [1| characterizes finite-time (y,0)-similarity in
terms of the differential Riccati equation (DRE). As our
second step, we study how the notion of (y,8)-similarity is
related to its finite-time counterpart. The following result
provides this relation. For this purpose, we first state the
following lemma whose proof is given in the Appendix.
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Lemma 2: Consider the system and let positive
definite matrices @ and R be given. Suppose that
holds. Then, holds for any T > 0.

With the choice of @ and R as in , the following
corollary directly follows from Lemma

Corollary 1: For ~v,0 > 0, suppose that 3o is (y,8)-
similar to 3;. Then, X5 is finite-time (y,0)-similar to 3,
over the time interval [0, T, for any 7' > 0.

As our final step towards characterizing the notion of
(v,0)-similarity, we utilize Corollary to extend the result
of Lemma [I] to the infinite-time case, which is indeed the
notion of (y,8)-similarity. The proof of the following result
can be found in the Appendix.

Theorem 1: For 7,0 > 0, X is (y,8)-similar to 3; if
and only if there exist constants n, u > 0 such that, for
matrices @ and R as in , the algebraic Riccati equation

0=A"P+ PA+CTRC
+PEQ'ETP - PB(D"RD)'BTP

admits a positive semi-definite solution P such that

(17)

spec (A — B(DTRD)"'BTP + EQ*lETP) cC_. (18)

Theorem [1| is crucial in the sense that it provides an
algebraic characterization of the notion of (y,0)-similarity.
Despite this, utilization of Theorem[I]could be challenging,
as finding 1, > 0 such that admits a solution
requires solving the equation possibly for a large number
of distinct values for n and p. This is neither desirable nor
necessary, as we are only interested in the existence of such
n and p.

Inspired by ideas from dissipativity theory, we derive
conditions guaranteeing the existence of n,u > 0 such
that admits a solution. With the aim of doing so, we
propose an alternative characterization of (y,d)-similarity.
Even though our problem does not a priori fit the full
information H., control framework (see, Remark , The-
orem [I]leads to a Riccati equation that is very familiar to
that framework. This, then, immediately guarantees that
ds can also be obtained through state feedback, leading to
the following lemma.

Lemma 3: For v, > 0, X9 is (y,8)-similar to 3, if and
only if there exist constants €, 7, 4 > 0 and matrix F' such
that the composite system

&t =(A+ BF)x + Ew, x(0) =0,

z=(C+ DF)x, (19)

with matrices is 0-asymptotically stable and satisfies

2 2 2
Vw e Lo : ||zllg = wllg < —efwl”, (20)

for matrices ( and R given as in . Here, z is the solution
to (19).

Proof: If part: Suppose there exist constants e,n, u >
0 and matrix F' such that is 0-asymptotically stable
and is satisfied. As A+ BF is Hurwitz and u,d; € Lo,
one infers Fx € Ly. Defining do = Fx, takes the
form . Moreover, as ds € L, is equivalent to ((10)).
As a result, by Definition |1} system X5 is (y,d)-similar to
system X.

Only if part: Suppose Xy is (v,8)-similar to Xj. It
follows from Theorem [I] that constants 7, > 0 exist

such that, for matrices () and R as in , 17) admits
a positive semi-definite solution satisfying ((18). Taking

F = —(DTRD)"'BTP, it follows from the if part of
Theorem |[1] that subject to do = Fx, (7)) satisfies .
Nevertheless, subject to do = Fz, the composite system
@ is of the form with equivalent to . [ ]

Remark 5: As pointed out in Remark [ Definition
does not make any assumptions on the structure of da,
a priori. However, Lemma [3] indicates that the existence
of do, structured as a static state feedback, is implied
by (v,8)-similarity. Therefore, closed-loop and open-loop
choices of dy are equivalent. Under certain assumptions,
a similar equivalence exists for the full-information sub-
optimal H, control problem, see [37, Theorem 3.1]. It can
be shown that our problem setup ensures satisfaction of
these assumptions.

Lemma [3] is consequential in the sense that it allows us
to choose ds in a closed-loop fashion, i.e., as a static state
feedback. The following result exploits this asset to give an
interpretation of (y,5)-similarity in terms of dissipativity
theory.

Lemma 4: For «,6 > 0, ¥ is (y,0)-similar to ¥ if and
only if there exist constants 7, 4 > 0 and a matrix F such

that the composite system
t=(A+ BF)x + Fw,
( ) (21)
z=(C+ DF)z,

is O-asymptotically stable and strictly dissipative with
respect to the supply rate

wo-[T 18 511

i.e., there exists a function V : R™ — [0,00) and an € > 0
such that

Valt) < Via(to))+ [ stw(t).=(0)dt—c [

t(J t(J

(22)

t1

w(t)*dt,

(23)

for all ty < 1 and all signals x, w, and z that satisfy .

Proof: It follows from Lemma |§| that 31 <y,6 2o is

equivalent to the existence of constants e,7,u > 0 and

matrix F' such that is 0-asymptotically stable and

satisfies . Nonetheless, it is straightforward to see that
can be written as

ween [T [ A ese

Let G(s) = (C+ DF)(sI — (A+ BF)) " 'E be the transfer
matrix of and denote the Fourier transform of w with
w. It follows immediately from Parseval’s theorem (see,
e.g., [24, Section 4.2]) that w € Ly if and only if @ € Ls.
Moreover, Parseval’s theorem implies that (24) holds if
and only if for all @ € Lo,

/OOo w* (jw) {Géw)} * {_Q(;L el 2] [Géw)] (jw) dw < 0,
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which, in turn, is equivalent to

1 7' [-Q o I
Vi ! [G(jw)] [O R] [G(jw)}<o.
Applying the Kalman-Yakubovich-Popov lemma (see, e.g.,

[26, Lemma 2.11]), one concludes that is equivalent
to the existence of K = KT such that

[AEK + KAp+ CLRCp KE

(25)

ETK _Q (26)

where Ap = A+ BF and Cr = C + DF'. Since R = 0, it
immediately follows from that

| <o

ALK + KAp < 0.

However, as Ap is Hurwitz, this implies that K > 0. By
a well-known result in dissipativity theory (see, e.g., [26,
Theorem 2.9]), is equivalent to strict dissipativity of
with respect to the supply rate (22)) and the storage
function V(z) = 2T K. ]

Given the dissipativity interpretation of the notion of
(v,8)-similarity, we are now ready to derive the algebraic,
easily verifiable, necessary and sufficient condition we
desired.

Theorem 2: For ~,0 > 0, 3 is (y,5)-similar to 3 if and
only if there exist a positive definite matrix X, a matrix
II, and positive scalars 77 and 7 such that

AX + Bl + (AX + BI)"  E (CX + DT
ET _Q(’% 51 :ﬂ’) p
CX + DIl 0 —R(7)
<0,

(27a)

where A, B, E, C, and D are given as in and

. (y+0)I =1 0
0 0 fil (27b)
~ . |I 0

Proof: If part: Suppose (27a]) admits a solution. The
congruence transformation

Xt 0 o0
0 I o0f, (28)
0 0 I
transforms (27a]) into
AEX=1 4+ X1 Ap g(_lE ck
ETXil _Q(7a57 ,[L) p = Ov (29)
Cr 0 —R(7)

where F:=TIX"!, Ap = A+BF,and Cr = C+DF. This
suggests that Ap is Hurwitz. Taking Q@ = Q and R = R,
we take the Schur complement of to obtain

ALX ' 4+ X 'Ap + CERCr X 'E
ETX—I _Q

implying that (21]) is strictly dissipative with respect to the
supply rate (22)) and the storage function V(x) = 27 X1z

<0.  (30)

[26, Theorem 2.9]. Finally, it follows from Lemma 4| that
3y is (y,0)-similar to 3.

Only if part: Suppose s is (y,0)-similar to ;. It follows
from Lemma [4| that (21]) is strictly dissipative with respect
to the supply rate , which implies the existence of a
positive definite matrix K such that holds. Taking
X = K7 this is equivalent to . However, similar
reasoning as in the if part of the theorem shows that
is equivalent to . [ |

Theorem [2| characterizes the notion of (y,d)-similarity
as a linear matrix inequality (LMI) feasibility problem,
for which numerous computational techniques are avail-
able. We, thus, have equipped the notion with an easily
verifiable necessary and sufficient condition.

An LMI feasibility problem characterizing the notion
of (v,d)-similarity, involves an explicit computation
of the parameters p and 7. Nevertheless, (v,0)-similarity
merely asks for the existence of such p and n rather than
their values. This motivates us to modify the result of
Theorem |2 such that it does not involve the computation
of p and 7. The following result utilizes Finsler’s lemma
(see, e.g., [38, Lemma 2]) to achieve this objective.

Theorem 3: For v,0 > 0, 39 is (y,8)-similar to 3q if
and only if there exist a positive definite matrix X and a
matrix II such that

XAT+AX +10"BT+BII  E xcr
?T _Q(’Ya 5) 0 = 07
CcX 0 -1
(31)
where A and B are given as in and
B= P Oe=jo -al,
0 B (32)
Qy,0) = |0 ALl
’ = (y+o)I]

Proof: As a result of Theorem 2] X1 <45 X is
equivalent to the existence of X > 0, II, and fg,7 > 0
such that holds, where matrices Q(7, 6, /i) and R(7)
can be written as

A ~\ Q(’Y,(S) 0 - |0
Q,6,[1) = [ o ol TR0 1],
~ I 0 _ 10
R(7) = [0 0] +1) M o0 1.
However, applying Finsler’s lemma twice, one concludes
that (27a]) is equivalent to (31) [38, Lemma 2]. [ |

Remark 6: As for (1)), let us take F = IIX~'. As a
consequence, through a similar procedure as in obtaining

([30), is seen to be equivalent to
(A+BR)TX '+ X YA+ BF)+CTC X'E

ET x—1 —Q(v,4) <0,
indicating that the composite system
i = (A+ BF)z + Ew,
(« ) (33)

=Cr,

N
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where w = col(uy,us), is strictly dissipative with the
supply function

. [@]" (@) 0] [w

=[] 457 5]
and the storage function V(z) = 27 X~z [26, Theorem
2.9]. To summarize, it follows from Theorem [3| that the
notion of (v,d)-similarity is fully characterized in terms of
the strict dissipativity of the composite system with
respect to the supply rate (34).

Remark 7: The notion of (y,0)-similarity merely in-
volves zero initial conditions, as it measures the similarity
of forced responses. One may exploit Lemma [ to address
the case of non-zero initial conditions. It follows from
Lemma@that 31 <4,6 X2 is equivalent to the existence of
constants €,m, 4 > 0, a matrix F, and a positive definite
matrix K such that is O-asymptotically stable and
satisfies

(2O < / s(w(r), 2(r))dr — ¢ / w(®)[? dr,

where s is given as in (22). Because A + BF is Hurwitz
and w € Lo, as t — o0, the integrals remain well-defined
and the state x approaches the origin, which implies

(34)

2 2 2
Yw e Ly zlk < wlg — e lwl” + |2(0) -

This, in turn, indicates that there exist constants €, 1, u >
0 and a positive definite matrix K such that for every
input uy,us € Lo and every disturbance d; € Lo, there
exists a disturbance dy € L3 such that for any z;9 € R™

and T9,0 € R™2,
U1
U2

2 2
+ (=) ldullz, —nlldzllz,

2
Z1,0
T2,0

where y; = y;(t; 0, z; 0, ui, d;). This is pivotal as it indicates
that the notion of (y,8)-similarity also gives a measure
on the similarity of general responses. As a result, while
comparing the input-output behavior of two systems, we
may confine ourselves to the forced response rather than
the general response.

2

2 2
lyr = w2llz, < vllur — uellz, + (6 —¢)
Lo

(35)

+

)
K

IV. DETERMINISTIC SYSTEMS

In this section, we consider deterministic systems, i.e.,
systems of the form with d; = 0. In this case,
reduces to

o {ﬂ?z = A;z; + Bju,, (36)
yi = Cixi,

where we maintain the standing assumption that A; is

Hurwitz. Adopting a notation in line with (1)), we denote

by vi(t; to, Ti,0, u;) the output solution of t time ¢, for

initial condition ;o and input u,;. Considering 33; given

by (36), for 7,6 > 0, 3y is (v,d)-similar to Xy if there
exist a constant € > 0 such that

Uy

U2

(37)
where y;(t) = v;(t;0,0,u;). From (37), one immediately
cocnludes that for deterministic systems, the notion of
(v,0)-similarity is symmetric in the sense that 3 <5 3o
and ¥ <5 37 are equivalent. For deterministic systems,
Theorem [2] readily specializes to the following result.

Corollary 2: Consider systems ¥; and 35 given by .
For 7,8 > 0, 35 is (y,8)-similar to 3; (or equivalently, 3,
is (v,0)-similar to X5) if and only if there exist a positive
definite matrix X such that

ATX + XA+ CTC
ETX

2
Vui,us € Lo & |jy1 — y2||2 < llug — u2||2+(5—€)

9

XE
_Q(’yv 6)

where A in given as in while C, E, and Q(v,6) are
given as in .
As one would expect, is seen to be easily obtained
from as one eliminates the rows and columns cor-
responding to dy and do. Nevertheless, a dissipativity for-
mulation of also gives (see, e.g., [26, Proposition
3.9]).

We regard G;(s) = C;(sI — A;)"'B; as the transfer
matrix of ; as A; is Hurwitz, we can define the H,
norm of G; as

<0, (38)

HGl”OO = Sgp Urnax(Gi(jw)).

The following result, exploring the implications (v,0)-
similarity has on the transfer matrices G; and G, im-
mediately follows from ([37)).

Proposition 3: For ~,6 > 0, if 39 is (y,0)-similar to
3, (or equivalently, 3 is (y,8)-similar to X5), then the
following statements hold:

a) [Gill, < (Y407, i=1,2

b) [|G1 = Gall, < (26)%.

Proof: Following 3 <,s Xg, there exists ¢ > 0 such
that holds. Clearly, the choice of us = 0 results in
y2 = 0. Accordingly, implies

VYu, € Lo : HZ/1||2 <(y+d-e) ||“1||2a

indicating that ||G1], < (v + 5)% [24, Theorem 4.3]. A
similar reasoning indicates the same bound on ||G2||,,. On
the other hand, choosing u := u; = us € Lo, it follows

from that
lyr — y2ll* < 2(6 — ) [|ull®,

which implies (b). [ |
Proposition [3] gives another interpretation of the role that
~ and § play. In particular, the parameter § measures the
similarity of G; and G5 in the sense of the H., norm.
Consequently, § suggests how precise 3o replicates the
input-output behavior of ¥;. In addition, the parameter
v, together with ¢, indicates how the external input wu;
affects the output y;.



PIRASTEHZAD et al.: COMPARISON OF NON-DETERMINISTIC LINEAR SYSTEMS BY (v, 6)-SIMILARITY 9

b )

______

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

| M

1

&=

''pa
N T

Fig. 1: The series interconnection of systems X; and X.

V. COMPOSITIONAL REASONING

As many systems can be viewed as an interconnection
of subsystems, it is often desirable to study such systems
in terms of their constituting subsystems. This motivates
one to explore how (v,0)-similarity on a ‘system’ level may
be concluded from (y,8)-similarity on a ‘component’ level.
Our goal is therefore to extend the notion from individual
systems to the interconnections they constitute.

In preparation for this compositional reasoning, we
address the following property which is an immediate
consequence of (y,0)-similarity. The proof of the following
Proposition is given in the Appendix.

Proposition 4: Suppose X1 <5 %o for some 7,5 > 0.
Then, there exist ¢,k > 0 such that

Ul
B
where y;(t) = y;(¢;0,0,u;, d;).

We commence our study with characterizing the (y,0)-
similarity of systems structured as series interconnections,
defined as follows.

Definition 3: The system X is said to be in a series
interconnection with the system 3o, denoted by X ||s 3o,
whenever uy = y1, see Figure |1l Taking z := col(x1,x2),

Us 1= u1, dg := col(dy, da), and ys := ya, the system 37 ||5
35 is seen to be governed by the dynamics

2
+he|da |

Yy, ug, dy € Lo, 3dy € Lo : H Lﬂ
2
(39)

2
<]

Ty = Asxs + Bsus + Esdsa

Ys = OSIS7
where
_ A1 0 _ Bl _ E1 0
A= [3201 AJ’BS_ {0]’]33_ [0 EJ’
C,s = [0 C’g] .

It immediately follows from the 0-asymptotic stability of
3, and ¥ that ¥ ||s o is also 0-asymptotically stable.

The following proposition explores the extension of
(v,0)-similarity to series interconnection. The proof of the
proposition can be found in the Appendix.

Proposition 5: Suppose 31 <+,,5, Xp and X
3,. There exist 75,05 > 0 such that

<

72,62

El ||S 22 %75765 Ell ||S 2’2

Proposition [5]allows for modular system comparison which
is crucial for specification verification as it enables one
to conduct global specification verification on the basis of
local specifications.

d

! Iy s 2,

_____ t_________________,

! Y1 1

e — g I, !

i :

1

! |

1 " \
i 2 |5, —L e

:______________—1___ !

d,

Fig. 2: The feedback interconnection of systems 3; and
3.

We are now interested in characterizing the (v,0)-
similarity of a more complicated structure, i.e., feedback
interconnection.

Definition 4: The system 3, is said to be in a feedback
interconnection with the system X5, denoted by X ||t
3o, whenever u; = e; — y2 and us = eg + y1, where e;
and ey are external signals, see Figure 2| Taking zs :
col(z1,22), ug := col(er, e2), dy := col(dy,dz), and yy :
col(y1,y2), the system 37 ||¢ Xz is seen to be governed by
the dynamics

Ty = Afxf + Byuy + Eydy,

yr = Cyay,
where
| A —B1Cy _|B1 0
Af[Bgc1 A, }’Bf{o BJ’
By 0 [croo
Ef[o EQ]’ Cf{o CJ'

As one would expect, 3; || 3o is not necessarily 0-
asymptotically stable. As the notion of (y,0)-similarity
asks for O-asymptotically stable systems, we may only
consider the case where X || X is O-asymptotically
stable, which in turn guarantees the internal stability of
the interconnection. As a result, from now on, we assume
3, and X, are such that Ay is Hurwitz.

In contrast to series interconnection, the (y,5)-similarity
of feedback interconnections does not automatically fol-
low the (y,d)-similarity of the constituting subsystems.
The following result, whose proof can be found in the
Appendix, characterizes the condition under which (y,d)-
similarity is preserved through feedback interconnection.

Proposition 6: Suppose X1 <, 5, X} and X3 <, 5, X5
such that for some ¢ > 0,

1

(1+¢)2’

with ¢1, ¢, given in (39), and ; ||y X2 and 3 ||f 34 are
0-asymptotically stable. Then, there exist v¢,dy > 0 such
that

1
Y172 < m, 0l < (40)

T e B2 <8, T [l 25
Remark 8: The parameter € provokes a trade-off be-
tween the permissible domain of the gains v, v2, 1, and ¢
and the magnitude of the parameters v; and 5 as follows
from the proof of Proposition [f] For larger choices of e,
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Proposition [f] is applicable to a smaller class of systems,
i.e., systems with smaller 71, 2, ¢1, and 5. Nevertheless,
for such choices, the resulting v and d¢ are smaller. In
contrast, smaller choices of € lead to a broader applicability
of Proposition [6] with larger v; and dy.

Remark 9: As (y,6)-similarity asks for 0-asymptotically
stable systems, we restricted ourselves to 0-asymptotically
stable feedback interconnections. Nevertheless, given the
conditions of Proposition [} the bound on the output
deviation holds regardless of X || X9 and X ||¢ X% being
0-asymptotically stable. More specifically, given the con-
dition ¢145 < 1, it follows from the proof of Proposition
that 3 ||f X9 and X ||¢ 35 satisfy the small gain theorem
[27, Theorem 3.4.1], i.e., the feedback interconnections
31 |l X2 and X} ||y X5 are internally stable. As a
result, subject to Lo signals, the output solution uniquely
exists and belongs to the L, space. Consequently, the
0-asymptotic stability of the feedback connection is not
necessary for the bound on the output deviation to hold.

VI. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE

To illustrate the notion of (y,8)-similarity, we consider
the problem of component replacement in the electrical
network depicted in Figure 3] The component S supplies
M which, in turn, feeds D with a specific voltage. While
the architecture of M is given, we have no information
regarding the architecture of S and D.

1
1
1
S |vsi = Ci==
1
1

Fig. 3: Supplied with the voltage Vg, M feeds D which, in
turn, may inject the unwanted current Ip into M. Note
however that Vg and Ip are not known.

The detailed architecture of M is depicted in Figure [3]
with the parameter values given in Table[l] The component
S supplies M with the voltage V. On the other hand,
while being fed by M, the component D may inject the
unwanted current Ip, e.g., an inrush current, into M. It
is worth mentioning that Vg and Ip are unknown.

Suppose M suffers a failure as its constituting elements
reach the end of their life-time. We would like to replace
M with the component M’, depicted in Figure 4| with
parameter values given in Table[] Such a component can
be considerably cheaper as it comprises fewer elements. As

Fig. 4: A candidate for replacing M, the component M’
comprises less elements.

a result of environmental noise, the voltages with which
M and M’ are supplied are similar, but not identical. On
the other hand, the current that D injects into M is not
necessarily the same as the one it injects into M’. Despite
this, in order for the network to operate properly, M’ has
to feed D with almost the same voltage M feeds D with.
This would be indeed the case if the input-output behavior
of M’ is (approximately) contained in that of M. We will
therefore use (y,d)-similarity to measure to what extent
the input-output behavior of M’ is contained in that of
M, see Remark In particular, we desire M’ <5 M
for some (hopefully small) v and 6. Let i denote the

Table |: Parameter Values.

Parameter Value Unit
Ry 10 Q
Ro 100 Q
R3 10 Q
Ry 20 Q
Rs5 10 Q
Ch 0.1 F
Ca 0.3 F
Cs 0.1 F
Cy 0.5 F
L 0.1 H

current passing through the inductor L and v¢, denote the
voltage across the capacitor C;, for i = 1,2,3,4. Taking
x1 = col(vey, vey, Ves, L), it follows from circuit theory
that M is governed by the dynamics

o =A B Eid
M T1 171 + biug + £ dy, (41)
y1 = Cizq,
where
-1 1
A = 0 _1?1302 Rscl'z % ,
RsCs RsCs
1 _1 0 _ Ry
L L L L
ro1
RiCh 8
Bi=| Y|, ci=p0 100, B=|3],
0 o
| 0 0

Here, u; and dy denote Vg and Ip, respectively. In the
same vein, taking zo := v¢,, one obtains the dynamics of
M’ as

M Ty = AQIEQ + Boug + E2d27 (42)
y2 = Chxa,
with
1 1

Ay= s By=

7 T Cy(Ri+Rs) P Cy(Ra+Rs)
Ry

Br= =1

27 Cy(Ri+ Rs) 2

Once again, us and dy represent Vg and Ip, respectively.
It is straightforward to see that the matrices Ay and A,
are Hurwitz. Moreover, the signals uq,us and di,ds are
taken to be Lo signals.
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We can now cast the problem into the framework of
(v,6)-similarity according to Definition Because the
voltages with which M and M’ are supplied are subject to
environmental noise, whose amplitude is almost negligible,
the inputs u; and us are almost the same. Due to the
relatively small input dissimilarity, the parameter v does
not have to be chosen very small. By contrast, § has to be
chosen very small, as u; and us may have large amplitudes.
For these reasons, we choose v = 0.01 and § = 0.001.
Utilizing Theorem it turns out that M’ <, s M with the
chosen values of v and §, which indicates that the input-
output behavior of M’ is contained in that of M to a large
extent. This, as a result, implies that we may replace M
with M’ without significantly affecting the performance
of the network, see Remark [3] Furthermore, in order to
obtain with the smallest p, we minimized g with
respect to the constraint (272). The optimization problem
has been solved in MATLAB R2015a using YALMIP [39]
and SDPT3 [40].

We compare the behavior of M and M’ through numer-
ical simulations, where we take uq, us, and do as

20sin(2rt), 0 <t < 20,
uy =
0,
{20.1 sin(27t), 0 <t < 20,
U =
0,

30

T o02ver Y ( 2(0.2)2

Clearly, while the components are fed over [0,20], the
component M’ experiences a surge in the current at ¢ = 10.
We run the simulation over [0,50] which is large enough
for the dynamics to reach their steady states. The output
solutions as well as the output deviation are illustrated
in Figure [5] It is clear from Figure [ that when d; is

o
T

System Output
s @ 8
—
i 1
= =]
& =

..........
Il Il Il L . >-_7_7-_‘ 777777777
20 25 30 3% 40 45 50
Time horizon

=
= N

°
a

Output deviation
- N ow &
—

=)

o
2]
B
&

20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Time horizon

Fig. 5: The output solutions of M and M’ as well as the
output deviation. Subject to a dy obtained from , see
Figure [6] the system M’ reveals an output solution very
similar to that of M. This indicates that for any solution
trajectory of M’, there exists a trajectory of M closely
approximating it.

chosen according to (27al), which is depicted in Figure @
the output solution of M’ is very similar to that of M.

This, however, indicates the capability of M in closely
approximating the input-output behavior of M’. More
precisely, for any solution trajectory of M’, there exists
a trajectory of M closely approximating it. This, as a
result, indicates that one may replace M with M’ without
jeopardizing the performance of the network.

0 é 1‘0 1‘5 2‘0 2‘5 3‘0 3‘5 4‘0 4‘5 50
Time horizon

Fig. 6: The disturbance d; subject to which the system M

reveals a solution trajectory that closely approximates the

solution trajectory of M’.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced (y,d)-similarity as a notion of
system comparison, measuring to what extent the input-
output behavior of two systems are similar. We formulated
the behavioral similarity of two non-deterministic dynam-
ical systems as the sensitivity of the difference between
the output trajectories to the external inputs to the two
systems, in the sense of Ly signal norms. We further
characterized the notion of (y,d)-similarity as an LMI
feasibility problem. We then studied (y,0)-similarity for
deterministic systems and gave an interpretation of the
notion in terms of transfer matrices. Subsequently, we
showed that the notion of (y,0)-similarity is preserved
through series and feedback interconnections, which paves
the way towards decomposing large-scale interconnected
systems into interconnections of abstractions.

For the future, our focus will be on utilizing this frame-
work for control synthesis and compositional purposes
such as abstraction and modular synthesis of intercon-
nected systems. On the other hand, we aim to further
extend this notion to nonlinear systems as well as systems
whose inputs/disturbances are not necessarily Ly signals.

APPENDIX
A. Proof of Lemmald

Suppose holds for some € > 0. We will show that
given any T > 0, the DRE ([14]) admits a positive semi-
definite solution over [0,7T], which by Lemma [I} implies
that holds. To do so, we adopt the technique taken in
the proof of Lemma [I] In particular, we show that given
any T' > 0, admits a solution over some interval
[Ty, T). Finally, we exploit the relation this solution has
with Jp to conclude the existence of the solution over
[0, T7.

Take any terminal time 7" > 0; with the same reasoning
as that of Lemma [I| there exists a 0 < T3 < T such that
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admits a solution P over [T}, T|. Taking an approach
similar to that of [28, Theorem 13.3], we observe

jT(O7IS)

e inf {||ZH20T R~ Hw||20T }
weCZE),T] d2€L5[0,T] (0,77, [0,7],Q

< su inf (Bl — JJwl|?
= weLQE),T] d2€L2[0,T] [0.T].R [0.T].Q

{/ooz(t)ﬁ% dt| vt > T :w(t) =0,

T

lim (1) = 0})

As for the last inequality, it is noted that the term on
the second line is bounded as a result of linear quadratic
optimal control, e.g., [28, Theorem 10.19]. As a result,
Choosing dy according to , one observes

/T(O7x5)

< sup inf
wWELy da€Lo

+ inf
d2€L2[T,00)

{1217 = lwlld| ¥t > T wit) = 0}
. 2 _ 2 . —
< sup {Jl2(-30. 2. dayw)l[f, = [l v > T w(t) = 0}

. 2 2
< ’u?g 2{||Z( 707x57d27w)”R - ||w||Q}

On the other hand, the linearity of (7)) implies that z(t) =
2(t;0,0, d2, w) + 2(t; 0, 25,0, 0), by which is written as

/T<O’x8)
. . 2 2
< sup {[|2(-:0,0.da, w) + 2(-:0,2,,0,0)[[} — wl[3}

(43)

< sup {[12(+30,0,dz, w) [ + [12(-50,2,,0,0) % ~ lwl

+2[2(+30,0,da, w)l| 123 0,5, 0,0  }
We now exploit to achieve
/T(vas)

2 2
< sup { = [wl® + [1=(-;0,2.,0,0) (44)

+2[/2(50,0, 2y w) |23 0,4, 0,0 . .
Once again, it follows from that
12(+50,0, da, w)l| 5 < Amax(@) — €)% [Jw]]
which simplifies as
I7(0,z5)
< sup {=elwl® + [1=(-:0,2.,0,0) (45)

+20max(Q) = )% ] 12( 50, 75,0,0) . } -

Since A is Hurwitz, z(-;0,x5,0,0) € Lo for all x4 [27, The-
orem 3.1.1], implying that the last term, or equivalently,
I7(0,x5) is bounded. As a result of , this implies that
the solution P(7) is uniformly upper bounded over [T, T7.
Once again, and imply that for any 7 € [T1, T,
P(7) » 0. Consequently, P(7) is uniformly bounded over
the interval [T, T'], which, by Theorem 10.7 of [28], implies
that the solution P exists over the whole interval [0, T].

B. Proof of Theorem[dl

If part: Suppose there exist constants 7, 4 > 0 such that,
for matrices @ and R as in (), such that admits a
positive semi-definite solution satisfying . As we would
like to show that is satisfied, let w € Lo be arbitrary.
As a first step, we claim that there exists d5 € Lo such
that z(-) = z(-;0,0,d;,w) satisfies

tlgrolo z(t) =0. (46)
This, in turn, implies that
< dzT () Px(t) .
/0 P 4p = him o (Pa(t) =0, (47)
which will turn out to be useful later. Choose
dy = F, F=—(D"RD)"'BTP, (48)

and consider (|7]) subject to de = dj. If A+ BF is Hurwitz,
it follows from [25, Lemma 4.8] that holds for any
w € Lo. We therefore proceed to show that A + BF is
Hurwitz. Given the fact that DTRC = 0, can be
written as
0=(A+BF)"P+ P(A+ BF)

+(C+ DF)'R(C+ DF) + PEQ 'E"P.
Let v be an eigenvector of A + BF with the eigenvalue
A. Multiplying by v* and v from the left and right,
respectively, we achieve

2Re{A}v* P = —|ETPu[;, , —|(C + DF)vf} <0, (50)

(49)

which suggests that either Pv = 0 or Re{A} < 0. If the
former holds, then

(A4 BF)v = Av = A,
indicating Re{A} < 0. Now, consider the case Re{\} <
0. Suppose Re{\} = 0, which implies ET Pv = 0, and
therefore,
(A+BF)v = (A-B(DTRD)'BTP+EQ'ET P)v = \v,

which, by (8), implies Re{A\} < 0, contradicting the initial
assumption. Consequently, the matrix A+ BF' is Hurwitz.

Now that we have shown that A + BF is Hurwitz, we
conclude that subject to d3, for any w € Lo, holds,
which also implies that d5 € Lo. As a result, similar to the
proof of Lemma [T} we can write

lim Jr(0,0,d5, w)
T—o0

__ /OO w(t) = Q' ET P(t)a(t)|?, dt < 0. 1)
0

As a result, it remains to show that there exists an € > 0
such that holds. For this purpose, define
vi= Q%w - Q_%ETP.I, (52)

and consider the dynamics of the composite system subject
to dy = dj. Similar to Lemma [T} after expressing w in
terms of v using , we obtain the system

i=(A—B(DTRD)'B"P + EQ 'ETP)z + EQ %,
w=Q *v+Q 'ETPz. (53)
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As a result of (18), the system is stable, implying
that there exists an ¢ > 0 such that |Jw|| < e~ 2 |v]|, for
trajectories corresponding to zero initial conditions. This,
however, leads to

lim Jr(0,0,d5,w) = — ||v]|* < —e|w|®,  (54)
T—o00

for any w € L5, which indicates that holds.

Only if part: Suppose there exist a constant £ and
positive definite matrices () and R, as in , such that
holds.

Since holds, Lemma [2 implies that holds for
any T > 0. Subsequently, Lemma [l| guarantees that the
DRE (14) admits a positive semi-definite solution over
[0,T]. We denote this solution (at time ¢ € [0,7]) with
P(t,T,0), emphasizing the fact that the solution exists
over [0,7T] with a zero terminal condition. As P(t,T,0)
exists for any 7" > 0, the DRE admits a positive
semi-definite solution over [0, c0).

We show that P(t,T,0) converges to a constant limit
satisfying , as T grows to infinity. For this purpose,
we initially recall two main features of P(t,T,0), namely
uniform boundedness and monotonicity. To show the for-
mer, we recall that given any T > 0, holds for any
7 € [0,T). Moreover, as shown in Lemma plies
that _#7(0,z;) is bounded, which, along with (16a)), im-
plies that for any given T > 0, the solution P(t,T,0)
is uniformly bounded over [0,7T]. More importantly, the
lower and upper bounds of P(t, T, 0) are independent from
T. Tt directly follows from that P(t,T,0) is mono-
tonically non-increasing as a function of ¢. However, since
the system is time-invariant, P(t,T,0) = P(r,T —t+7,0),
implying that P (t,T,0) is a monotonically non-decreasing
function of T' (see also [27, Lemma 6.3.2]). Now, because
P(t,T,0) is uniformly bounded and monotonically non-
decreasing with respect to 7T, it has a limit P; as T grows
to infinity. However, as a result of time-invariance, one
concludes that for all ¢,

P, = lim P(t,T,0) = lim P(0,T—t,0) = lim P(0,T,0),
T—o0 T—o00 T—o00

which acknowledges that P, is constant [27, Lemma 6.3.3].
For this reason, we drop the subscript from now on.
Obviously, P is positive semi-definite. To show that P
satisfies , we take the approach of [27, Lemma 6.3.3].
As the system is time invariant, P(¢,T,0) only depends on
T — t. Therefore, for any T* € [0, 00),

YVt <T*:P= lim P(t,T,0)
T— 00

— lim P(t,T*,P(T*,T,O))
T—o00
:P(t,T*, lim P(T*,T, 0))
T—o00
= P(,T",P),
by which one concludes that for any T* € [0,00), P sat-
isfies the DRE over [0, T*] with a terminal condition

equal to P. As P is constant, this implies that P satisfies
the ARE (17).

Now, we show that P satisfies . As an intermediate
step, we show that A — B(DTRD)™'BTP is Hurwitz.
Consider the matrix F' defined as in and rewrite the
ARE as . Let v be an eigenvector of A + BF
with eigenvalue A. We respectively multiply (49) with v*
and v from the left and right to achieve (50)). Clearly,
either Pv = 0 or Re{A\} < 0. For the former case, we
conclude that Re{A\} < 0 as before. Hence, consider the
case Re{\} < 0. Clearly, if Re{\} = 0, then

(A+BF)vy =M, (C+DF)v=0. (55)

Nonetheless, as D is injective, implies that A\ is a
zero of the system (A, B,C,D) [28, Exercise 13.3], or
equivalently, A is an unobservable eigenvalue of the pair
[28, Exercise 10.1]

(4-B(pDT)" DTC,C - D(DDT) " DTC),

which, because DTC = 0, means that A is an unobservable
eigenvalue of (A,C). However, as A is Hurwitz, the pair
(A,C) is detectable, and therefore, Re{\} < 0 contra-
dicting the assumption that A lies on the imaginary axis.
Consequently, the matrix A + BF' is Hurwitz.

We now proceed to the next step, i.e., we show that
holds. For this purpose, take the disturbance w generated
by the autonomous system

E(t) = (A — B(DTRD)"'BTP + EQ’lETP)g(t),
w(t) = QTETPE(t),

with £(0) = 0. It is not difficult to notice that the
dynamics of can also be written as

(56)

£(t) = (A+ BF)¢ + Euw. (57)

We have shown earlier that A+ BF' is Hurwitz. If we show

that w € Lo, then we may conclude that tlim &(t) =0,
— 00

for any £(0). This, however, would imply the asymptotic
stability of , which, in turn, implies . We therefore
proceed to show that w € L. With the aim of doing so,
consider @ subject to the input do = Fx and the distur-
bance w = wr(t) ;== Q 'ETP(t,T,0)x(t). Corresponding
to wr, we also define the signal

_ wT(t)v t < T7
wr(t) = {o t>T

Accordingly, one finds
J7r(0, 20, Fx, wr)
= [|2(-;0, zo, szwT)||[20,T],R - ||wTH[20,T],Q
= [|2(+; 0, zo, Fx»wT)“[QO,T],R - ||717TH[20,T],Q
< ||2(+50, 20, F, 1) i 79,1 — 107 70.27.0
4 /Do|z(t;o,x0,Fx,wT)|§ dr.
T

Note that because A + BF is Hurwitz, the indefinite
integral is well-defined. It now follows from |wrl|, =
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oz 0,71, that

Jr(0, 20, Fx,wr)

< l2(+0, 20, Fa, wr)||3 — llor g,

< [12(+50,0, Fa,@r) + 2(+50,20,0,0) | — oz,

< 1l2(+30,0, Fa, wr) |7 + [12(+50,20,0,0)| %

+2|12(+50,0, Fa,wr)| g [|2( -0, 20,0,0)|| y — @15, -
Now, a similar reasoning as in obtaining and
gives
Jr(0,z0, Fx,wr)

< —ell@rll” +Il=(-;0,20,0,0)|%

+2Amax(Q) =€) o7l [12(:0,20,0,0) | 5

However, we recall that ||wr| = ||0r|gm = [wrll -
Therefore, we conclude

I (0,20, Fz,wr) < —¢([lwrllg g — €1)? + c2

where the constants

()\max(Q) — 5)1/2
€
)‘maX(Q)
€
are independent of T'. On the other hand, it follows from

that

Cc1 =

||Z( 3 vaOa 070)” y

12(-;0,20,0,0)|%,

Cy =

Jr(0, 0, Fx,wr) > 8 P(0,T,0)x,

which, along with the fact that P(0,T,0) %= 0, implies that
|wrlljg 7 is uniformly upper bounded with respect to 7.
Obviously, for all t* < T, one finds |lwrl|y .} uniformly
upper bounded (with respect to t* and T') as well. Since

lim P(t,T,0) = P,
T—o0

one concludes lim wr(t) = w(t) for all ¢, implying that
for all t*, =
0l ey = Jim_ ezl

is uniformly upper bounded with respect to t* and even-
tually guaranteeing w* € Lo. As pointed out earlier, this
completes the proof. More specifically, because A + BF
is Hurwitz and Ew* € Lo, one has tli)rgoﬁ(t) = 0, for all
£(0). This implies that is 0-asymptotically stable, or
equivalently , is asymptotically stable and therefore,

is satisfied.

C. Proof of Proposition

As a direct consequence of 0-asymptotic stability, 3;
has finite Lo gain, see, e.g., [36, Section 4.1] and [25,
Lemma 4.8]. Hence, there exist ¢1,k; > 0 such that for
all uy,dy € Lo,

Uy
)

Needless to say, it follows from Proposition [3| that £; <
~v+9. On the other hand, 31 <,5 X2 implies the existence

2
g1 < 0 flun |k ]” < 6o ey [lda]| . (58)

of e,n,;u > 0 and ds € L5 such that (2)) holds. Choosing
do according to (2), we add to (2) and utilize the
triangular and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequalities to obtain

)

2
2+ k) [
Q

2
Il < 27 s — ua|® + 2061 + 6) ‘

+2(p + k1) ||d1||2
Y
= lus

A {2(’)’4—54—51)]

where

Q= —2v1

—2~1
29+ +0)I|°

Defining #5 := )\max(Q) and ko := 2(u + k1), this yields
uy
U2

It is now clear that for the choice of ¢ = /1 + ¢5 and k =

ki + ko, follows from and .

2
lya? < £ + ko |lde]|? (59)

D. Proof of Proposition[j

Let uy,u) € Lo and dy,ds € L4 be given. It follows from
31 <yy,6, X4 that there exist e1,71, 41 > 0 and df € L,

SuCh ‘ ha,‘
u
U/]

2 2
+ (1 —e1) |dal|” —m ||dq]]” -

2
2 2
lyr = 91ll” < flun — i [|” 4 (61 — 1)

(60)

Choosing us = y1 and uh = yi, B2 <,,5, X5 implies the
existence of €9,72, o > 0 and d} € L5 such that

)
Yy

2 /(2
+ (p2 — €2) || da|” — m2 ||ds]|” -

Choosing d according to , it follows from Proposi-
tion [4] that there exist ¢1,%k; > 0 such that

Y1 Uy
Y uy
It now follows from and that

2 2
ly2 = yall” < y1v2 lur — wi |

+ (’72(51 —e1) + £1(02 — 62))

2
2 2
lyz — yall™ < 2 llyr — w1 ll” + (02 — €2)

(61)

2 2
<4 + ke |lda)?

2

+ (72(#1 —e1)+ k(62 — 52)) Ids |1®

2 2
+ (p2 — £2) ||do||* — a1 |dy]|° = m2 [|d5 ",

which, by Definition [I} guarantees that 3 ||s X2 <, 5.
1 lls X4 with

Vs = V17Y2, 05 = Y201 + 02l

which completes the proof.
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E. Proof of Proposition[d

Let e1,€),e2,¢, € Lo and dy, dy € Lo be given. Choosing
ur = e1 —y2 and u) = e} —yp5, it follows from 3¢ <, 5, X}
that there exist 1,11, 1 > 0 and d] € L5 such that

2 2

lyr = 9ill” <7 ller —y2 — e + 3l
_ €1 — Y2

won-en [ 20

2 2

+ (1 —e1) |da [l —m |4 |

Using the triangular and Cauchy-Schwartz inequalities,
this leads to

2

2
2 e
I = 1P < Sl = €41 261 —e0) | |
2

~ 9 62
+ v lly2 — ol +2(01 — &) sz (6

2 2

+ (1 — &) [[da]|” = m fldy |
where € = 1 + e. Completely analogously, we can use

39 <y,,0, 25 to conclude that there exists dy € Lo such
that we can bound |lyz — y4|° in a similar way as (62).
Substitution of this bound in and rearranging terms

(hereby using (40)) leads to

lyr — w1 1®
€N 2 &2 /2

T €(1 — Ey1y9) lex = enll”+ €(1 — €27172) ez =l
L 20 =) H 2 28y, (8; — £2) ’ M 2

1— &7 || e 1 — &1 es

2871 (82 — €2) || [w1]]? 2001 — e1) || o] ||?

1 -y L/J M 7172 [yé]
(11 —e1) a2 év1(p2 —€2) N
L=, |1l T, el
m 72 6’}’1772

- I - Rl (63)

On the other hand, choosing d’1 according to (62), one
exploits Proposition [4] to obtain

2 - 2
Y1 €1 — Y2 2
</ + ki |ld
AL = Lo =g o
€ ] ||? ?
< -t ||| ||| +eén [yﬂ + ky [lda |)?
€ 1€1 ] Ya
- o112 2
€ el - e + Y1
< Z
> efl _6’1_ + 66162 |:6/2 4 yi:|
+ &y ||da|* + ko [|da |®
€ e ]1]? & el |I?
<€ 1 € 2
< eél | + 5% L/Q]
- 2
~ ~ 2 2
S | ] R
However, given , it is easily seen that
2
€0 el St e
S1-ens 1—&010s || [eh

k1 2 €l1 ko

2
—_— 4
g VI + T ) (64

whereas a similar bound can be found on col(ys,y5).
Substitution of those bounds in leads to

Iy — v < — 2 flex — €} |2 + — 2 ey — e
! 1 — &y ! 1— &y 2
2%7151(52 —&2) [61} 2
(1= @y172) (1 — &4145) || €1
2(6) — £1) (1 + €0 )6162) o2
+ ~
(1—e&vyv2) (1 - 625162) ‘ [e’l]
n 205(61 — 1) |:€2:| ?
(1 — €2’}/1’}/2) (1 — 625152) 6’2
2871 (82 — ) (1 4 € ‘6%52) 11
* (1= Ey172) (1 — E4142) ‘ [6'2]
N Y Al
+ (fi1 — &1) Hd;] - [d,j , (65)

for some constants £1,7;,f41 > 0. A similar procedure
can be applied for |jy2 — y4]|%, such that it is clear from
Definition [1] that 1 [|f $2 <5, 2 [[¢ 35 with

£max{y1, 72} + Sy

= 1 —y172e2 ’

2% max{dy, 02} max{ly, Lo} (1 + émax{y1,72})
(1= Ey172)(1 — €24145)

2max{6;, 82} (1 + émax{y1,y2}) (1 4+ &

0 =

(1;6)61&)

(1 —&yy2)(1 - &bils)
which proves the desired result.
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