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Abstract

This paper presents new results and reinterpretation of existing conditions for strong structural controllability in a structured
network determined by the zero/non-zero patterns of edges. For diffusively-coupled networks with self-loops, we first establish
a necessary and sufficient condition for strong structural controllability, based on the concepts of dedicated and sharing nodes.
Subsequently, we define several conditions for strong structural controllability across various graph types by decomposing
them into disjoint path graphs. We further extend our findings by introducing a composition rule, facilitating the analysis
of strong structural controllability in larger networks. This rule allows us to determine the strong structural controllability
of connected graphs called pactus graphs (a generalization of the well-known cactus graph) by consideration of the strong
structural controllability of its disjoint component graphs. In this process, we introduce the notion of a component input node,
which is a state node that functions identically to an external input node. Based on this concept, we present an algorithm with
approximate polynomial complexity to determine the minimum number of external input nodes required to maintain strong
structural controllability in a diffusively-coupled network with self-loops.
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1 Introduction

Network controllability is a topic of active research, with
many works in the literature that investigate it from dif-
ferent points of view. From the viewpoint of the struc-
ture of a network, it is common to use only some infor-
mation about the edges in a network. The problem of
network controllability for structured networks, which
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are characterized by the non-zero/zero patterns of edges,
was first introduced as structural controllability in [1].
A structured network is considered structurally control-
lable if it can be controlled for almost all choices of non-
zero edge weights, though it can still be uncontrollable
for specific edge weight combinations. This is known as
the generic property [2,3] of structural controllability. To
address this limitation, the concept of strong structural
controllability was introduced in [4] to guarantee full
controllability by considering all choices of edge weights.
Specifically, a graph is strongly structurally controllable
(SSC) if its controllability can be determined based only
on the zero/non-zero patterns of edges, independent of
the values of the edge weights. In the literature, several
methods have been proposed to determine the strong
structural controllability of structured networks, such as
PMI sequences [5,6], zero forcing sets [7,8], graph dis-
tance [9], and maximum matching [10]. These methods
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from different perspectives are crucial for a more com-
prehensive analysis of structured networks, which have
diverse applications in areas such as targeted networks
[11], social networks [12], and brain networks [13].

Related to strong structural controllability, the problems
of input addition and Minimum Input Problem (MIP)
for control efficiency are important issues. These prob-
lems have been studied in various approaches, such as the
loopy zero forcing set [14], structural balance [15], zero
forcing number [16], and constrained matching [17,18].
In particular, the authors in [7,18] proved that the prob-
lem of finding minimum inputs for general networks
is NP-hard. However, it is known that for some spe-
cial types of small networks, the MIP can be solved
in approximate polynomial time using heuristic algo-
rithms, such as greedy algorithm [19,20] and indepen-
dent strongly connected component (iSSC) [21].

In this paper we provide a detailed graph-theoretical in-
terpretation of strong structural controllability, present-
ing new results as well as reinterpretation of existing con-
ditions. Based on these ideas, we offer several methods
for designing SSC networks as well as an algorithm with
approximate polynomial complexity to solve the MIP
problem. We conclude this introduction with a guide to
the flow of ideas in the paper as well as a summary of
our distinct contributions.

1.1 Research Flow

This paper introduces several conditions for strong
structural controllability based on the new concept of
dedicated & sharing nodes, which is a more detailed
concept of dilation [1] for structural controllability. For
diffusively-coupled networks with self-loops, we provide
a reinterpretation ofTheorem 1 in [4], which provides the
necessary and sufficient condition for strong structural
controllability, from the perspective of the dedicated
node. Based on [22], we provide conditions for strong
structural controllability of basic graph components,
i.e., paths, cycles, and tree structures. In particular,
we provide an intuitive interpretation by decomposing
these basic graph components into paths and employ-
ing a composition rule for proof. The composition rule
refers to the principle that disjoint controllable compo-
nents can merge in a manner to ensure that the overall
graph meets the controllability conditions. From this
perspective we develop a composition process for pactus
type graphs, which we will define in subsequent sections
of this paper. These graphs consist of basic graph com-
ponents and represent a more generalized concept than
cactus, as defined in [23]. Finally, by interpreting the
properties of external input nodes from the perspective
of dedicated nodes, we define the concept of a compo-
nent input node, which is a state node that has the same
property as an external input node. Based on these two
types of input nodes, we then propose an algorithm of
approximate polynomial complexity to solve MIP.

1.2 Contributions

Note that this paper is an advanced version of [22]. Al-
though Section 3 in this paper follows a similar logical
flow to [22], there are some significant differences. First,
there is an error in [22, Corollary 1 ]. This paper cor-
rects this error and makes the results flawless. Further-
more, while [22] is based on the sufficient condition for
controllability, here we provide necessary and sufficient
conditions for strong structural controllability. The con-
tributions of this paper are as follows:

• Different from the condition of strong structural con-
trollability introduced in [4], we provide a simplified
condition for strong structural controllability of undi-
rected graphs of diffusively-coupled networks with
self-loops based on the notions of dedicated & sharing
nodes.

• The paper provides intuitive insights into network
controllability by decomposing basic components such
as cycles and trees into path graphs and analyzing
them based on composition rules. Furthermore, we
expand these findings to more complex graph types,
such as pactus, which consist of these basic elements.
This approach highlights the topological control paths
within these networks, providing clarity and enhanced
understanding.

• From the perspective of the dedicated & sharing nodes,
we present the new notion of a component input node,
which is a state node that has the same property as an
external input node. Based on this notion, we devise
an algorithm for pactus type graphs that efficiently
identifies the minimum external input nodes necessary
for strong structural controllability, offering a deeper
insight into such structured networks.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, the pre-
liminaries and the problems of strong structural control-
lability are formulated. In Section 3, the conditions for
strong structural controllability of basic components and
pactus are presented. Section 4 develops an algorithm
for solving MIP for pactus graphs. Conclusions are pre-
sented in Section 5.

2 Preliminaries and Problem Formulations

We will consider undirected networks of diffusively-
coupled states xi and external inputs ui with self-loops:

ẋi = −
∑

j∈Ni

aij(xi − xj) + aiixi + biui, (1)

where aij represents the diffusive couplings between
states xi and xj , satisfying aij = aji, Ni denotes the
set of indices of the states xj for which aji 6= 0, and
bi represents the external input coupling of xi. This
paper assumes that for non-zero values of aij , aij is
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positive when i 6= j, and is nonzero and negative when
i = j as per [8,24]. The Laplacian matrix is defined
as L = A − D, where A ∈ R

n×n is the adjacency ma-
trix consisting of diffusive couplings aij for i 6= j, and
D = diag(A1n) ∈ R

n×n. Let us now define a self-loop
matrix S ∈ R

n×n, which is the diagonal matrix consist-
ing of aii for i ∈ {1, ..., n}. Then, the diffusively-coupled
network in (1) can be represented as:

ẋ = L̃x+Bu, (2)

where x = (x1, . . . , xn)
T ∈ R

n×1, u = (u1, . . . , um)T ∈
R

m×1, L̃ = L − S ∈ R
n×n is the modified Laplacian

matrix, and B = [e1, e2, ..., em] ∈ R
n×m is the input ma-

trix consisting of linearly independent standard column
bases with appropriate dimensions. Let the diffusively-
coupled network matrix corresponding to (2) be sym-

bolically written as T = [L̃, B] ∈ R
n×(n+m). From the

network perspective, the modified Laplacian matrix L̃
includes the interactions of n state nodes including each
node’s own interaction. The input matrix B includes
interactions between m external input nodes and state
nodes. Hence, there are n+m nodes in the network.

Remark 1 The negative weight of the self-loops, aii < 0
in (1), represents a stabilizing force that prevents uncon-
trolled growth in the node’s state due to self-influence.
This assumption is commonly used to ensure the stability
of the network dynamics [25,26], as a positive self-loop
term can lead to instability in the system.

For structured networks, we define a family set of mod-
ified Laplacian matrices as Q(L̃), which is determined
by the same non-zero/zero patterns as A and S in an
element-wise fashion. Note that since the structured net-
work of (2) is determined only by the non-zero/zero pat-

terns of A and S, all L′ ∈ Q(L̃) have off-diagonal ele-
ments with the same non-zero/zero pattern, but the di-
agonal elements of L′ do not necessarily have the same
non-zero/zero pattern. From the viewpoint of control
system design, we assume that the input matrix B is
fixed since the variations of non-zero elements in B do
not affect the controllability. Thus, the family set of net-
work matrix T is defined as Q(T ) := [Q(L̃), B]. The
network given by (2) is said to be controllable if its con-
trollability matrix has full row rank [27]. The control-

lability matrix corresponding to T = [L̃, B] is given by

CL̃ = [B, L̃B, L̃2B, ..., L̃n−1B].

From a graph point of view, the network given by (2)
can be represented as a graph:

G(T ) = (V , E), (3)

where T = [tij ] = [L̃, B], the node set V is the union of
the set of state nodes and the set of input nodes, i.e.,
V = VS ∪ VI satisfying VS ∩ VI = ∅, and the edge set

E is defined by the interactions between nodes V . The
graph G(T ) = (V , E) consists of a state graph GS and
an interaction graph GI as G(T ) = GS ∪ GI , where GS

is the subgraph induced by VS , and GI is the graph
representing the interactions between VS and VI . That
is, GS = (VS , ES) and GI = (V , EI), the direction of
edges in ES is undirected, while the direction of edges
in EI is directed such that (i, j) ∈ EI with i ∈ VI and
j ∈ VS . Also, since the input matrix in (2) consists of
the standard column bases, each external input node
is connected to only one state node. Then, the strong
structural controllability of a graph corresponding to the
diffusively-coupled network given by (2) is defined as:

Definition 2 (Strong structural controllability) A graph
G(T ) of (2) is said to be strongly structurally controllable

(SSC) if all network matrices T
′

∈ Q(T ) are controllable.

We say that the graph G(T ) is accessible if there exists
a path from j ∈ VI to i for any i ∈ VS . Note that if
there is no path from an external input node i ∈ VI to
a state node j ∈ VS , then j is not controllable. Without
loss of generality, this paper assumes that a graph G(T )
is accessible, as these are necessary for ensuring network
controllability.

Lemma 3 For a diffusively-coupled network given by
(2), the matrix L̃

′

of a graph G(T ) has full rank for all

L̃
′

∈ Q(L̃).

PROOF. Let us consider the matrix L̃ = L−S in (2),
where L ∈ R

n×n is a Laplacian matrix and S ∈ R
n×n is

a diagonal self-loop matrix. We assume that the edges
between two different state nodes have a positive sign,
so every L′ ∈ Q(L) must be positive semi-definite, i.e.,
xTL′x ≥ 0 for all x ∈ R

n. Now, consider the matrix
S = diag[a11, ..., ann]. Since we assume that every state
node in G(T ) has a self-loop with a negative sign, i.e.,
aii < 0 for all i ∈ 1, ..., n, every S must be negative
definite, implying that xT (−S)x > 0 for all x ∈ R

n\{0}.
Therefore, we obtain xT L̃′x = xT (L′ − S)x > 0 for all

x ∈ R
n \ {0}, which means that L̃′ is positive definite.

Hence, every L̃′ ∈ Q(L̃) has full rank. �

From the above lemma, it follows that every network
matrix T ′ ∈ Q(T ) for the diffusively-coupled network
with self-loops given by (2) also has a full row rank.

Next, let the neighboring set of the set α ⊆ VS be de-
noted as N (α) =

⋃
j∈α Nj , which is the union set of

neighboring set of j satisfying j ∈ α. From [4, Lemma
3 ], the conditions provided in [4, Theorem 1 ] provided
can be simplified for diffusively-coupled networks with
self-loops as:
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Theorem 4 [4] The graph G(T ) is SSC if and only if for
all α ⊆ VS, there exists i ∈ N (α)\α having exactly one
edge (i, j) ∈ E with j ∈ α in G(T ). 1

For a more detailed analysis, we classify the node i ∈
N (α)\α as dedicated nodes and sharing nodes for α ⊆
VS .

Definition 5 (Dedicated and Sharing nodes) A node i ∈
N (α)\α is a dedicated node of α if it satisfies |Ni∩α| = 1,
or is a sharing node of α if it satisfies |Ni ∩ α| > 1.

For an arbitrary α satisfying α ⊆ VS , if a node i ∈
N (α)\α has exactly one edge connected to α, then the
node i is called a dedicated node of α. This statement is
equivalent to the cardinality condition of |Ni ∩ α| = 1.
On the other hand, a node i ∈ N (α)\α is called a sharing
node if the node i has more than one edge connected to
α. Using the concepts of dedicated and sharing nodes,
a reinterpretation of Theorem 1 is that a a graph G(T )
is SSC if and only if the set N (α)\α has at least one
dedicated node for all α ⊆ VS . This is stated formally
below in Corollary 7.

For example, consider the graph G(T ) depicted in
Fig. 1(a). It is shown that VS = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} and
VI = {u1, u2}. Let α ⊆ VS be α = {1, 3}. Then, we ob-
tain N (α)\α = {2, u1}. Now, we need to check whether
the set N (α)\α has a dedicated node or not. For the
node 2 ∈ N (α)\α, we obtainN2 = {1, 3, 4}. Then, it fol-
lows that |N2∩α| = 2, which means that the node 2 is a
sharing node since those have two edges (2, 1), (2, 3) ∈ E
connected to 1, 3 ∈ α, respectively. For the external
input node u1 ∈ N (α)\α, we obtain Nu1

= {3}. Then,
we obtain |Nu1

∩ α| = 1, which means that u1 is a
dedicated node of α because the node u1 has exactly
one edge (u1, 3) ∈ E connected to 3 ∈ α. Hence, in case
of α = {1, 3}, there exists a dedicated node u1. In the
same way, if the set N (α)\α has at least one dedicated
node for all α ⊆ VS , the graph G(T ) is determined to
be a SSC graph.

Remark 6 Note that the concept of dedicated & sharing
node is an extended concept of dilation [1] for structural
controllability. More precisely, the authors in [1] show
that the condition of structural controllability is the ab-
sence of dilation in a graph, but this condition is not suf-
ficient for strong structural controllability. Dedicated &
sharing nodes are a more detailed concept for determin-
ing the strong structural controllability.

1 Note that in this theorem and in our results below, it is
necessary to consider all α ⊆ VS . The number of possible

sets of α is 2|V
S | − 1.

3 Strongly Structurally Controllable Graphs

In this section, we provide several necessary and suffi-
cient conditions for strong structural controllability of
basic graph components such as paths, cycles, and tree
structures. While there is a wealth of research on deter-
mining controllability conditions for these graph types
using concepts, such as the zero forcing set [28] and
structural balance [15], this paper offers a reinterpreta-
tion of these existing conditions. This is driven by the
belief that alternative approaches to the same results can
provide deeper insights and different perspectives on the
problem at hand. We specifically analyze the controlla-
bility of basic components based on the notions of ded-
icated and sharing nodes, employing composition rules
to deepen the analysis. With the notion of a dedicated
node, Theorem 1 can be simplified as:

Corollary 7 The graph G(T ) is SSC if and only if there
exists at least one dedicated node in N (α)\α for all α ⊆
VS.

The above Corollary 7 provides the necessary and suffi-
cient condition for strong structural controllability from
the perspective of dedicated nodes. For further analy-
sis, the following proposition provides the condition for
strong structural controllability of the path graph, a ba-
sic component, as presented in [4].

Proposition 8 [4] Let us consider a path state graph
GS = (VS , ES) with GI = (VI , EI). The graph G(T ) =
GS ∪ GI is SSC if and only if there exists an external
input node connected to a terminal state node 2 .

For further analysis of a larger graph, we define a bridge
graph GS

ij , which connects two disjoint graphs Gi and Gj .

Definition 9 (Bridge graph) A bridge graph is a state
graph defined as GS

ij = (VS
ij , E

S
ij), which connects two

disjoint state graphs GS
i and GS

j . If nodes k ∈ VS
i and

l ∈ VS
j are connected by an edge (k, l), then (k, l) ∈ ES

ij

and k, l ∈ VS
ij . We assume that a state node k ∈ VS

i is

connected to a state node l ∈ VS
j by a one-to-one. Hence,

|ES
ij | satisfies the following boundary condition.

1 ≤ |ES
ij | ≤ min(|VS

i |, |V
S
j |). (4)

For convenience, we first define the concept of neigh-
bor components for a given component GS

i in a graph.
The set of neighbor components, denoted as NGS

i
, in-

cludes the indices j for which there exists a non-empty
bridge graph GS

ij connecting GS
i to GS

j . This is formally

2 In a graph G(T ) = (V, E), we say that a state node k ∈ VS

is a terminal state node if it satisfies |Nk| = 1 in GS.
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Fig. 1. Tree state graphs with two external input nodes.
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Fig. 2. Cycle state graphs with two external input nodes.

expressed as NGS
i
= {j | GS

ij 6= ∅}, where each index j in

this set represents a component directly connected to GS
i

by at least bridge edge. With the above notation, we say
that the graph G(T ) = (V , E) is induced by m-disjoint
components Gi = (Vi, Ei) with bridge graph edges ES

ij if

V =
⋃m

i=1Vi and E =
⋃m

i=1

⋃
j∈N

GS
i

(Ei ∪ ES
ij). Based on

the concept above of induction, we now proceed to de-
compose larger graphs into the basic components, i.e.,
path graphs, and explore their strong structural control-
lability conditions.

Theorem 10 Consider a tree state graph GS = (VS , ES)
with GI = (VI , EI) satisfying |VI | = m ≥ 2. Then, the
graph G(T ) = GS ∪GI can be induced bym-disjoint com-
ponents Gi with ES

ij satisfying |ES
ij | = 1 and |VI

i | = 1 for

i ∈ {1, ...,m} and j ∈ NGS
i
. The graph G(T ) = GS ∪ GI

is SSC if and only if each disjoint component Gi, i ∈
{1, ...,m} is SSC path graph satisfying Proposition 8.

PROOF. For if condition, let us assume that each dis-
joint component Gi, i ∈ {1, ...,m} satisfies Proposition 8.
Then, since each Gi is SSC, the setN (αi)\αi contains at
least one dedicated node for all αi ⊆ VS

i . Now, consider
the merged graph G(T ) with the bridge edge (k, l) ∈ ES

ij ,

where k ∈ VS
i and l ∈ VS

j for i ∈ {1, ...,m} and j ∈ NGS
i
.

For the merged graph G(T ) to be SSC, we only need
to consider the existence of dedicated nodes in N (α)\α
when α ⊆ VS contains at least one bridge node. Because
after adding the bridge edge, each set of in-neighboring
nodes of a node in VS remains unchanged except for Nk

andNl in G(T ). However, since each disjoint component
Gi, i ∈ {1, ...,m} is SSC, even if the bridge node k ∈ VS

i

or l ∈ VS
j belongs to α ⊆ VS , the set N (α)\α still has at

least one dedicated node in Vi or in Vj. It follows that
the existence of at least one dedicated node in N (α)\α
is independent of the bridge edge (k, l) ∈ ES

ij satisfying

|ES
ij | = 1 for all α ⊆ VS .

For only if condition, in the merged graph G(T ), let us
suppose that a disjoint component Gq = GS

q ∪ GI
q , q ∈

{1, ...,m} does not satisfy Proposition 8. Since the graph
G(T ) is a tree graph, there always exists a state node
i ∈ VS, which has out-degree 3. Then, there always exists
a case without a dedicated node in N (α)\α when α =
VS\{i}. �

As an example of Theorem 10, the graph G(T ) depicted
in Fig. 1(a) shows a tree state graph GS with two exter-
nal input nodes u1, u2 ∈ VI . In this case, the graph G(T )
can be induced by 2-disjoint path graphs G1 and G2 with
a bridge edge (2, 4) ∈ E12, i.e., G1 : u1 → 3 ↔ 2 ↔ 1 and
G2 : u2 → 5 ↔ 4, where the symbols → and ↔ are used
to denote directions of the connection between nodes. It
follows from Theorem 10 that the merged graph G(T )
is SSC since each disjoint component G1 and G2 satis-
fies Proposition 8. However, the graph G(T ) depicted in
Fig. 1(b) can not be induced by 2-disjoint path graphs.
In this case, when α = {1, 3}, we obtain N (α)\α = {2}.
But the node 2 is a sharing node satisfying |N2∩α| > 1,
which is connected to the nodes 1, 3 ∈ α, thus, the graph
G(T ) in Fig. 1(b) is not SSC. With the result of Theo-
rem 10, the following Corollary 11 can be obtained:

Corollary 11 Let two components Gi and Gj be SSC,
respectively. If there exists a bridge graph GS

ij satisfying

|ES
ij | = 1, then the merged graph G(T ) = Gi ∪ GS

ij ∪ Gj is
SSC, regardless of the location of the bridge edge.

The above corollary means that the existence of one
bridge edge connecting two disjoint SSC graphs is in-
dependent of the strong structural controllability of the
merged graph.

Theorem 12 Consider a cycle state graph GS =
(VS , ES) with GI = (VI , EI) satisfying |VI | = 2. The
graph G(T ) = GS ∪ GI is SSC if and only if there exists
an edge (k, l) ∈ E with k, l ∈ N (VI).

PROOF. Let us consider that a graph G(T ) = GS ∪GI

consists of a cycle state graph GS = (VS , ES) with GI =
(VI , EI) satisfying |VI | = 2. Then, the graph G(T ) can
be induced by 2-disjoint components G1 and G2 with ES

12
satisfying |ES

12| = 2. Also, each disjoint component G1

and G2 satisfies Proposition 8. Thus, the sets N (α1)\α1

and N (α2)\α2 have at least one dedicated node for all
α1 ⊆ VS

1 and α2 ⊆ VS
2 , respectively. For the merged

graph G(T ) to be SSC, we only need to consider the
existence of dedicated nodes in N (α)\α when α ⊆ VS

5



contains at least one bridge node. Because each set of in-
neighboring nodes of a node in VS remains unchanged
except for the nodes in VS

12. Now, start from G1 ∪G2, we
gradually add two bridge edges step-by-step for check
the condition of Corollary 7. Let the bridge edges be
{(k1, l1), (k2, l2)} ∈ ES

12, where k1, k2 ∈ VS
1 and l1, l2 ∈

VS
2 satisfying k1, l1 /∈ N (VI).

For if condition, consider a merged graph G1 ∪ G2 with
the bridge edge (k1, l1) ∈ ES

12. It follows from Corol-
lary 11 that if each G1 and G2 is SSC, the merged graph
G1 ∪ G2 with a bridge edge (k1, l1) ∈ ES

12 is SSC. For the
other bridge edge (k2, l2) ∈ ES

12, suppose that the bridge
nodes k2, l2 satisfy k2, l2 ∈ N (VI). Then, each set of in-
neighboring nodes of nodes k2 and l2 always includes
each other, i.e., k2 ∈ Nl2 and l2 ∈ Nk2

. Hence, if α ⊆ VS

contains k2 or l2, the setN (α)\α always contains at least
one of the nodes k2 and l2 with k2, l2 ∈ N (VI). However,
if α contains a node in N (VI), there always exists at
least one dedicated node in N (α)\α, and this dedicated
node is always an external input node in VI . Therefore,
the graph G(T ) is SSC. For only if condition, let us sup-
pose that (k2, l2) /∈ E with k2, l2 ∈ N (VI). In this case,
when choosing α = VS, we obtain N (α)\α = {k2, l2}.
However, both nodes k2 and l2 are sharing nodes satis-
fying |Nk2

∩α| = |Nl2 ∩α| = 2. Hence, from Corollary 7,
the graph G(T ) is not SSC. �

For example, Fig. 2(a) shows a cycle state graph GS with
N (VI) = {2, 3} and there exists an edge (2, 3) ∈ E . Ac-
cording toTheorem 12, the graph G(T ) = GS∪GI is SSC.
However, the graph G(T ) depicted in Fig. 2(b) shows
N (VI) = {1, 3} and there is no edge between the nodes
1, 3 ∈ N (VI), i.e., (1, 3) /∈ E . In this case, when choosing
α = VS\N (VI) = {2, 4}, we obtain N (α)\α = {1, 3}.
It is clear that nodes 1, 3 ∈ N (α)\α, are sharing nodes
satisfying |N1 ∩ α| = |N3 ∩ α| = 2. Hence, according
to Corollary 7, the graph G(T ) in Fig. 2(b) is not SSC.
Note that if GS is a cycle, two properly located exter-
nal input nodes are sufficient for the graph G(T ) to be
SSC, i.e., the minimum number of external input nodes
for the strong structural controllability of G(T ) is 2.

With the above proof, Theorem 12 can be generalized
as:

Theorem 13 Let two disjoint components Gi and Gj be
SSC with path state graphs GS

i and GS
j , respectively. If

there exists a bridge edge (k, l) ∈ ES
ij satisfying k, l ∈

N (VI), the merged graph Gi ∪GS
ij ∪Gj is SSC, regardless

of the existence of an additional bridge edge in ES
ij.

The above Theorem 13 contains the condition of strong
structural controllability for a graph G(T ) = GS ∪ GI

when GS is a cycle. Thus, Theorem 12 is a special case
of Theorem 13. To extend our results to larger graphs,
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G2

G3

G4
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12

GS
23

GS
34
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7

8

9
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11

12

13

14

15

16

u1

u2

u3

u4

u5

u6

u7

Fig. 3. A SSC graph G(T ) = GS ∪ GI with a pactus

GS =
⋃

4

i=1

⋃
j∈N

GS
i

(GS
i ∪ GS

ij) satisfying |ES
ij | = 1.

we define a pactus as a structure consisting of disjoint
components interconnected by bridge graphs.

Definition 14 (Pactus) A pactus is a connected graph
defined as GS =

⋃m

i=1

⋃
j∈N

GS
i

(GS
i ∪ GS

ij). A pactus satis-

fies the following properties.

(1) GS is induced bym-disjoint components GS
i with ES

ij .

(2) Each GS
i , i ∈ {1, ...,m}, is either a path or a cycle.

(3) If j ∈ NGS
i
, GS

i and GS
j are connected by at least one

bridge edge (k, l) ∈ ES
ij, where k ∈ VS

i , l ∈ VS
j .

Note that the pactus is a more generalized concept than
the cactus defined in [23]. It means that the cactus is
a special case of the pactus. For example, the bridge
edges between two disjoint components in pactus may be
several under the boundary condition given by (4), while
the cactus has only one. Based on the aforementioned
lemmas, the following theorem can be established.

Theorem 15 Let us consider a pactus GS and suppose
that each bridge graph has only one bridge edge, i.e.,
|ES

ij | = 1. The graph G(T ) = GS ∪ GI is SSC if each
disjoint component Gi, i ∈ {1, ...,m}, is SSC.

PROOF. The if condition can be proved by an induc-
tion of Corollary 11. Let a state graph GS be a pactus.
Then, the pactus GS can be induced by m-disjoint com-
ponents GS

i with ES
ij . Also, each GS

i is either a path
or a cycle. Suppose that each disjoint component Gi =
GS
i ∪ GI

i , i ∈ {1, ...,m} satisfies Proposition 8 (path) or
Theorem 12 (cycle). From each disjoint component point
of view, it is clear that the set N (αi)\αi has at least
one dedicated node for all αi ⊆ VS

i , i ∈ {1, ...,m}. Thus,
since each SSC component GS

i and GS
j is connected by

exactly one bridge edge (k, l) ∈ ES
ij with k ∈ VS

i and

l ∈ VS
j for i ∈ {1, ...,m} and j ∈ NGS

i
. By an induc-

tion of Corollary 11, the merged graph G(T ) is SSC, i.e.,
the set N (α)\α has at least one dedicated node for all
α ⊆

⋃m

i=1V
S
i , which is equivalent to α ⊆ VS . �
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The above Theorem 15 shows a sufficient condition for
the strong structural controllability of pactus satisfying
|ES

ij | = 1, which is interpreted from the perspective of
each component. For example, let us consider the pactus
depicted in Fig. 3. According to Proposition 8, G1 needs
an external input node connected to node 1 to be SSC,
i.e., VI

1 = {u1}. Since G2,G3, and G4 are cycles, each com-
ponent requires at least two properly located external
input nodes to satisfy Theorem 12, i.e., VI

2 = {u2, u3},
VI
3 = {u4, u5}, VI

4 = {u6, u7}. These results are shown
in Fig. 3. Hence, the graph G(T ) = GS ∪ GI requires
seven external input nodes to satisfy Theorem 15, i.e.,
VI =

⋃4
i=1V

I
i = {u1, u2, u3, u4, u5, u6, u7}. Note that

the locations of the external input nodes are not unique.

4 Strongly Structurally Controllable Graphs
with Minimum External Input Nodes

In this section, we first present the condition for achiev-
ing strong structural controllability from the perspec-
tive of a single node. Subsequently, a composition pro-
cess of approximate polynomial complexity for MIP is
provided. For further analysis from a single node point
of view, it is necessary to examine whether a state node
is guaranteed at least one dedicated node. For this rea-
son, we introduce the notion of SSC node, defined as a
state node that satisfies the condition of strong struc-
tural controllability, a notion initially established in [29].

Definition 16 [29] (SSC node) A state node k ∈ VS
i

is called a SSC node if the set N (α)\α has at least one
dedicated node for all α ⊆ VS

i satisfying k ∈ α. The set
of SSC nodes in GS

i be symbolically written as VSSC

i .

For convenience, we say that a state node k ∈ VS has
a dedicated node if the set N (α)\α has at least one
dedicated node for all α ⊆ VS satisfying k ∈ α. For
example, consider the graph depicted in Fig. 4(a). In
this case, the nodes 1, 3 ∈ VS are SSC nodes, which are
guaranteed a dedicated node from the external input
nodes u1 and u2, i.e., 1, 3 ∈ VSSC. In other words, if α
contains at least one SSC node, the set N (α)\α always
has at least one dedicated node. Based on the concept of
an SSC node, the following corollary, which provides an
interpretation of strong structural controllability from
the perspective of each component, is directly derived
from [29]:

Corollary 17 Let us consider a pactus GS = (VS , ES)
induced by m-disjoint components GS

i = (VS
i , E

S
i ) with

ES
ij for i ∈ {1, ...,m} and j ∈ NGS

i
. Then, the graph

G(T ) = GS ∪ GI is SSC if and only if all state nodes in
each component are SSC nodes, i.e.,

⋃m

i=1V
SSC

i = VS.

In the context of MIP, a precise understanding of the
role of input nodes is essential. The following remark
provides the significance of external input nodes, partic-
ularly from the perspective of dedicated nodes.

G1

G2

GS
121

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
u1

u2

(a)

G2

4

5

6

7

8

9

3

2

(b)

Fig. 4. Example of the SSC nodes and the component input
nodes: (a) A graph G(T ) = G1 ∪G12 ∪G2 with |VIE | = 2. (b)
G2 with VIC

2 = {2, 3}.

Remark 18 For a graph G(T ) = (V , E), consider a state
node k ∈ VS that is connected to an external input node
u ∈ VI with an edge (u, k) ∈ E. Suppose a set α ⊆ VS in-
cludes the state node k, i.e., k ∈ α. Given the assumption
that an external input node is connected to exactly one
state node, the node u always meets the cardinality con-
dition |Nu ∩ α| = 1. Therefore, the external input node
u ∈ VI ensures the existence of a dedicated node for its
connected state node k ∈ VS

As shown in Remark 18, the property of an external in-
put node is to guarantee the existence of a dedicated
node for any state node to which it is connected. Sur-
prisingly, this role of an external input node can also be
fulfilled by a state node. More specifically, if a specific
structural condition is satisfied in a pactus, there exists
a case that a state node k ∈ VS

i in Gi guarantees the
existence of a dedicated node of a state node l ∈ VS

j in
another component Gj , which is adjacent to the node of
k, i.e., l ∈ Nk, we call such state nodes component input
nodes. With the above observation, the input nodes can
be classified as the external input nodes and the compo-
nent input nodes.

Definition 19 (External input node) A set of external
input nodes in Gi is symbolically written as VIE

i . If a
node k ∈ VI

i guarantees a dedicated node of l ∈ VS
i with

a directed edge (k, l) ∈ E, the node k is called an external
input node of Gi, i.e., k ∈ VIE

i .

Definition 20 (Component input node) A set of com-
ponent input nodes in Gi is symbolically written as VIC

i .
Consider a graph G(T ) = Gi ∪GS

ij ∪Gj. If a node k ∈ VS
i

guarantees a dedicated node of l ∈ VS
j with an edge

(k, l) ∈ ES
ij, the node k is called a component input node

of Gj , i.e., k ∈ VIC
j .

From the above definitions, the set of input nodes VI is
re-defined as a union of the set of component input nodes
and the set of external input nodes, i.e., VI = VIE∪VIC

satisfying VIE ∩ VIC = ∅. For a pactus given by GS =⋃m

i=1

⋃
j∈N

GS
i

(GS
i ∪GS

ij), The following theorem provides

7



the necessary and sufficient condition for the component
input nodes in a graph G(T ) = GS ∪ GI .

Theorem 21 Consider a graph G(T ) = GS ∪ GI with
a pactus GS. Then, the state nodes in VS

i ∩ VS
ij, are the

component input nodes of Gj, i.e., VIC
j = VS

i ∩ VS
ij, if

and only if
⋃

j∈N
GS
i

(Gi ∪ GS
ij) is SSC for i ∈ {1, ...,m}.

PROOF. Let the subgraph
⋃

j∈N
GS
i

(Gi ∪ GS
ij) be de-

noted as Ḡi = (V̄i, Ēi) for i ∈ {1, ...,m}. For if condition,
suppose that Ḡi is SSC for each i ∈ {1, ...,m}. Accord-
ing to Definition 16 and Corollary 17, it follows that all
state nodes in V̄i are SSC nodes. Obviously, any bridge
nodes k, l ∈ VS

ij satisfying k ∈ Nl are also SSC nodes.

This ensures that the node k ∈ VS
i guarantees the ex-

istence of a dedicated node of the node l ∈ VS
j . Hence,

by Definition 20, the bridge nodes in VS
i ∩ VS

ij are the

component input nodes of Gj , i.e., VIC
j = VS

i ∩ VS
ij .

For the only if condition, suppose Ḡi is not SSC for
some i ∈ {1, ...,m}. Note that if Ḡi is SSC, then Gi must
also be SSC, but the converse is not necessarily true.
Let us consider the case where Gi is SSC. Under this
assumption, the bridge nodes in VS

i ∩VS
ij are SSC nodes.

However, the assumption that Ḡi is not SSC implies that
there exists at least one bridge node in VS

j ∩ VS
ij that is

not an SSC node. This results in a case where there is
no dedicated node for some subsets α ⊆ VS including a
node in VS

j ∩ VS
ij . �

Note that if Theorem 21 is satisfied, the set of com-
ponent input nodes is defined as VIC

j = VS
i ∩ VS

ij for
i ∈ {1, ...,m} and j ∈ NGS

i
. This implies that the com-

ponent input nodes of Gj can be determined only by its
adjacent component Gi, i ∈ NGS

j
. For example, in the

graph G(T ) depicted in Fig. 4(a), consider the SSC sub-
graph G1 ∪ GS

12 satisfying Theorem 10. Then, according
to Theorem 21, the nodes 2, 3 ∈ VS

1 ∩ VS
12 are the com-

ponent input nodes of G2, i.e., V
IC
2 = {2, 3}. From the

viewpoint of G2, the graph depicted in Fig. 4(a) can be
expressed as shown in Fig. 4(b). Note that the property
of an external input node and component input node is
equivalent to the existence of a dedicated node. Now, let
us suppose that the graph G2 in Fig. 4(b) satisfies Theo-
rem 12 by an additional properly located external input
node connected to one of the nodes 5, 7, and 9. Then, all
state nodes in G(T ) become SSC nodes, it follows from
Corollary 17 that G(T ) is SSC. In this manner, based
on the concept of component input node, SSC graphs
with the minimum number of external input nodes can
be designed by adding additional proper external input
nodes.

Remark 22 While most existing literature on the MIP
for structured networks primarily focuses on external in-
put nodes, our paper introduces a novel concept of compo-
nent input nodes. Despite being state nodes, these com-
ponent input nodes function identically to external in-
put nodes. Based on the notions of dedicated and sharing
nodes, we demonstrate that these nodes indeed assure the
presence of dedicated nodes, thereby playing a role equiv-
alent to external input nodes. It is important to note that
this finding does not invalidate previous studies concen-
trated on external input nodes for the MIP. Instead, it
implies that in certain graph structures, control paths em-
anating from external input nodes may inherently incor-
porate the component input nodes we define. This insight
provides a fresh perspective on the topological formation
of control paths, offering significant contributions and
broadening existing methodologies in the field.

For a graph G(T ) = GS ∪ GI , the minimum number of
external input nodes in VI for the strong structural con-
trollability is symbolically written as min |VIE |. Note
that it follows from Proposition 8, Theorem 10, and The-
orem 12 that min |VI | of path, tree, and cycle are 1, m,
and 2, respectively. For a general type of pactus, here
we propose a composition algorithm of polynomial com-
plexity that can uniquely determine the minimum num-
ber of external input nodes while maintaining strong
structural controllability.

The algorithm starts with a decomposition process,
which involves breaking down a pactus into its ba-
sic components. This process sequentially classifies
the structure of the given pactus, represented as
GS =

⋃m

i=1

⋃
j∈N

GS
i

(GS
i ∪ GS

ij), into specific types in the

decomposition process. In this decomposition process,
the graph ḠS

i denotes a union of state graphs of the i-th
component and its bridge graph, i.e., ḠS

i := GS
i ∪GS

i(i+1),

where i + 1 ∈ NGS
i
. We classify graph types of ḠS

i as

path-type, tree-type, and cycle-type. The graph ḠS
i is

path-type and tree-type if ḠS
i is a path and a tree graph,

respectively. Furthermore, ḠS
i is cycle-type if ḠS

i con-
tains a cycle graph. The algorithm continues with a
composition process, which involvesmethodically adding
the minimum number of external input nodes to each
component. This process is conducted step-by-step,
following the guidelines established in Proposition 8,
Theorem 10, and Theorem 12. Accordingly, based on
Theorem 21, the set of component input nodes for each
stage is determined as VIC

i+1 := VS
i ∩ VS

i(i+1), where

i + 1 ∈ NGS
i
. Utilizing the above principles, the graph

composition algorithm for the general type of a pactus
is outlined in Algorithm 1.

As a topological example of Algorithm 1, let us consider
the pactus GS = (VS , ES) depicted in Fig. 5(a) con-
sisting of four disjoint components with bridge edges.
In decomposition process, the pactus GS is decomposed

8



Algorithm 1

1: Decomposition:
2: a pactus GS :=

⋃m

i=1

⋃
j∈N

GS
i

(GS
i ∪ GS

ij), V
IE = ∅

3: i = 0
4: for i = i+ 1 do
5: if i < m then
6: ḠS

i := GS
i ∪ GS

i(i+1) where i + 1 ∈ NGS
i

7: else if i = m then
8: Ḡi := GS

i

9: else
10: goto composition
11: end if
12: end for ⊲ End for i

13: composition:
14: i = 0
15: for i = i+ 1 do
16: if ḠS

i is not SSC then

17: switch graph type of ḠS
i

18: case path-type
19: add min |VIE

i | to satisfy Proposition 8

20: case tree-type
21: add min |VIE

i | to satisfy Theorem 10

22: case cycle-type
23: add min |VIE

i | to satisfy Theorem 12

24: end if
25: if i < m then
26: update VIC

i+1 := VS
i ∩ VS

i(i+1)

27: Ḡi := ḠS
i ∪ ḠI

i

28: else
29: goto end
30: end if
31: end for ⊲ End for i
32: end :
33: output G(T )out =

⋃m

i=1 Ḡi with min|VIE|

into disjoint components and bridge graphs. In compo-
sition process, for each Ḡi = ḠS

i ∪ ḠI
i , i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, ad-

ditional external input nodes are added at proper loca-
tions to guarantee the existence of dedicated nodes for
all α ⊆ V̄S

i , i.e, the SSC nodes in G will expand sequen-
tially. As a result, the output graph Gout in Algorithm 1
satisfies Corollary 17, which is equivalent to satisfying
Theorem 1. For intuition, the blue marked state nodes
in Fig. 5 are the SSC nodes.

• Step 1: Since ḠS
1 = GS

1 ∪ GS
12 is a tree-type, two ad-

ditional external input nodes u1, u2 ∈ VIE
1 need to

be connected at node 1 and 3 to satisfy Theorem 10.
After that, all state nodes of Ḡ1 are SSC nodes as
shown in Fig. 5(b), i.e., V̄SSC

1 = {1, 2, 3, 4, 6}.

• Step 2: ḠS
2 = GS

2 ∪GS
23 is a cycle-type. It follows from

Theorem 21 that the component input nodes of Ḡ2 are
2, 3 ∈ V̄IC

2 . Hence, one external input node u3 ∈ VIE
2

needs to be connected to node 5, 7 or 9 to satisfy

Theorem 12 (we choose node 7). After that, all state
nodes of Ḡ2 are SSC nodes as shown in Fig. 5(c), i.e.,
V̄SSC

2 = {4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12}.

• Step 3: Since ḠS
3 = GS

3 ∪ GS
34 is a cycle-type, two

input nodes are needed to satisfy Theorem 12. Ac-
cording to Theorem 21, the component input nodes
of Ḡ3 are 4, 9 ∈ V̄IC

3 . Hence, Ḡ3 already satisfies
Theorem 12 without additional external input nodes
since there exists an edge (10, 12) ∈ Ē3 between the
nodes 10, 12 ∈ N (V̄IC

3 ). Therefore, all state nodes
of Ḡ3 are SSC nodes as shown in Fig. 5(d), i.e.,
V̄SSC

3 = {10, 11, 12, 13}.

• Step 4: ḠS
4 = GS

4 is a cycle-type, two input nodes
are needed to satisfy Theorem 12. According to Theo-
rem 21, the component input node of Ḡ4 is 12 ∈ V̄IC

4 .
Thus, one external input node u4 ∈ VIE

4 needs to
be added at node 14 or 16 to satisfy Theorem 12
(we choose node 14). After that, all state nodes of
Ḡ4 are SSC nodes as shown in Fig. 5(e), i.e., V̄SSC

4 =
{13, 14, 15, 16}.

Finally, all the state nodes in VS are the SSC nodes,
i.e., V̄SSC = VS , where V̄SSC =

⋃4
i=1V̄

SSC

i , From Corol-
lary 17, it follows that the output graph shown in
Fig. 5(f) is SSC with minimum number of external input
nodes.

Remark 23 The Algorithm 1 provides the graph-
theoretic method to ensure the strong structural control-
lability of G(T ) = (V , E) with the minimum number of
external input nodes. Similarly, for structural control-
lability, a method of finding the minimum number of
leaders (inputs) has been developed in [21], and the com-
plexity of Theorem 2 in [21] is O(|V|+ |E|). However, the
complexity of Algorithm 1 is O(m), where m is the num-
ber of disjoint components constituting a pactus. Note
that m is equal to or less than |V| because the simplest
structure of a pactus is a path, e.g., each disjoint compo-
nent in pactus has only one state node, see Definition 14.

5 Conclusion

This paper delves into the strong structural controllabil-
ity of undirected graphs in diffusively-coupled networks
with self-loops. Initially, we establish necessary and suffi-
cient conditions for strong structural controllability, us-
ing the concepts of dedicated and sharing nodes. Follow-
ing this, we reinterpret existing results on the control-
lability of basic components through composition rules
applied to disjoint path graphs. This approach provides
insights into how control paths are topologically config-
ured. Using the composition rule, our findings are then
extended to pactus graphs, which comprise basic com-
ponents. Finally, we present an algorithm for addressing
the MIP for pactus graphs, based on the concept of a
component input node, which has the same properties as
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Fig. 5. Topological example of Algorithm 1, where the blue–
marked nodes represent the SSC nodes.

an external input node. As our future work, the research
presented here can be expanded to include observabil-
ity, considering its duality with controllability. Observ-
ability in structured networks is critical, especially in
the context of determining the minimal number of mea-
surements necessary for state estimation in diffusively-
coupled networks. These extensions are earmarked for
future exploration.
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[8] Yasin Yazıcıoğlu, Mudassir Shabbir, Waseem Abbas, and
Xenofon Koutsoukos. Strong structural controllability of
diffusively coupled networks: Comparison of bounds based on
distances and zero forcing. In 2020 59th IEEE Conference on
Decision and Control (CDC), pages 566–571. IEEE, 2020.

[9] Shuo Zhang, Ming Cao, and M Kanat Camlibel. Upper
and lower bounds for controllable subspaces of networks of
diffusively coupled agents. IEEE Transactions on Automatic
control, 59(3):745–750, 2013.

[10] Mudassir Shabbir, Waseem Abbas, and Yasin Yazıcıoğlu. On
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