arXiv:2203.11837v1 [math.OC] 22 Mar 2022

Gain and phase type multipliers for structured feedback robustness

Axel Ringh, Xin Mao, Wei Chen, Li Qiu, and Sei Zhen Khong

Abstract—It is known that the stability of a feedback interconnection of two linear time-invariant systems implies that the graphs of the open-loop systems are quadratically separated. This separation is defined by an object known as the multiplier. The theory of integral quadratic constraints shows that the converse also holds under certain conditions. This paper establishes that if the feedback is robustly stable against certain structured uncertainty, then there always exists a multiplier that takes a corresponding form. In particular, if the feedback is robustly stable to certain gain-type uncertainty, then there exists a corresponding multiplier that is of phase-type, i.e., its diagonal blocks are zeros. These results build on the notion of phases of matrices and systems, which was recently introduced in the field of control. Similarly, if the feedback is robustly stable to certain phase-type uncertainty, then there exists a gain-type multiplier, i.e., its off-diagonal blocks are zeros. The results are meaningfully instructive in the search for a valid multiplier for establishing robust closed-loop stability, and cover the well-known small-gain and the recent small-phase theorems.

Index Terms—Feedback robustness, structured uncertainty, multipliers, quadratic graph separation.

I. INTRODUCTION It is well known that topological graph separation is both necessary and sufficient for the stability of a well-posed feedback configuration [1], [2]. Such topological graph separation is required to hold in the hard (a.k.a. unconditional [3]) manner, i.e., the integrals involved are taken over [0, T ] for all T > 0. A specific type of separation, called quadratic graph separation with linear multipliers, has been studied extensively in the nonlinear [4], [5], [6], [7], [8], [9] and linear [10], [11], [12] literatures. Quadratic graph separation has often been employed in the soft (a.k.a. conditional) manner, where the integrals are taken over [0, ∞) in conjunction with homotopies that are continuous in the graph topology.

*This work was partially supported by the Knut and Alice Wallenberg foundation via grant KAW 2018.0349, by the Wallenberg AI, Autonomous Systems and Software Program (WASP) funded by the Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation, by the Hong Kong Research Grants Council under the project GRF 16200619, by the Guangdong Science and Technology Department under the project No. 2019B010117002, and by the National Natural Science Foundation of China under grants 62073003 and 72131001.

A. Ringh is with Department of Mathematical Sciences, Chalmers University of Technology and the University of Gothenburg, SE-412 96 Gothenburg, Sweden. Email: axelri@chalmers.se

X. Mao and L. Qiu are with Department of Electronic and Computer Engineering, The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, Clear Water Bay, Kowloon, Hong Kong, China. Email: xmaoaa@connect.ust.hk, eeqiu@ust.hk

W. Chen is with Department of Mechanics and Engineering Science & State Key Laboratory for Turbulence and Complex Systems, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China. Email: w.chen@pku.edu.cn

S. Z. Khong is an independent researcher. Email: szkhongwork@gmail.com

In the linear time-invariant (LTI) setting, soft quadratic graph separation is equivalent, via the Parseval-Plancherel theorem, to two complementary frequency-domain inequalities [13]. Such inequalities are the main object of study in this paper. The quadratic separation of interest is a function of an LTI object known as a multiplier, and the search for a suitable multiplier for characterising the uncertainty in a feedback interconnection and separating the graphs of the open-loop subsystems is a common theme in the vast literature on robust control [5], [14], [6], [15], [16], [17], [18].

The chief focus of this paper is on the necessity of quadratic graph separation for the feedback stability of matrices and LTI systems. Some elegant results along this direction have been obtained in [19], where robust stability/well-posedness against matricial uncertainties has been carefully investigated. In particular, it is shown in [19] that the well-posedness or closed-loop stability of two matrices is equivalent to the existence of a multiplier by which quadratic separation of these matrices holds. In other words, quadratic graph separation is necessary and sufficient for the closed-loop stability of two matrices, and results along this direction generalise to LTI systems.

This paper further strengthens the existing results by revealing a number of intricate relationships between the type of feedback robustness and the structure of any multiplier needed to establish such a robustness. Specifically, multipliers of the gain type (a.k.a. magnitudinal multipliers) are those whose off-diagonal blocks are 0, and the existence of a gain type multiplier implies that the closed-loop system is robust against phasal uncertainties, i.e., multiplication by arbitrary stable unitary (i.e., all-pass) transfer functions. On the other hand, multipliers of the phase type (a.k.a. phasal multipliers) are 0 on the diagonal blocks, and they characterise feedback systems that are robust to magnitudinal uncertainties, i.e., arbitrary positive scalings. The necessity results in this paper show the converse: if a feedback system is robust against phasal (resp. magnitudinal) uncertainties, then its robust stability can always be established using a multiplier of the gain (resp. phase) type. Importantly, these results imply that if a feedback system is expected to be robust against a certain form of uncertainties, then the search for a suitable multiplier to establish its robust stability can be restricted to one that admits a prescribed structure, and vice versa.

It is noteworthy that there exist relevant converse quadratic separation results that are different from those examined in this paper. Such results typically state that a feedback system is robustly stable against an arbitrary uncertainty characterised by a quadratic constraint if and only if the other open-loop subsystem satisfies the reverse quadratic constraint [20], [21]. However, in [20], [21] the multiplier defining the quadratic constraint is explicitly specified, whereas in this work certain forms of feedback stability are shown to imply the existence of a multiplier by which quadratic graph separation of the open-loop systems is defined.

The outline of the paper is as follows: in Section II we introduce necessary background material, in particular that related to sectorial matrices, and to quadratic graph separation and its use in stability analysis for multiple-input-multiple-output (MIMO) LTI systems. In Section III we analyze the form of multipliers needed in order to guarantee robust stability with respect to certain types of gain perturbations. The conclusion is that the existence of certain types of phasal multipliers is a both necessary and sufficient condition. Similarly, Section IV is devoted to stability against certain types of phase perturbations, and the existence of certain types of magnitudinal multipliers turns out to be a both necessary and sufficient condition. The main part of the paper ends with Section V, where we draw some conclusions. Finally, in order to improve the readability, some of the lengthier proofs are deferred to appendices in the end of the paper.

II. BACKGROUND AND NOTATION In this section we present some background material on sectorial matrices and matrix phases, on quadratic graph separation, and on transfer matrices and multipliers for stability of LTI systems. Moreover, the section is also used to set up the notation. To this end, let R, C , R^n and C^n denote the real and complex numbers and real and complex vectors of length n, respectively, R_+ := [0, ∞), R_− := (−∞, 0], and R_{−−} = R_− \ {0} the positive, negative, and strictly negative real numbers, respectively, C_+ := {z ∈ C | z = a+jb, a > 0} the open right-half complex plane, T := {z ∈ C | |z| = 1} the unit circle, and D := {z ∈ C | |z| < 1} the open unit disc.

Next, M_{n,m} denotes the set of complex matrices with n rows and m columns; for square matrices we simply write M_n . Subsets of M_n that will be used are the set of invertible matrices, denoted G L_n, the set of Hermitian matrices, denoted H_n , the set of (Hermitian) positive definite matrices, denoted P_n, and the set of unitary matrices, denoted U_n . For the corresponding sets of matrices with real entries, we will use the symbol M_{n,m} (R), etc. Moreover, on the set of Hermitian matrices we use ⪰ to denote the Loewner partial order, i.e., for H_1, H_2 ∈ H_n , H_1 ≻ H_2 and H_1 ⪰ H_2 means that H_1 −H_2 is positive definite and positive semi-definite, respectively; see, e.g. [22, Sec. 7.7]. Furthermore, by ·^T and ·^∗ we denote the transpose and the conjugate transpose of a matrix, respectively, and two matrices A, B ∈ M_n are said to be congruent if there exists a C ∈ G L_n such that A = C^∗BC. By I_n we denote the identity matrix of size n × n; sometimes the subscript n is omitted when the dimension is clear from the context. Finally, λ(·) denotes the set of eigenvalues, and σ(·) denotes the set of singular values of a matrix, i.e., for a matrix A ∈ M_{n,m} , σ_i(A) = √ λ_i(A^∗A) and hence A has m singular values. By convention, the singular values are sorted in a nonincreasing order, and if m > n this means that σ_{n+ℓ}(A) = 0 for ℓ = 1, . . . , m − n.

A. Sectorial matrices and matrix phases

The numerical range, also called the field of values, of a matrix A ∈ M_n is defined as

W (A) := { z ∈ C | z = x^∗Ax, x ∈ C^n , ‖x‖^2 := x^∗x = 1 } . By the Toeplitz-Hausdorff theorem, for any A ∈ M_n the numerical range W (A) is a compact convex subset of C , see, e.g,. [23, Property 1.2.1 and 1.2.2], [24, Thm. 4.1], or [25, Thm. 1.1-2]. Moreover, the numerical range of a matrix always contains its eigenvalues [23, Property 1.2.6]. Next, the conic hull of W (A), i.e., the smallest convex cone that contains the numerical range, is given by the set

W^′(A) := { z ∈ C | z = x^∗Ax, x ∈ C^n , x ≠ 0 } , which is called the angular numerical range. In particular, by the convexity of W (A) it follows that if 0 ∉ W (A), then W (A) is contained in an open half-plane and hence the opening angle of W^′(A) is strictly less than π — such matrices are called sectorial. If 0 ∉ int W (A), i.e., not in the interior, then W (A) is contained in a closed half-plane and hence the opening angle of W^′(A) is less than or equal to π — such matrices are called semi-sectorial. If 0 ∈ int W (A), then the opening angle of W^′(A) is defined to be 2π. Clearly, all sectorial matrices are also semi-sectorial. However, there are matrices that are not sectorial but for which the opening angle of the angular numerical range is strictly less than π; see Remark 1. Therefore, we also introduce the set of quasisectorial matrices: a semi-sectorial matrix A with opening angle of W^′(A) strictly less than π is called quasi-sectorial. This definition gives the (strict) inclusions

sectorial ⊂ quasi-sectorial ⊂ semi-sectorial.

Finally, an important subset of sectorial matrices is the set of strictly accretive matrices, which is defined as A_n := {A ∈ M_n | A + A^∗ ≻ 0}. The closure of this set is the set of accretive matrices, i.e., the set of all matrices A ∈ M_n such that A + A^∗ ⪰ 0, which is a subset of the semi-sectorial matrices. In relation to this, we also define a matrix to be quasi-strictly accretive if it is accretive and quasi-sectorial (cf. Remark 1).

All sectorial matrices can be diagonalized by congruence [26], [27], [28], [29]. More specifically, any sectorial matrix A can be written as A = T^∗DT , where T ∈ G L_n and where D ∈ U_n is diagonal. This is called the sectorial factorization [29], and the matrix D is unique up to ordering of the diagonal elements [28], [29]. Based on this factorization, we define the phases of a sectorial matrix to be the phases of the eigenvalues of D, and denote them by ϕ(A) = [ ϕ_1(A), ϕ_2(A), . . . , ϕ_n(A) ]_T Each phase is only defined modulo 2π, but by convention we sort them nonincreasingly, i.e., as

ϕ(A) := ϕ_1(A) ≥ ϕ_2(A) ≥ · · · ≥ ϕ_n(A) =: ϕ(A),

and define them so that ϕ(A) − ϕ(A) < π. With this convention, we can for example see that strictly accretive matrices are sectorial matrices with phases contained in (−π/2, π/2) modulo 2π. The phases of a sectorial matrix has many nice properties, and can for example be used to guarantee that a matrix of the form I + AB is of full rank; for an indepth treatment of matrix phases we refer the reader to [30]. Moreover, the definition of phases can be extended to all semisectorial matrices; for the extension to quasi-sectorial matrices see Remark 1 below, and for the extension in the general case see [31], [32] for details. In any case, we still use ϕ(A) and ϕ(A) to denote the larges and smallest phase, respectively.

Remark 1: Since the eigenvalues of a matrix are contained in its numerical range, any sectorial matrix must be full rank. The set of quasi-sectorial matrices extends the sectorial matrices to the set of matrices with opening angle of W^′(A) is strictly less than π but that are not necessarily of full rank. In particular, let A ∈ M_n be a quasi-sectorial but not sectorial matrix. Then the origin must be a sharp point on ∂ W (A), i.e., the boundary. This implies that 0 is a normal eigenvalue of A and that there exists a U ∈ U_n such that A = U [ 0 0 0 Ã ] U^∗ where Ã is sectorial and rank(Ã) = rank(A) [23, Thm. 1.6.6]. The phases of a quasi-sectorial matrix is hence defined as the phases of Ã, and quasi-sectorial matrix thus have between 1 and n phases.

The use of phases in MIMO LTI systems: The concepts of magnitude and phase are well-established in the context of single-input-single-output LTI systems, and they both constitute highly useful and complementary tools. However, while the concept of system gain has a generally accepted and useful generalization to MIMO LTI systems, including small-gain theorems for robust stability, the concept of phase has attracted much less attention. Early works trying to establish definitions of phases with useful properties in the MIMO setting can be found in, e.g., [33], [34], [35], [36], [37]. Recently, there has been a renewed interest in the concept of phases for MIMO systems, both for LTI systems [38], [32], [39] and for nonlinear systems [40], with small-phase theorems for robust stability as a result. This concept of phases for MIMO LTI systems builds on the concept of matrix phases [30], as introduced above, and as will be seen below it is also connected to quadratic graph separation. In fact, this notion of phase turns out to be, in some sense, the correct notion in order to guarantee robust stability against certain types of magnitudinal uncertainties (see Section III).

B. Graph separation and multipliers for stability

For a matrix C ∈ M_{m,n} , the graph is defined as all pairs (x_1, x_2) ∈ C^{n+m} such that Cx_1 = x_2, and the inverse graph is defined as all pairs (x_2, x_1). To understand how graph separation plays a role in stability of interconnected systems, first note that for two matrices A ∈ M_{m,n} and B ∈ M_{n,m} we have that det(I_m + AB) ≠ 0 is equivalent to that det( [_{In −B} A I_m ] ) ≠ 0. The latter determinant is zero if and only if there exists a nonzero (x_1, x_2) ∈ C^{n+m} such that 0 = [ I_n −B A I_m ] [ x_1 x_2 ] = [ x_1 − Bx_2 Ax_1 + x_2 ] .

Now, we can identify the above equality as (x_1, x_2) being a nontrivial element in both the graph of −A and in the inverse graph of B. Therefore, det(I_m + AB) ≠ 0 if and only if the graph of −A and the inverse graph of B only intersect in the origin, i.e., if and only if

range ( I_n −A ) ∩ range ( B I_m ) = {0}, (1)

where range(·) denotes the range of a matrix. A similar condition holds for the stability of a well-defined interconnection of dynamical systems, see, e.g., [41], [42].

In [19], it was shown that a necessary and sufficient condition for (1) to hold is that there exists a multiplier which achieves quadratic separation. More precisely, (1) holds if and only if there exists a P ∈ H_{n+m} such that ( I −A^∗ ) P ( I −A ) ≺ 0 (2a) ( B^∗ I ) P ( B I ) ⪰ 0. (2b)

There are several equivalent forms of this condition. For example, if there exists a P ∈ H_{n+m} such that (2) holds, due to the strict inequality in (2a) this P also satisfies ( I −A^∗ ) P ( I −A ) ⪯ −εA^∗A (3a) ( B^∗ I ) P ( B I ) ⪰ 0, (3b)

for some ε > 0. Moreover, by rewriting the (2, 2)-block of the block-matrix P =

[_{P11 P12}

P^T_{12} P_{22} ] as P_{22} = P̃_{22} − εI_m in (3), with a slight abuse of notation we see that there exists another matrix P such that ( I −A^∗ ) P ( I −A ) ⪯ 0 (4a) ( B^∗ I ) P ( B I ) ≻ 0, (4b)

which in turn implies that ( I −A^∗ ) P ( I −A ) ⪯ 0 (5a) ( B^∗ I ) P ( B I ) ⪰ εB^∗B, (5b) for some ε > 0. Finally, by rewriting the (1, 1)-block of P in (5) as P_{11} = P̃_{11} + εI_n, we have that the existence of a multiplier fulfilling (5) implies that there exists a multiplier fulfilling (2). Nevertheless, in the step from (3) to (4), and from (5) to (2), the actual multiplier (and hence also potentially the structure) changes. Since the results in this paper are concerned with necessary conditions for existence of multipliers of certain forms, we state all these cases explicitly. Moreover, for convenience we summarize the results in the following lemma.

Lemma 2 ([19]): For A ∈ M_{m,n} and B ∈ M_{n,m} , the following statements are equivalent:

(i) det(I_m + AB) ≠ 0; (ii) condition (1) holds;

(iii) there exists a matrix P such that one of the conditions (2)-(5) holds.

C. LTI systems and multipliers for stability

Next, we consider extensions of the aforementioned results to LTI systems. To this end, let us first introduce the function spaces needed. Let ‖ · ‖_2 denote the matrix 2-norm. Define the Lebesgue space

L^{m×n}_∞ := { ϕ : jR → M_{m,n} | | | |‖ϕ‖^∞ := ess sup_{ω∈R} ‖ϕ(jω)‖^2 < ∞ }

and the Hardy space

H^{m×n}_∞ := ϕ ∈ L^{m×n}_∞ | | | | | ϕ has analytic continuation into C_+ with ess sup_{s∈C+} ‖ϕ(s)‖_2 = ess sup_{ω∈R} ‖ϕ(jω)‖_2 < ∞ . Denote by R^{m×n} the set of m×n real-rational proper transfer function matrices, and let RH^{m×n}_∞ := R^{m×n} ∩ H^{m×n}_∞ , i.e., the subset of R^{m×n} with no poles in the closed right-half complex plane. A G ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ is said to be passive if G(jω) + G(jω)^∗ ⪰ 0 for all ω ∈ R, and it is said to be output strictly passive if there exists ϵ > 0 such that G(jω) + G(jω)^∗ ⪰ ϵG(jω)^∗G(jω) for all ω ∈ R. Next, consider G ∈ RH^{m×n}_∞ and K ∈ RH^{n×m}_∞ . The (negative) feedback interconnection of G and K is said to be stable if (I + GK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ . The following sufficient conditions for feedback stability are significantly important — the first part of the result is well known whereas the second is less so.

Proposition 3: Given G ∈ RH^{m×n}_∞ and K ∈ RH^{n×m}_∞ , then (I + GK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ if there exists Π = [^{Π11 Π12}_{Π21 Π22} ] ∈ L^{(n+m)×(n+m)} ∞ such that for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], Π(jω)^∗ = Π(jω), Π_{11}(jω) ⪯ 0, Π_{22}(jω) ⪰ 0, ( I −G(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −G(jω) ) ≺ 0 ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0, (6)

or equivalently, ( I −G(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −G(jω) ) ⪯ 0 ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ ϵK(jω)^∗K(jω) for some ϵ > 0. Furthermore, if m = n and G^{−1}, K^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ , then (I + GK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ if there exists Π ∈ L^{(2m)×(2m)}

∞ such that for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], Π(jω)^∗ = Π(jω), Π_{11}(jω) ⪰ 0, Π_{22}(jω) ⪯ 0, and (6) holds.

Proof: If Π_{11}(jω) ⪯ 0 and Π_{22}(jω) ⪰ 0, then ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0 is equivalent to ( αK(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( αK(jω) I ) ⪰ 0 for all α ∈ [0, 1]. Feedback stability can then be established using the Parseval-Plancherel theorem as in [13, Thm. 3.1] and the theory of integral quadratic constraints [6, Thm. 1] or [9, Cor. IV.3], where the proofs are written purely in the time domain. An alternative, more direct frequency-domain proof is provided below for completeness.

By applying Lemma 2 frequency-wise, it holds that det(I + αG(jω)K(jω)) ≠ 0 for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], α ∈ [0, 1]. It remains to show that det(I + αG(s)K(s)) ≠ 0 for all s ∈ C_+ , from which (I + GK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ follows. To this end, observe that since GK ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ , det(I +αG(s)K(s)) ≠ 0 for all s ∈ C_+ for sufficiently small α > 0. Suppose to the contrapositive that det(I + G(s)K(s)) = 0 for some s ∈ C_+ . Then, by the continuity of the locations of the zeros of det(I + αG(s)K(s)) in α, there must exist a α ∈ (0, 1) and an ω ∈ [0, ∞] such that det(I + αG(jω)K(jω)) = 0, leading to a contradiction. Therefore, it must be true that det(I + αG(s)K(s)) ≠ 0 for all s ∈ C_+ and α ∈ [0, 1].

On the other hand, if Π_{11}(jω) ⪰ 0 and Π_{22}(jω) ⪯ 0, then ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0 is equivalent to ( αK(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( αK(jω) I ) ⪰ 0 for all α ≥ 1. Since G^{−1}, K^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ , by the large gain theorem [43, Thm. 4.1], (I + αGK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ for sufficiently large α ≥ 1. By repeating the preceding arguments, one may then establish that det(I + αG(s)K(s)) ≠ 0 for all s ∈ C_+ and α ≥ 1, from which (I + GK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ follows.

Remark 4: Proposition 3 remains true when all the inequality signs therein are flipped.

The following necessary condition for feedback stability, complementing the sufficient condition in Proposition 3, can be proved by using a construction from [19].

Proposition 5: Given G ∈ RH^{m×n}_∞ and K ∈ RH^{n×m}_∞ , (I + GK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ only if there exists Π ∈ L^{(n+m)×(n+m)} ∞ such that for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], Π(jω)^∗ = Π(jω), ( I −G(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −G(jω) ) ≺ 0 ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0. Proof: That (I + GK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ implies that inf_{ω∈R} | det(I + K(jω)G(jω))|^2 > 0 for all ω ∈ [0, ∞]. Following the proof in [19, Cor. 1] frequency-wise, define

Π(jω) := ( G(jω)^∗ I ) ( G(jω) I ) − ϵI. The claim may then be verified to hold for sufficiently small ϵ > 0. III. MULTIPLIERS OF PHASE TYPE In this section we investigate the necessity of certain multipliers of phase type for robust stability of feedback interconnections with respect to magnitudinal uncertainties. In particular, we first show that I + AB is nonsingular for magnitude scaling and certain congruence transformations, respectively, only if there exists certain types of phasal multipliers. The results are then extended to MIMO LTI systems.

A. Multipliers for scaling uncertainty

One of the simplest forms of uncertainty is an uncertainty in the scaling of one of the matrices. In order to guarantee that the interconnection is stable for all scalings, it would therefore be desirable to show that I + τAB is nonsingular for all τ ∈ R_+ . For A, B ∈ G L_n, that is equivalent to that λ(AB) ∩ R_− = ∅, i.e., that the intersection is empty, and necessary and sufficient conditions for the latter is given in the following proposition.

Proposition 6: Given A, B ∈ G L_n, there exists an H ∈ G L_n such that HA and H^∗B are strictly accretive if and only if λ(AB) ∩ R_− = ∅.

Proof: The proof follows by using results in [44], [30]. More precisely, first assume λ(AB) ∩ R_− = ∅. Then, by [44, Thm. 1] we have that the matrix AB can be factored as ÃB̃, where Ã, B̃ ∈ A_n . Let H^∗ = B̃B^{−1}, then H^∗B = B̃ ∈ A_n . Moreover, by congruence we have that HA is accretive if and only if H^{−1}(HA)H^{−∗} = AH^{−∗} is accretive. For the latter, we have that AH^{−∗} = ABB̃^{−1} = ÃB̃B̃^{−1} = Ã ∈ A_n , and hence there exists an H ∈ G L_n so that HA, H^∗B ∈ A_n . This proves the “if”-statement. To show the “only if”-statement, assume that there exists an H so that HA, H^∗B ∈ A_n . Again, by congruence HA ∈ A_n if and only if AH^{−∗} ∈ A_n . By [30, Thm. 6.2] it follows that AB = AH^{−∗}H^∗B have no eigenvalues along R_− .

The result in Proposition 6 can be understood in terms of the existence of a phasal multiplier P ∈ H_{2n} that fulfills (2), i.e., a multiplier P where only the off-diagonal blocks are nonzero and where in fact both inequalities in (2) are strict. In particular, this formally confirms the intuition that in order to show that the interconnection is stable under an arbitrary positive scaling uncertainty, a certain type of “phase information” is the only thing that is needed. Moreover, these results can be strengthened to (certain) matrices which are not of full rank as follows.

Theorem 7: Given A, B ∈ M_n , assume that a potential zero-eigenvalue of AB is semi-simple.^1 Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) det(I + τAB) ≠ 0 for all τ ≥ 0;

(ii) there exists a P ∈ H_{2n} fulfilling (3), and P takes the form P = [ 0 H H^∗ 0 ] (7) for some H ∈ M_n ;

(iii) for the eigenvalues of AB, it holds that λ(AB) ∩ R_{−−} = ∅. (8) Proof: See Appendix A.

If the matrix A in Theorem 7 is full rank, then the statement in Theorem 7(ii) can be strengthened and a number of other equivalent conditions can also be derived.

Corollary 8: Let A, B ∈ M_n be as in Theorem 7. If A ∈ G L_n, then the statements in Theorem 7 are also equivalent to (iv) there exists an H ∈ G L_n such that HA is strictly accretive and H^∗B is quasi-strictly accretive;

1An eigenvalue is called semi-simple if its algebraic and geometric multiplicities are the same [22, Def. 1.4.3]. This is equivalent with that all Jordan blocks corresponding to the eigenvalue are of size 1 × 1 [22, Prob. 3.1.P5].

(v) there exists an H ∈ G L_n such that HA is strictly accretive and H^∗B is accretive.

Moreover, the multiplier P in Theorem 7(ii) can be selected so that it fulfills (2).

Proof: See Appendix A.

In many applications, we would be interested in corresponding results for real-valued matrices. By just slightly modifying the proof of the theorem, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 9: Under the assumptions in Theorem 7, if A, B ∈ M_n (R), the same conclusion is true where we can restrict H to also be real.

Proof: See Appendix A.

Observe that, in general, the assumption in Theorem 7 that a zero-eigenvalue in AB is semi-simple cannot be relaxed. This can be seen by the following counterexample for 3 × 3 matrices, where the zero-eigenvalue of AB has a Jordan block of size 2 × 2.

Example 10: Let A = 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 , B = I_3, H = h_{11} h_{12} h_{13} h_{21} h_{22} h_{23} h_{31} h_{32} h_{33} , and note that det(I + τAB) = 1 + τ ≠ 0 for all τ ≥ 0. Moreover, A^∗A = diag(1, 0, 1). A direct calculation gives that

HA + A^∗H^∗ = h_{11} + h^∗_{11} h_{12} + h^∗_{31} h_{13} h_{31} + h_{12}∗ h_{32} + h^∗_{32} h_{33} h^∗_{13} h^∗_{33} 0 , and for this to be positive semidefinite, all principle minors need to be nonnegative [22, Cor. 7.1.5.]. In particular, this means that we must have h_{13} = h_{33} = 0. Therefore, HA+A^∗H^∗ has at most rank 2, and can hence only be positive semidefinite. Moreover, it is easily seen that HA + A^∗H^∗ ⪰̸ εA^∗A for all ϵ > 0. Therefore, there is no H so that a multiplier of the form (7) satisfies (2) or (3). Next, note that H^∗B+B^∗H=H+H^∗= h_{11} + h^∗_{11} h_{12} + h^∗_{21} h^∗_{31} h_{21} + h^∗_{12} h_{22} + h^∗_{22} h_{23} + h^∗_{32} h_{31} h_{32} + h^∗_{23} 0 , which, similar to above, can only be positive semidefinite if h_{31} = 0 and h_{32} = −h^∗_{23}. However, that means that H + H^∗ has rank 2, and hence can only be positive semidefinite. In particular, for all ϵ > 0 we therefore have H^∗B + B^∗H ⪰̸ ϵB^∗B. Therefore, there is no H so that a multiplier of the form (7) satisfies (4) or (5).

Nevertheless, while the above counterexample shows that the condition on the semi-simple zero-eigenvalue can in general not be relaxed, the case for matrices of size 2 × 2 is still open. In fact, the following gives an example of where there exists a multiplier of the form (7) that fulfills (3).

Example 11: Let A = [ 0 1 0 0 ] , B = I_2, H = [ 0 −1 1 1 ] , and note that det(I + τAB) = 1 ≠ 0 for all τ ≥ 0. A direct calculation gives that A^∗A = diag(0, 1), that HA = diag(0, 1), and that H^∗B + HB^∗ = H^∗ + H = diag(0, 2). Therefore, for ϵ = 1 we have that P as in (7) fulfills (3).

B. Multipliers for stability under congruence

Theorem 7 shows that stability under magnitude scaling is equivalent to the existence of a phasal multiplier. However, due to the fact that the set of magnitudinal perturbations was limited (in some sense minimal), the set of possible multipliers of phase type to which we could restrict our attention, and still have a necessary and sufficient condition, was large (in some sense maximal). Next, we investigate the type of perturbations against which a minimal set of phasal multipliers can guarantee robust stability. In this case, we have the following result.

Theorem 12: Given A, B ∈ M_n \ {0}, the following statements are equivalent:

(i) det(I + T^∗AT S^∗BS) ≠ 0 for all T, S ∈ G L_n; (ii) there exists a P ∈ H_{2n} fulfilling (5) or (3), and which takes the form P = [ 0 zI z^∗I 0 ]

for some z ∈ T;

(iii) one matrix is quasi-sectorial, the other is semi-sectorial, ϕ(A) + ϕ(B) < π, and ϕ(A) + ϕ(B) > −π. Finally, if the quasi-sectorial matrix in (iii) is of full rank, then the multiplier P in (ii) fulfills (4) or (2).

Proof: See Appendix B.

The above results is a type of small-phase theorem, akin to [32, Lem. 4]. The difference is that Theorem 12 considers robust stability against congruence of two given matrices, while [32, Lem. 4] considers robust stability with respect to a matrix cone of semi-sectorial matrices. Moreover, similar to before we get the following real-valued version of the theorem as a corollary.

Corollary 13: Theorem 12 remains true when A, B, T , S, and z are all real.

Proof: This can be established by noting that a real matrix A is semi-sectorial if and only if either A + A^T ⪰ 0 or A + A^T ⪯ 0.

C. Phasal multipliers for LTI systems

Next, we extend the above results to LTI systems. In particular, in Section II it was shown how quadratic graph-separation results for matrices can be extended to LTI systems. Here, we follow along the same line. In particular, for magnitudinal perturbations we have the following necessary and sufficient condition for stability.

Theorem 14: Given G ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ and K ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ for which any potential zero-eigenvalue of G(jω)K(jω), for ω ∈ [0, ∞], is semi-simple, then (I + τGK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ for all τ > 0 if and only if there exists an H ∈ L^{n×n}_∞ such that for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], ( I −G(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −G(jω) ) ⪯ −ϵG(jω)^∗G(jω) ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0, where Π(jω) := [ 0 H(jω) H(jω)^∗ 0 ] .

Proof: Sufficiency follows from Proposition 3, Remark 4, and the fact that the inequality ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0 implies that ( τK(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( τK(jω) I ) ⪰ 0 for all τ > 0. Necessity can be established by applying Theorem 7 and Corollary 9 frequency-wise in a similar fashion to the proof of Proposition 5. In particular, since G and K are continuous on the imaginary axis, Π may also be chosen to be continuous on the imaginary axis.

The result above shows that if the feedback interconnection is robustly stable against arbitrary positive scaling, then only phasal properties of the open-loop components are required to establish its stability, i.e., any corresponding multiplier Π has its diagonal blocks being 0.

Analogously, the following two results, which establish sufficiency and necessity for stability under real congruence transformations, may be readily derived.

Theorem 15: Given G ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ and K ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ , then (I + T^T GT S^T KS)^{−1} ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ for all T, S ∈ G L_n(R) if there exists z ∈ L_∞ such that for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], ( I −G(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −G(jω) ) ⪯ −ϵG(jω)^∗G(jω) ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0 (9)

or ( I −G(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −G(jω) ) ⪯ 0 ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ ϵK(jω)^∗K(jω), (10)

where Π(jω) := [ 0 z(jω)I z(jω)^∗I 0 ] . Proof: Observe that (9) implies that for all T, S ∈ G L_n(R), there exists ϵ_T such that ( I −T^T G(jω)^∗T ) Π(jω) ( I −T^T G(jω)T ) ⪯ −ϵ_T T^T G(jω)^∗T T^T G(jω)T ( S^T K(jω)^∗S I ) Π(jω) ( S^T K(jω)S I ) ⪰ 0, and similarly for (10). The claim then follows from Proposition 3 and Remark 4.

Theorem 16: Given G ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ and K ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ , (I + T^T GT S^T KS)^{−1} ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ for all T, S ∈ G L_n(R) only if for ω ∈ {0, ∞}, ( I −G(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −G(jω) ) ⪯ −ϵG(jω)^∗G(jω) ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0 or ( I −G(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −G(jω) ) ⪯ 0 ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ ϵK(jω)^∗K(jω), where for each ω ∈ {0, ∞},

Π(jω) = [ 0 I I 0 ] or − [ 0 I I 0 ] . Proof: This follows by applying Corollary 13 to the pairs of real matrices {G(j0), K(j0)} and {G(j∞), K(j∞)}.

The separation condition in the theorem above holds for sufficiently small and large frequencies by the continuity of the transfer functions G and K. Such properties are useful, for instance, in the study of negative imaginary systems [45], where an example of open-loop systems being passive on sufficiently small and large frequencies and negative imaginary elsewhere can be found.

Example 17: Let G ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ be output strictly passive and K ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ be passive. Then they satisfy the separation conditions in all three of the theorems above with

Π := [ 0 I I 0 ] . This is a well-known passivity theorem.

IV. MULTIPLIERS OF GAIN TYPE In the previous section, we investigated the necessity of phasal multipliers in order to guarantee robust stability with respect to certain magnitudinal perturbations. In this section, we turn to the necessity of magnitudinal multipliers in order to guarantee robust stability with respect to certain phasal perturbations.

A. Multiplier for rotation uncertainty

In analogy with Section III, where we first investigated pure scaling uncertainties, we here first consider pure rotational uncertainties. In this case, we have the following result.

Theorem 18: Given A ∈ M_{m,n} and B ∈ M_{n,m} , the following statements are equivalent:

(i) det(I + e^{jθ}AB) ≠ 0 for all θ ∈ [0, 2π);

(ii) there exists a P ∈ H_{n+m} fulfilling (2), with both inequalities strict, which takes the form P = [ −N 0 0 M ] (11)

for some N ∈ H_n and M ∈ H_m ;

(iii) for the eigenvalues of AB, it holds that

λ(AB) ∩ T = ∅; (12)

(iv) there exists M ∈ H_m and N ∈ H_n such A^∗MA ≺ N and B^∗NB ≺ M. Proof: The equivalences “(i) ⇔ (iii)” and “(ii) ⇔ (iv)” are straightforward. We therefore restrict our attention to the equivalence “(iii) ⇔ (iv)”. To this end, first note that the statement is trivial if any of the two matrices A, B is the zero matrix. Therefore, in the remaining we will, without loss of generality, assume that both are nonzero.

To show “(iv) ⇒ (iii)”: assume that there exist M ∈ H_m and N ∈ H_n such that A^∗MA ≺ N and B^∗NB ≺ M. Together with [22, Obs. 7.1.8], the former inequality implies that B^∗A^∗MAB ⪯ B^∗NB. In particular, this means that B^∗A^∗MAB ⪯ B^∗NB ≺ M which means that the Stein equation M − B^∗A^∗MAB = V has a solution for some V ∈ P_m. By [46, Thm. 13.2.2] we therefore have that λ(AB) ∩ T = ∅.

To show the “(iii) ⇒ (iv)”: assume that (12) holds, and let AB = XJX^{−1} be a Jordan decomposition of AB. By (12) we can, without loss of generality, assume that J = ( J_1 0 0 J_2 ) , where J_1 ∈ M_{m1} has all eigenvalues in D and J_2 ∈ M_{m2} has all eigenvalues in (D̄ )^C , i.e., outside of the close unit disc, and where m = m_1 + m_2. Next, using [46, Sec. 13.2] and [47, Exer. 4.9.30] we have that for any P_1 ∈ P_{m1} and P_2 ∈ P_{m2} , there is at least one solution to the Stein equation^2 M − B^∗A^∗MAB = X^{−∗} ( P_1 0 0 P_2 ) X^{−1} := Q ≻ 0. (13)

In particular, (13) means that B^∗A^∗MAB ≺ M. Now, define Ñ := A^∗MA and note that this implies that A^∗MA = Ñ ⪯ Ñ, B^∗ÑB = B^∗A^∗MAB ≺ M. To prove that there exist M ∈ H_m and N ∈ H_n with both inequalities above strict, consider N := Ñ +ϵI for some ϵ > 0. In particular, A^∗MA = Ñ ≺ Ñ + ϵI = N for all ϵ > 0. Moreover, since M − B^∗ÑB = M − B^∗AMAB = Q ≻ 0, we have that M − B^∗NB = M − B^∗ÑB − ϵB^∗B = Q − ϵB^∗B ≻ 0, for ϵ small enough. This completes the proof.

2Solutions to the Stein equation can be obtained by using solutions to the discrete-time Lyapunov equation: one for the stable part, and one for the anti-stable part. In particular, in this case one solution is given by M = X^{−∗} diag(H_1, H_2)X^{−1}, where H_1 = ∑_∞ ℓ=0(J^∗_1 )^ℓP_1J^ℓ_1 and H_2 = −J^{−∗}_2 (∑_∞ ℓ=0(J^{−∗}_2 )^ℓP_2(J^{−1}_2 )^ℓ ) J^{−1}_2 = − ∑_∞ ℓ=1(J^{−∗}_2 )^ℓP_2(J^{−1}_2 )^ℓ. It can be verified that both H_1 and H_2 are well-defined, since J_1 has all eigenvalues in the open unit disc and J_2 has all eigenvalues outside of the closed unit disc.

B. Multiplier for stability under unitary perturbation Next, having established that the existence of a magnitudinal multiplier is necessary and sufficient for stability in case of a pure rotational uncertainty, we now consider for which type of phasal uncertainties a much smaller set of magnitudinal multipliers can guarantee robust stability. The set of magnitudinal multipliers considered are diagonal and completely parametrized by a nonnegative number and an element that is either 1 or −1, i.e., an element whose only information is the sign.

We start by establishing a lemma. To state the results, recall the convention we use that a matrix A ∈ M_{m,n} has n singular values, which are given by σ(A) = √ λ(A^∗A), and hence if n > m, then σ_{m+1}(A) = · · · = σ_n(A) = 0.

Lemma 19: Given A ∈ M_{m,n} and B ∈ M_{n,m} , (i) there exists a P ∈ H_{n+m} of the form P = diag(−γ^2I, I) for γ ∈ R fulfilling (2), with both inequalities strict, if and only if σ_1(A)σ_1(B) < 1;

(ii) there exists a P ∈ H_{n+m} of the form P = diag(γ^2I, −I) for γ ∈ R fulfilling (2), with both inequalities strict, if and only if σ_n(A)σ_m(B) > 1.

Before we proceed, note that the conditions in Lemma 19(ii) can only ever be fulfilled if n = m and both matrices are full rank, since otherwise at least one of the two singular values σ_n(A), σ_m(B) equals zero.

Proof: We start with proving (i). To this end, note that a direct calculation in (2) (with both inequalities strict) gives that a multiplier of the prescribed form exists if and only if

A^∗A ≺ γ^2I and γ^2B^∗B ≺ I, (14)

which is the case if and only if there exists a γ ∈ R such that all singular values of A are strictly smaller than |γ|, and all singular values of B are strictly smaller than or 1/|γ|. Therefore, the existence of such a multiplier clearly implies that σ_1(A)σ_1(B) < 1. Conversely, if σ_1(A)σ_1(B) < 1, then a direct calculation shows that 1/σ^2_1(A)−σ^2_1 (B) > 0 and that for any 0 < ϵ < 1/σ^2_1 (A)−σ^2_1 (B), if we take γ^2 = 1/(σ^2_1 (B)+ϵ) we have that γ^2 > 1/(σ^2_1 (B) + 1/σ^2_1(A) − σ^2_1 (B)) = σ^2_1 (A) and that 1/γ^2 > σ^2_1 (B), and hence such γ fulfills (14).

Next, to prove (ii) we follow along the same lines. However, first note that σ_n(A)σ_m(B) > 1 only if n = m and both A and B are invertible, since otherwise at least one of the two singular values equals zero. Now, a multiplier of the prescribed form exists if and only if

A^∗A ≻ γ^2I and γ^2B^∗B ≻ I, (15)

which, similarly, can only hold if n = m and both A and B are invertible. Henceforth, we can therefore restrict our attention to that case. Now, (15) holds if and only if there exists a γ ∈ R such that all singular values of A are strictly larger than |γ|, and all singular values of B are strictly larger than 1/|γ|. Therefore, the existence of such a multiplier implies that σ_n(A)σ_n(B) > 1. The converse statement is proved analogously, but by instead considering 0 < ϵ < σ^2_n(B) − 1/σ^2_n(A) and γ^2 = 1/(σ^2_n(B) − ε), which means that γ^2 < 1/(σ^2_n(B) − σ^2_n(B) + 1/σ^2_n(A)) = σ^2_n(A) and that 1/γ^2 < σ^2_n(B). This proves the lemma.

The preceding lemma considers two different domains in which stability of I + AB can be guaranteed: when both A and B have either small gain or large gain. In both cases, we expect that stability should be preserved under a suitable notion of rotation. We can now formalize this as follows.

Theorem 20: Given A ∈ M_{m,n} and B ∈ M_{n,m} , the following statements are equivalent:

(i) det(I + UAV B) ≠ 0 for all U ∈ U_m and all V ∈ U_n ; (ii) there exists a P ∈ H_{n+m} fulfilling (2), with both inequalities strict, which takes the form P = [ −ξγ^2I 0 0 ξI ] (16)

for some γ ∈ R and ξ ∈ {−1, 1};

(iii) either σ_1(A)σ_1(B) < 1 or σ_n(A)σ_m(B) > 1.

Proof: See Appendix C.

Remark 21: Note that in a numerical implementation searching for multipliers to guarantee stability, the conditions in Theorem 20(ii) can be relaxed to searching for multipliers of the form P = diag(−η_1I, η_2I), for η_1, η_2 ∈ R. This means that the search for multipliers fulfilling (2) can either be formulated as two LMIs of the form (16), each of which has one unknown γ^2 ≥ 0, or it can be solved as one LMI in the two unknowns η_1, η_2 ∈ R.

C. Magnitudinal multipliers for LTI systems

In order to extend the above results to LTI systems, we first need the following definitions and results: a transfer function Q ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ is said to be unitary if Q(jω) ∈ U_n for all ω ∈ [0, ∞]. Moreover, by the proof of [48, Lem. 1.14], it holds that for every ω > 0 and X ∈ U_n , there exists unitary Q ∈ RH^{n×n}_∞ such that Q(jω) = X. Next, the following expression will be used in the forthcoming theorems: ( I −G(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −G(jω) ) ≺ 0 ( K(jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0. (17)

First, a sufficiency condition for robust stability against phasal uncertainties is stated.

Theorem 22: Given G ∈ RH^{m×n}_∞ and K ∈ RH^{n×m}_∞ , then (I + uGK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ for all unitary u ∈ RH^{1×1}_∞ if there exist N ∈ L^{n×n}_∞ and M ∈ L^{m×m}_∞ such that for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], N(jω) = N(jω)^∗ ⪯ 0, M(jω) = M(jω)^∗ ⪰ 0, and (17) holds with

Π := [ N 0 0 M ] . Proof: By noting that u(jω)^∗u(jω) = 1 for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], the claim holds by Proposition 3.

Next, a necessary condition for robust stability to phasal uncertainties is provided.

Theorem 23: Given G ∈ RH^{m×n}_∞ and K ∈ RH^{n×m}_∞ , then (I + uGK)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ for all unitary u ∈ RH^{1×1}_∞ only if there exist N ∈ L^{n×n}_∞ and M ∈ L^{m×m}_∞ such that for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], N(jω) = N(jω)^∗, M(jω) = M(jω)^∗, and (17) holds with Π := [ N 0 0 M ] . Proof: The claim can be established by applying Theorem 18 frequency-wise as in the proof for Proposition 5.

The theorem above shows that if a feedback system is robust against all scalar phasal uncertainties (with unity gain), then there necessarily exists a multiplier of the gain type with which to establish its robust stability via quadratic graph separation. When the phasic perturbations are allowed to span all present dimensions, the following necessary and sufficient condition for robust closed-loop stability may be acquired.

Theorem 24: Given G, G^{−1}, K, K^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ , then (I + UGV K)^{−1} ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ for all unitary U ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ and V ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ if and only if there exists γ ∈ L^{1×1}_∞ such that for all ω ∈ [0, ∞], |γ(jω)| > 0 and (17) holds with

Π(jω) := [ −ξ|γ(jω)|^2I 0 0 ξI ] , where ξ ∈ {−1, 1}. Proof: Necessity can be established by applying Theorem 20 frequency-wise as in the proof for Proposition 5. In particular, continuity of G and K on the imaginary axis guarantees the uniqueness of ξ for all ω ∈ [0, ∞]. Sufficiency follows from Proposition 3 and the fact that (17) implies ( I −G(jω)^∗U(jω)^∗ ) Π(jω) ( I −U(jω)G(jω) ) ≺ 0 ( K(jω)^∗V (jω)^∗ I ) Π(jω) ( V (jω)K(jω) I ) ⪰ 0 for all unitary U ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ and V ∈ RH^{m×m}_∞ .

Example 25: Consider G ∈ RH^{m×n}_∞ and K ∈ RH^{n×m}_∞ for which ‖G‖_∞ < γ and ‖K‖_∞ ≤^1_γ . Then G and K satisfy the quadratic separation condition in the theorems above, i.e., (17), with

Π := [ −γ^2I 0 0 I ] . This is the celebrated small-gain theorem.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that robustness of feedback interconnections against certain structured uncertainty corresponds to specific forms of quadratic separation of the open-loop systems. Specifically, gain-type multipliers define quadratic separation needed in a feedback that is robust against all phase-type uncertainty. Analogously, a robustly stable feedback against all gain-type uncertainty can always be established via the existence of phase-type multipliers. These results are importantly informative when using multiplier-based methods for establishing robust feedback stability. Future research directions of interest include the consideration of block-diagonal structured uncertainty as in the μ-analysis. The exploration of a possibly unifying description of the structures of uncertainties and the corresponding multipliers beyond those examined in this paper is also desirable.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT The authors would like to thank Chao Chen, Dan Wang, Di Zhao, and Ding Zhang for valuable discussions.

APPENDIX A. Proof of Theorem 7, Corollary 8, and Corollary 9 Proof of Theorem 7: The equivalence between (i) and (iii) is clear: the determinant is nonzero for all nonnegative scaling if and only if AB have no eigenvalue along the strictly negative real axis.

Next, we prove that “(ii) ⇒ (i)”. To this end, by Lemma 2 the existence of a multiplier P that fulfills (3) means that det(I + AB) ≠ 0. Now, for any τ ≥ 0 consider the matrices Ã = A and B̃ = τB. For these matrices, it is easily verified that P fulfills (3). Therefore, by Lemma 2 we have that 0 ≠ det(I + ÃB̃) = det(I + τAB).

We complete the proof by showing that “(iii) ⇒ (ii)”. To this end, assume that (8) holds. This means that the principle part of the matrix square root (AB)^{1/2} is well-defined and that all the eigenvalues of (AB)^{1/2} lie in the open right half-plane or at the origin [49, Prob. 1.27]. Moreover, (AB)^{1/2} has as many zero-eigenvalues as AB, and since a potential zero-eigenvalue of AB is assumed to be semi-simple, so will the potential zero-eigenvalue of (AB)^{1/2}. Next, let (AB)^{1/2} = P JP^{−1} be a Jordan normal form, where J = J_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ J_{ℓ1} ⊕ 0 and each block J_k is of size n_k and have the nonzero eigenvalue λ_k on the diagonal, as per usual. However, let the Jordan normal form be such that the elements on the sup-diagonal of each J_k take the value

ϵ = min k∈{1,...,ℓ_1} real ( λ_k ( (AB)^{1/2} )) /2 > 0, which is always possible [22, Cor. 3.1.21].

Now, set D = J_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ J_{ℓ1} ⊕ I and note that D is of full rank, that D^{−1} = J^{−1}_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ J^{−1}_{ℓ1} ⊕ I, and that D^{−1}J = I ⊕ · · · ⊕ I ⊕ 0. Moreover, D is strictly accretive. To see the latter, first note that by [23, 1.2.10, p. 12] we have that W (D) = W (J_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ J_ℓ ⊕ I) = Co(W (J_1) ∪ · · · ∪ W (J_ℓ) ∪ 1). Moreover, J_k = λ_k ( (AB)^{1/2})I_{nk ×nk} + ϵS, where S is the nilepotent matrix with zeros everywhere except the first sup-diagonal which is ones. By [23, 1.2.10, p. 12] W (J_k) ⊂ λ_k + ϵW (S), and by [23, Prob. 29, pp. 45-46] the set W (S) is contained in the unit disc. Since by construction ϵ ≤ real(λ_k )/2, we therefore have that W (J_k) ⊂ C_+ for all k, and hence W (D) ⊂ C_+ , i.e., D is strictly accretive. In particular, this means that D + D^∗ ≻ 0.

Finally, take H = A^∗P^{−∗}D^{−∗}P^{−1} and note that

HA + A^∗H^∗ = A^∗P^{−∗}(D^{−∗} + D^{−1})P^{−1}A ⪰ εA^∗A

for some ε > 0 small enough, since P^{−∗}(D^{−∗} + D^{−1})P^{−1} ≻ 0. By multiplying the above inequality with −1, (3a) follows. Moreover,

H^∗B = P^{−∗}D^{−1}P^{−1}AB = P^{−∗}D^{−1}P^{−1}P JP^{−1}P JP^{−1} = P^{−∗} ( I ⊕ · · · ⊕ I ⊕ 0 ) JP^{−1} = P^{−∗}JP^{−1}, which is congruent to J and hence quasi-strictly accretive. A direct calculation in (3b) therefore verifies that last claim, and hence proves that “(iii) ⇒ (ii)”.

Proof of Corollary 8: To prove the corollary, assume that A ∈ G L_n. A direct calculation shows that if (iv) is fulfilled, then so is (ii). Moreover, observe that the fact that A is of full rank implies that H = A^∗P^{−∗}D^{−∗}P^{−1} constructed in the proof of Theorem 7, above, is of full rank. Furthermore, it also means that HA + A^∗H^∗ = A^∗P^{−∗}(D^{−∗} + D^{−1})P^{−1}A is congruent to D^{−∗} + D^{−1} and therefore positive definite, i.e., HA is strictly accretive. In particular, that means that the corresponding multiplier P fulfills (2), and also that (iii) implies (iv) in this case.

Finally, clearly (iv) implies (v), since a quasi-strictly accretive matrix is accretive. What is left to show is thus that under the assumption that A ∈ G L_n, (v) implies any of the statements (i)-(iv). To this end, note that if H ∈ G L_n and HA is strictly accreitve, then by congruence HA and AH^{−∗} have the same phases. Therefore, using [32, Lem. 3] we have that −π < ϕ(HA) + ϕ(H^∗B) = ϕ(AH^{−∗}) + ϕ(H^∗B) ≤ ∠ λ_i(AH^{−∗}HB) = ∠ λ_i(AB) = ∠ λ_i(AH^{−∗}HB) ≤ ϕ(HA) + ϕ(H^∗B) < π for i = 1, . . . n, which shows that (v) implies (iii).

Proof of Corollary 9: Reexamining the proof of Theorem 7, the proof of “(i) ⇔ (iii)”, and the proof of “(ii) ⇒ (i)” hold directly also in the case of real matrices A, B and H. Moreover, the remaining parts of the proof would also hold if the constructed H is real. The latter is true if P and D are real, which is true if (AB)^{1/2} is real. Thus, the conclusion follows if AB has a real primary square root. Since a potential zeroeiganvalue is assumed to be semi-simple, by [49, Thm. 1.23] the matrix AB has a real primary square root.

B. Proof of Theorem 12

The proof proceeds by showing that (i) and (iii) are equivalent, and that (ii) is equivalent to (iii). The former equivalence is the lengthier part, and for improved readability we hence separate the equivalence of (i) and (iii) into a separate proposition.

Proposition 26: Let n ≥ 2, and let A, B ∈ M_n \ {0}. Then the statement

det(I + T^∗AT S^∗BS) ≠ 0 for all T, S ∈ G L_n, (18a)

is equivalent to the statement

one matrix is quasi-sectorial, the other semi-sectorial, and ϕ(A) + ϕ(B) < π, ϕ(A) + ϕ(B) > −π. (18b) Proof: To show ⇐: assume that (18b) holds. For any T, S ∈ G L_n, by congruence invariance of phases of matrices we have that ϕ(T^∗AT ) = ϕ(A) and that ϕ(S^∗BS) = ϕ(B). Therefore, by [32, Lem. 3] we have that −π <ϕ(A) + ϕ(B) = ϕ(T^∗AT ) + ϕ(S^∗BS) ≤ ∠ λ_i(T^∗AT S^∗BS) ≤ ϕ(T^∗AT ) + ϕ(S^∗BS) = ϕ(A) + ϕ(B) < π for i = 1, . . . n. In particular, this means that there exists an ϵ > 0 so that λ(T^∗AT S^∗BS) ∩ {z ∈ C | z = −re^{jθ} , r >

0, θ ∈ [−ϵ, ϵ]} = ∅ for all T, S ∈ G L_n. The latter implies that (18a) holds.

Next, to show ⇒ we will show that the contraposition is true, namely that if (18b) is not true, then there exists T, S ∈ G L_n such that det(I + T^∗AT S^∗BS) = 0, i.e., such that T^∗AT S^∗BS has an eigenvalue in −1. The latter is shown by explicitly considering all possible cases using the results in [27], [31], and is also making heavy use of [50, Thm. 1] (see also [23, Thm. 1.7.9], cf. [27, Thm. 3]) .

To this end, first assume that B is arbitrary and with at least one nonzero eigenvalue, and A has only the zero-eigenvalue. Since A ≠ 0, the eigenvalue cannot be semisimple, and hence A must have a Jordan block of size at least 2×2. The latter has a numerical range that is a circle centered around the origin [23, Prob. 9, pp. 25], and hence the angular numerical range is the entire complex plane. Now, let B = V^∗_B Γ_B V_B be a Schur decomposition of B, i.e., where V_B is untiary and Γ_B is upper triangular. Any such Γ_B is called a Schur form of B. Moreover, note that at least on element of Γ_B is nonzero: without loss of generality assume it is (Γ_B )_{11}. Next, by [50, Thm. 1] there exists a C ∈ M_n such that one of the eigenvalues of C is −(Γ_B )_{11} and such that T̃^∗AT̃ = C for some T̃ ∈ G L_n. Moreover, let C = V^∗_C Γ_C V_C be a Schur decomposition of C such that (Γ_C )_{11} = −(Γ_B )_{11}. By taking S = V^∗_B and T = T̃ V^∗_C we have that

(T^∗AT )(S^∗BS) = (V_CT̃^∗AT̃ V^∗_C )(V_B V^∗_B Γ_B V_B V^∗_B ) = (V_C CV^∗_C )Γ_B = Γ_C Γ_B ,

which is upper triangular and with −1 in the upper left corner, i.e., for these T and S we have that T^∗AT S^∗BS has an eigenvalue in −1.

Note that the above procedure can be carried out, mutatis mutandis, if B also only has the zero-eigenvalue. In particular, if B only has the zero-eigenvalue it must also have a Jordan block of size at least 2×2. Using [50, Thm. 1], by an appropriate selection of S = S_1S_2, we can thus make sure that S^∗_1 BS_1 has a nonzero eigenvalue, after which the above procedure can be repeated to select T and S_2 so that (T^∗AT )(S^∗BS) has an eigenvalue in −1. This means that in the following, we can always assume that both A and B have at least one nonzero eigenvalue. In fact, for any non-sectorial (an hence nonzero) matrix A and arbitrary nonzero matrix B, a similar argument to the preceding one shows that det(I + T^∗AT S^∗BS) = 0 for some S, T ∈ G L_n, since the angular numerical range of A is the entire complex plane (see [50, Thm. 1]).

The above argument shows that a necessary condition for (18a) to hold is that both A, B are semi-sectorial. By [31, Thm. 5] this means that, without loss of generality, we can restrict ourselves to consider matrices of the form

A = e^{jθA} I_kA_2 ⊗ [ 1 2 0 1 ] 0 0 0 diag(e^{jϕ̃1 (A)}, . . . , e^{jϕ̃kA}1^{(A)}) 0 0 0 0 , (19) where θ_A + π/2 ≥ ϕ̃_1(A) ≥ . . . ≥ ϕ̃_kA_1 (A) ≥ θ_A − π/2, k^A_1 ≥ 0, k^A_2 ≥ 0, and n = 2k^A_2 + k^A_1 , and analogously for B. Note also that ϕ(A) = θ_A +π/2 if k^A_2 > 0 and ϕ(A) = ϕ̃_1(A) if k^A_2 = 0; an analogous observation holds for ϕ(A). Moreover a matrix A of the form (19) is quasi-sectorial if and only if k^A_2 = 0 and ϕ(A) − ϕ(A) < π. Finally, note that by applying an appropriate permutation we can, without loss of generality, restrict our attention to matrices of size 2 × 2.

Now, we first show that we cannot have k^A_2 > 0 and k^B_2 > 0. To this end, let S = I and consider the unitary matrix T = [ cos (_π 2 +^{θA+θB}_2 ) − sin (_π 2 +^{θA+θB}_2 ) sin (_π 2 +^{θA+θB}_2 ) cos (_π 2 +^{θA+θB}_2 ) ]

= [ − sin (_{θA+θB} 2 ) − cos (_{θA+θB} 2 ) cos (_{θA+θB} 2 ) − sin (_{θA+θB} 2 ) ] . Let S_{AB} := sin((θ_A +θ_B )/2) and C_{AB} := cos((θ_A +θ_B )/2). A direct (albeit somewhat cumbersome) calculation gives that T^∗ [ 1 2 0 1 ] T [ 1 2 0 1 ] = [ (S_{AB} − C_{AB} )^2 4S^2_{AB} − 4S_{AB}C_{AB} + 2C^2_{AB} −2C^2_{AB} S^2_{AB} + 2S_{AB}C_{AB} − 3C^2_{AB} ] , which has eigenvalues − cos(θ_A + θ_B ) ± i sin(θ_A + θ_B ) = −e^{∓i(θA+θB )}. Therefore, taking T as above and S = I, the matrix T^∗AT S^∗BS has an eigenvalue in −1.

Next, we therefore assume that k^A_2 > 0 and k^B_2 = 0. In this case, first assume that B only has one non-zero phase, in which case it suffices to consider A = e^{jθA} [ 1 2 0 1 ] and B = diag(e^{jϕ1 (B)}, 0).

If θ_A + π/2 + ϕ_1(B) ≥ π or θ_A − π/2 + ϕ_1(B) ≤ −π, then we can write

T^∗AT B = T^∗ÃT diag(1, 0)

where Ã = e^{jϕ1 (B)}A. However, since θ_A + π/2 + ϕ_1(B) ≥ π or θ_A −π/2+ϕ_1(B) ≤ −π, −1 is in the numerical range of Ã. Therefore, by using [50, Thm. 1] we can make a construction similar to before in order to select an appropriate T such that T^∗AT B has an eigenvalue in −1. On the other hand, if θ_A + π/2 + ϕ_1(B) < π and θ_A − π/2 + ϕ_1(B) > −π, then (18b) is fulfilled and thus (18a) holds (see the proof of the implication “⇐”).

The next case we consider is when the diagonal unitary part of B is of size at least 2×2. To this end, it suffices the consider A = e^{jθA} [ 1 2 0 1 ] and B = diag(e^{jϕ(B)}, e^{jϕ(B)}).

We split this into two different subcases. In the first case, assume that B is quasi-sectorial, which means that ϕ(B) − ϕ(B) < π. If θ_A +π/2+ϕ(B) ≥ π or θ_A −π/2+ϕ(B) ≤ −π, then we can make constructions analogous to the above one, and if θ_A + π/2 + ϕ(B) < π and θ_A − π/2 + ϕ(B) > −π, then (18b) is fulfilled and thus (18a) holds. Therefore, we next assume that ϕ(B) − ϕ(B) = π, in which case B is rotation- Hermitian, i.e., B = e^{jϕ(B)} diag(1, −1). Moreover, that means that either θ_A + π/2 + ϕ(B) ≥ π or θ_A − π/2 + ϕ(B) = θ_A − π/2 + ϕ(B) − π ≤ −π. In any case, let S = I and let T = cos (_{θA+ϕ(B)} 2 ) j sin (_{θA+ϕ(B)} 2 ) j sin (_{θA+ϕ(B)} 2 ) cos (_{θA+ϕ(B)} 2 ) .

This T is unitary, and a direct (albeit somewhat cumbersome) calculation verify that T^∗AT B has an eigenvalue in −1.

Now, consider the case where both A and B have a rotation- Hermitian 2 × 2 block, i.e., when A = e^{jϕ(A)} [ 1 0 0 −1 ] , B = e^{jϕ(B)} [ 1 0 0 −1 ] . Similarly to the last case just above, that means that either ϕ(A) + ϕ(B) ≥ π or ϕ(A) − π + ϕ(B) − π ≤ −π. In any case, let S = I and let T = cos (_π 2 −^{ϕ(A)+ϕ(B)}_2 ) − sin (_π 2 −^{ϕ(A)+ϕ(B)}_2 ) sin (_π 2 −^{ϕ(A)+ϕ(B)}_2 ) cos (_π 2 −^{ϕ(A)+ϕ(B)}_2 ) . A calculation similar to before shows that T^∗AT B has an eigenvalue in −1.

The two final cases to consider is when either i) A has a rotation-Hermitian 2 × 2 block and B is quasi-sectorial, or ii) when both A and B are quasi-sectorial, but when the phase condition is not satisfied in either case. The two cases can be handled together, and we can, without loss of generality, assume that ϕ(A) + ϕ(B) ≥ π. In this case, by [50, Thm. 1] there is a T such that C = T^∗AT has an eigenvalue in e^{jϕ(A)}. Let C = V^∗_C Γ_C V_C be a Schur decomposition, with e^{jϕ(A)} as top-left element. Let S = S_1S_2, and note that since ϕ(B) ≥ π − ϕ(A) and B is quasi-sectorial we can in a similar way select S_1 so that D = S^∗_1 BS_1 has an eigenvalue in e^{j(π−ϕ(A))}. Let D = V^∗_DΓ_DV_D be a Schur decomposition with e^{j(π−ϕ(A))} as top-left element. By taking S_2 = V^∗_DV_C , we get

(T^∗AT )(SBS^∗) = C(S^∗_2 DS_2) = V^∗_C Γ_C V_C V^∗_C V_D V^∗_D Γ_DV_DV^∗_D V_C = V^∗_C Γ_C Γ_DV_C ,

which by construction has an eigenvalue in −1.

In summary, this means that unless (18b) holds, then there exist T, S ∈ G L_n such that det(I + T^∗AT S^∗BS) = 0. This shows the implication ⇒, and hence the result follows.

Proof of Theorem 12: For n = 1 the matrices are scalar and hence commute. Therefore, in this case det(I + T^∗AT S^∗BS) = det(1 + τab) for τ > 0, and the conclusions follow almost trivially.

For n ≥ 2, Proposition 26 shows that (i) and (iii) are equivalent. Next, we prove that “(iii) ⇒ (ii)”. To this end, without loss of generality, assume that A is quasi-sectorial of rank n − k, and that B is semi-sectorial. The fact that the sum of the largest and smallest phases are bounded away from ±π, respectively, implies that there exists a z ∈ T such that zA is quasi-strictly accretive and z^∗B is accretive, and hence in particular that −zA − z^∗A^∗ ⪯ 0 and z^∗B + zB^∗ ⪰ 0. The latter means that for this P , (3b) holds. It remains to show that (3a) holds, i.e., that the former inequality above can be strengthened to −zA − z^∗A^∗ ⪯ −εA^∗A for some ε > 0. To do so, let zA = T^∗DT be a sectorial decomposition of the quasi-strictly accretive zA. In particular, this means that D = diag(e^{jϕ1} , . . . , e^{jϕn−k} , 0, . . . , 0 k of them ), and zA + z^∗A^∗ = T^∗(D + D^∗)T , which is positive semidefinite with the top-left block of D +D^∗ containing the n−k strictly positive eigenvalues. A direct calculation also gives that A^∗A = A^∗z^∗zA = T^∗D^∗T T^∗DT = T^∗ [ ⋆ 0 0 0 ] T =: T^∗ΔT, where the block ⋆ is of dimension n−k ×n−k and is positive definite. In particular, this means that for ϵ > 0 small enough we have that D + D^∗ ≻ ϵΔ, and hence that zA + z^∗A^∗ = T^∗(D + D^∗)T ≻ ϵT^∗ΔT = ϵA^∗A. Multiplying the above inequality by −1 gives the inequality (3a). This completes the proof of the implication “(iii) ⇒ (ii)”.

To show that “(ii) ⇒ (iii)”, without loss of generality, assume that P fulfills (3). The proof for the case where P fulfills (5) is analogous. Now, note that (3) implies that both zA and z^∗B are accretive. What remains to be shown is thus that zA is in fact quasi-strictly accretive. To this end, let zA = T^∗DT be the sectorial decomposition, with D of the form (19). By an argument similar to the one above, we have that (3a) implies that − [ ∗ 0 0 0 ] = −D − D^∗ ⪯ −εD^∗T T^∗D = −ε [ ⋆ 0 0 0 ] , where ∗ is block-diagonal and positive semi-definite, and ⋆ is positive definite. However, the inequality means that ∗ ⪰ ε⋆ for some ε > 0, and since ⋆ is positive definite this can only be true if ∗ is also positive definite. Now, if D has a block [ 1 2 0 1 ]

a direct calculation gives that ∗ contains a block [ 2 2 2 2 ] . This would mean that ∗ is not of full rank, and hence that it is only positive semi-definite. Therefore, D cannot contain any such blocks, which implies that zA is in fact be quasi-strictly accretive.

Finally, the last part of the theorem follows by simply reexamining the proofs for the equivalence of (ii) and (iii) under the additional assumption that A is of full rank. It is then easily seen that the same conclusion holds, but with (3) replaced by (2).

C. Proof of Theorem 20

Proof of Theorem 20: The equivalence between (ii) and (iii) follows directly from Lemma 19.

To show that “(ii) ⇒ (i)”, first assume that there exists a multiplier P of the form (16), with ξ = 1, that satisfies (2). In particular, this means that det(I + AB) ≠ 0 by Lemma 2. A direct calculation, as in the proof of Lemma 19, gives that (14) holds. Now, let U ∈ U_m and V ∈ U_n , and note that for Ã = UA and B̃ = V B we have Ã^∗Ã = A^∗U^∗UA = A^∗A ≺ γ^2I, γ^2B̃^∗B̃ = γ^2B^∗V^∗V B = γ^2B^∗B ≺ I.

This shows that for this P , (2) holds for Ã and B̃ and hence 0 ≠ det(I + ÃB̃) = det(I + UAV B) by Lemma 2. Since

U ∈ U_m and V ∈ U_n were arbitrary, the implication follows in the case of ξ = 1. The proof for the case ξ = −1 follows analogously.

We now show that “(i) ⇒ (iii)”. To this end, assume that det(I + UAV B) ≠ 0 for all U ∈ U_m and all V ∈ U_n . First note that the statement is trivial if any of the two matrices A and B is the zero matrix and hence we can, without loss of generality, assume that neither of them is. Now, let A = W_AΣ_AV^∗_A and B = W_B Σ_B V^∗_B be the singular value decompositions of A and B, respectively. In particular, this means that W_A, V_B ∈ U_m , that V_A, W_B ∈ U_n , that Σ_A ∈ M_{m,n} and that Σ_B ∈ M_{n,m} . Next, note that for any k ≥ 1, U_k is closed under matrix multiplication, and that all permutation matrices are unitary. Therefore, for any Ṽ , W̃ ∈ U_m and any permutation matrix P ∈ U_n , let U = V_BṼ^∗W̃ W^∗_A ∈ U_m and V = V_APW^∗_B ∈ U_n . This means that

0 ≠ det(I + UAV B) = det(I + V_BṼ^∗W̃ Σ_APΣ_B V^∗_B ) = det(I + W̃ Σ_APΣ_BṼ^∗)

for all Ṽ , W̃ ∈ U_n and all permutation matrices P.

Next, assume that n ≥ m. In this case, note that Σ_AP ∈ M_{m,n} with the n columns of Σ_A permuted according to the permutation matrix P. Therefore, W̃ Σ_APΣ_BṼ^∗ can be identified as a singular value decomposition of the matrix whose singular values are given by σ_{Φ(i)}(A)σ_i(B), i = 1, . . . , m, where Φ : {1, . . . , m} → {1, . . . , n} is the injective map corresponding to the permutation matrix P. Moreover, by appropriately selecting the permutation matrix P we can get any injective map that maps from {1, . . . , m} to {1, . . . , n}. Now, if there exists a Φ such that max_k σ_{Φ(k)}(A)σ_k (B) ≥ 1 and min_k σ_{Φ(k)}(A)σ_k (B) ≤ 1, then by [51, Thm. 9.E.5] (cf. [52, p. 55]) there exist matrices W̃ , Ṽ ∈ U_n such that the corresponding matrix W̃ Σ_AP Σ_BṼ^∗ has an eigenvalue in −1. However, that would mean that the corresponding determinant is zero, which is a contradiction. Therefore, for all Φ we must either have that max_k σ_{Φ(k)}(A)σ_k (B) < 1 or that min_k σ_{Φ(k)}(A)σ_k (B) > 1. In particular, this must hold for all Φ such that Φ(1) = 1 and Φ(m) = n, in which case either 1 > max_k σ_{Φ(k)}(A)σ_k (B) = σ_1(A)σ_1(B) or 1 < min_k σ_{Φ(k)}(A)σ_k (B) = σ_n(A)σ_m(B). This shows that the (i) implies (iii) in the case where n ≥ m.

To complete the proof of the theorem, assume that m > n. In this case W̃ Σ_APΣ_BṼ^∗ can still be identified as a singular value decomposition of the matrix, but now the singular values are given by m − n zeros as well as σ_{Φ(i)}(A)σ_i(B), i = 1, . . . , n, where Φ : {1, . . . , n} → {1, . . . , n} is a permutation. This means that 0 will always be a singular value of W̃ Σ_APΣ_BṼ^∗, and by arguments similar to those in the previous paragraph we must therefore have that for all permutations Φ it holds that max_k σ_{Φ(k)}(A)σ_k (B) < 1, and hence in particular that σ_1(A)σ_1(B) < 1.

REFERENCES

[1] A. R. Teel, T. T. Georgiou, L. Praly, and E. D. Sontag, “Input-output stability,” in The Control Systems Handbook : Control System Advanced Methods, 2nd ed., W. S. Levine, Ed. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2011, pp. 44.1–44.23.

[2] A. R. Teel, “On graphs, conic relations, and input-output stability of nonlinear feedback systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 41, no. 5, pp. 702–709, 1996.

[3] A. Megretski, U. T. Jönsson, C.-Y. Kao, and A. Rantzer, “Integral quadratic constraints,” in The Control Systems Handbook : Control System Advanced Methods, 2nd ed., W. S. Levine, Ed. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2011, pp. 41.1–41.19.

[4] G. Zames, “On the input-output stability of time-varying nonlinear feedback systems part one: Conditions derived using concepts of loop gain, conicity, and positivity,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 228–238, 1966.

[5] G. Zames and P. Falb, “Stability conditions for systems with monotone and slope-restricted nonlinearities,” SIAM Journal on Control, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 89–108, 1968.

[6] A. Megretski and A. Rantzer, “System analysis via integral quadratic constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 42, no. 6, pp. 819–830, 1997.

[7] L. Lessard, B. Recht, and A. Packard, “Analysis and design of optimization algorithms via integral quadratic constraints,” SIAM Journal on Optimization, vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 57–95, 2016.

[8] B. Hu and P. Seiler, “Exponential decay rate conditions for uncertain linear systems using integral quadratic constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 61, no. 11, pp. 3631–3637, 2016.

[9] S. Z. Khong, “On integral quadratic constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, no. 3, pp. 1603–1608, 2022.

[10] M. Cantoni, U. T. Jönsson, and C.-Y. Kao, “Robustness analysis for feedback interconnections of distributed systems via integral quadratic constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 57, no. 2, pp. 302–317, 2011.

[11] M. Cantoni, U. T. Jönsson, and S. Z. Khong, “Robust stability analysis for feedback interconnections of time-varying linear systems,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 51, no. 1, pp. 353–379, 2013.

[12] S. Z. Khong, E. Lovisari, and C.-Y. Kao, “Robust synchronization in multi-agent networks with unstable dynamics,” IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 205–214, 2016.

[13] A. Megretski and S. Treil, “Power distribution inequalities in optimization and robustness of uncertain systems,” Journal of Mathematical Systems, Estimation, and Control, vol. 3, no. 3, pp. 301–319, 1993.

[14] J. C. Willems and R. Brockett, “Some new rearrangement inequalities having application in stability analysis,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 13, no. 5, pp. 539–549, 1968.

[15] U. T. Jönsson and A. Rantzer, “Optimization of integral quadratic constraints,” in Advances in Linear Matrix Inequality Methods in Control. SIAM, 2000, pp. 109–127.

[16] C. W. Scherer, “LPV control and full block multipliers,” Automatica, vol. 37, no. 3, pp. 361–375, 2001.

[17] C.-Y. Kao and A. Rantzer, “Stability analysis of systems with uncertain time-varying delays,” Automatica, vol. 43, no. 6, pp. 959–970, 2007.

[18] H. Pfifer and P. Seiler, “Integral quadratic constraints for delayed nonlinear and parameter-varying systems,” Automatica, vol. 56, pp. 36– 43, 2015.

[19] T. Iwasaki and S. Hara, “Well-posedness of feedback systems: Insights into exact robustness analysis and approximate computations,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 43, no. 5, pp. 619–630, 1998.

[20] S. Z. Khong and C.-Y. Kao, “Converse theorems for integral quadratic constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 66, no. 8, pp. 3695–3701, 2021.

[21] ——, “Addendum to “converse theorems for integral quadratic constraints”,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, no. 1, pp. 539–540, 2022.

[22] R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson, Matrix Analysis, 2nd ed. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2013.

[23] ——, Topics in Matrix Analysis. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 1994.

[24] F. Zhang, Matrix Theory: Basic Results and Techniques. New York, NY: Springer, 2011.

[25] K. E. Gustafson and D. K. Rao, Numerical Range. New York, NY:

Springer, 1997.

[26] C. R. DePrima and C. R. Johnson, “The range of A^{−1}A^∗ in GL(n, C),” Linear Algebra and its Applications, vol. 9, pp. 209–222, 1974.

[27] S. Furtado and C. R. Johnson, “Spectral variation under congruence,” Linear and Multilinear Algebra, vol. 49, no. 3, pp. 243–259, 2001.

[28] C. R. Johnson and S. Furtado, “A generalization of Sylvester’s law of inertia,” Linear Algebra and its Applications, vol. 338, no. 1-3, pp. 287– 290, 2001.

[29] F. Zhang, “A matrix decomposition and its applications,” Linear and Multilinear Algebra, vol. 63, no. 10, pp. 2033–2042, 2015.

[30] D. Wang, W. Chen, S. Z. Khong, and L. Qiu, “On the phases of a complex matrix,” Linear Algebra and its Applications, vol. 593, pp. 152–179, 2020.

[31] S. Furtado and C. R. Johnson, “Spectral variation under congruence for a nonsingular matrix with 0 on the boundary of its field of values,” Linear Algebra and Its Applications, vol. 359, no. 1-3, pp. 67–78, 2003.

[32] W. Chen, D. Wang, S. Z. Khong, and L. Qiu, “A phase theory of MIMO LTI systems,” Submitted. Preprint: arXiv:2105.03630, 2021.

[33] I. Postlethwaite, J. M. Edmunds, and A. G. MacFarlane, “Principal gains and principal phases in the analysis of linear multivariable feedback systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 32–46, 1981.

[34] D. H. Owens, “The numerical range: a tool for robust stability studies?”

Systems & Control Letters, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 153–158, 1984. [35] B. D. Anderson and M. Green, “Hilbert transform and gain/phase error bounds for rational functions,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems, vol. 35, no. 5, pp. 528–535, 1988.

[36] W. M. Haddad and D. Bernstein, “Is there more to robust control theory than small gain,” in Proceedings of the 1992 American Control Conference, 1992, pp. 83–84.

[37] J. Chen, “Multivariable gain-phase and sensitivity integral relations and design trade-offs,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 43, no. 3, pp. 373–385, 1998.

[38] W. Chen, D. Wang, S. Z. Khong, and L. Qiu, “Phase analysis of MIMO LTI systems,” in 2019 IEEE 58th Conference on Decision and Control (CDC). IEEE, 2019, pp. 6062–6067.

[39] X. Mao, W. Chen, and L. Qiu, “Phases of discrete-time LTI multivariable systems,” Automatica, 2021, in press.

[40] C. Chen, D. Zhao, W. Chen, S. Z. Khong, and L. Qiu, “Phase of nonlinear systems,” Submitted. Preprint: arXiv:2012.00692, 2020.

[41] C. Foias, T. T. Georgiou, and M. C. Smith, “Robust stability of feedback systems: A geometric approach using the gap metric,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 31, no. 6, pp. 1518–1537, 1993.

[42] J. C. Doyle, T. T. Georgiou, and M. C. Smith, “The parallel projection operators of a nonlinear feedback system,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 79–85, 1993.

[43] V. Zahedzadeh, H. J. Marquez, and T. Chen, “On the input-output stability of nonlinear systems: Large gain theorem,” in 2008 American Control Conference. IEEE, 2008, pp. 3440–3445.

[44] C. S. Ballantine and C. R. Johnson, “Accretive matrix products,” Linear and Multilinear Algebra, vol. 3, no. 3, pp. 169–185, 1975.

[45] S. Z. Khong, I. R. Petersen, and A. Rantzer, “Robust stability conditions for feedback interconnections of distributed-parameter negative imaginary systems,” Automatica, vol. 90, pp. 310–316, 2018.

[46] P. Lancaster and M. Tismenetsky, The Theory of Matrices, 2nd ed.

Orlando, FL: Academic press, 1985.

[47] I. Gohberg, P. Lancaster, and L. Rodman, Indefinite Linear Algebra and Applications. Basel: Birkhäuser, 2006.

[48] G. Vinnicombe, Uncertainty and Feedback – H_∞ Loop-shaping and the ν-gap metric. London: Imperial College Press, 2001.

[49] N. J. Higham, Functions of Matrices: Theory and Computation.

Philadelphia, PA: SIAM, 2008.

[50] C. R. Johnson, “The field of values and spectra of positive definite multiples,” Journal of Research of the Notional Bureau of Standards - B. Mathematical Sciences, vol. 78, no. 4, pp. 197–8, 1974.

[51] A. W. Marshall, I. Olkin, and B. C. Arnold, Inequalities: Theory of Majorization and Its Applications, 2nd ed. New York, NY: Springer, 2011.

[52] R. Bhatia, Matrix Analysis. New York, NY: Springer, 1997.