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Soft and Hard Scaled Relative Graphs for
Nonlinear Feedback Stability

Chao Chen, Sei Zhen Khong, Senior Member, IEEE , and Rodolphe Sepulchre, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract— This paper presents input-output stability analysis
of nonlinear feedback systems based on the notion of soft and
hard scaled relative graphs (SRGs). The soft and hard SRGs
acknowledge the distinction between incremental positivity and
incremental passivity and reconcile them from a graphical per-
spective. The essence of our proposed analysis is that the sepa-
ration of soft/hard SRGs of two open-loop systems on the complex
plane guarantees closed-loop stability. The main results generalize
an existing soft SRG separation theorem for bounded open-loop
systems which was proved based on interconnection properties
of soft SRGs under a chordal assumption. By comparison, our
analysis does not require this chordal assumption and applies to
possibly unbounded open-loop systems.

Index Terms— Scaled relative graph, robust stability, graph sep-
aration, incremental positivity and incremental passivity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Graphical tools have been central to the development of feedback

control theory. They include the Bode diagram, Nyquist plot, Nichols

chart, Riemann plot and root locus. These tools underlie cornerstone

results in linear control analysis and synthesis, among which the

Nyquist stability criterion and gain/phase robustness margins [1,

Ch. 9] are of significant importance for both theoretical and practical

use. More particularly, deriving simple graphical conditions on open-

loop components to handily determine stability of closed-loop linear

time-invariant (LTI) systems is meaningful, e.g., small-gain, small-

phase and passivity conditions.

George Zames’ pioneering two-part work [2], [3] on nonlinear

feedback input-output stability theory has profoundly influenced

research in the systems and control community over the past half-

century. Feedback input-output stability problems boil down to

boundedness and continuity problems of well-posed feedback systems

[2]. Historically, boundedness and continuity are alternatively termed

finite-gain stability and incremental finite-gain stability [4, Sec. 3],

respectively. The latter notion is stronger but more practical as it

requires that output trajectories of a system must not be critically

sensitive to small changes in its input trajectories, and thereby the

latter was adopted in [2] as a “more proper stability definition” for

nonlinear systems. Zames’ seminal work [2], [3] developed three

theorems for continuity of feedback systems – the incremental small-

gain, incremental passivity and incremental conicity theorems [2,
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Ths. 1-3]. For single-input single-output (SISO) LTI systems, these

theorems all have clear graphical interpretations once embedded in a

Nyquist gain/phase setting.

Conceptually, each theorem in [2, Ths. 1-3] boils down to a

specific form of graph separation of two open-loop systems in a

topological sense, where a system’s graph is nothing but an abstract

representation of its input-output energy-bounded trajectories in the

Hilbert space L2. Topological graph separation has been thoroughly

studied and is known to be nearly the most general condition for

feedback input-output stability [4], [5], however, the most abstract

alike. The corresponding literature is vast; see, e.g., [6]–[13] and

the references therein. When separation happens to be made in

a quadratic sense, the approach of integral quadratic constraints

(IQCs) separation [14]–[17] offers a more tractable alternative for

feedback stability. For a Lur’e feedback system consisting of an

LTI component and a static nonlinearity component, extensive efforts

have been dedicated to making nonlinear feedback analysis tractable

and visualizable in the complex plane C, e.g., the celebrated circle

criterion and Popov criterion [3], [18, Sec. 6.6]. The circle criterion

is regarded as a nonlinear generalization of the Nyquist criterion [3,

Sec. 4]. Additionally, the recent notions of nonlinear phase and angle

based on numerical ranges [19], [20] are other notable efforts on

extracting graphical information from nonlinear systems.

Recently, the notion of scaled relative graph (SRG) of nonlinear

operators defined on a Hilbert space was introduced in [21] for

convergence analysis of fixed-point optimization algorithms from a

graphical perspective. This notion was later adopted in [22], [23]

for nonlinear systems analysis and feedback continuity analysis. A

system’s SRG, a collection of complex scalars, mixes the gain/phase

information from an increment of the system’s input-output trajecto-

ries into a polar form in C, that is,

SRG(P ) := {z ∈ C | |z| = gain(∆u,∆y),∠z = phase(∆u,∆y)} ,

where P = u 7→ y represents a bounded nonlinear system and ∆(·)
the difference between two trajectories in the L2 space. The SRG

analysis enables graphical interpretation of nonlinear systems, which

is reminiscent of the classical Nyquist analysis. Typical illustrations

include that the SRG of an incrementally positive system is contained

in a closed right half-plane and that of an incrementally gain-bounded

system is contained in a closed disk. A new separation result for

feedback continuity analysis was proposed in [22, Th. 2] via the

use of SRGs under certain chordal conditions, thereby endowing

the incremental small-gain and positivity theorems [2] graphical

understandings akin to the Nyquist plot viewpoint.

In this paper, motivated by [2] and [22], we investigate feedback

input-output stability based on the notion of SRG and aim at a self-

contained story for SRG separation in both of the L2 space and the

L2e space. The essence of our proposed results can be distilled into

one sentence:

Separation of the SRGs of two open-loop systems in C implies

closed-loop stability or continuity.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2504.14407v1
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The proposed results generalize the existing SRG separation theo-

rem [22, Th. 2] in the following sense: (i) the chordal assumption used

for SRG over-approximation and interconnection rules is removed,

and (ii) possibly unbounded open-loop systems are allowed. Our

proof is self-contained in the sense that it only exploits systems’

input-output trajectories which are classified into three trajectory-

wise cases, that is, incremental small-gain, incremental large-gain

and incremental small-phase cases.

To enrich the SRG-based systems theory, we further develop an

L2e-framework by proposing the so-called hard SRG with respect

to trajectories lying in L2e as an extended space of L2, where the

integrals are taken from time 0 to finite time T > 0. The hard-type

definition stands in contrast to the original soft SRG definition in

terms of L2-trajectories, where the integrals are taken from time 0
to ∞. In doing so, the proposed soft and hard SRGs can respectively

recover to the two existing definitions of incremental positivity and

incremental passivity [4, Ch. VI]. A hard-type definition in general

is much stronger than its corresponding soft-type. The main benefit

that comes with a hard-type definition is that its graph separation

result for feedback stability is more straightforward and easier to

establish when compared with that utilizes the soft-type counterpart

since the latter often requires extra homotopy arguments. Such a

distinction is acknowledged throughout our proposed results. Apart

from incremental passivity, other hard-type input-output notions

include hard IQCs [15]–[17]. Hard-type notions are more common in

the state-space control theory, particularly in dissipativity theory [24],

[25]. Dissipation inequalities are mostly of the hard type: incremental

dissipativity [26]–[29], differential dissipativity [30], and dynamic

dissipativity [31], to name a few.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section II,

notation and preliminaries on signals and systems are provided. In

Section III, we propose soft SRGs and hard SRGs for nonlinear

systems and build their links with incremental positivity and incre-

mental passivity. In Section IV, we establish the main results of this

paper – novel conditions for feedback stability analysis via separation

of soft and hard SRGs. In addition, a detailed comparison is made

between the proposed results and the existing soft SRG separation

result. Section V concludes this paper.

II. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

A. Basic Notation

Let F = R or C be the field of real or complex numbers, and F
n be

the linear space of n-dimensional vectors over F. Let C̄ := C∪{∞},

C̄+ be the extended complex right half-plane, and R+ be set of

the nonnegative real axis. For x, y ∈ F
n, denote 〈x , y〉 and |x| :=

√

〈x , x〉 as the Euclidean inner product and norm, respectively. The

complex conjugate, transpose and conjugate transpose of matrices are

denoted by (·), (·)⊤ and (·)∗, respectively. Let I denote the identity

matrix of appropriate dimensions. The real and imaginary parts of

z ∈ C are denoted by Re (z) and Im (z), respectively. The angle of

a nonzero z ∈ C in the polar form |z| ej∠z is denoted by ∠z. If

z = 0 or z = ∞, then ∠z is undefined. The closure of a set S is

denoted by cl S .

B. Signals and Systems

Denote the set of all energy-bounded R
n-valued signals by

Ln
2 :=

{

u : R+ → R
n | ‖u‖22 = 〈u , u〉 :=

∫ ∞

0
|u(t)|2 dt < ∞

}

,

where the superscript n is dropped when the dimension is clear from

the context. For T ≥ 0, define the truncation operator ΓT on a signal

u : R+ → R
n to be

(ΓT u)(t) =

{

u(t) when t ≤ T

0 when t > T.

For notational simplicity, we adopt uT := ΓTu for any T ≥ 0 when

there is no ambiguity. Denote the extended L2-space by

L2e :=
{

u : R+ → R
n | uT ∈ L2 ∀T ≥ 0

}

and define the semi-inner product 〈u , v〉T := 〈uT , vT 〉 for u ∈ L2e,

v ∈ L2e and T ≥ 0.

Given two signals u, v ∈ L2, define the phase θ(u, v) ∈ [0, π]
from u to v by

θ(u, v) := arccos
〈u , v〉

‖u‖2 ‖v‖2
if u, v 6= 0, and θ(u, v) := 0, otherwise. In parallel, define the gain

γ(u, v) ∈ [0,∞] from u to v by

γ(u, v) :=
‖v‖2
‖u‖2

if u 6= 0, and γ(u, v) := ∞, otherwise. Similarly, for signals u, v ∈
L2e and T > 0, denote by

θT (u, v) := θ(uT , vT ) and γT (u, v) := γ(uT , vT )

as uT ∈ L2 and vT ∈ L2.

An operator P : L2e → L2e is said to be causal if ΓTP =
ΓTPΓT for all T ≥ 0. We view a system as a causal operator

mapping input signals to output signals. For simplicity, we assume

that an operator maps the zero signal to the zero signal1, i.e., P 0 = 0.

Without loss of generality (WLOG), only “square” systems with the

same number of inputs and outputs are considered, as a system may

always be patched with zeros to make it “square”. Further, these

systems are assumed to be nonzero, i.e., P 6= 0. The L2-domain

of P , i.e., the set of all its input signals in L2 such that the output

signals are in L2, is denoted by dom(P ) := {u ∈ L2 | Pu ∈ L2}.

Throughout this paper, we will analyze the following type of

stability of an open-loop system in the finite-gain sense [2, Sec 2.4].

Definition 1 (Open-loop stability): A causal system P : L2e →
L2e is said to be bounded if dom(P ) = L2 and

‖P ‖ := sup
06=u∈L2

γ (u,Pu) < ∞.

Furthermore, P is said to be stable (a.k.a. continuous) if it is bounded

and

‖P ‖I := sup
u,v∈L2

u6=v

γ (u− v,Pu− P v) < ∞.

In Definition 1, we follow the terminology used in [2] that a

system’s stability is defined by its (Lipschitz) continuity; that is,

its output increment is not critically sensitive to a small change of

its input. In addition, ‖P ‖I is called the incremental gain (a.k.a.

Lipschitz gain) of P . It is noteworthy that the incremental gain of a

causal bounded system P can be equivalently obtained in the L2e

space. By [32, Prop. 1.2.3], it holds that

‖P ‖I = sup
u,v∈L2e,T>0
‖uT−vT ‖

2
6=0

γT (u− v,Pu− P v) .

The graph of a causal system P : L2e → L2e is defined by

G (P ) :=

{[

u
Pu

]

∈ L2 × L2

}

1If the assumption is not satisfied due to, e.g., nonzero initial conditions,
then compensating bias terms can be added into a feedback loop [2, Sec. 2].
Moreover, the assumption can be removed when only incremental properties
are under consideration.
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and the inverse graph by G
†(P ) :=

{[

Pu
u

]

∈ L2 × L2
}

which

swaps the order of inputs and outputs. Likewise, the extended graph

and the extended inverse graph of P are defined by

Ge(P ) :=

{[

u
Pu

]

∈ L2e × L2e

}

and G
†
e (P ) :=

{[

Pu
u

]

∈ L2e × L2e

}

, respectively.

III. SOFT AND HARD SCALED RELATIVE GRAPHS

In classical control theory, it is well known that the Nyquist plot

of a gain-bounded SISO LTI system is contained in a closed disk,

and that of a passive SISO LTI system is contained in a closed

right-half plane. The concept of SRG [22] generalizes such graphical

interpretations to nonlinear systems, which was originally introduced

with its soft-form tested over the L2 space [21], [22]. In this section,

we introduce a parallel notion, the hard-form of SRG tested over the

L2e space. We then acknowledge the distinction between incremental

positivity and incremental passivity made in [4, p. 174] in terms of

the difference between soft SRGs and hard SRGs.

We begin with presenting soft SRGs and then introduce hard SRGs.

Let ∆(·) denote the difference between two signals labeled by (·)1
and (·)2, e.g., ∆u = u1 − u2.

A. Soft SRGs

For a causal system P : L2e → L2e, define the soft scaled relative

graph of P to be

SRG(P ) :=

{

γ(∆u,∆y)e±jθ(∆u,∆y)
∣

∣

∣

[

u1
y1

]

∈ G (P ),

[

u2
y2

]

∈ G (P ),∆u 6= 0,∆y 6= 0

}

(1)

which is a subset of the extended complex plane C̄. Each pair of

input-output incremental trajectories of P can generate a complex

scalar whose magnitude and argument contain incremental gain and

phase information of P , respectively. Since θ(·, ·) takes values

in [0, π], that SRG(P ) contains the term e±jθ(·,·) makes itself

symmetric about the real axis, analogously to the classical Nyquist

plot. Furthermore, the definition of SRG(P ) in (1) is based on the

graph G (P ) or u ∈ dom(P ), thereby also encompassing possibly

unbounded systems with dom(P ) being a proper subset of L2.

The inverse soft scaled relative graph of P is defined as

SRG†(P ) :=

{

γ(∆y,∆u)e±jθ(∆y,∆u)
∣

∣

∣

[

y1
u1

]

∈ G
†(P ),

[

y2
u2

]

∈ G
†(P ),∆u 6= 0,∆y 6= 0

}

.

Compared with SRG(P ), the above SRG†(P ) exploits the inverse

graph G
†(P ) by swapping the role of input and output of P . We

refer the reader to [22, Prop. 1] for illustrations of soft SRGs of

some typical bounded systems and to [22, Th. 4] for the connection

between soft SRGs and Nyquist plots.

B. Hard SRGs

The definition in (1) is with respect to L2-trajectories lying in

G (P ), and is classified as a soft-type. By contrast, a hard-type

definition can be proposed by using L2e-trajectories contained in

the extended graph Ge(P ). The terminology of “soft” and “hard”

is borrowed from the theory of soft and hard IQCs [14], [16],

[17]. Specifically, the hard scaled relative graph of a causal system

P : L2e → L2e is defined by

SRGe(P ) :=

{

γT (∆u,∆y)e±jθT (∆u,∆y)
∣

∣

∣

[

u1
y1

]

∈ Ge(P ),

[

u2
y2

]

∈ Ge(P ), (∆u)T 6= 0, (∆y)T 6= 0, T > 0

}

. (2)

The inverse hard scaled relative graph SRG†
e(P ) can be defined

accordingly based on the extended inverse graph G
†
e (P ). It is note-

worthy that the definition in (2) can also accommodate possibly un-

bounded systems like a passive LTI integrator with transfer function
1
s I . One of our motivations for putting the soft SRG (1) and hard SRG

(2) on an equal footing is to recover two existing notions, incremental

positivity and incremental passivity [4, Sec VI.4], respectively, as

detailed in Section III-C.

In summary, for a causal system P , two types of scaled relative

graphs have been defined, as illustrated by Table I.

Soft SRG(P ) Hard SRGe(P )

Trajectories L2 L2e

Connections Incremental positivity Incremental passivity

TABLE I

SOFT AND HARD SRGS OF A CAUSAL SYSTEM P .

C. Characterizations of Incremental Positivity and Incremental

Passivity via Soft and Hard SRGs

The theory of positivity and passivity [4, Ch. VI] has been one

of the cornerstones of input-output nonlinear control theory. We

present two existing definitions [4, Sec. VI.4] below to characterize

the incremental positivity or incremental passivity of a system.

Definition 2 (Positivity and passivity): A causal system P :=
u 7→ y : L2e → L2e is said to be

(i) incrementally positive if

〈∆u ,∆y〉 ≥ 0 ∀u1, u2 ∈ dom(P ); (3)

(ii) incrementally passive if

〈(∆u)T , (∆y)T 〉 ≥ 0 ∀T > 0, u1, u2 ∈ L2e. (4)

Furthermore, P is said to be

(iii) strictly incrementally positive if there exist δ, ǫ > 0 such that

〈∆u ,∆y〉 ≥ δ ‖∆u‖22+ǫ ‖∆y‖22 ∀u1, u2 ∈ dom(P ); (5)

(iv) strictly incrementally passive if there exist δ, ǫ > 0 such that

〈(∆u)T , (∆y)T 〉 ≥ δ ‖(∆u)T ‖22 + ǫ ‖(∆y)T ‖22 (6)

for all T > 0 and u1, u2 ∈ L2e.

Per Definition 2, the positivity is tested over L2 while the passivity

over L2e. We now reformulate the difference between the incremental

positivity and incremental passivity based on soft and hard SRGs.

Explicitly, an equivalent characterization of Definition 2(i)-(ii) is the

following:

(3) ⇔ SRG(P ) ⊂ C̄+ \ {0}
and (4) ⇔ SRGe(P ) ⊂ C̄+ \ {0}.

The strict version in Definition 2 (iii)-(iv) by intuition should be

linked with some SRG in an open right half-plane C+. This indeed



4 IEEE TRANSACTIONS AND JOURNALS TEMPLATE

is correct and can be depicted more precisely as follows. Define the

truncated disk sector D shown in Fig. 1 by

D := {z ∈ C+ | |∠z| ≤ arccos 2
√
δǫ, |z| ∈ (0, 1/ǫ],Re(z) ≥ δ}.

(7)

Proposition 1: For a strictly incrementally positive P defined by

(5), it holds that SRG(P ) ⊂ D. Similarly, for a strictly incrementally

passive P defined by (6), we have SRGe(P ) ⊂ D.

Proof: We only establish the proof for SRG(P ) ⊂ D. Firstly,

for all u1, u2 ∈ dom(P ) such that u1 6= u2 and y1 6= y2, it follows

from (5) and a2 + b2 ≥ 2ab that

〈∆u ,∆y〉
‖∆u‖2 ‖∆y‖2

≥ δ ‖∆u‖22 + ǫ ‖∆y‖22
‖∆u‖2 ‖∆y‖2

≥ 2
√
δǫ.

This implies that

SRG(P ) ⊂ {z ∈ C̄+ | z 6= 0, |∠z| ≤ arccos 2
√
δǫ < π/2}.

Secondly, for all u1, u2 ∈ dom(P ), by (5) we have

ǫ ‖∆y‖22 ≤ 〈∆u ,∆y〉 ≤ ‖∆u‖2 ‖∆y‖2 .

Together with u1 6= u2 and y1 6= y2, we then have

0 <
‖∆y‖2
‖∆u‖2

≤ 1

ǫ
⇐⇒ SRG(P ) ⊂ {z ∈ C | |z| ∈ (0, 1/ǫ]}.

Thirdly, by (5) we also have 〈∆u ,∆y〉 ≥ δ ‖∆u‖22 which is

equivalent to that SRG(P ) ⊂ {z ∈ C̄+ | Re(z) ≥ δ} due to

definition (1). Clearly, SRG(P ) must be contained in the intersection

of the three regions, i.e., SRG(P ) ⊂ D.

Re

Im

θ

1/ǫ

θ = arccos 2
√
δǫ

δ

Fig. 1. An upper bound (the gray sectored region D) of the soft SRG
of a strictly incrementally positive system with indices δ, ǫ > 0.

D. Connections Between Soft and Hard SRGs

For a causal bounded system P , it is known from [4, p. 200] that

the incremental positivity over L2 in (3) and incremental passivity

over L2e in (4) are equivalent. We have also seen in Section II that

‖P ‖I can be equivalently defined on either L2 or L2e. This inspires

us to explore a connection between soft SRGs and hard SRGs, which

is a lot trickier. It is easy to conclude the following direction.

Proposition 2: For a causal system P : L2e → L2e, it holds that

SRG(P ) ⊂ cl SRGe(P ).

Proof: For a causal system P , any trajectory
[ u
y

]

∈ G (P )
must be a trajectory in Ge(P ) as u, y ∈ L2e. Thus, the complex

number z ∈ SRG(P ) generated by
[ u1
y1

]

,
[ u2
y2

]

∈ G (P ) is a point

in the closure of SRGe(P ) as T → ∞ in (2).

In general, SRG(P ) is only a proper subset of cl SRGe(P ). To

acknowledge this, consider an LTI integrator P with transfer function
1
s whose dom(P ) = s

s+1L2. The soft SRG of P is straightforward

to obtain. For all u ∈ dom(P ), according to y(t) =
∫ t

0 u(τ ) dτ and

by the strict causality of P , we have

〈u , y〉 =
∫ ∞

0
u(t)y(t) dt = lim

T→∞

∫ y(T )

y(0)
y dy

=
1

2
lim

T→∞
|y(T )|2 − 1

2
|y(0)|2 = 0,

where the last equality follows from y(0) = 0 and that y(T ) → 0
as T → ∞ since u, y ∈ L2. Hence SRG(P ) = jR \ {0}. The hard

SRG is however different. For all u ∈ L2e and T > 0, we have

〈uT , yT 〉 =
∫ T

0
u(t)y(t)dt =

1

2
|y(T )|2 ≥ 0

since y(T ) can take possibly nonzero values for T > 0. It is then easy

to conclude that SRGe(P ) = C̄+ \{0}. The distinction between the

above soft and hard SRGs can be clearly understood from sketching

the Nyquist plot of 1
s . A semi-circle detour around the pole s = 0

is required in the Nyquist intended contour for 1
s , which generates a

phase-shift of 180◦ in C̄+ when s travels along the detour. For the

soft SRG, the input-output trajectories are restricted to be in L2 so

that the unbounded mode due to the pole s = 0 will be no longer

activated. In this case, the effect of the detour is “neglected” in the

sketch. On the contrary, for the hard SRG, the unbounded mode is

always activated in light of the use of the L2e-trajectories, which

leads to the phase-shift of 180◦ in the sketch. Thus, SRGe(P ) =
C̄+ \ {0} meets our expectation.

IV. MAIN RESULTS: SOFT AND HARD SRG SEPARATION

In this section, we present the main results of this paper — stability

analysis of feedback systems based on the use of soft and hard SRGs

— in order. The results show that separation of the two SRGs of

open-loop systems in C̄ guarantees feedback stability.

P

C

y2 y1

d1

d2

u1

u2

Fig. 2. A feedback system P #C.

Consider a positive feedback system shown in Fig. 2, where

P : Ln
2e → Ln

2e and C : Ln
2e → Ln

2e are two causal systems, d1 and

d2 are external signals, and u1, u2, y1 and y2 are internal signals.

Let P #C denote this feedback system. These signals are related

by the following feedback equations:

u = d+

[

0 I

I 0

]

y and y =

[

P 0
0 C

]

u, (8)

where u =
[

u⊤1 u⊤2

]⊤
, d =

[

d⊤1 d⊤2

]⊤
and y =

[

y⊤1 y⊤2

]⊤
. For a

feedback system P #C, denote the mapping

FP#C := u 7→ d : L2n
2e → L2n

2e =

[

I −C

−P I

]

.

Throughout, all feedback systems are assumed to be well-posed in

the following sense.

Definition 3 (Feedback well-posedness): A feedback system

P #C is called well-posed if FP#C has a causal inverse on L2n
2e .

The input-output stability of P #C is defined as follows.

Definition 4 (Feedback stability): A well-posed feedback system

P #C is said to be stable if it is bounded and
∥

∥

∥
(FP#C)−1

∥

∥

∥

I
< ∞.
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We are ready to present the main results on stability analysis of

P #C by using soft and hard SRGs sequentially. The main results

can be summarized in one sentence:

Feedback stability of P #C is guaranteed if there is no intersec-

tion between the SRG of P and the inverse SRG of C.

The results can be regarded as a graphical statement of the classical

topological graph separation, e.g, [2], [5], [11], [12]. The uses of soft

and hard notions will entail different separation conditions and the

latter one is simpler. For the sake of simplicity, we begin with hard-

type separation.

A. Hard SRG Separation

The first result below establishes a feedback stability condition

based on separation of hard SRGs in C̄.

Theorem 1 (Hard SRG Separation): Consider a well-posed feed-

back system P #C with d2 = 0, where P is stable. Then P #C

with d2 = 0 is stable if

inf
z1∈SRGe(P )

z2∈SRG†
e(C)

|z1 − z2| > 0. (9)

Proof: For notational brevity, denote by

y1 := Pu1, x1 := P v1, y2 := Cu2, x2 := Cv2,

u :=
[

u⊤1 u⊤2

]⊤
and v :=

[

v⊤1 v⊤2

]⊤
.

The corresponding increments are denoted by ∆u1 := u1 − v1,

∆y1 := y1−x1, ∆u2 := u2−v2, ∆y2 := y2−x2 and ∆u := u−v.

For T > 0, the semi-norm ‖(·)T ‖2 of an L2e signal is shortened to

‖(·)‖T without ambiguity.

By hypothesis, for all z1 ∈ SRGe(P ) and z2 ∈ SRG†
e(C), we

have |z1 − z2| ≥ δ > 0 for some δ > 0. This is equivalent to either

(i) ∠z1 = ∠z2 implies ||z1| − |z2|| ≥ ǫ or

(ii) |z1| = |z2| implies |∠z1 − ∠z2| ≥ ǫ,

where ǫ > 0 is a uniform constant which can be determined from

given δ. For each case, we show in the following that the increment

∆u between the internal signals u and v is bounded by the increment

∆d1 between the external signals d1 and w1, that is,

‖∆u‖T ≤ c0 ‖∆d1‖T
for all T > 0, where c0 is a constant.

Case (i): ∠z1 = ∠z2 implies ||z1| − |z2|| ≥ ǫ.

First, consider |z2|− |z1| ≥ ǫ. By definition (2), for all u1, u2, v1,
v2 ∈ L2e such that |z1| ≤ |z2| − ǫ holds, we have

‖∆y1‖T
‖∆u1‖T

‖∆y2‖T
‖∆u2‖T

≤ 1− ǫ
‖∆y2‖T
‖∆u2‖T

< 1 (10)

for all T > 0, where (∆u1)T 6= 0, (∆u2)T 6= 0 and (∆y2)T 6= 0.

WLOG, assume that

‖∆y1‖T
‖∆u1‖T

≤ α1,
‖∆y2‖T
‖∆u2‖T

≤ α2 and α1α2 < 1 (11)

for all T > 0, where α1, α2 > 0. Using the feedback equations

u1 = d1 + y2 and u2 = y1, it follows from (11) that

‖∆u1‖T ≤ ‖∆d1‖T + ‖∆y2‖T
≤ ‖∆d1‖T + α2 ‖∆u2‖T ,

‖∆u2‖T = ‖∆y1‖T ≤ α1 ‖∆u1‖T ,

for all T > 0. Therefore, we have

‖∆u1‖T ≤ ‖∆d1‖T + α2α1 ‖∆u1‖T

for all T > 0. Since α1α2 < 1, we arrive at

‖∆u1‖T ≤ 1

1− α1α2
‖∆d1‖T ,

‖∆u2‖T ≤ α1

1− α1α2
‖∆d1‖T

for all T > 0. This implies that for all u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ L2e such that

(10) holds, the increment ∆u is finite-gain bounded by the increment

∆d1 ∈ L2e; i.e., for all T > 0,

‖∆u‖T ≤ 1 + α1

1− α1α2
‖∆d1‖T =: c1 ‖∆d1‖T . (12)

Second, consider |z1| − |z2| ≥ ǫ. Analogously, for all

u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ L2e such that |z1| ≥ |z2|+ ǫ holds, we have

‖∆y1‖T
‖∆u1‖T

‖∆y2‖T
‖∆u2‖T

≥ 1 + ǫ
‖∆y2‖T
‖∆u2‖T

> 1 (13)

for all T > 0, where (∆u1)T 6= 0, (∆u2)T 6= 0 and (∆y2)T 6= 0.

WLOG, assume that

‖∆y1‖T
‖∆u1‖T

≥ β1,
‖∆y2‖T
‖∆u2‖T

≥ β2 and β1β2 > 1, (14)

for all T > 0, where β1, β2 > 0. Using the feedback relations

y2 = u1 − d1 and y1 = u2, it follows from (14) that

β1 ‖∆u1‖T ≤ ‖∆y1‖T = ‖∆u2‖T
β2 ‖∆u2‖T ≤ ‖∆y2‖T ≤ ‖∆u1‖T + ‖∆d1‖T

for all T > 0. Therefore, we immediately have

‖∆u1‖T ≤ β−1
1 β−1

2

(

‖∆u1‖T + ‖∆d1‖T
)

for all T > 0. Since β1β2 > 1, we arrive at

‖∆u1‖T ≤ 1

β1β2 − 1
‖∆d1‖T ,

‖∆u2‖T ≤ β1
β1β2 − 1

‖∆d1‖T

for all T > 0. This gives that for u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ L2e such that (13)

holds, for all T > 0, we have

‖∆u‖T ≤ 1 + β1
β1β2 − 1

‖∆d1‖T =: c2 ‖∆d1‖T . (15)

Case (ii): |z1| = |z2| implies |∠z1 − ∠z2| ≥ ǫ.

First, consider ∠z2 − ∠z1 ≥ ǫ. Equivalently, there must exist

ǭ > 0, determined by ǫ, such that cos∠z1 − cos∠z2 ≥ ǭ > 0, since

cos(·) is monotonically decreasing on [0, π]. By definition (2), for

all u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ L2e such that ∠z2 − ∠z1 ≥ ǫ holds, we have

〈∆u1 ,∆y1〉T
‖∆u1‖T ‖∆y1‖T

− 〈∆y2 ,∆u2〉T
‖∆u2‖T ‖∆y2‖T

≥ ǭ > 0

for all T > 0, where (∆u1)T 6= 0, (∆u2)T 6= 0, (∆y1)T 6= 0 and

(∆y2)T 6= 0. Using u1 = d1 + y2 and u2 = y1, we have

〈

(∆d1)T
‖∆u1‖T

+
(∆y2)T
‖∆u1‖T

,
(∆u2)T
‖∆u2‖T

〉

−
〈

(∆y2)T
‖∆y2‖T

,
(∆u2)T
‖∆u2‖T

〉

≥ ǭ

holds for all T > 0. This gives

〈

(∆d1)T
‖∆u1‖T

,
(∆u2)T
‖∆u2‖T

〉

+

〈

[

‖∆y2‖T − ‖∆u1‖T
]

(∆y2)T
‖∆u1‖T ‖∆y2‖T

,
(∆u2)T
‖∆u2‖T

〉

≥ ǭ (16)
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for all T > 0. Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to (16) gives

‖∆d1‖T
‖∆u1‖T

+

∣

∣‖∆y2‖T − ‖∆u1‖T
∣

∣

‖∆u1‖T
≥ ǭ

for all T > 0. Since ‖∆d1‖T ≥
∣

∣‖∆u1‖T − ‖∆y2‖T
∣

∣ for all T >
0, it follows that

‖∆d1‖T
‖∆u1‖T

+
‖∆d1‖T
‖∆u1‖T

≥ ‖∆d1‖T
‖∆u1‖T

+

∣

∣‖∆y2‖T − ‖∆u1‖T
∣

∣

‖∆u1‖T
≥ ǭ

holds for all T > 0. This implies

‖∆u1‖T ≤ 2

ǭ
‖∆d1‖T (17)

for all T > 0. Since by hypothesis P is stable and d2 = 0 and

w2 = 0 so that ∆d2 = 0, for all T > 0, we have

‖∆u‖T ≤ ‖∆u1‖T + ‖∆u2‖T = ‖∆u1‖T + ‖∆y1‖T
≤ (1 + ‖P ‖I) ‖∆u1‖T
≤ 2 + 2 ‖P ‖I

ǭ
‖∆d1‖T =: c3 ‖∆d1‖T .

(18)

Second, consider ∠z1 − ∠z2 ≥ ǫ. By definition (2), for all

u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ L2e such that ∠z1 − ∠z2 ≥ ǫ holds, we have

〈∆y2 ,∆u2〉T
‖(∆u2)T ‖2 ‖∆y2‖T

− 〈∆u1 ,∆y1〉T
‖∆u1‖T ‖∆y1‖T

≥ ǫ̃ > 0

for all T > 0, where ǫ̃ is determined by ǫ. Using u1 = d1 + y2 and

u2 = y1, we then have
〈

(∆y2)T
‖∆y2‖T

,
(∆u2)T
‖∆u2‖T

〉

−
〈

(∆d1)T
‖∆u1‖T

+
(∆y2)T
‖∆u1‖T

,
(∆u2)T
‖∆u2‖T

〉

≥ ǫ̃

for all T > 0. This gives

〈

[

‖∆u1‖T − ‖∆y2‖T
]

(∆y2)T
‖∆u1‖T ‖∆y2‖T

,
(∆u2)T
‖∆u2‖T

〉

+

〈−(∆d1)T
‖∆u1‖T

,
(∆u2)T
‖∆u2‖T

〉

≥ ǫ̃

for all T > 0. Following the same reasoning as in (16) and (18)

yields that for all T > 0, we have

‖∆u‖T ≤ 2 + 2 ‖P ‖I
ǫ̃

‖∆d1‖T =: c4 ‖∆d1‖T . (19)

Combining Cases (i) and (ii), using (12), (15), (18) and (19) and

setting c0 := max {c1, c2, c3, c4} > 0, we conclude that ‖∆u‖T ≤
c0 ‖∆d1‖T for all u, v ∈ L2n

2e and T > 0. Therefore, the well-posed

feedback system P #C with d2 = 0 is stable.

Note that each point z ∈ SRGe(P ) mixes both of the incremental

gain and phase information contained in P . As a consequence, an

underlying idea behind the separation condition (9) on the two hard

SRGs is separation of the gain and phase information contained in P

and that in C. This drives us to establish the proof of Theorem 1 from

a gain and phase perspective, which is divided into three scenarios by

partitioning input-output trajectory-wise pairs in the feedback loop.

They are in essence the incremental small-gain pair, the incremental

large-gain pair, and the incremental small-phase pair. Such a proof is

new and completely different from the proof of the existing soft SRG

separation result [22, Th. 2].

Remark 1: In Theorem 1, when the premise that P is stable is

removed, it has been shown in the proof of Theorem 1, cf. (17),

that the feedback mappings d1 7→ u1 and d1 7→ y2 are still stable

when the hard separation (9) holds. Such a stability result is weaker

than Theorem 1, but it may be considered to be more practical in

applications. For example, it has been shown from a mass-spring

passivity example [32, Exmp. 2.2.17] that the velocity of the mass

y2 converges to zero while the spring force y1 converges to a nonzero

constant which is not in L2.

It is worth noting that in Theorem 1, the feedback structure with

the second external input d2 = 0 is considered; see also [4, p. 181].

Investigating such a structure is often sufficient [14] in comparison

to exploring P #C with both d1 and d2. Particularly, for P #C,

where C is a linear bounded system, the effect of the input d2 in the

feedback loop of can be included in that of the input d1, as elaborated

in [33, Sec. 8]. For this case, stability of P #C is equivalent to that

of P #C with d2 = 0.

In light of (9), the shortest distance between SRGe(P ) and

SRG†
e(C) plays the role of hard-type stability margin of a feedback

loop, that is,

sme(P #C) := inf
z1∈SRGe(P )

z2∈SRG†
e(C)

|z1 − z2| . (20)

It quantifies robustness of stability of the loop in the sense that small

perturbations in both P and C will not destroy the feedback stability

provided that the distance always remains positive. For instance, one

can fix the system C and allow the system P to be uncertain in the

sense of the additive-type, P = P 0 +G, where P 0 is regarded as

a nominal system and G is uncertain whose hard SRG is known or

bounded by a certain region. Then the worst case SRGe(P ) can be

easily inferred from SRGe(P 0) and SRGe(G), analogously to the

interconnection sum rules of soft SRGs shown in [21, Th. 6] and [22,

Prop. 7]. By examining the shortest distance (20) between SRG†
e(C)

and the worst case SRGe(P ), one can deduce the robust stability of

the uncertain feedback system P #C.

B. Soft SRG Separation

Our second result aims at a feedback stability condition via

separation of soft SRGs. In contrast to the hard-type separation stated

in Theorem 1, an extra homotopy condition on τ ∈ (0, 1] is used in

the following theorem.

Theorem 2 (Soft SRG Separation): Consider a feedback system

P #C with d2 = 0, where P and C are stable. Suppose that

P # (τC) with d2 = 0 is well-posed for all τ ∈ (0, 1]. Then P #C

with d2 = 0 is stable if

inf
z1∈SRG(P )

z2∈SRG†(τC)

|z1 − z2| > 0 ∀τ ∈ (0, 1]. (21)

Proof: See Appendix.

A homotopy argument similar to that used in [14, Th. 1] and [22]

is adopted in both the statements and proof of Theorem 2. Compared

with the hard-type stability margin (20), the shortest distance between

SRG(P ) and SRG†(τC) serves as the soft-type stability margin, i.e.,

sm(P #C) := inf
z1∈SRG(P )

z2∈SRG†(τC),τ∈(0,1]

|z1 − z2| .

Robustness of the feedback stability can similarly be inferred from

a positive margin sm(P #C) > 0 which is less conservative than

utilizing sme(P #C) > 0 due to Proposition 2. Condition (21)

involving τ is symmetrical in P and C. To be specific, instead

of (21) one may also examine the distance between SRG(τP ) and

SRG†(C) for all τ ∈ (0, 1] for the ease of verification. For special

classes of systems like incrementally gain-bounded or incrementally

positive systems, τ may be further removed and comparing SRG(P )
with SRG†(C) often becomes sufficient for feedback stability.

A restricted result similar to Theorem 2 has appeared in [22,

Th. 2]. To clarify the difference and our contribution, we will draw

a comparison of Theorem 2 with [22, Th. 2] in Section IV-D.
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C. Graphical Characterizations of Incremental Positivity

Theorems and Incremental Passivity Theorems

Based upon the soft and hard SRG separation results, we now

specialize them to the celebrated incremental positivity theorems and

incremental passivity theorems [4, Sec. VI.4]. Roughly, a typical

incremental positivity (resp. passivity) theorem for a negative feed-

back system requires one open-loop component to be incrementally

positive (resp. passive) and the other to be strictly incrementally

positive (resp. passive). Such a theorem may be viewed as a direct

consequence of Theorem 2 (resp. Theorem 1) as detailed below.

Corollary 1: A well-posed feedback system P #(−C) is stable

with d2 = 0 if one of the following conditions holds:

(i) P is strictly incrementally passive and −C is incrementally

passive.

(ii) P is stable and strictly incrementally positive and −C is stable

and incrementally positive;

Proof: For brevity, we only show the proof under condition (i).

It follows from Definition 2(ii) and Proposition 1 that SRGe(P ) ⊂
D and SRG†

e(C) ⊂ C̄− \ {0} with D given in (7), whereby the

distance between SRGe(P ) and SRG†
e(C) is positive and hence (9)

is satisfied. Note that a strictly incrementally passive system always

has a finite incremental gain and thus P is stable. Feedback stability

then follows from Theorem 1.

D. Relations with Existing Soft SRG Separation

We end this section by drawing a comparison between our main

results (Theorems 1 and 2) and [22, Th. 2]. For a better comparison,

we rephrase [22, Th. 2] as follows and then point out its major

differences from Theorems 1 and 2. Given a class of systems C, let

C denote a class of systems such that C ⊂ C and SRG(C) satisfies

the so-called chordal property defined in [22, p. 6070].

Theorem 3 ([22, Th. 2]): Consider a feedback system of P ∈
P and C ∈ C, where P is a class of systems on L2 with finite-

incremental-gains and C is a class of systems on L2. If there exists

a class C such that

SRG†(P) ∩ τSRG(C) = ∅ ∀τ ∈ [0, 1],

then P #C with d2 = 0 is stable.

Theorem 3 ([22, Th. 2]) can be classified as a separation result of

the soft type. The purpose of introducing the class C in Theorem 3

is to over-approximate SRG(C) by using SRG(C). In such a case,

since the chordal property always holds for SRG(C), the soft SRG

interconnection rules in [22, Prop. 7], [21, Th. 6] can then be adopted

into the original proof of Theorem 3 as a critical step.

Our main results have substantial contributions beyond Theo-

rem 3. Firstly, we have shown in Theorems 1 and 2 that the over-

approximation assumption and the chordal property underlined in

Theorem 3 are not needed for feedback stability analysis. By contrast,

our main results are proved without using any SRG interconnection

rules. As a consequence, Theorem 2 may be viewed a generalization

of Theorem 3. Secondly, note that open-loop systems in Theorem 1

are allowed to be unbounded, which further broadens the applicability

of the SRG separation results for practical use. For example, a linear

integrator 1
s I , a commonly-seen important unbounded system on L2,

can now be included in feedback stability analysis in light of Theo-

rem 1 (see Section III-D). Thirdly, we introduced the notion of hard

SRGs and established the hard SRG separation in Theorem 1 without

homotopy conditions. This contribution is new and complements the

results of soft SRGs.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, first we proposed soft and hard scaled relative graphs

for nonlinear systems from an input-output perspective. These graphs

mix incremental gain and incremental phase information of nonlinear

systems into a set of complex scalars and can fully characterize the

notions of incremental positivity and incremental passivity in the

literature. Novel feedback stability conditions were then developed

via separation of soft SRGs and separation of hard SRGs, which

were shown to recover the incremental positivity theorem and in-

cremental passivity theorem, respectively. The proposed conditions

can be perceived as a graphical statement of the classical topological

graph separation of feedback systems. Finally, we made a detailed

comparison between our main results and a previous soft SRG

separation result.
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APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem 2: When τ = 0, the feedback system

P # (τC) with d2 = 0 is stable since P is open-loop stable. We will

consider a collection of feedback systems P # (τC) for τ ∈ (0, 1].
Step 1: For all u, v ∈ L2n

2 and τ ∈ (0, 1] with d2 = 0, we show

that there exists c0 > 0, independent of τ , such that ‖u− v‖2 ≤
c0

∥

∥

∥
FP#(τC)u− FP#(τC)v

∥

∥

∥

2
.

By hypothesis, for all z1 ∈ SRG(P ) and z2 ∈ SRG†(τC), we

have |z1 − z2| ≥ δ > 0. This is equivalent to either

(i) ∠z1 = ∠z2 implies ||z1| − |z2|| ≥ ǫ or

(ii) |z1| = |z2| implies |∠z1 − ∠z2| ≥ ǫ,

where ǫ > 0 is a uniform constant dependent on δ. The proof of Step

1 follows the similar reasoning as that in the proof of Theorem 1 and

thus we will largely simplify the remaining proof and only show the

major differences.

Case (i): ∠z1 = ∠z2 implies ||z1| − |z2|| ≥ ǫ.
First, consider |z2| − |z1| ≥ ǫ. By definition (1), for all nonzero

u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ L2 such that |z1| ≤ |z2| − ǫ holds, we have

‖∆y1‖2
‖∆u1‖2

‖∆y2‖2
‖∆u2‖2

≤ 1− ǫ
‖∆y2‖2
‖∆u2‖2

< 1,

where ∆u1 := u1 − v1, ∆u2 := u2 − v2, ∆y1 := Pu1 − P v1,

∆y2 := τCu2 − τCv2 and τ ∈ (0, 1]. This finally gives us

‖u− v‖2 ≤ 1 + α1

1− α1α2

∥

∥

∥FP#(τC)u− FP#(τC)v
∥

∥

∥

2
(22)

for some α1, α2 > 0 such that α1α2 < 1 and τ ∈ (0, 1]. Second,

consider |z1|−|z2| ≥ ǫ. Analogously, for all nonzero u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈
L2 such that |z1| ≥ |z2|+ ǫ holds, we have

‖∆y1‖2
‖∆u1‖2

‖∆y2‖2
‖∆u2‖2

≥ 1 + ǫ
‖∆y2‖2
‖∆u2‖2

> 1.

Accordingly, we can have the following:

‖u− v‖2 ≤ 1 + β1
β1β2 − 1

∥

∥

∥FP#(τC)u− FP#(τC)v
∥

∥

∥

2
(23)

for some β1, β2 > 0 such that β1β2 > 1 and τ ∈ (0, 1].
Case (ii): |z1| = |z2| implies |∠z1 − ∠z2| ≥ ǫ. First, consider

∠z2−∠z1 ≥ ǫ. For all u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ L2 such that ∠z2−∠z1 ≥ ǫ
holds, we have

〈∆u1 ,∆y1〉
‖∆u1‖2 ‖∆y1‖2

− 〈∆y2 ,∆u2〉
‖∆u2‖2 ‖∆y2‖2

≥ ǭ > 0
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for τ ∈ (0, 1]. This eventually gives us

‖u− v‖2 ≤ 2 + 2 ‖P ‖I
ǭ

∥

∥

∥
FP#(τC)u− FP#(τC)v

∥

∥

∥

2
(24)

for all u, v ∈ L2n
2 with u 6= v and τ ∈ (0, 1]. Second, consider

∠z1−∠z2 ≥ ǫ. For all u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ L2 such that ∠z1−∠z2 ≥ ǫ
holds, we have

〈∆y2 ,∆u2〉
‖∆u2‖2 ‖∆y2‖2

− 〈∆u1 ,∆y1〉
‖∆u1‖2 ‖∆y1‖2

≥ ǫ̃ > 0

for τ ∈ (0, 1]. Then we arrive at

‖u− v‖2 ≤ 2 + 2 ‖P ‖I
ǫ̃

∥

∥

∥FP#(τC)u− FP#(τC)v
∥

∥

∥

2
(25)

for all u, v ∈ L2n
2 with u 6= v and τ ∈ (0, 1]. Combining Cases (i)

and (ii) and by using (22), (23), (24) and (25), there exists c0 > 0,

independent of τ , such that for all u, v ∈ L2n
2 and τ ∈ (0, 1], we

have ‖u− v‖2 ≤ c0

∥

∥

∥FP#(τC)u− FP#(τC)v
∥

∥

∥

2
.

Step 2: Show that the stability of P # (τC) with d2 = 0 implies

the stability of P # [(τ + ν)C] with d2 = 0 for all |ν| < µ =
1/(c0 ‖C‖I).

By the well-posedness, the inverse
(

FP#(τC)

)−1
is well defined

on L2n
2e . By hypothesis,

(

FP#(τC)

)−1
is incrementally bounded

on L2 with d2 = 0. Given u ∈ L2n
2e such that d2 = 0, define

ũT :=
(

FP#(τC)

)−1
ΓT

(

FP#(τC)u
)

∈ L2n
2 . (26)

Analogously, given v ∈ L2n
2e such that w2 = 0, define ṽT ∈ L2n

2 .

Then, by using (26) we have

‖ΓT (u− v)‖2 = ‖ΓT (ũT − ṽT )‖2 ≤ ‖ũT − ṽT ‖2
≤ c0

∥

∥

∥
FP#(τC)ũT − FP#(τC)ṽT

∥

∥

∥

2

= c0

∥

∥

∥ΓT

(

FP#(τC)u− FP#(τC)v
)∥

∥

∥

2

= c0‖ΓT

[

FP#[(τ+ν)C]u− FP#[(τ+ν)C]v

−
([

0 νC
0 0

]

u−
[

0 νC
0 0

]

v
)]

‖2
= c0‖ΓT

(

FP#[(τ+ν)C]u− FP#[(τ+ν)C]v
)

− ΓT

([

0 νC
0 0

]

ΓT u−
[

0 νC
0 0

]

ΓT v
)

‖2
≤ c0

∥

∥

∥
ΓT

(

FP#[(τ+ν)C]u− FP#[(τ+ν)C]v
)
∥

∥

∥

2

+ c0
∥

∥

[

0 νC
0 0

]

ΓTu−
[

0 νC
0 0

]

ΓT v
∥

∥

2

≤ c0

∥

∥

∥
ΓT

(

FP#[(τ+ν)C]u− FP#[(τ+ν)C]v
)
∥

∥

∥

2

+ c0 |ν| ‖C‖I ‖ΓT (u− v)‖2 ,

where the result of Step 1, the causality of C, the incremental gain

of C and the fact ‖ΓT (·)‖2 is a nondecreasing function of T are

used. The above inequality gives

‖ΓT (u− v)‖2 ≤ L
∥

∥

∥
ΓT

(

FP#[(τ+ν)C]u− FP#[(τ+ν)C]v
)∥

∥

∥

2

with L = c0
1−c0|ν|‖C‖

I

provided that |ν| < 1
c0‖C‖

I

=: µ.

Step 3: When τ = 0,
(

FP#(τC)

)−1
is stable with d2 = 0 as P

is open-loop stable. It has been shown in Step 2 that
(

FP#(τC)

)−1

is stable with d2 = 0 for τ < µ. Applying Step 2 iteratively and by

induction,
(

FP#(τC)

)−1
is stable with d2 = 0 for all τ ∈ [0, 1].

We conclude that P #C with d2 = 0 is stable by setting τ = 1.
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