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A Constrained Tracking Controller for Ramp and Sinusoidal Reference

Signals using Robust Positive Invariance

Geovana Franca dos Santos1 and Eugenio B. Castelan2 and Walter Lucia1

Abstract— This paper proposes an output feedback controller
capable of ensuring steady-state offset-free tracking for ramp
and sinusoidal reference signals while ensuring local stability
and state and input constraints fulfillment. The proposed
solution is derived by jointly exploiting the internal model
principle, polyhedral robust positively invariant arguments, and
the Extended Farkas’ Lemma. In particular, by considering
a generic class of output feedback controller equipped with
a feedforward term, a proportional effect, and a double
integrator, we offline design the controller’s gains by means
of a single bilinear optimization problem. A peculiar feature
of the proposed design is that the sets of all the admissible
reference signals and the plant’s initial conditions are also
offline determined. Simulation results are provided to testify
to the effectiveness of the proposed tracking controller and its
capability to deal with both state and input constraints.

I. INTRODUCTION

The set invariance theory is widely used in control, partic-

ularly when dealing with constrained systems and stability

analysis. Sets are the most appropriate language to specify

several system performances, such as determining the do-

main of attraction or measuring the effect of persistent noise

in a feedback loop. One of the most popular approaches in

this field is the Lyapunov theory and positive invariance. A

positively invariant set is a subset of the state space of a

dynamical system with the property that, if the system state

is in this set at some time, then it will stay in this set in the

future [1], [2].

The Internal Model Principle (IMP) [3] is an essential

result for reference tracking problems. IMP provides the

conditions under which a stabilizing controller also ensures

tracking by assuming an unconstrained feedback control

system. As a result, several constrained and unconstrained

tracking controllers have been established in the literature

from different perspectives. Present techniques vary from

Proportional-Integral (PI) controllers to Model Predictive

Control (MPC) [4], as well as Reference and Command

Governor solutions [5]–[8].

In particular, different PI-like control design methods have

been developed for a variety of constrained systems that

consider algorithms based on Linear Matrix Inequalities
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(LMIs). The controller developed in [9] deals with linear

time-invariant systems, the solution in [10] addresses Linear

Parameter-Varying (LPV) systems, and the approach de-

scribed in [11] is designed for nonlinear systems represented

by Takagi-Sugeno (TS) models. Also, linear systems with

saturating actuators and additive disturbances using either

Riccati equations (ARE) or LMIs are investigated in [12],

and uncertain linear systems under control saturation using

a “quasi”-LMI approach for periodic references have been

considered in [13]. However, these solutions deal only with

symmetrical input saturation constraints and define contrac-

tive ellipsoidal (or composite ellipsoidal) invariant areas. On

the other hand, the PI-like controller with feedforward term

proposed in [14] leverages algebraic robust positive invari-

ance relations to define a bilinear optimization design prob-

lem capable of simultaneously computing the controller’s

parameters and the set of admissible step reference signals.

The proposed design methodology guarantees steady-state

offset-free tracking, and it can deal with continuous-time

linear systems subject to asymmetrical and polyhedral state

and input constraints. The discrete-time counterpart of the

solution in [14] is presented in [15].

A. Paper’s contribution

In this manuscript, we extend the solution in [14] (capable

of dealing only with step reference signals) to design a

controller that addresses a broader class of reference sig-

nals, including ramps and sinusoidal signals. The proposed

controller’s design procedure can deal with asymmetric and

polyhedral state and input constraints. Differently from [14],

we consider a generic second-order homogeneous represen-

tation of the exogenous reference signal and an enhanced

PI-like controller structure with a double integrator term.

Such a structure is then leveraged to define the augmented

constrained dynamics of the controlled closed-loop system

and design the controller using a single bilinear optimization

program. The proposed solution has the peculiar feature of

allowing the simultaneous design and optimization of the

controller’s parameters, controller’s domain of attraction and

set of admissible reference signals.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II

proposes the constrained PI-like controller’s design. Section

III presents the proposed solution, and Section IV shows a

numerical example for ramp and sinusoidal reference signals.

Finally, Section V concludes the paper.
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II. CONSTRAINED CONTROL PROBLEM

Consider a Linear Time-Invariant Continuous-Time

(LTIC) system in the form

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t),
y(t) = Cx(t),

(1)

where x(t) ∈ R
n is the state vector, u(t) ∈ R

m the control

input vector, and y(t) ∈ R the measurement vector. The

system matrices (A,B,C) are of suitable dimensions, with

(A,B) controllable and (C,A) observable.

Remark 1: For reference tracking purposes, in (1) we

have assumed that the output of the system is scalar (i.e.,

y(t) ∈ R). It is worth remarking that such a choice is not

dictated by any intrinsic limitation of the solution hereafter

proposed, but it is made only for the sake of clarity and to

improve as much as possible the description and readability

of the proposed solution.

Definition 1: A polyhedral set P(φ) ⊆ R
n is said to

be Robust Positively Invariant (RPI) for the system ẋ(t) =
f(x(t), d(t)), t ≥ 0, x(t) ∈ R

n, d(t) ∈ ∆(ψ) ⊆ R
nd ,

where ∆(ψ) is a compact polyhedral set, if for any initial

state x(0) ∈ P(φ), the state trajectory x(t) remains bounded

inside P(φ), ∀ t ≥ 0 and ∀ d(t) ∈ ∆(ψ).
The state and input vectors are assumed to be subject to

the following state and input constraints

x(t) ∈ X = {x(t) : Xx(t) ≤ 1lx}, X ∈ R
lx×n, (2)

u(t) ∈ U = {u(t) : Uu(t) ≤ 1lu}, U ∈ R
lu×m. (3)

For tracking purposes, we assume that y(t) must track a

reference signal given by the homogeneous equation

r̈(t) + αr(t) = 0, (4)

where the initial conditions are unknown and r(t) describes

i) a ramp signal, i.e., r(t) = at, t ≥ 0, if α = 0,

ii) a sinusoidal signal r(t) = a sinωt, t ≥ 0, if α = ω2.

Also, the reference signal r(t) is bounded in an asymmet-

ric hyperrectangle described by the set

R(ρ) = {r(t) : Rr(t) ≤ ρ}, (5)

where R =

[

I

−I

]

∈ R
2×2 and ρ =

[

ρ1
ρ2

]

∈ R
2.

Furthermore, the bounds of the ramp reference signal can

be interpreted, for a given time t, as the slope a =
ρ

t
. For the

sinusoidal signal, the bounds ofR(ρ) represent the amplitude

a = ρ, although the angular frequency ω takes its place by

appearing in the internal model’s reference, which has to be

part of the controller’s structure. An additional condition that

has to be assumed is rank

[

A− σIn B

C 0

]

= n+ 1 for σ a

complex value, such that σ2 +α = 0, i.e., the system is free

from transmission zeros at the origin for α = 0 (ramp), or

transmission zeros at ±jω for α = ω2 (sinusoidal).

We assume that the tracking controller presents the fol-

lowing structure

u(t) = Ky(t) +KI1xI1 (t) +KI2xI2 (t) +Krr(t), (6)

where K,KI1 ,KI2 ,Kr ∈ R
m, e(t) = r(t) − y(t),

xI1(t) =

∫ t

0

(e(τ) − αxI2)dτ ∈ R,

xI2(t) =

∫ t

0

xI1(s)ds ∈ R,

and α = 0 for a ramp reference signal, α = ω2 for a

sinusoidal reference signal.

Remark 2: Note that Ky, KI1xI1 and KI2xI2 define a

Proportional and double Integral effect, respectively, while

Kr is a feedforward term used to improve the reference

response, see [16, Chapter 5]. Consequently, according to

the IMP [3, Section 9.2.2], any stabilizing controller hav-

ing the structure of (6), guarantees asymptotic reference

tracking. However, since the considered system is subject

to state and input constraints, the validity of such a result

may be restricted to a bounded state space region where the

constraints are inactive.

Problem 1: Consider the constrained plant’s model (1)-

(3), the reference constraint (5) and the controller’s structure

(6). Design the control gains (K,KI1 ,KI2 ,Kr) in (6), the

vector ρ in (5), and a RPI set L ⊂ R
n+2, such that for any

initial condition xcl(0) = [xT (0) xTI1 (0) x
T
I2
(0)]T ∈ L, the

reference r(t) is asymptotically tracked and the constraints

(2)-(3) are fulfilled.

A particular case of the previous problem considering

piecewise set-point tracking references was investigated in

[14]. There, the control law (6) was considered only with

one integrator, that is, they do not have the gain KI2 and

the integral state xI2 . Then, the closed-loop system is the

second-order instead of the third-order as in (7).

III. PROPOSED SOLUTION

Using the IMP and polyhedral robust positive invariance

arguments, this section provides a solution for Problem 1.

First, the closed-loop dynamics of (1) under the control

input (6) are considered, and the related constraints are

explicitly stated. Then, using proper set inclusion conditions

and the Extended Farkas’ Lemma, all the necessary algebraic

conditions characterizing the set of admissible controller’s

parameters, reference’s bounds, and RPI sets L are derived.

Finally, we described the resulting optimization problem for

control design (see opt. (16)).

The closed-loop system is described below

ẋcl(t) = Aclxcl(t) +Bclr(t), (7)

with Acl =





A+BKC BKI1 BKI2

−C 0 −α
0 1 0



, Bcl =





BKr

1
0



,

xcl(t) =
[

x(t) xI1 (t) xI2 (t)
]T

and ncl = n+ 2.

Note that the value of α in Acl changes depending on the

reference signal.

Remark 3: For the sake of notation clarity, in what fol-

lows, the dependency of x, y, u, r from t is omitted.



Furthermore, the input constraint (3) is translated into a

closed-loop constraint from (6), as follows

Ucl =

{[

xcl
r

]

: U
[

KC KI1 KI2 Kr

]

[

xcl
r

]

≤ 1lu

}

.

(8)

Since fast error-tracking dynamics are desirable, to min-

imize the magnitude of the vectors xI1 and xI2 impose

a further optional constraint. In particular, we allow the

possibility of bounding each component of xI1 and xI2 in

the respective asymmetric interval

XI =

{[

xI1
xI2

]

: XI

[

xI1
xI2

]

≤ 14

}

, (9)

with XI =

[

XI1 0
0 XI2

]

∈ R
4×2, XIi =

[

XI1i

−XI2i

]

, i = 1, 2.

Thus, the set of state constraints acting on the closed-loop

system (i.e., (2) and (9)) can be re-written as the following

single constraint

xcl ∈ Xcl =
{

xcl : Xclxcl ≤ 1lxcl

}

, (10)

with Xcl =

[

X 0
0 XI

]

∈ R
lxcl

×ncl , lxcl
= lx + lxI1

+ lxI2
.

Given that the IMP is only locally valid for the constrained

system, the idea is to characterize an RPI polyhedral set L for

(7), where the state trajectory xcl is confined and constraints

(8) and (10) are fulfilled for any admissible reference signal.
The following comment is similar to Remark 4 in [14],

adapted for the closed-loop system and the reference signals

considered in the present work.

Remark 4: The reference signal r in (7) can be inter-

preted as a bounded disturbance and, consequently, the RPI

nature of L can be described from Definition 1 substituting

ẋ = f(x, d)← (7), P(φ)← L, d← r, and ∆(ψ)←R(ρ).
Let L be described by the polyhedral set

L = {xcl : Lclxcl ≤ 1l}, (11)

with Lcl =
[

L LI1 LI2

]

∈ R
l×ncl and rank(Lcl) = ncl,

it is possible to state Theorem 1 that defines the algebraic

conditions under which the controller (6) provides a solution

to Problem 1.

Lemma 1: A polyhedron L, (11), is a RPI set of the

system (7), if and only if, exists a Meztler matrix H ∈ R
l×l,

the matrix Hr > 0 ∈ R
l×lr and a scalar γ > 0, such that

HL = L(A+BKC)− LI1C,

HLI1 = LBKI1 + LI2 ,

HLI2 = LBKI2 − LI1α,

HrR = LBKr + LI1 ,

H1l +Hrρ ≤ −γ1l.

(12)

Remember that the value of α is defined based on the

reference signal, being null for the ramp and equal to ω2

for the sinusoidal signal. Also, it is important to point out

that the matrix Lcl in (11) has a complete column rank, if

and only if, it admits pseudo-inverse matrices V1 ∈ R
n×l,

V2, V3 ∈ R
1×l so that





V1
V2
V3





[

L LI1 LI2

]

= Incl
. (13)

The necessary and sufficient algebraic conditions to obtain

the inclusions between the polyhedral sets involved Xcl and

Ucl, respectively, can be obtained by applying an extension

of Farkas’ Lemma presented in Appendix A, as follows:

• Assume that there exists a matrix Lcl ∈ R
l×ncl , with

l > ncl, non-negative matrices T1 ∈ R
lx×l, T2 ∈

R
lxI1

×l
, T3 ∈ R

lxI2
×l

, and a scalar γ > 0 satisfying




T1
T2
T3





[

L LI1 LI2

]

=





X 0 0
0 XI1 0
0 0 XI2



 ,

T11l ≤ 1lx

T21l ≤ 1lxI1
,

T31l ≤ 1lxI2
.

(14)

• There exists a non-negative matrix Q ∈ R
lu×l and Qr ∈

R
lu×lr , such that

QL = UKC,

QLI1 = UKI1 ,

QLI2 = UKI2 ,

QrR = UKr,

Q1l +Qrρ ≤ 1lu .

(15)

Theorem 1: Consider the closed-loop system (7), the

polyhedral sets (5), (8) and (10). Assume that the Lemma

1 and the condition (13)-(15) are satisfied. Then, the

polyhedral set L is RPI, such that L ⊆ Xcl and
[

KC KI1 KI2

]

L ⊕ KrR(ρ) ⊆ Ucl, where ⊕ denotes

the Minkowski set sum operator. Therefore, for any initial

condition xcl(0) = [xT (0) xTI1 (0) x
T
I2
(0)]T ∈ L the output

y asymptotically tracks any reference r ∈ R(ρ), with cor-

responding closed-loop trajectories fulfilling the prescribed

constraints.

Proof: The proof is adapted from [14] as follows:

First, condition (13) is equivalent to imposing

rank(Lcl) = ncl and, possibly, that L is compact.

Then, to guarantee that the system will stay within the

closed loop state constraints, we impose the inclusion

L ⊆ Xcl, which, by applying the Extended Farkas’ Lemma

2, is equivalent to the existence of the non-negative matrix

T =
[

T T
1 T T

2 T T
3

]T
, that satisfies the relation (14).

Likewise, applying Lemma 2, the existence of non-negative

matrices Q and Qr verifying (15), represents the inclusion
[

KC KI1 KI2

]

L⊕KrR(ρ) ⊆ U or, equivalently,

[

Q Qr

]

[

Lcl 0
0 R

]

= U
[

KC KI1 KI2 Kr

]

,

[

Q Qr

]

[

1l
ρ

]

≤ 1lu .

Finally, under the conditions (12)-(15), for any reference sig-

nal r ∈ R(ρ) and for all xcl(0) = [xT (0) xTI1(0) x
T
I2
(0)]T ∈

L, the closed-loop state trajectory remains inside L while

fulfilling all the prescribed state and input constraints. Con-

sequently, the system evolves in a domain where all the

constraints are inactive and the closed-loop dynamics are

uniquely determined by the unconstrained linear model (7),

whose state matrix Acl is Schur stable. Hence, the IMP is



locally valid for any ramp or sinusoidal reference signal

r ∈ R(ρ) and for all xcl(0) = [xT (0) xTI1(0) x
T
I2
(0)]T ∈ L.

�

The particular and simplest case for set-point reference

tracking problem was covered in [14] and compared with the

LMI-based solution developed in [1, Sec. 8.6.2]. Note that

Theorem 1 considers the monovariable case for clarity as a

preliminary result, which does not prevent the application

of this approach to the multivariable case, for example, the

combination of a step, ramp, or sinusoidal reference signal,

which will be considered in future work.

Next, let us consider the set of decision variables for the

design of the controller (6) given by

λ(·) = (K,KI1 ,KI2 ,Kr, Lcl, H,Hr, T,Q,Qr, V,XI , λ, ρ).

The algebraic relations (12)-(15) define the constraints

under which the controller provides a solution to Problem 1.

The resulting bilinear optimization problem is presented

below.

maximize
λ(·)

Φ(·),

subject to (12)− (15),

fℓ(·) ≤ ϕℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , ℓ̄,

(16)

where Φ(·) is the cost function and fℓ(·) ≤ ϕℓ are ℓ̄ auxiliary

constraints instrumental to imposing limits over all the non-

bounded decision variables.

Furthermore, the choice of the cost function Φ(·) depends

on the designer’s objectives. There are two options:

i) Φ(·) = Φ1 = ρ1+ρ2, which allows us to maximize the

hyperrectangleR(ρ) of all admissible reference signals.

ii) Φ(·) = Φ2 = −trace(XI11 + XI12 + XI21 + XI22),
which allows us to minimize the limits of the admissible

integral errors XI .

Notice that the opt. (16) is bilinear because it involves

multiplication between decision variables, and therefore, it

can be solved by nonlinear optimization techniques. One

possible way to solve the bilinear optimization (16) is to

resort to the nonlinear state-of-the-art solver KNITRO [17],

which has already been successfully employed for similar

problems in [18]–[21]. Thus, one can find the bounds of

the decision space using insights about the plant’s constraint

limits and a trial-and-error approach. For further discussions

about KNITRO and its use, see [19, Section 4.2].

Finally, we summarize below the number of variables

and constraints characterizing (16). The proposed solution’s

complexity increases with the plant’s dimensions, state and

input constraints, reference set, and RPI set L complexity

[14]:

• # of variables = m+ l(ncl+ l+ lr + lx + lxI1
+ lxI2

+
lu) + 2(lu + 2) + n2

cl + 1,

• # of equalities = ncl(l+ lx + lxI1
+ lxI2

+ lu + ncl) +
2(l + lu),

• # of inequalities = l + lx + lxI1
+ lxI2

+ lu.

IV. SIMULATION

In this section, the proposed tracking controller design’s

effectiveness is validated through simulation results obtained

for a linearized model of a two-tank system. In the first case,

a piecewise ramp signal is the reference input, and the con-

troller’s performance is evaluated for the two proposed cost

functions. For the second case, we consider the sinusoidal

signal as input, and for the sake of space, we showed the

results only for the second cost function.

In order to reduce the search space and improve the

numerical performance using the nonlinear solver KNITRO

[17], the optimization variables in (16) have been bounded

(element by element) as H,Hr, T,Q,Qr, G in
[

0, 102
]

,

L,K,KI1 ,KI2 ,Kr in
[

−102, 102
]

, and V in
[

−103, 103
]

.

Example 1: Consider the following linearized model of a

two-tank system (adapted from [6]):

ẋ =

[

−0.0304 0.0187
0 −0.0187

]

x+

[

6.6667
10

]

u,

y =
[

1 0
]

x,

(17)

where the state and input constraints are: −0.38 ≤ x1 ≤
0.68, −0.35 ≤ x2 ≤ 0.65, and ‖u‖∞ ≤ 2. We have solved

the optimization problem (16) for both Φ(·) = Φ1 and

Φ(·) = Φ2 using l = 9 for the following piecewise ramp

signal:

r =







0.01t IF t ≤ 30 sec,
−0.0071t+ 0.5143 IF 30 < t ≤ 100 sec,
−0.2 IF t > 100 sec .

(18)

Table I summarizes and compares the design results for

both objective functions. In particular, ρ defines the bounds

of the set of admissible reference signals R(ρ), XI is the

shaping matrix of the set constraining the integral error,

the gains K,KI1 ,KI2 and Kr define the control law (6).

As expected, for the cost function Φ1, the bounds for

the admissible reference signals R(ρ) are bigger than the

ones obtained for Φ2. On the other hand, by using Φ2,

it is possible to obtain a smaller integral error and faster

reference tracking. Indeed, for Φ1, xI1 ∈ [−14, 16], and

xI2 ∈ [−21, 33], while for Φ2, xI1 ∈ [−10, 10] and xI2 ∈
[−13, 20]. However, the cost to pay is a reduced size for the

set of admissible reference R(ρ).

TABLE I

DESIGN RESULTS USING OPT. (16): Φ1 VS Φ2

Φi ρ XI [K KI1
KI2

Kr]T

1

[

0.4682
0.1606

]







0.0617
−0.0693
0.0300

−0.0456













−3.3170
0.3141
0.0071
2.8208







2

[

0.3000
0.2000

]







0.1000
−0.1000
0.0487

−0.0739













−3.8881
0.3733
0.0085
3.3142







The projection of the resulting RPI set L is depicted

in Fig. 1 with the closed-loop trajectorys obtained using

the tracking controller associated to Φ(·) = Φ2. It has



been obtained starting from a zero initial condition and

following the piecewise ramp trajectory r in (18), as shown

in Fig. 2. The obtained trajectory confirms that the designed

tracking controller allows the plant to asymptotically track

the assigned piecewise ramp signal while ensuring that the

state trajectory remains confined in the constraint-admissible

RPI set L. Fig. 3 shows the error signal for the piecewise

ramp reference. Note that, as expected, the error approaches

zero when the plant reaches a steady-state regime, i.e., after

the the reference signal is unchanged for a sufficiently long

time period.
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Fig. 1. Projected RPI set L and state trajectory for reference (18)
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Fig. 2. Output and reference tracking for reference (18)

Next, we define a sinusoidal signal as a reference input

r = a sinωt, considering ω = 1 and the objective function

Φ(·) = Φ2 in the optimization problem (16). By solving (16),

the following results have been obtained: K = −3.2391,

KI1 = 1.6503, KI2 = −3.1178, Kr = 3.2106, XI =
[

0.1000 −0.1000 0.1000 −0.1000
]T

and a = ρ =
0.13. Fig. 4 shows the projection of the RPI set L and the

trajectory starting from a zero initial condition and following

the sinusoidal signal, as shown in Fig. 5, respecting the

reference constraints R(ρ). The error signal shown in Fig.

6 confirms that the proposed controller ensures steady state

offset-free tracking of the considered sinusoidal reference

signal.
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Fig. 3. Error signal for reference (18)
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V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have extended and generalized the ap-

proach in [14] to design tracking controllers for constrained

linear time-invariant systems whose output is required to

track ramp and sinusoidal reference signals. By assuming

polyhedral state and input constraints, we have jointly re-

sorted to robust positively invariant sets theory and IMP

to define a single bilinear programming problem, which

solves the control design problem. The proposed solution can

simultaneously compute the controller parameters, the set of



0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Time (seconds)

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0
10-3

Fig. 6. Error signal for sinusoidal reference

admissible reference signals, and the controller’s domain of

attraction.

Future works will be devoted to extending the proposed

approach to deal with other classes of reference signals and

with the possibility that each system output (in multi-output

setups) must track a differently-shaped reference trajectory.

APPENDIX A

This appendix recalls basic definitions for polyhedral sets

and the Extended Farkas’ Lemma adapted from [1], [22].

Definition 2: Any closed and convex polyhedral set

P(φ) ⊆ R
n can be characterized by a shaping matrix

P ∈ R
lp×n and a vector φ ∈ R

lp , with lp and n being

positive integers, i.e.,

P(φ) = {x ∈ R
n : Px ≤ φ}. (19)

Note that P(φ) in (19) includes the origin as an interior point

iff φ > 0. In the sequel, if φ = 1∗ = [1, 1, . . . , 1 ]T ∈ R
∗,

the resulting polyhedral set P(1∗) will be denoted as P .

Definition 3: A matrix M is Metzler type, or essentially

non-negative, if Mij ≥ 0, ∀i 6= j.

Proof of Lemma 1: The existence of the Metzler type

matrix H , the non-negative matrix Hr and the scalar γ > 0
verifying the conditions (12) are necessary and sufficient

algebraic conditions for the robust positive invariance of the

set L, which is the equivalent of imposing the one step

admissibility condition AclL⊕ BclR(ρ) ⊆ L (see [1], [23],

[24]).

Lemma 2: (Extended Farkas’ Lemma) Consider two poly-

hedral sets of Rn defined by Pi(φi) = {x ∈ R
n, Pix ≤ φi},

for i = 1, 2, with Pi ∈ R
lpi×n and positive vectors φi ∈

R
lpi . Then, P1 ⊆ P2 if and only if there exists a non-negative

matrix Q ∈ R
lp2×lp1 such that

QP1 = P2, Qφ1 ≤ φ2. (20)
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