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Abstract. We address the infinite-horizon minimum energy control problem for linear
time-invariant finite-dimensional systems (A, B). We show that the problem admits a
solution if and only if (A, B) is stabilizable and A does not have imaginary eigenvalues.

1. Introduction

Let F be either R or C, the field of real or complex numbers. We consider in this paper
finite-dimensional linear time-invariant systems:
(1) ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t),
where A ∈ Fn×n, B ∈ Fn×m, x(t) ∈ Fn, and u(t) ∈ Fm.

Given x0, x1 ∈ Fn, the finite-horizon minimum energy control problem for (1) is

(2) min
u∈L2([0,T ],Fm)

ηT (u) :=
∫ T

0
∥u(t)∥2dt s.t. x(0) = x0 and x(T ) = x1.

It is well known [1, 5, 3] that if the pair (A, B) is controllable, then the problem has a
solution for any pair (x0, x1) ∈ Fn × Fn. Moreover, the control law uT (t) that minimizes
the cost is given by

(3) uT (t) = −B†e−A†tWA,B(T )−1(x0 − e−AT x1), for t ∈ [0, T ],
where WA,B(T ) is the controllability Gramian:

(4) WA,B(T ) :=
∫ T

0
e−AtBB†e−A†tdt.

Note that our definition of controllability Gramian follows [1], but other conventions are
sometimes used whereby factors eAT and eA†T are added on the left and right, respectively.

The corresponding minimal cost, i.e., the solution to (2), is
(5) (x0 − e−AT x1)†WA,B(T )−1(x0 − e−AT x1).
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2 BELABBAS AND CHEN

In this paper, we are interested in the case where x1 = 0, so the minimal cost is reduced to
x†

0WA,B(T )−1x0.
The minimum energy control problem is a staple control problem, For the case T < ∞,

it is entirely solved as mentioned above. However, the infinite-horizon case remains
surprisingly open. We provide a solution in this paper.

We now define the problem formally:

Definition 1 (Admissible control). Let (A, B) be stabilizable. A control law u : [0, ∞) →
Fm is admissible for ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t), with x(0) = x0, if u ∈ L2([0, ∞, ),Fm) and if
the solution x(t) of the system satisfies limt→∞ x(t) = 0. We denote the set of admissible
controls by U(x0).

The infinite-horizon minimum energy control problem is then given by:

Problem 1 (Infinite-horizon minimum energy control). Given x0 ∈ Fn, the infinite-horizon
minimum energy control problem for system (1), with (A, B) stabilizable, is

(6) min
u∈U(x0)

η(u) :=
∫ ∞

0
∥u(t)∥2dt s.t. x(0) = x0.

The main theorem of the paper states a necessary and sufficient condition on the
existence of solution to Problem 1 for all x0 ∈ Fn.

Theorem 1.1. Let F be either R or C. Let (A, B) ∈ Fn×n × Fn×m be a stabilizable pair.
The infinite-horizon minimum energy control problem admits a solution for all x0 ∈ Fn if
and only if A has no imaginary eigenvalue.

Extension to general quadratic cost: Theorem 1.1 still holds if we allow the cost
in Problem 1 to be of the more general form

∫ ∞
0 u(t)†Ru(t)dt, for some positive definite

matrix R. To wit, given a triplet (A, B, R) as parameters for the optimization problem, with
(A, B) stabilizable and R > 0, we consider the linear system ẏ(t) = Ay(t) + BR−1/2v(t).
Clearly, the controllability and stabilizability properties of (A, B) and (A, BR−1/2) are the
same. Also, it is not hard to see that the trajectory x(t) generated by the control input u(t)
for system (A, B) is identical to the trajectory y(t) generated by the control v(t) := R1/2u(t)
for system (A, BR−1/2), as long as both trajectories have the same initial state. In particular,
x(t) → 0 if and only if y(t) → 0. Further, note that ∥v(t)∥ ≤ ∥R1/2∥∥u(t)∥ and, conversely,
∥u(t)∥ ≤ ∥R−1/2∥∥v(t)∥ (the induced 2-norm is used here). Together, these items show
that if u is admissible for the infinite-horizon problem with parameter (A, B, R), then
v(t) = R1/2u(t) is admissible for the problem with parameter (A, BR−1/2, I), which is
exactly Problem 1 for the pair (A, BR−1/2). Moreover, if u∗ is the minimizer of the former,
then v∗ is the minimizer of the latter, and vice versa.
The issue with imaginary eigenvalues. Problem 1 is relatively simple if A has no
imaginary eigenvalues. In that case, if the pair (A, B) is stabilizable, then there exists a
unique optimal solution; we state a precise result in Proposition 3.1 (with the notation of
that Proposition, Va = Cn when A has no imaginary eigenvalues). Moreover, the optimal
control takes the familiar feedback form u∗(t) = −B†Kx(t), for a uniquely defined K which
is a solution to some Riccati equation. Implementing the optimal control leads to the
closed-loop system ẋ(t) = (A − BB†K)x(t).
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We will show that the eigenvalues of A and the eigenvalues of (A − BB†K) are related
in the following way:

(⋆) if a + ib ∈ spec(A), then − |a| + ib ∈ spec(A − BB†K).

In terms of pole placement, the optimal control is a feedback control law that moves
the poles of the original system that lie on the right half of the complex plane to their
symmetric locations about the imaginary axis. This remarkable behavior is shown in
Proposition 2.2.

The above sheds some light on why the situation when A has imaginary eigenvalues is
more complex. When A has no imaginary eigenvalue, the feedback law u = −B†Kx solves
Problem 1 for all initial states x0 ∈ Fn. However, if A has imaginary eigenvalue, by (⋆),
there exists initial states (e.g., initial states that are right-eigenvectors of (A − BB†K)
corresponding to imaginary eigenvalues) for which the above feedback control law is not
even admissible. One is thus forced to either seek an optimal control law of other form or
show that such optimal control law does not exist. We will show that the latter statement
holds.
Outline of our approach: The remaining sections of the paper are devoted to the
proof of Theorem 1.1. The proof relies on two major results, which we state in Section 2.
For ease of exposition, we assume in this outline that A is in its Jordan normal form.
The first result (Theorem 2.1 below) deals with the asymptotic behavior of the inverse of
the controllability Gramian WA,B(T ), for (A, B) a controllable pair; specifically, we show
that WA,B(T )−1 converges to the aforementioned matrix K, precisely defined in (12), as
T → ∞. Its proof is quite technical and we come back to it below. The second result
(Theorem 2.3) provides a necessary and sufficient condition on the subspace, denoted by
Va, of initial states x0 for which a (unique) solution to Problem 1 exists. It turns out, as
alluded in the previous paragraph, that this subspace is the entire state space if and only
if A has no imaginary eigenvalue. Note that Theorem 2.3 is stated for F = C. We state
and prove the case of F = R as a corollary (see Corollary 2.4).

After stating these theorems, we present in Section 3 the proof of Theorem 2.3. In the
proof of the sufficiency part, we assume that x0 ∈ Va and build the optimal control law
explicitly, using a classical completion of square argument (see Subsection 3.1). Proving the
necessity of those conditions is more subtle; in a nutshell, our proof goes by showing that
the following two statements are true for x0 ̸∈ Va: (i) The minimum value of Problem 1,
if it exists, has to be x†

0Kx0; (ii) There is no admissible control law that can attain such
value of the cost function. Together, these statements preclude the existence of a solution
for these initial states.

The remainder of the paper, namely Sections 4, 5, and 6, are devoted to the proof of
Theorem 2.1. The proof is technical and requires us to track the asymptotic convergence
rates of the submatrices of WA,B(T )−1 — these submatrices are the ones that arise from
the decomposition of the spectrum of A into eigenvalues with positive, negative, and zero
real parts.

As mentioned in (5), for (A, B) a controllable pair, x†
0WA,B(T )−1x0 is the solution to

the finite-horizon minium energy control problem. It is intuitive that the corresponding
finite-horizon optimal control law for initial states in the stable subspace of A converge
to zero as T → ∞, since the uncontrolled dynamics of the system flows such states to
the origin. The corresponding principal submatrix of WA,B(T )−1 is shown to vanish
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Figure 1. For the controllable matrix pair (A, B) with A a 3-by-3 Jordan
block with zero eigenvalues, and B = [0; 0; 1], we plot in (a) the absolute
value of the optimal control uT (t) in (3) which drives the system from
x0 = [1; 1; 1] to x(T ) = 0 for increasing T , and in (b) the L2 norm of uT .
We see that as T grows, ∥uT ∥ become smaller and, in the limit, convergence
to 0. However, since the system is not stabilizable, a zero control does not
drive x0 to the origin. This illustrates the issue with imaginary eigenvalues.

asymptotically, coinciding with the expected behavior. Reciprocally, initial states in the
unstable and in the center subspace of the system always require some control effort. While
the principal submatrix of WA,B(T )−1 corresponding to the unstable subspace converges
to an invertible matrix (which we precisely characterize below), rather surprisingly, the
principal submatrix corresponding to the center subspace converges to 0, albeit at the slow
rate of 1/T . This is a key result we will prove—and it is at the root of the non-existence
of optimal controls in this case.

We approach the proof by first establishing Theorem 2.1 for the special case where A has
only imaginary eigenvalues, and then using nested Schur complements to prove the theorem
for the general case. The proof for the imaginary case is presented in Section 4. Evaluating
the Schur complement involves evaluating the asymptotic product of several submatrices
of WA,B(T ). However, we will see that these submatrices do not each converge on their
own, and hence showing that their product converges is a delicate task. We approach
it by introducing what we call below “buffer terms” (see Subsection 5.1) to show that
some specific groupings of terms converge. Using this approach, together with the result
established for the imaginary case, we prove Theorem 2.1 first for the case where the
eigenvalues of A have non-positive real parts (Section 5) and then, for the general case
(Section 6).
Notations: We denote by 1 the vector of all ones, whose dimension will be clear from con-
text. Given a complex matrix Z, we let Z̄ be its complex conjugate and Z† be its Hermitian
conjugate. Given a vector space V over F, we let dimF V be its dimension. Given a square
matrix A, we denote by spec(A) its set of eigenvalues, allowing for repeated eigenvalues.
Given a function f : [0, ∞) → C, we denote its L2-norm as ∥f∥2 = (

∫ ∞
0 f2(t)dt)1/2. We say

that a matrix pair (A, B) ∈ Fn×n × Fn×m is controllable if the rank of the controllability
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matrix
C(A, B) :=

[
B AB · · · An−1B

]
is full (i.e., n). Note in particular that if A = diag(A1, A2) is block diagonal and if we
decompose B = [B1; B2] so that the dimensions of Bi match those of Ai, then (Ai, Bi) is
controllable for i = 1, 2. The uncontrollable of (A, B) is defined as Further, we say that
(A, B) is stabilizable if there exists a matrix F ∈ Fm×n such that (A + BF ) is Hurwitz. It
is well-known that A is stabilizable if and only if the subspace spanned by the generalized
eigenvectors of A corresponding to eigenvalues with nonnegative real parts is included in
the range of C(A, B).

2. Main Results

We prove a stronger statement than Theorem 1.1, in that we characterize the initial
conditions for which the infinite horizon minimum energy control problem has a solution.
We will state the result first for the case F = C, and then prove in Corollary 2.4 that the
result also holds for the case F = R.

From now on, we consider the complex case unless specified. We start with some
preliminaries. Let P ∈ Cn×n be a nonsingular matrix such that P −1AP is in the Jordan
normal form [4]:

(7) P −1AP =
[
Ju 0
0 Js

]
=: J,

where the eigenvalues of Ju ∈ Cnu×nu (resp., Js ∈ Cns×ns) have positive (resp. non-positive)
real parts. Let C := P −1B and we decompose

(8) C =
[
Cu
Cs

]
,

where Cu ∈ Cnu×m and Cs ∈ Cns×m. For a later purpose, we further decompose

(9) Js =
[
Jo 0
0 Ja

]
and Cs =

[
Co
Ca

]
,

where Jo ∈ Cno×no has imaginary eigenvalues and Ja ∈ Cna×na has eigenvalues with
negative real parts; note that no + na = ns. We correspondingly decompose Cs as above.
To summarize, the real parts of the eigenvalues of

• Ju are positive;
• Js are less than or equal to zero;
• Jo are zero;
• Ja are negative.

Let (A, B) be a stabilizable pair. Then, (J, C) is stabilizable as well and its controllable
subspace contains the invariant subspace spanned by the generalized right eigenvectors of
Ju. This, in particular, implies that (Ju, Cu) is controllable. Let

(10) Wu := WJu,Cu(∞) =
∫ ∞

0
e−JutCuC†

ue−J†
u tdt ∈ Cnu×nu ,

which is also the unique positive semi-definite solution to the following Lyapunov equation:

(11) JuWu + WuJ†
u − CuC†

u = 0.
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We further let

(12) K := (P −1)†
[
W −1

u 0
0 0

]
P −1 ∈ Cn×n.

Note that if nu = 0, then K = 0. From (7) and (11), we have that K satisfies the Riccati
equation:

(13) A†K + KA − KBB†K = 0.

The main technical result of this paper, on which the proof of Theorem 1.1 is built, is the
following:

Theorem 2.1. Let (A, B) ∈ Cn×n × Cn×m be a controllable pair, and let WA,B(T ) and K
be defined as in (4) and (12), respectively. Then,

lim
T →∞

WA,B(T )−1 = K.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
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ϵ = −0.8

Figure 2. Illustration of the convergence of the inverse of the controllability
Gramian for different matrix pairs (Aϵ, B).

To illustrate Theorem 2.1, we computed numerically the norm of the difference between
WA,B(T ) and its limit K as defined in the Theorem; the results are shown in Figure 2.
We did so for several matrix pairs (Aϵ, B), with Aϵ taking eigenvalues 3, 2, −1 and ϵ, and
observe that, as mentioned earlier, the convergence of WAϵ,B(T )−1 gets very slow as ϵ → 0.
Precisely, we consider a parameterized family of (Aϵ, B) pairs:

Aϵ =



3 0 0 0 0 0
0 2 0 0 0 0
0 0 ϵ 1 0 0
0 0 0 ϵ 1 0
0 0 0 0 ϵ 0
0 0 0 0 0 −1


and B =



0 1
1 0
0 0
1 0
0 1
0 1


.

We now introduce the following operator: given a complex number λ = a + ib, with
a, b ∈ R, we let

θ : C → C : a + ib 7→ −|a| + ib.

Note that θ(λ) always has a nonpositive real part.
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Let Vu, Vo, and Va be the subspaces over C spanned by the generalized right eigenvectors
of (A − BB†K) corresponding to the eigenvalues with positive, zero, and negative real
parts respectively.

The following proposition, which relates the subspaces introduced above to the θ operator,
is needed to state the next main result:

Proposition 2.2. Let (A, B) ∈ Cn×n × Cn×m be a stabilizable pair, and K be given as
in (12). Then,

(14) spec(A − BB†K) = θ(spec(A)).
In particular,
(15) dimC Vu = 0, dimC Vo = no, and dimC Va = nu + na.

Proof. We define

(16) K̃ := P †KP =
[
W −1

u 0
0 0

]
.

Clearly, spec(P −1(A − BB†K)P ) = spec(A − BB†K) and

P −1(A − BB†K)P = J − CC†K̃ =
[
Ju − CuC†

uW −1
u 0

−CsC
†
uW −1

u Js

]
.

By construction, the eigenvalues of Js have non-positive real parts, and are thus mapped
to themselves by θ. Hence, (14) follows if we show that

(17) spec(Ju − CuC†
uW −1

u ) = θ(spec(Ju)).
To establish (17), we multiply (11) by W −1

u on the right (recall that Wu is nonsingular),
we obtain that

WuJ†
uW −1

u = −(Ju − CuC†
uW −1

u ),
and hence,

spec(J†
u) = spec(WuJ†

uW −1
u ) = −spec(Ju − CuC†

uW −1
u ).

Note that if λ has a positive real part, then θ(λ) = −λ̄. Now let λ ∈ spec(Ju) (thus λ

has a positive real part), then λ̄ ∈ spec(J†
u) and, by the above relation, −λ̄ ∈ spec(Ju −

CuC†
uW −1

u ), which proves (17). The second part of the proposition i.e., (15) follows directly
from (14). □

Using Theorem 2.1, we will prove the following result, which is essentially Theorem 1.1
for F = C:

Theorem 2.3. Let (A, B) ∈ Cn×n ×Cn×m be a stabilizable pair, and K be given as in (12).
Then, Problem 1 with F = C has a solution if and only if x0 ∈ Va and it is then given by
x†

0Kx0. Moreover, there exists a unique control law u∗ ∈ U(x0) that minimizes the cost
and it is given by u∗(t) := −B†Kx(t) for t ≥ 0.

Theorem 2.3 also holds in the real case, i.e., for real system matrices A, B, with real
state x(t) and real control u(t). We establish this now.

First, note that if the pair (A, B) is real, then WA,B(T ) is real for all T > 0. Thus, by
Theorem 2.1, K is real, and so is (A − BB⊤K). It follows that the complex vector spaces
Vo and Va are closed under conjugation, i.e., if v ∈ V∗, then v̄ ∈ V∗ for ∗ = o, a.
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Second, note that any complex vector space V ⊆ Cn of dimension k that is closed
under conjugation admits a basis of real vectors. Indeed, if {v1 + iw1, . . . , vk + iwk}, with
vj , wj ∈ Rn, is such a basis, then so is {v1 − iw1, . . . , vk − iwk}. Thus, vj , wj ∈ V and,
moreover, their span over C is V.

The above two items together show that V∗, for ∗ = o, a, admits a basis of real vectors.
We then let R∗ be the vector space, over R, spanned by these vectors. In particular, by
Proposition 2.2, we have that dimR Ro = no and dimR Ra = nu + na.

We now state the counterpart of Theorem 2.3 for the real case:

Corollary 2.4 (The real case). Let (A, B) ∈ Rn×n × Rn×m be a stabilizable pair, and
K ∈ Rn×n be given as in (12). Then, Problem 1 with F = R has a solution if and only
if x0 ∈ Ra and it is then given by x⊤

0 Kx0. Moreover, there exists a unique control law
u∗ ∈ U(x0) that minimizes the cost and it is given by u∗(t) = −B⊤Kx(t) for t ≥ 0.

Proof. We will denote the set of admissible real- and complex-valued control laws by UR(x0)
and UC(x0), respectively.

We assume that x0 ∈ Ra and show that Problem 1 admits the solution η(u∗) = x⊤
0 Kx0,

with u∗ ∈ UR(x0) the unique minimizer. First, since K and B are real, u∗ ∈ UR(x0). Next,
since Ra is contained in Va by the arguments above Corollary 2.4, we have that x0 ∈ Va.
Hence, we can apply Theorem 2.3 to system (1) with initial condition x0, and it yields
that u∗(t) = −B⊤Kx(t) is the unique minimizer for Problem 1, but with F = C, and the
cost is η(u∗) = x⊤

0 Kx0. Because an admissible solution for Problem 1 with F = R is also
admissible with F = C, and because the (unique) minimizer u∗ of the latter problem is an
element of UR(x0), we have that u∗ is the unique minimizer for the former problem.

We now assume that x0 ̸∈ Ra and show that Problem 1 with F = R does not admit a
solution. Proceeding by contradiction, assume that it admits a minimizer v∗ ∈ UR(x0).
First, note that x0 /∈ Va; indeed, since Va admits a basis of real vectors and since x0 is
real, if x0 ∈ Va, then it can be expressed as a linear combination of these real vectors
with necessarily real coefficients, which then implies that x0 ∈ Ra. Next, since x0 /∈ Va,
Theorem 2.3 implies that v∗ is not a minimizer of Problem 1 for F = C. Hence, there exists
control law v′ ∈ UC(x0) such that

(18) η(v′) < η(v∗).

We write v′(t) = v′
1(t) + iv′

2(t), where v′
1(t), v′

2(t) ∈ Rm. We similarly decompose the
solution of ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + Bv′(t) as x(t) = x1(t) + ix2(t) with xi(t) ∈ Rn. Since A and B
are real, the dynamics of x1(t) and x2(t) are completely decoupled, i.e.,

(19) ẋi(t) = Axi(t) + Bv′
i(t), with x0,1 = x0 and x0,2 = 0.

Since v′ is such that limt→∞ x(t) = 0, the solution of (19) with i = 1 satisfies limt→∞ x1(t) =
0. Moreover,

(20)
∫ ∞

0
∥v′

1(t)∥2dt ≤
∫ ∞

0
∥v′(t)∥2dt < ∞.

The above arguments show that v′
1 ∈ UR(x0). But then, (18) and (20) together imply that

η(v′
1) < η(v∗), which contradicts the optimality of v∗ and proves the result. □

We now prove Theorems 2.1 and 2.3. The proof of the first theorem is rather technical,
and we delay it until after the proof of Theorem 2.3.
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3. Proof of Theorem 2.3

We prove the necessity and sufficiency in Subsections 3.1 and 3.2, respectively. The
sufficiency is relatively straightforward, and is based on a completion of square argument.
The proof of necessity is more delicate and will be carried out by contradiction. We
first show that if Problem 1 admits a solution, then it necessarily equals η(u∗) with
u∗ = −B†Kx(t) the unique minimizer. This is done by introducing two auxiliary optimal
control problems (see (23) and (27)) that will provide comparisons with Problem 1. Then,
the optimal control yields the closed-loop system ẋ(t) = (A − BB†K)x(t). But now, recall
that Va is spanned by the generalized right eigenvectors of (A − BB†K) corresponding to
eigenvalues with negative real parts—by Proposition 2.2, this subspace equals Cn unless
A has imaginary eigenvalues. Thus, if x(0) = x0 ̸∈ Va, then x(t) will not converge to 0,
which implies that u∗(t) is not admissible.

3.1. Proof of sufficiency. In this subsection, we establish the following proposition:

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that x0 ∈ Va; then, Problem 1 has the solution η(u∗) = x†
0Kx0,

with u∗(t) = −B†Kx(t).

Proof. The proof follows a classical completion of square argument. Let u ∈ U(x0) be an
admissible control, and x(t) be the solution of the linear system generated by this control
input u(t), with x0 the initial condition. Then, using (13), the cost incurred by u(t) is∫ ∞

0
∥u(t)∥2dt =

∫ ∞

0

[
∥u(t)∥2 − x(t)†(A†K + KA − KBB†K)x(t)

]
dt

=
∫ ∞

0

[
∥u(t) + B†Kx(t)∥2 − x(t)†K(Ax(t) + Bu(t))

−(Ax(t) + Bu(t))†Kx(t)
]

dt

=
∫ ∞

0

[
∥u(t) + B†Kx(t)∥2 − x(t)†Kẋ(t) − ẋ(t)†Kx(t)

]
dt

=
∫ ∞

0
∥u(t) + B†Kx(t)∥2dt −

∫ ∞

0

d
dt

(x(t)†Kx(t))dt

=
∫ ∞

0
∥u(t) + B†Kx(t)∥2dt + x†

0Kx0 ≥ x†
0Kx0,(21)

where we used the fact that limt→∞ x(t) = 0 for the last equality. It should be clear from
the above that the minimal value of Problem 1 is bounded below by x†

0Kx0. This lower
bound can be reached only by the control law u∗(t) = −B†Kx(t), for all t ≥ 0.

By Proposition 2.2, this feedback control law yields an exponentially stable closed loop
system ẋ(t) = (A − BB†K)x(t) when restricted to the invariant subspace Va. Thus, by
the hypothesis on x0, we have that the solution x∗(t) of (1) generated by u∗(t) decays to
zero exponentially fast, which implies that u∗(t) ∈ U(x0). This completes the proof of the
sufficiency of Theorem 2.3. □

The arguments in the above proof also lead to the following fact:

Corollary 3.2. Suppose that A does not have any imaginary eigenvalue and that (A, B)
is stabilizable; then, there is a unique Hermitian solution K to the Riccati equation (13)
such that (A − BB†K) is Hurwitz, and it is given by (12).
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Proof. First, note that if A has no imaginary eigenvalue, then by Proposition 2.2, Va = Cn.
Assume that there exists another Hermitian solution K ′ to (13) such that (A − BB†K ′) is
Hurwitz. Let u′(t) := −B†K ′x′(t), where x′(t) is the solution to

ẋ′(t) = Ax′(t) + Bu′(t) = (A − BB†K ′)x′(t), with x′(0) = x0.

Then, by the same arguments in the proof of Proposition 3.1, we have that u′(t) minimizes
the cost η(u) and the minimal cost is given by η(u′) = x†

0K ′x0. But then, from (21), we
have x†

0K ′x0 = x†
0Kx0 which holds for all x0 ∈ Cn. We thus conclude that K ′ = K. □

3.2. Proof of necessity. We show here that if x0 /∈ Va, then Problem 1 does not admit a
solution. Given x(t) ∈ Cn, we let

y(t) := P −1x(t) =
[
yu(t)
ys(t)

]
,

where yu(t) ∈ Cnu and ys(t) ∈ Cns . The dynamics of y(t) is then given by
(22) ẏ(t) = Jy(t) + Cu(t).
Consider the following optimal control problem for (22):

(23) min
u∈L2([0,∞),Cm)

η(u) =
∫ ∞

0
∥u(t)∥2dt s.t. y(0) = P −1x0 and lim

t→∞
yu(t) = 0,

which differs from (6) in that we require that only yu(t) be asymptotically zero. Observe
that u∗(t), defined in Theorem 1.1, can be written as a feedback control in y(t) as

u∗(t) = −B†Kx(t) = −C†K̃y(t), for t ≥ 0,

where K̃ is defined in (16). We have the following result:

Lemma 3.1. The following two items hold:
(1) The solution to the optimal control problem (23) is given by

(24) η(u∗) = x†
0Kx0.

Moreover, u∗ is the unique control law that minimizes the cost.
(2) For any u ∈ U(x0), it holds that η(u) ≥ η(u∗).

Proof. Let y0 = P −1x0, and we partition y0 = (y0,u, y0,s) with y0,u ∈ Cnu . Since J is block
diagonal, the dynamics of yu(t) do not depend on ys(t), i.e.,
(25) ẏu(t) = Juyu(t) + Cuu(t).
The optimization problem (23) is thus in fact independent from ys(t) and can be reduced
to the simpler (yet equivalent) problem:

(26) min
u∈L2([0,∞),Cm)

η(u) =
∫ ∞

0
∥u(t)∥2dt s.t. yu(0) = y0,u and lim

t→∞
yu(t) = 0,

for the subsystem (25).
Since all the eigenvalues of Ju have positive real parts, by the sufficiency of Theorem 2.3

proved in Subsection 3.1, we know that the above problem (26) has a solution, which is
given by

y†
0,uW −1

Ju,Cu
(∞)y0,u = y†

0,uW −1
u y0,u = y†

0K̃y0 = x†
0Kx0,



ON INFINITE-HORIZON MINIMUM ENERGY CONTROL 11

where the first equality follows from the definition of Wu (see (10)) and the second equality
follows directly from (16) and the construction of y0,u. Moreover, the unique control law
that minimizes the cost is −C†

uW −1
u yu(t), which coincides with u∗(t); indeed, we have that

u∗(t) = −C†K̃y(t) = −C†
uW −1

u yu(t).
This proves the first item of the lemma.

To establish the second item, we note that any admissible u that drives x(t) asymptotically
to 0 also drives yu(t) to 0. Thus, η(u) ≥ η(u∗). □

We also have the following result:

Lemma 3.2. If Problem 1 has a solution η(ũ∗) for some ũ∗ ∈ U(x0), then η(ũ∗) ≤ x†
0Kx0.

Proof. We again let y(t) := P −1x(t) and decompose J = diag(J1, Ja) where

J1 :=
[
Ju 0
0 Jo

]
,

and where we recall that Ju ∈ Cnu×nu and Jo ∈ Cno×no have eigenvalues with positive and
zero real parts, respectively. Correspondingly, we decompose C and y(t) as

C =
[
C1
Ca

]
and y(t) =

[
y1(t)
ya(t)

]
,

where C1 ∈ C(nu+no)×m and y1(t) ∈ Cnu+no . Since (J, C) is stabilizable and since all the
eigenvalues of J1 have non-negative real parts, (J1, C1) is controllable.

We again let y0 := P −1x0 and decompose y0 = (y0,1, y0,a). Now, consider the auxiliary
finite-horizon optimal control problem for the system ẏ1(t) = J1y1(t) + C1u(t),

(27) min
u∈L2([0,T ],Cm)

ηT (u) =
∫ T

0
∥u∥2dt s.t. y1(0) = y0,1 and y1(T ) = 0.

By (5), the optimal solution to (27) is given by:

ηT (uT ) = y†
0,1WJ1,C1(T )−1y0,1,

where the optimal control uT is

(28) uT (t) = −C†
1e−J†

1 tWJ1,C1(T )−1y0,1, for 0 ≤ t ≤ T.

With some abuse of notation, we extend the domain of uT to [0, ∞) by setting uT (t) := 0
for all t > T . It is clear that uT ∈ L2([0, ∞),Cm) for all T > 0.

We claim that uT ∈ U(x0), i.e., the solution x(t) of system (1) generated by uT (t)
converges to 0 as t → ∞. Because x(t) and y(t) are related by similarity transformation,
it suffices to show that the solution y(t) driven by uT (t) converges to 0. Recall that the
dynamics of y(t) obey (22). In particular, the dynamics y1(t) and ya(t) are decoupled if
u(t) = 0. By construction of uT (t), the solution y(t) at time T is

y(T ) =
[
y1(T )
ya(T )

]
=

[
0

ya(T )

]
.

where ya(T ) = eJaT y0,a +
∫ T

0 eJa(T −t)CauT (t)dt. Then, for t ≥ T , we have

y(t) =
[

0
eJa(t−T )ya(T )

]
.
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The claim now follows from the fact that Ja is Hurwitz by definition, which ensures that
limt→∞ ya(t) = 0.

By the hypothesis that ũ∗ solves Problem 1, we have that η(ũ∗) ≤ η(uT ) = y†
0,1WJ1,C1(T )−1y0,1

for all T > 0. We conclude that

η(ũ∗) ≤ lim
T →∞

y†
0,1WJ1,C1(T )−1y0,1 = y†

0,1

[
W −1

u 0
0 0

]
y0,1 = y†

0K̃y0 = x†
0Kx0,

where the first equality follows from Theorem 2.1 (with the (A, B) pair replaced with the
(J1, C1) pair), the second equality follows from the definition of K̃ in (16), and the last
equality follows from the definition of K in (12) and the relation y0 = P −1x0. □

With the two previous lemmas, we now prove the following proposition.

Proposition 3.3. If x0 /∈ Va, then there is no solution to Problem 1.

Proof. The proof will be carried out by contradiction. Suppose that Problem 1 has a
solution, which we denote by η(ũ∗); clearly, the control law ũ∗ drives yu(t) (see (25)) to 0
and meets the requirements of optimal control problem (23).

Let u∗ be the unique minimizer of problem (23) as stated in item 1 of Lemma 3.1.
Because ũ∗ ∈ U(x0), the second item of this lemma yields η(ũ∗) ≥ η(u∗) = x†

0Kx0.
From Lemma 3.2, we have the reverse inequality η(ũ∗) ≤ x†

0Kx0. It thus follows that
η(ũ∗) = x†

0Kx0. Since the optimal control law that minimizes the cost for the problem (23)
is unique by item 1 of Lemma 3.1, we have that

u∗(t) = ũ∗(t) = −C†K̃y(t) = −B†Kx(t).

Thus, using the optimal control law ũ∗, we have the closed loop system ẋ(t) = (A −
BB†K)x(t). However, by the hypothesis that x0 /∈ Va, the solution x(t) does not converge
to 0 as t → ∞, which implies that ũ∗ is not admissible. □

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.3. □

4. The case of imaginary eigenvalues

We state and prove in this subsection a core result of our proof for Theorem 2.1. Namely,
we establish the divergence rate of the controllability Gramian W (T ) as T → ∞, of a
controllable system whose state matrix has only imaginary eigenvalues.

Consider the system (J, C), where J is a matrix with only imaginary eigenvalues and in
the Jordan normal form (i.e., with the convention of the previous sections, Jo is now J).
To proceed, we decompose J into its Jordan blocks, which we denote by Mi ∈ Cdi×di , for
i = 1, . . . , k. Without loss of generality, we assume that blocks with the same eigenvalue
are contiguous in the ordering. We associate to each block Mi the matrices Ci and Di

obtained as follows: we decompose C and write

(29) J =

M1
. . .

Mk

 and C =

C1
...

Ck

 ,
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where Ci ∈ Cdi×m. We then introduce the diagonal matrix

(30) D(T ) :=

D1(T )
. . .

Dk(T )

 , with Di(T ) :=


T di−1

. . .
T

1

 ∈ Cdi×di .

We now state the main result of this section:

Theorem 4.1. Let (J, C) be a controllable pair, where J is in Jordan normal form and
with only imaginary eigenvalues. Then, there exists a nonsingular matrix S such that

lim
T →∞

1
T

D(T )−1WJ,C(T )D(T )−1 = S.

By Theorem 4.1, it is straightforward that

lim
T →∞

WJ,C(T )−1 = lim
T →∞

1
T

D(T )−1S−1D(T )−1 = 0,

which establishes Theorem 2.1 for the case where J has only imaginary eigenvalues (in this
case, we have that nu = 0, so the matrix K given in (12) is 0).

4.1. On repeated eigenvalues. In this subsection, we prove Theorem 4.1 for the case
where all the eigenvalues of J are the same, and equal to λ.

To prove the result, we first derive a property of the C matrix that follows from the
controllability of the system (J, C). Let gi ∈ Cm be the last row of Ci, 1 ≤ i ≤ k, and
gather all such vectors in the matrix G:

G :=

g1
...

gk

 ∈ Ck×m.

We have the following result:

Lemma 4.1. If the pair (J, C) is controllable, then G is of full row rank.

Proof. Since (J, C) is controllable, so are the pairs (Mi, Ci) for 1 ≤ i ≤ k. By the Hautus
test, the following matrix has full row rank:

[
λI − J C

]
=

λI − M1 C1
. . . ...

λI − Mk Ck

 .

Now, observe that (λI − Mi) are matrices with all zero entries save for the upper-diagonal,
which has entries one. Hence, the last rows of (λI − Mi) are all zeros. Thus, for the matrix[
λI − J C

]
to have full row rank, it is necessary that the last rows of the Ci’s be linearly

independent, which proves the result. □

In the following Lemma, we establish the divergence rate of WJ,C(T ).

Lemma 4.2. It holds that

(31) lim
T →∞

1
T

D(T )−1WJ,C(T )D(T )−1 = ∆Φ∆,
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where ∆ and Φ are given by

∆ :=

∆1
. . .

∆k

 with ∆i :=


(−1)di−1

(di−1)!
(−1)di−2

(di−2)!
. . .

1

 ,

and

Φ :=


g1g†

1Ψ11 · · · g1g†
kΨ1k

... . . . ...
gkg†

1Ψk1 · · · gkg†
kΨkk

 with Ψij :=
[

1
(di + dj − α − β + 1)

]
αβ

for 1 ≤ α ≤ di and 1 ≤ β ≤ dj.

Proof. Let J̃ := J − λI and M̃i := Mi − λI. Then, the controllability Gramian WJ,C(T )
takes the form

WJ,C(T ) =
∫ T

0
e−λte−J̃tCC†e−J̃ ⊤teλtdt =

∫ T

0
e−J̃tCC†e−J̃ ⊤t︸ ︷︷ ︸

R(t)

dt.

We decompose the integrand R(t) into blocks according to

R(t) = [Rij(t)]1≤i,j≤k, with Rij(t) := e−M̃itCiC
†
j e−M̃⊤

j t ∈ Cdi×dj .

Recalling that M̃i is of dimension di × di and that gi is the last row of Ci, we express the
product e−M̃itCi isolating the terms of highest order in t

(32) e−M̃itCi =



1 −t t2

2 · · · (−t)di−1

(di−1)!

0 1 −t · · · (−t)di−2

(di−2)!
... . . . . . . ...
0 0 1 −t
0 0 · · · 0 1


Ci =


(−t)di−1

(di−1)! gi + O(tdi−2)
(−t)di−2

(di−2)! gi + O(tdi−3)
...
gi


= Di(t)∆i1gi + Hi(t),

where 1 is the vector of ones, Di(t) is given in (30), and Hi(t) ∈ Cdi×m is such that

(33) Hi(t) =


O(tdi−2)

...
O(1)

0

 ,

i.e., Hi(t) is a matrix whose entries in the αth row, for 1 ≤ α ≤ di − 1, are of order
O(tdi−α−1) and whose last row is 0. It follows that

Rij(t) = Hi(t)Hj(t)†.(34)
+ ∆iDi(t)1giHj(t)†(35)

+ Hi(t)g†
j1⊤Dj(t)∆j(36)

+ ∆iDi(t)1gig
†
j1⊤Dj(t)∆j .(37)
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For our purpose, it is sufficient to only describe only terms of the highest order in t.
For (34), we use (33) to obtain that

∫ T

0
Hi(t)Hj(t)†dt =


O(T di+dj−3) · · · O(T di−1) 0

... . . . ... 0
O(T dj−1) · · · O(T ) 0

0 · · · 0 0

 =: I1,

For (35), we first use (33) to obtain

giHj(t)† =
[
O(tdj−2) O(tdj−1) · · · O(1) 0

]
.

Then, using the definition of Di(t) (see (30)), we have that

∆iDi(t)1giHj(t)† =

O(T di+dj−3) · · · O(T di−1) 0
... . . . ...

...
O(T dj−2) · · · O(1) 0

 ,

and hence,

∫ T

0
∆iDi(t)1giHj(t)†dt =

O(T di+dj−2) · · · O(T di) 0
... . . . ...

...
O(T dj−1) · · · O(T ) 0

 =: I2.

For (36), we similarly have that

∫ T

0
Hi(t)g†

j1⊤Dj(t)∆jdt =


O(T di+dj−2) · · · O(T di−1)

... . . . ...
O(T dj ) · · · O(T )

0 · · · 0

 =: I3.

With the above definitions of I1, I2, and I3, a straightforward computation yields
1
T

Di(T )−1 [I1 + I2 + I3] Dj(T )−1 = O(T −2) + O(T −1) + O(T −1).

Finally, for the term (37), note that gig
†
j is a scalar and that∫ T

0
Di(t)11⊤Dj(t)dt =

[∫ T

0
T di+dj−α−βdt

]
αβ

=
[

T di+dj−α−β+1

di + dj − α − β + 1

]
αβ

= TDi(T )ΨijDj(T ),
where 1 ≤ α ≤ di and 1 ≤ β ≤ dj . Thus,

(38) 1
T

Di(T )−1
[∫ T

0
Rij(t)dt

]
Dj(T )−1 = gig

†
j∆iΨij∆j + O(T −1).

The lemma then follows directly from (38). □

Note that the diagonal matrix ∆ is invertible. Thus, to establish Theorem 4.1, it remains
to show that the matrix Φ is invertible as well. Our proof relies on introducing an auxiliary
linear time-invariant system, which is controllable and whose controllability Gramian at
T = ∞ is equal to Φ.
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To this end, we define the system pair (Π, Γ), which has the same dimension as (J, C),
as follows:

Π :=

Π1
. . .

Πk

 , with Πi := 1
2


2di − 1

2di − 3
. . .

1

 and Γ :=

1g1
...

1gk

 ,

where Πi ∈ Rdi×di and 1gi ∈ Cdi×m, for 1 ≤ i ≤ k.
Lemma 4.3. The pair (Π, Γ) is controllable and, moreover,
(39) WΠ,Γ(∞) = Φ,

where Φ is given in Lemma 4.2.
Proof. We first show that (Π, Γ) is controllable and then establish (39).
Proof that (Π, Γ) is controllable. We use the Hautus test to establish controllability.
Precisely, we show that for any eigenvalue µ of Π,
(40) rank

[
µI − Π Γ

]
= n.

We have that Π is diagonal with each block Πi having pairwise distinct eigenvalues. Also, it
should be clear that the eigenvalues of Π are repeated at most k times. Thus, the diagonal
matrix (µI − Π) has at most k zero rows, say k′ ≤ k, with at most one zero row per block
(µI − Πi). These rows correspond in the matrix given in (40) to rows of the form
(41)

[
0 gij

]
for some pairwise distinct i1, . . . , ik′ ∈ {1, . . . , k}.

The other rows in this matrix are clearly linearly independent—since the corresponding
rows in (µI − Π) are linearly independent—and independent of the rows in (41).

It remains to show that the rows in (41) are linearly independent. But this holds because
the ij ’s are pairwise distinct and, by Lemma 4.1, the gi’s are linearly independent. Together,
these two facts yield that the row vectors in (41) are also linearly independent. This proves
that the matrix in (40) has full row rank and hence, the pair (Π, Γ) is controllable.
Proof that (39) holds. First, note that the controllability Gramian

WΠ,Γ(∞) =
∫ ∞

0
e−ΠtΓΓ†e−Πtdt

exists since −Π is Hurwitz. We now evaluate it block by block (the blocks match the
decomposition of Φ given above in the statement of Lemma 4.2). To this end, we evaluate
the product

e−Πit1gig
†
j1⊤e−Πjt = gig

†
j

[
e−(di+dj−α−β+1)t

]
αβ

,

for 1 ≤ α ≤ di and 1 ≤ β ≤ dj . Note that (di + dj − α − β + 1) ≥ 1 for all α and β.
Integrating the above yields∫ ∞

0
e−Πit1gig

†
j1⊤e−Πjt = gig

†
jΨij .

This completes the proof. □

Theorem 4.1 for the case of Jordan blocks with the same eigenvalues is then an immediate
consequence of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3, and the fact that the controllability Gramian WΠ,Γ(∞)
is of full rank. □
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4.2. Proof of Theorem 4.1. We now consider the general case where the matrix J has
Jordan blocks with imaginary, but not necessarily the same, eigenvalues.

Let r ≤ k be the number of distinct eigenvalues of J , and let k1, . . . , kr be the numbers
of blocks Mj with eigenvalues λ1, . . . , λr, respectively. Let s0 := 0 and sp :=

∑p
q=1 kq, for

p = 1, . . . , r. We let

Mp :=

Msp−1+1
. . .

Msp

 , Cp :=

Csp−1+1
...

Csp

 , and Dp :=

Dsp−1+1
. . .

Dsp

 .

In words, Mp contains all the Jordan blocks Mj ’s with eigenvalue λp, and Cp and Dp

contain the corresponding Cj ’s and Dj ’s, for 1 ≤ p ≤ r, respectively, where Dj is as in (30)
where we omit the dependence on T .

We next decompose the matrix WJ,C(T ) according to the grouping of Jordan blocks by
eigenvalues introduced above, namely, we set

WJ,C(T ) =

L11 · · · L1r
... . . . ...

Lr1 · · · Lrr

 ,

where
Lpq :=

∫ T

0
e−MptCpC†

qe−M†
qtdt.

We show that the pqth blocks of S exist and compute them explicitly. We consider two
cases, first dealing with the diagonal blocks (in Lemma 4.4) and then the off-diagonal
blocks (in Lemma 4.5).
Lemma 4.4. For every p = 1, . . . , r,

Spp = lim
T →∞

1
T

Dp(T )−1Lpp(T )Dp(T )−1

is nonsingular.
Proof. Note that Lpp(T ) is the controllability Gramian associated with (Mp, Cp), and that
by construction, all the eigenvalues of Mp are the same. The lemma thus follows directly
from the result of Subsection 4.1. □

We now evaluate Spq, for p ̸= q, and have the following lemma:
Lemma 4.5. For p, q ∈ {1, . . . , r} with p ̸= q, we have

Spq = lim
T →∞

1
T

Dp(T )−1Lpq(T )Dq(T )−1 = 0.

Proof. Let M̃p := Mp − λpI. We have that

Lpq(T ) =
∫ T

0
e−MptCpC†

qe−M†
qtdt =

∫ T

0
e(λq−λp)te−M̃ptCpC†

qe−M̃⊤
q t︸ ︷︷ ︸

Rpq(t)

dt.

Decompose Rpq(t) as

Rpq(t) =

 Q11(t) · · · Q1kq (t)
... . . . ...

Qkp1(t) · · · Qkpkq (t)

 with Qij(t) := e(λq−λp)te−M̃i′ tCi′C†
j′e

−M̃⊤
j′ t

,
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where the subindices i′ and j′ in the expression of Qij(t) are given by

i′ := sp−1 + i and j′ := sq−1 + j,

for 1 ≤ i ≤ kp and 1 ≤ j ≤ kq.
We have evaluated the product e−M̃i′ tCi′ in (32). It follows that the αβth entry of

Qij(t), for 1 ≤ α ≤ di′ and 1 ≤ β ≤ dj′ , is given by

Qij,αβ(t) = e(λq−λp)t
di′ +dj′ −α−β∑

ℓ=0
γℓt

ℓ,

for some coefficients γℓ. Note that λq ̸= λp since p ≠ q. Since both λp and λq are imaginary,
we obtain that for any ℓ ≥ 0,∫ T

0
e(λq−λp)ttℓdt =


e(λq−λp)T

λq−λp
T ℓ + O(T ℓ−1) if ℓ ≥ 1

e(λq−λp)T −1
λq−λp

if ℓ = 0,

which implies that

Lpq,ij =
[∫ T

0
Qij,αβ(t)dt = O(T di′ +dj′ −α−β)

]
αβ

,

for 1 ≤ α ≤ di′ and 1 ≤ β ≤ dj′ . We thus conclude that
1
T

Di′(T )−1Lpq,ij(T )Dj′(T )−1 = O(T −1),

and hence,

Spq = lim
T →∞

1
T

Dp(T )−1Lpq(T )Dq(T )−1 = 0.

This establishes the result. □

Theorem 4.1 is then an immediate consequence of Lemmas 4.4 and 4.5. □

5. The case of non-positive eigenvalues

In this section, we show that Theorem 2.1 holds in the case where the matrix A has
only eigenvalues with non-positive real parts. Following our convention, since A has no
eigenvalues with positive real parts, the matrix Ju is empty and J = Js = diag(Jo, Ja),
where the real parts of the eigenvalues of Jo ∈ Cno×no and Ja ∈ Cna×na are zero and
negative, respectively. Similarly, Cu is empty and we decompose C = Cs = [Co; Ca].

To proceed, we partition the controllability Gramian WJ,C(T ) into 4 blocks which agree
with the decomposition of Js in Jo, Ja:

(42) WJ,C(T ) =: Vs(T ) =
[

Vo(T ) Voa(T )
Voa(T )† Va(T )

]
,

where

(43)
V∗(T ) := WJ∗,C∗(T ) =

∫ T

0
e−J∗tC∗C†

∗e−J†
∗tdt, for ∗ = o, a

Voa(T ) :=
∫ T

0
e−JotCoC†

ae−J†
a tdt.
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Using the Schur complement [2], we obtain from (42) that

(44) V −1
s =

[
V −1

o + V −1
o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1V †

oaV −1
o −V −1

o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1

−(Vs/Vo)−1V †
oaV −1

o (Vs/Vo)−1

]
,

where we have omitted the argument T and Vs/Vo is given by

(45) Vs/Vo := Va − V †
oaV −1

o Voa.

The main result of this section is the following:

Theorem 5.1. Let (J, C) be a controllable pair, where J is in Jordan normal form and has
only eigenvalues with non-positive real parts. Let Vs(T ) and the blocks V∗, for ∗ = o, a, oa,
be given as in (42) and (43), respectively. Then, the following items hold:

(1) limT →∞(Vs/Vo)−1 = 0.
(2) limT →∞(Vs/Vo)−1V †

oaV −1
o = 0.

(3) limT →∞
(
V −1

o + V −1
o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1V †

oaV −1
o

)
= 0.

The following result is now an immediate consequence of Theorem 5.1:

Corollary 5.2. If (A, B) is controllable and if A only has eigenvalues with non-positive
real parts, then

lim
T →∞

W(A,B)(T )−1 = 0.

Proof. Using the relation J = P −1AP and C = P −1B, Theorem 5.1, together with (44),
we have that

lim
T →∞

WA,B(T )−1 = lim
T →∞

(P −1)†WJ,C(T )−1P −1 = 0.

□

5.1. Asymptotic convergence of matrix products. A major technical challenge in
proving Theorem 5.1 is to deal with the asymptotic behavior of the terms V †

oaV −1
o and

V †
oaV −1

o Voa. Note that these terms appear only if the system has both imaginary eigenvalues
and eigenvalues with negative real parts. To elaborate, while one can use Theorem 4.1 to
argue that V −1

o vanishes as T → ∞, the term Voa diverges as −Ja has eigenvalues with
positive real parts. Thus, to establish convergence (or divergence) of their product, we
cannot rely on the convergence of the individual terms.

Even more, as will be clear to see below, only very specific groupings of the terms are so
that each product of them converges asymptotically, and defining these groupings requires
us to add “buffer terms” (e.g., terms such as eJoT , eJ†

o T , and eJ†
a T in (46) below) between

the original terms of product.
This approach to establishing convergence or divergence of matrix products will be used

extensively throughout the remainder of the paper.

Proposition 5.3. The following two items hold:
(1) We have that

lim
T →∞

eJaT (Vs/Vo)eJ†
a T =

∫ ∞

0
eJatCaC†

aeJ†
a tdt = W−Ja,Ca(∞).
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(2) We define

(46) Ṽo := eJoT VoeJ†
o T and Ṽoa := eJoT VoaeJ†

a T .

Then,

(47) lim
T →∞

Ṽ †
oaṼ −1

o eJoT = 0.

Proof. We prove the two items separately.
Proof of item 1. We have that

eJaT (Vs/Vo)eJ†
a T = eJaT VaeJ†

a T − eJaT V †
oaV −1

o VoaeJ†
a T .

For the first term in the above equation, we use the fact that Va(T ) = WJa,Ca(T ) and
obtain that

lim
T →∞

eJaT VaeJ†
a T = lim

T →∞

∫ T

0
eJa(T −t)CaC†

aeJ†
a (T −t)dt

= lim
T →∞

∫ T

0
eJat′

CaC†
aeJ†

a t′dt′ = W−Ja,Ca(∞),

where we set t′ := T − t. For the second term, we write that

eJaT V †
oaV −1

o VoaeJ†
a T =

[
eJaT V †

oaeJ†
o T

] [
eJoT VoeJ†

o T
]−1 [

eJoT VoaeJ†
a T

]
= Ṽ †

oaṼ −1
o Ṽoa.

If we show that Ṽ †
oaṼ −1

o Ṽoa vanishes as T → ∞, then item 1 is established. We do so by
showing that

(i) Ṽ −1
o vanishes as T → ∞; and

(ii) Ṽoa is bounded as T → ∞.
Proof of (i).: For the term Ṽo, we can use the same change of variable (t′ = T − t) as

above to express it as follows:

(48) Ṽo(T ) =
∫ T

0
eJo(T −t)CoC†

oeJ†
o (T −t)dt = W−Jo,Co(T ).

We need to appeal to Theorem 4.1 to evaluate the limit of its inverse. To this end,
we decompose Jo into its Jordan blocks similarly to what was done in (29):

(49) Jo = diag(M1, . . . , Mk),

where each Mi is a Jordan block of dimensions di, for i = 1, . . . , k. Let D(T ) ∈
Rno×no be defined in the same way as (30), which we reproduce here:

(50) D(T ) = diag(D1(T ), . . . , Dk(T )), with Di = diag(T di−1, . . . , 1).

Because (−Jo, Co) is controllable, with the eigenvalues of −Jo being imaginary,
Theorem 4.1 states that

(51) lim
T →∞

1
T

D(T )−1Ṽo(T )D(T )−1 = S,

for some nonsingular matrix S. This implies that

(52) lim
T →∞

Ṽo(T )−1 = lim
T →∞

1
T

D(T )−1S−1D(T )−1 = 0.
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Proof of (ii).: For the term Ṽoa, we have

(53) Ṽoa =
∫ T

0
eJo(T −t)CoC†

aeJ†
a (T −t)dt =

∫ T

0
eJotCoC†

aeJ†
a tdt.

It is not too hard to see that Ṽoa remains bounded as T → ∞; indeed, the entries
of eJ†

a t decay exponentially fast while the entries of eJot grow at most polynomially.
We conclude that

lim
T →∞

Ṽ †
oaṼ −1

o Ṽoa = 0.

This completes the proof of the first item.
Proof of item 2. As argued in the proof of (ii) in the first item, Ṽoa is bounded in the
limit. It thus suffices to show that

(54) lim
T →∞

Ṽ −1
o eJoT = 0.

To this end, recall the decomposition of Jo and the expression of D(T ) given in (49)
and (50), respectively. Now, we write

(55) Ṽ −1
o eJoT = [TD(T )]−1

[ 1
T

D(T )−1Ṽo(T )D(T )−1
]−1 [

D(T )−1eJoT
]

,

The first term on the right hand side of (55) converges to 0 as T → ∞. The second term
is bounded by Theorem 4.1 (see also (51)). It is thus enough to show that the last term
D(T )−1eJoT is bounded in the limit to establish (54). But this follows straightforwardly
by computation; indeed,

Di(T )−1eMiT = eλiT



1/T di−1 1/T di−2 1/2T di−3 · · · 1/(di−1)!
0 1/T di−2 1/T di−3 · · · 1/(di−2)!
... . . . . . . ...
0 0 1/T 1
0 0 · · · 0 1

 .

Since λi is imaginary, we have that every entry of Di(T )−1eMiT is absolutely bounded in
the limit as T → ∞. □

5.2. Proof of Theorem 5.1. We establish the three items of the theorem.
Proof of item 1. Since the pair (−Ja, Ca) is controllable and since Ja is Hurwitz,
W−Ja,Ca(∞) is a bounded matrix of full rank. Thus, there exists a constant α > 0 such
that W−Ja,Ca(∞) ≥ αI. By item 1 of Proposition 5.3, we can find a sufficiently large Tα

such that
eJaT (Vs/Vo)eJ†

a T ≥ α

2 I for all T ≥ Tα,

and hence,

Vs/Vo ≥ α

2 e−JaT e−J†
a T ⇒ lim

T →∞
(Vs/Vo)−1 ≤ lim

T →∞

2
α

eJ†
a T eJaT = 0.

Proof of item 2. We write

(56) (Vs/Vo)−1V †
oaV −1

o = eJ†
a T

[
eJaT (Vs/Vo)eJ†

a T
]−1 [

eJaT V †
oaV −1

o

]
.
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The first term on the right hand side of (56) is zero in the limit since Ja is Hurwitz. The
second term is bounded by item 1 of Proposition 5.3. For the last term, we note that

(57) eJaT V †
oaV −1

o = Ṽ †
oaṼ −1

o eJoT ,

which vanishes in the limit as T → ∞ by item 2 of Proposition 5.3.
Proof of item 3. Recall that Vo(T ) = WJo,Co(T ), with all the eigenvalues of Jo being
imaginary. Thus, using Theorem 4.1 and the arguments given in item 1 of Proposition 5.3
to show (52), we similarly obtain that Vo(T )−1 vanishes as T → ∞. Next, we use (57) to
rewrite

(58) V −1
o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1V †

oaV −1
o

=
[
V −1

o VoaeJ†
a T

] [
e−J†

a T (Vs/Vo)−1e−JaT
] [

eJaT V †
oaV −1

o

]
=

[
eJ†

o T Ṽ −1
o Ṽoa

] [
eJaT (Vs/Vo)eJ†

a T
]−1 [

Ṽ †
oaṼ −1

o eJoT
]

.

The first and the last terms on the right hand side of (58) vanish as T → ∞ by item 2 of
Proposition 5.3, and the second term is bounded by item 1 of Proposition 5.3. □

6. Proof of Theorem 2.1

Having dealt with the cases of imaginary and non-positive eigenvalues, we are now ready
to prove the general case of Theorem 2.1. Recall that J = P −1AP is in Jordan normal
form, C = P −1B, and the decompositions J = diag(Ju, Js) and C = [Cu; Cs], where the
eigenvalues of Ju (resp. Js) have positive (resp. non-positive) real parts.

Consider the controllability Gramian associated with the pair (J, C) and, for ease of
notation, we use V (T ) as a shorthand notation:

V (T ) := WJ,C(T ) =
∫ T

0
e−JtCC†e−J†tdt.

Similar to what has been done in the previous section, we partition the matrix V (T )
into 4 blocks:

V (T ) =
[

Vu(T ) Vus(T )
Vus(T )† Vs(T )

]
,

where

(59)
V∗(T ) := WJ∗,C∗(T ) =

∫ T

0
e−J∗tC∗C†

∗e−J†
∗tdt, for ∗ = u, s,

Vus(T ) :=
∫ T

0
e−JutCuC†

s e−J†
s tdt.

By definition, limT →∞ Vu(T ) = Wu, where Wu is defined in (10). Since (J, C) is controllable,
so are (J∗, C∗) for ∗ = u, s. Thus, the matrices V (T ), Vu(T ), and Vs(T ) are nonsingular.
Now, let

V/Vs := Vu − VusV
−1

s V †
us

be the Schur complement of Vs in V (we again omit the dependence on T ). The inverse of
V can be written explicitly as

(60) V −1 =
[

(V/Vs)−1 −(V/Vs)−1VusV
−1

s
−V −1

s V †
us(V/Vs)−1 V −1

s + V −1
s V †

us(V/Vs)−1VusV
−1

s

]
.
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The proof of Theorem 2.1 relies on the following technical result:

Theorem 6.1. The following items hold for the blocks V∗(T ), for ∗ = u, s, us, given in (59):
(1) limT →∞ Vs(T )−1 = 0.
(2) limT →∞ Vus(T )Vs(T )−1 = 0.
(3) limT →∞ Vus(T )Vs(T )−1Vus(T )† = 0.

Item 1 of Theorem 6.1 follows directly from Corollary 5.2; indeed, by its definition (59),
Vs(T ) is the controllability Gramian of the controllable pair (Js, Cs), and Js has only
eigenvalues with non-positive real parts. We establish the last two items of Theorem 6.1
in the following subsections. Before that, we prove Theorem 2.1, which is a corollary of
Theorem 6.1:

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We first use (60) to show that

(61) lim
T →∞

V (T )−1 = lim
T →∞

WJ,C(T )−1 =
[
W −1

u 0
0 0

]
.

By item 3 of Theorem 6.1, we have that

(62) lim
T →∞

V/Vs = lim
T →∞

(
Vu − VusV

−1
s V †

us

)
= lim

T →∞
Vu = Wu.

Using (62) and item 2, we have that every term in the following product exists in the limit:

lim
T →∞

(V/Vs)−1VusV
−1

s = W −1
u lim

T →∞
(VusV

−1
s ) = 0.

Similarly, using (62) and items 1 and 2, we have that

lim
T →∞

(
V −1

s + V −1
s V †

us(V/Vs)−1VusV
−1

s

)
= lim

T →∞
V −1

s V †
usW

−1
u VusV

−1
s = 0.

Put together in (60), the above yields (61). Theorem 2.1 then follows from (61) and the
fact that WA,B(T )−1 = (P −1)†WJ,C(T )−1P −1. □

6.1. Proof of item 2 of Theorem 6.1. We express Vus as

Vus =
∫ T

0
e−JutCuC†

s e−J†
s tdt =

[
Vuo Vua

]
,

where Vuo and Vua are given by (using C†
s =

[
C†

o C†
a
]
)

(63)
Vuo :=

∫ T

0
e−JutCuC†

oe−J†
o tdt,

Vua :=
∫ T

0
e−JutCuC†

ae−J†
a tdt.

Using the expression for V −1
s given in (44), we have that

VusV
−1

s =
[
Vuo Vua

] [
V −1

o + V −1
o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1V †

oaV −1
o −V −1

o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1

−(Vs/Vo)−1V †
oaV −1

o (Vs/Vo)−1

]
.

We then decompose
VusV

−1
s =

[(
VusV

−1
s

)
1

(
VusV

−1
s

)
2
]
,
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where (
VusV

−1
s

)
1

:= Vuo(V −1
o + V −1

o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1V †
oaV −1

o ) − Vua(Vs/Vo)−1V †
oaV −1

o ,(64) (
VusV

−1
s

)
2

:= −VuoV −1
o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1 + Vua(Vs/Vo)−1.(65)

We establish item 2 of Theorem 6.1 by proving the following proposition:

Proposition 6.2. The following items hold:
(1) limT →∞

(
VusV

−1
s

)
1 = 0.

(2) limT →∞
(
VusV

−1
s

)
2 = 0.

As mentioned earlier, proving that the limits of the above products vanishes cannot be
done by showing that each term in the products has a limit. Instead, we need to consider
grouping of terms and introduce one more buffer term. For our purpose here, the following
term will be relevant:

(66) Ṽua(T ) := VuaeJ†
a T =

∫ T

0
e−JutCuC†

aeJ†
a (T −t)dt.

We have

Lemma 6.1. It holds that limT →∞ Ṽua(T ) = 0.

Proof. Since −Ju and Ja are Hurwitz, there exist positive constants c1, c1, α1, and α2 such
that

∥e−JutCu∥F ≤ c1e−α1t and ∥eJatCa∥F ≤ c2e−α2t,

where ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius norm. Then, using sub-multiplicativity, we obtain that

∥Ṽua∥F ≤
∫ T

0
∥e−JutCuC†

aeJ†
a (T −t)∥F dt ≤ c1c2e−α2T

∫ T

0
e(α2−α1)tdt.

It then follows that

∥Ṽua∥F ≤
{

c1c2
α2−α1

(e−α1T − e−α2T ) if α1 ̸= α2,

c1c2e−α2T T if α1 = α2.

In either case, the norm converges to zero as T → ∞ due to α1, α2 > 0. □

With the lemma above, we will now establish Proposition 6.2.

Proof of Proposition 6.2. We establish below the two items.
Proof of item 1. For the first term on the right hand side of (64), we first note that
Vuo, defined in (63), is bounded in the limit as T → ∞ since −Ju is Hurwitz and Jo has
imaginary eigenvalues (hence the entries of e−Jut decay exponentially fast while the entries
of e−Jot grow at most polynomially fast), so

(67) lim
T →∞

∥Vuo∥ < ∞.
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Then, using item 3 of Theorem 5.1, we conclude that the first term on the right hand side
of (64) vanishes as T → ∞. For the second term, we have that

Vua(Vs/Vo)−1V †
oaV −1

o =
[
VuaeJ†

a T
] [

e−J†
a T (Vs/Vo)−1e−JaT

] [
eJaT V †

oaV −1
o

]
= Ṽua

[
e−J†

a T (Vs/Vo)−1e−JaT
] [

ṼoaṼ −1
o eJoT

]
= Ṽua

[
eJaT (Vs/Vo)eJ†

a T
]−1 [

ṼoaṼ −1
o eJoT

]
,(68)

where the second equality follows from (66) and (57). By Lemma 6.1, the first term of (68)
vanishes as T → ∞. By items 1 and 2 of Proposition 5.3, the second term is bounded in
the limit and the last term of (68) vanishes as T → ∞. Thus,

(69) lim
T →∞

Vua(Vs/Vo)−1V †
oaV −1

o = 0.

Proof of item 2. For the first term on the right hand side of (65), note that Vuo is bounded
as shown in (67) and that by item 2 of Theorem 5.1, V −1

o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1 converges to 0 as
T → ∞, so this entire term vanishes as well. For the second term, we write

(70) Vua(Vs/Vo)−1 =
[
VuaeJ†

a T
] [

e−J†
a T (Vs/Vo)−1e−JaT

]
eJaT

= Ṽua
[
eJaT (Vs/Vo)eJ†

a T
]−1

eJaT .

By Lemma 6.1, we have that the first term on the right hand side of (70) vanishes. By
item 1 of Proposition 5.3, the second term is bounded in the limit. Finally, since Ja is
Hurwitz, the last term vanishes in the limit T → ∞. □

6.2. Proof of item 3 of Theorem 6.1. We show here that limT →∞ Vus(T )Vs(T )−1Vus(T )† =
0. Using again the expression for V −1

s in (44) and the decomposition of Vus in (63), we
have that

VusV
−1

s V †
us =

[
Vuo, Vua

] [
V −1

o + V −1
o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1V †

oaV −1
o −V −1

o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1

−(Vs/Vo)−1V †
oaV −1

o (Vs/Vo)−1

] [
V †

uo
V †

ua

]
= Vuo

[
V −1

o + V −1
o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1V †

oaV −1
o

]
V †

uo(71)

− Vuo
[
V −1

o Voa(Vs/Vo)−1
]

V †
ua(72)

− Vua
[
(Vs/Vo)−1V †

oaV −1
o

]
V †

uo(73)

+ Vua
[
(Vs/Vo)−1

]
V †

ua.(74)

For the first term (71), we note that Vuo (and hence, V †
uo) is bounded in the limit as

shown in (67) and that the expression in the bracket vanishes in the limit by item 3 of
Theorem 5.1. Next, we have that the two terms in (72) and (73) are Hermitian conjugate.
We see that (73) vanishes in the limit as T → ∞ as it is the product of the term in (69)
and V †

uo — in the limit the former vanishes while the latter is again bounded. For the last
term (74), we have that

Vua
[
(Vs/Vo)−1

]
V †

ua = Ṽua
[
eJaT (Vs/Vo)eJ†

a T
]−1

Ṽ †
ua,
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where Ṽua and Ṽ †
ua vanish as T → ∞ by Lemma 6.1 and the expression in the bracket is

bounded by item 1 of Proposition 5.3. □

References
1. Roger W Brockett, Finite dimensional linear systems, SIAM, 2015.
2. Roger A Horn and Charles R Johnson, Matrix analysis, Cambridge University Press, 2012.
3. Huibert Kwakernaak and Raphael Sivan, Linear optimal control systems, vol. 1, Wiley-interscience New

York, 1972.
4. David Luenberger, Canonical forms for linear multivariable systems, IEEE Transactions on Automatic

Control 12 (1967), no. 3, 290–293.
5. Walter Murray Wonham, Linear multivariable control, vol. 101, Springer, 1974.


	1. Introduction
	2. Main Results
	3. Proof of Theorem 2.3
	3.1. Proof of sufficiency
	3.2. Proof of necessity

	4. The case of imaginary eigenvalues
	4.1. On repeated eigenvalues
	4.2. Proof of Theorem 4.1

	5. The case of non-positive eigenvalues
	5.1. Asymptotic convergence of matrix products
	5.2. Proof of Theorem 5.1

	6. Proof of Theorem 2.1
	6.1. Proof of item 2 of Theorem 6.1
	6.2. Proof of item 3 of Theorem 6.1

	References

