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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) i(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t),

where A € F"*" B € F™™ z(t) € F", and u(t) € F™.
Given xg,z1 € F™, the finite-horizon minimum energy control problem for (1)) is

T
(2) u@Lﬁ&%},Fm)nT(u) ::/0 u(t)|?dt s.t. 2(0) =z and z(T) = ;.

It is well known [I], B, [3] that if the pair (A, B) is controllable, then the problem has a
solution for any pair (zg,x1) € F* x F". Moreover, the control law ur(t) that minimizes
the cost is given by

(3) ur(t) = —Ble "Wy p(T) " (xo — e 4Ta1), for t € [0,T),
where W4 p(T') is the controllability Gramian:

T
(4) Wap(T) ::/ e~ BBTeAMdt.
0

Note that our definition of controllability Gramian follows [I], but other conventions are

sometimes used whereby factors eA” and eA'T are added on the left and right, respectively.

The corresponding minimal cost, i.e., the solution to , is
—AT -1 —AT
(5) (20 — e Ma)) T Wa p(T) o — e Tay).
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In this paper, we are interested in the case where x; = 0, so the minimal cost is reduced to
ngAB(T)_lxo.

The minimum energy control problem is a staple control problem, For the case T' < oo,
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, 00) —
F™ is admissible for (t) = Az(t) + Bu(t), with ©(0) = zo, if u € L*([0, o0, ),F™) and if
the solution z(t) of the system satisfies lim;_,oc x(t) = 0. We denote the set of admissible
controls by U(xo).

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

Problem 1 (Infinite-horizon minimum energy control). Given xg € F", the infinite-horizon
minimum energy control problem for system , with (A, B) stabilizable, is

(o]
(6) min (u) i= / ()2t s.t. 2(0) = xo.
weU (x0) 0
The main theorem of the paper states a necessary and sufficient condition on the
existence of solution to Problem [I] for all zo € F™.

Theorem 1.1. Let F be either R or C. Let (A, B) € F™*™ x F"*™ be a stabilizable pair.
The infinite-horizon minimum energy control problem admits a solution for all zo € F" if
and only if A has no imaginary eigenvalue.

Extension to general quadratic cost: Theorem still holds if we allow the cost
in Problem |1/ to be of the more general form [;° 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 7(t) = Ay(t) + BR~'/?u(t).
Clearly, the controllability and stabilizability properties of (4, B) and (A, BR~/?) are the
same. Also, it is not hard to see that the trajectory x(t) generated by the control input w(t)
for system (A, B) is identical to the trajectory y(t) generated by the control v(t) := RY?u(t)
for system (A, BR™Y 2), as long as both trajectories have the same initial state. In particular,
z(t) — 0 if and only if y(t) — 0. Further, note that ||v(t)|| < ||[RY?|||lu(t)|| and, conversely,
lu(®)|| < IR~Y2|||lv(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) = RY?u(t) is admissible for the problem with parameter (4, BR~'/2,I), which is
exactly Problem |1| for the pair (A4, BR™Y 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 [l]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 (with the notation of
that Proposition, V, = C" when A has no imaginary eigenvalues). Moreover, the optimal
control takes the familiar feedback form u*(t) = —BTKx(t), for a uniquely defined K which
is a solution to some Riccati equation. Implementing the optimal control leads to the
closed-loop system i(t) = (A — BBYK)x(t).
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We will show that the eigenvalues of A and the eigenvalues of (A — BBTK) are related
in the following way:

(%) if a +ib € spec(A), then — |a| + ib € spec(A — BBTK).

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
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 = —BT Kz solves

Problem (1| for all initial states xy € F™. However, if A has imaginary eigenvalue, by (%),
there exists initial states (e.g., initial states that are right-eigenvectors of (A — BBTK)
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 [I.I} 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 Wy g(T), for (A, B) a controllable pair; specifically, we show
that Wa B (T)~! converges to the aforementioned matrix K, precisely defined in (12), as
T — oo. 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
V,, of initial states zy 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 [2.3is stated for F = C. We state
and prove the case of F = R as a corollary (see Corollary .

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 x¢g € V, and build the optimal control law
explicitly, using a classical completion of square argument (see Subsection . 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 zg ¢ Va: (i) The minimum value of Problem [f},
if it exists, has to be ng xo; (i) 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 [ [5 and [6] are devoted to the proof of
Theorem The proof is technical and requires us to track the asymptotic convergence
rates of the submatrices of W4 g(T) ™! — 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 (4, B) a controllable pair, ngA,B(T)*lxo 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 — oo, since the uncontrolled dynamics of the system flows such states to
the origin. The corresponding principal submatrix of W4 g(T)™! 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 ur(t) in which drives the system from
xo = [1;1;1] to 2(T) = 0 for increasing T, and in (b) the L? norm of ur-.
We see that as T grows, ||ur|| become smaller and, in the limit, convergence
to 0. However, since the system is not stabilizable, a zero control does not
drive xg 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 W4, B(T)~! 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 1/7. 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 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 Wy p(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 to show that
some specific groupings of terms converge. Using this approach, together with the result
established for the imaginary case, we prove Theorem 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 Z be its complex conjugate and Z' be its Hermitian
conjugate. Given a vector space V over I, we let dimp 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 : [0,00) — C, we denote its L%norm as | f|la = (fg° f2(t)dt)/2. We say
that a matrix pair (A, B) € F"*"™ x F"*™ is controllable if the rank of the controllability
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matrix
C(A,B) := [B AB .. A”le]

is full (i.e., n). Note in particular that if A = diag(A;, As) is block diagonal and if we
decompose B = [By; Bs] so that the dimensions of B; match those of A;, then (A;, B;) is
controllable for ¢ = 1,2. The uncontrollable of (A, B) is defined as Further, we say that
(A, B) is stabilizable if there exists a matrix F' € F™*" 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 [I.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 FF = R.

From now on, we consider the complex case unless specified. We start with some
preliminaries. Let P € C™*" be a nonsingular matrix such that P~'AP is in the Jordan
normal form [4]:

Lo 0]
(7) P AP_{O JS] —

where the eigenvalues of J, € C™*™ (resp., Js € C"*™) have positive (resp. non-positive)

real parts. Let C := P~'B and we decompose

Cuy
®) c-|al,
where C, € C™*™ and Cs € C™*™, For a later purpose, we further decompose
Jo 0 _ G
) Jo = [0 JJ and C, = [0] ,

where J, € C™*™ has imaginary eigenvalues and J, € C™*™ has eigenvalues with
negative real parts; note that n, + ny = ns. We correspondingly decompose Cs as above.
To summarize, the real parts of the eigenvalues of

e J, are positive;

e J; are less than or equal to zero;

e J, are zero;

e J, 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
Jy. This, in particular, implies that (J,, Cy) is controllable. Let

(10) Wa i= Wy, c,(00) = / eIt C,Cle=Htde e Croxm,
0

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

(11) Jo W, + W JI — C,Cf = 0.
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We further let

-1
(12) K= (P Y [WO 8} p~tecmn,

Note that if n, = 0, then K = 0. From and , we have that K satisfies the Riccati
equation:

(13) ATK + KA— KBB'K = 0.

The main technical result of this paper, on which the proof of Theorem [T.1]is built, is the
following;:

Theorem 2.1. Let (A, B) € C™*™ x C™™™ be a controllable pair, and let Wa g(T) and K
be defined as in and , respectively. Then,

lim Wap(T)™! = K.
T—00 ’

103 '

. —ec=0
< ——e=-0.01
H' 102 e =—0.02
T —e=-0.05
% —e=-0.1

; -7 e=—-0.2
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10—12 A | 1
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T

F1GURE 2. Illustration of the convergence of the inverse of the controllability
Gramian for different matrix pairs (A, B).

To illustrate Theorem we computed numerically the norm of the difference between
W4 p(T) and its limit K as defined in the Theorem; the results are shown in Figure
We did so for several matrix pairs (A, B), with A, taking eigenvalues 3,2, —1 and €, and
observe that, as mentioned earlier, the convergence of W4, p(T)~! gets very slow as ¢ — 0.
Precisely, we consider a parameterized family of (A., B) pairs:

30000 0 0 1
02000 0 10
00 ¢ 10 0 0 0
Ade=1g 00 ¢ 1 of ad B=1]y
0000 € 0 0 1
0000 0 —1] 0 1)

We now introduce the following operator: given a complex number A\ = a + ib, with
a,b € R, we let
§:C—C:a+ib— —|a|+ib.

Note that #(\) always has a nonpositive real part.
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Let V,, Vo, and V; 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 6 operator,
is needed to state the next main result:

Proposition 2.2. Let (A, B) € C"*" x C"*"™ be a stabilizable pair, and K be given as

n . Then,

(14) spec(A — BBTK) = f(spec(A)).
In particular,
(15) dim¢ V, =0, dimcV,=1n, and dimcV,;=ny+n,.
Proof. We define
-1
= _pirp_ W 0
(16) }{_PKP_[O J.

Clearly, spec(P~'(A — BBTK)P) = spec(A — BBTK) and
Ju— CuCIW 0
—colwt g

By construction, the eigenvalues of Jg have non-positive real parts, and are thus mapped
to themselves by 6. Hence, follows if we show that

(17) spec(Jy — CuCIW1) = B(spec(Jy)).

To establish , we multiply by W1 on the right (recall that W, is nonsingular),
we obtain that

P*M—BEKWZJ—Cﬂ?:[

WL JIW ! = = (Ju = i),
and hence,
spec(J1) = spec(W,JIW, 1) = —spec(J, — C,CIW,h).
Note that if X has a positive real part, then (\) = —\. Now let \ € spec(.J,) (thus A
has a positive real part), then \ € spec(Jj) and, by the above relation, —\ € spec(.J, —
C’UCI W,~1), which proves . The second part of the proposition i.e., follows directly
from . O

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

Theorem 2.3. Let (A, B) € C"*" x C™*™ be a stabilizable pair, and K be given as in ((12)).
Then, Problem [1] with F = C has a solution if and only if zo € V, and it is then given by
CC(T)KLU(). Moreover, there exists a unique control law u* € U(xg) that minimizes the cost
and it is given by u*(t) := —BYKxz(t) fort > 0.

Theorem 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 Wy p(T') is real for all ' > 0. Thus, by
Theorem K is real, and so is (A — BBTK). It follows that the complex vector spaces
V, and V, are closed under conjugation, i.e., if v € V,, then v € V, for * = o, a.
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Second, note that any complex vector space V C C" of dimension k that is closed
under conjugation admits a basis of real vectors. Indeed, if {vy + iwy, ..., v + iwg }, with
vj,w; € R™, is such a basis, then so is {v; — iwy,..., vy —iwg}. Thus, vj,w; € 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 we have that dimgp Ry = no and dimg R, = n, + n,.

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

Corollary 2.4 (The real case). Let (A, B) € R™*" x R"™ ™ be a stabilizable pair, and
K € R™™ be given as in . Then, Problem with B = R has a solution if and only
if xo € R, and it is then given by :c(—)rKJ:O. Moreover, there exists a unique control law
u* € U(xg) that minimizes the cost and it is given by u*(t) = —B T Kx(t) fort > 0.

Proof. We will denote the set of admissible real- and complez-valued control laws by Ur(xo)
and Uc(zo), respectively.

We assume that xg € R, and show that Problem || admits the solution n(u*) = z 1 Ko,
with v* € Ug(xo) the unique minimizer. First, since K and B are real, u* € Ug(xo). Next,
since R, is contained in V, by the arguments above Corollary [2.4] we have that 2y € V,.
Hence, we can apply Theorem [2.3} - to system with initial condition zg, and it yields
that u*(t) = —B" Kx(t) is the unique minimizer for Problem [1] I, but with F = C, and the
cost is n(u*) = xJ Kx¢. Because an admissible solution for Problem || with F = R is also
admissible with F = C, and because the (unique) minimizer u* of the latter problem is an
element of Ur(xp), we have that u* is the unique minimizer for the former problem.

We now assume that xg € R, and show that Problem [I] with FF = R does not admit a
solution. Proceeding by contradiction, assume that it admits a minimizer v* € Ur(xo).
First, note that z¢ ¢ V,; indeed, since V, admits a basis of real vectors and since z is
real, if xy € V,, then it can be expressed as a linear combination of these real vectors
with necessarily real coefficients, which then implies that zp € R,. Next, since zg ¢ V,,
Theorem implies that v* is not a minimizer of Problem [1| for F = C. Hence, there exists
control law v" € Ug () such that

(18) n(v') <n(v).

We write v/(t) = vi(t) + ivh(t), where v|(t),v5(t) € R™. We similarly decompose the
solution of @(t) = Ax(t) + Bv'(t) as x(t) = x1(¢t) + iz (t) with x;(t) € R™. Since A and B
are real, the dynamics of x;(t) and z2(t) are completely decoupled, i.e.,

(19) @i (t) = Az;(t) + Buj(t), with zg1 =z and zg2 = 0.

Since v’ is such that lim;_,~ 2:(¢) = 0, the solution of with ¢ = 1 satisfies limy_00 1 () =
0. Moreover,

o0 oo
(20) [Tk < [ @)t < o
0 0
The above arguments show that v} € Ug(x¢). But then, and together imply that
n(v}) < n(v*), which contradicts the optimality of v* and proves the result. O

We now prove Theorems and The proof of the first theorem is rather technical,
and we delay it until after the proof of Theorem
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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 [If admits a solution, then it necessarily equals n(u*) with
u* = —BTKz(t) the unique minimizer. This is done by introducing two auxiliary optimal
control problems (see and ) that will provide comparisons with Problem 1| Then,
the optimal control yields the closed-loop system (t) = (A — BBTK)x(t). But now, recall
that V, is spanned by the generalized right eigenvectors of (A — BBTK) corresponding to
eigenvalues with negative real parts—by Proposition [2.2] this subspace equals C" unless
A has imaginary eigenvalues. Thus, if 2(0) = 29 ¢ V,, then z(t) will not converge to 0,
which implies that u*(¢) is not admissible.

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

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that xg € V,; then, Pmblem has the solution n(u*) = :EEL)KQJO,
with u*(t) = —BTKx(t).

Proof. The proof follows a classical completion of square argument. Let u € U(xzg) be an
admissible control, and z(t) be the solution of the linear system generated by this control
input u(t), with xy the initial condition. Then, using , the cost incurred by wu(t) is

/Oo u(t) |2t = /OO u()]? — 2t (ATK + KA~ KBBK)a(t)] di
0 0 -
_ /0 [ut) + Bt Ka(t) 2 — (1) K (Ax(t) + Bu(?))

—(Ax(t) + Bu() Kz(t)| dt

= [ )+ B — 201 i0) — 20) Ka(0)]

_ /OOO lu(t) + Bt Ex(t)]2dt — /OOO %(x(t)TKa:(t))dt
(21) — /OOO lu(t) + BN K (t)|2dt + 2} Ko > 2} Ko,

where we used the fact that lim;_, 2(t) = 0 for the last equality. It should be clear from
the above that the minimal value of Problem [1|is bounded below by :UI)K xg. This lower
bound can be reached only by the control law u*(t) = —BIKx(t), for all t > 0.

By Proposition this feedback control law yields an exponentially stable closed loop
system #(t) = (A — BBYK)z(t) when restricted to the invariant subspace V,. Thus, by
the hypothesis on xy, we have that the solution z*(t) of generated by u*(t) decays to
zero exponentially fast, which implies that u*(¢) € U(zy). This completes the proof of the
sufficiency of Theorem O

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] V, = C".
Assume that there exists another Hermitian solution K’ to (I3]) such that (A — BBTK') is
Hurwitz. Let u/(t) := —BTK'2/(t), where 2/(t) is the solution to

i'(t) = Az’ (t) + Bu'(t) = (A — BBTK")2/'(t), with 2/(0) = 0.

Then, by the same arguments in the proof of Proposition we have that «/(¢) minimizes
the cost n(u) and the minimal cost is given by n(u') = z{ K'zo. But then, from (21, we
have ar(T_)K "xo = xBK 2o which holds for all zy € C™. We thus conclude that K/ = K. O

3.2. Proof of necessity. We show here that if 29 ¢ V,, then Problem 1| does not admit a
solution. Given z(t) € C", we let

_ t
t) == P~ la(t :[y“( ]
y(t) (1) ys (1)
where y,(t) € C™ and ys(t) € C". The dynamics of y(t) is then given by
(22) y(t) = Jy(t) + Cu(t).
Consider the following optimal control problem for :

(8)  _min o= [ u)a seoy©) =P and - m () =0

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

u*(t) = —BTKa(t) = —C'Ky(t), fort >0,
where K is defined in . We have the following result:

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

(24) n(u*) = xoKxo.

Moreover, u* is the unique control law that minimizes the cost.
(2) For any u € U(xg), it holds that n(u) > n(u*).

Proof. Let yy = P~ 'z, and we partition yg = (Yo,us Yo,s) With yo,u € C™. Since J is block
diagonal, the dynamics of y,(t) do not depend on ys(t), i.e.,
(25) Yu (t) = Julu (t) + Cuu(t)'

The optimization problem is thus in fact independent from ys(¢) and can be reduced
to the simpler (yet equivalent) problem:

. [ 2 _ . _
s o) = [T u(O)Pdt st (0) w0, wnd - fim w(t) =0

for the subsystem .

Since all the eigenvalues of J,, have positive real parts, by the sufficiency of Theorem
proved in Subsection we know that the above problem has a solution, which is
given by

(26)

y&uW]u,lcu(OO)yo,u = yg,uWleo,u =yt Kyo = a} Ko,
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where the first equality follows from the definition of W, (see (10])) and the second equality
follows directly from and the construction of yg . Moreover, the unique control law

that minimizes the cost is —Cj W, ty,(t), which coincides with u*(t); indeed, we have that
ut(t) = =CTRy(t) = —=CIW; ' yu(t).

This proves the first item of the lemma.
To establish the second item, we note that any admissible u that drives z(¢) asymptotically
to 0 also drives y, () to 0. Thus, n(u) > n(u*). O

We also have the following result:
Lemma 3.2. If Problem has a solution n(u*) for some u* € U(xy), then n(u*) < :czr)Kazo.
Proof. We again let y(t) :== P~1x(t) and decompose J = diag(Ji, J,) where
Jy = [{]“ 5)0] ,
and where we recall that J, € C™*™ and J, € C"*" have eigenvalues with positive and
zero real parts, respectively. Correspondingly, we decompose C' and y(t) as

Cl} {yl (t)]

C= d yt) = ,

{Ca and  y(t) Ya(t)

where €} € Ctm0)Xm and 4 (t) € C™+7e. Since (J,C) is stabilizable and since all the
eigenvalues of J; have non-negative real parts, (J;,C1) is controllable.

We again let 3o := P~'xy and decompose yo = (Y0,1,Y0,a)- Now, consider the auxiliary
finite-horizon optimal control problem for the system ¢ () = Jiy1(t) + Cru(t),

T
27 ' =/ 2at st y1(0) = d u1(T) = 0.
( ) UELQ%%T;I],Cm)nT(u) 0 HUH S yl( ) y071 an 3/1( )

By , the optimal solution to is given by:

nr(ur) = y$,1WJ1,cl (T) yo,1,

where the optimal control ur is

(28) ur(t) = —Cle W, o, (T) Yyoq, for 0<t<T.

With some abuse of notation, we extend the domain of up to [0, 00) by setting up(t) := 0
for all t > T. It is clear that up € L2([0,00),C™) for all T > 0.

We claim that up € U(xg), i.e., the solution z(t) of system generated by up(t)
converges to 0 as t — 0o. Because z(t) and y(t) are related by similarity transformation,
it suffices to show that the solution y(t) driven by ur(t) converges to 0. Recall that the
dynamics of y(t) obey . In particular, the dynamics y;(t) and y,(t) are decoupled if
u(t) = 0. By construction of ur(t), the solution y(t) at time T is

o0 =[] = )]

T e (T Cup(t)dt. Then, for t > T, we have

where y,(T) = eJaTyo,a + J5
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The claim now follows from the fact that J, is Hurwitz by definition, which ensures that
limy 00 ya(t) = 0.

By the hypothesis that u* solves Problem we have that n(u*) < n(ur) = y&lWJl,cl (T) tyo.1
for all 7" > 0. We conclude that

_ ) _ w1t o0 ~
n(@*) < lim yd W o, (T) yon = yhq | Y yo.1 = Yy Kyo = Ko,
T—o0 Y ’ 0 0

where the first equality follows from Theorem (with the (A, B) pair replaced with the
(J1,C1) pair), the second equality follows from the definition of K in (16]), and the last
equality follows from the definition of K in and the relation yy = P~ ay. O

With the two previous lemmas, we now prove the following proposition.
Proposition 3.3. If zg ¢ V., then there is no solution to Problem []]

Proof. The proof will be carried out by contradiction. Suppose that Problem [I] has a
solution, which we denote by n(u*); clearly, the control law @* drives y,(t) (see (25)) to 0
and meets the requirements of optimal control problem .

Let u* be the unique minimizer of problem as stated in item 1 of Lemma
Because u* € U(xp), the second item of this lemma yields n(u*) > n(u*) = :B(T)Kxg.
From Lemma we have the reverse inequality n(u*) < x(T)K xo. It thus follows that
n(u*) = xBK xo. Since the optimal control law that minimizes the cost for the problem
is unique by item 1 of Lemma [3.I} we have that

u*(t) = w*(t) = —CTKy(t) = =B Kx(t).

Thus, using the optimal control law u*, we have the closed loop system z(t) = (A —
BBTK)z(t). However, by the hypothesis that 29 ¢ V., the solution x(t) does not converge

to 0 as t — oo, which implies that @* is not admissible. ]
This completes the proof of Theorem O

4. THE CASE OF IMAGINARY EIGENVALUES

We state and prove in this subsection a core result of our proof for Theorem Namely,
we establish the divergence rate of the controllability Gramian W (T) as T — oo, 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, J, is now J).
To proceed, we decompose J into its Jordan blocks, which we denote by M; € C%*% | 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 M; the matrices C; and D;
obtained as follows: we decompose C' and write

M, Cy
(29) J = and C=|":|,
M, Ck
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where C; € C%*™_ We then introduce the diagonal matrix

Tdi—l
Dq(T)

(30) D(T) := . with Dy(T) := € Cdixdi,
Dy(T)

‘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 matriz S such that
1
lim TD(T)*HVJ,C(T)z)(T)*1 =S.

T— o0
By Theorem [£.], it is straightforward that
1
lim Wye(T)™! = lim —D(T)"'S~'D(T)"! =0,
T—o0 ’ T—oo

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

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

To prove the result, we first derive a property of the C' matrix that follows from the
controllability of the system (J,C). Let g; € C™ be the last row of C;, 1 < i < k, and
gather all such vectors in the matrix G:

g1
G:=|:|eCkm

Ik
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 (M;, C;) for 1 < i < k. By the Hautus
test, the following matrix has full row rank:
AN — M,y Cy
X —-J C]= : :
M — My, Cy
Now, observe that (AI — M;) are matrices with all zero entries save for the upper-diagonal,
which has entries one. Hence, the last rows of (Al — M;) are all zeros. Thus, for the matrix

[A\I —J C] to have full row rank, it is necessary that the last rows of the C;’s be linearly
independent, which proves the result. ([l

In the following Lemma, we establish the divergence rate of W c(T).

Lemma 4.2. It holds that
1
(31) lim TD(T)_1WJ,C(T)D(T)_1 = ADA,

T—o00



14 BELABBAS AND CHEN

where A and ® are given by

(it
Al (di_l)! (_1)d1—2
A= with A; := (di=2)! ,
Ay "
1
and
Qgivy - 919;:‘1’11@ .
o=| : - with W;j =

Jr. : ; K (di+dj—a—-p+1) B

991 Yk1 0 9k9Vkk

for1<a<d;and1 < B <d;.

Proof. Let J := J — A and M, := M; — M. Then, the controllability Gramian Wic(T)
takes the form

T - . T .
Wic(T) = / e Me=ItoCTe) teMdt = / c—Itoote=T Tt at.
s
' 0 R(t)
We decompose the integrand R(t) into blocks according to
R(t) = [RZj(t)]lgz,]Sk, with Rzy(t) = eiﬂitCiC’;e_MIt c Cdide.

Recalling that M,; is of dimension d; x d; and that g; is the last row of C;, we express the
product e~M:tC; isolating the terms of highest order in t

-1 —t ﬁ . M_ _p\di—1 L
F ] o
» 0 1 -t ... W (_t)di_2 di—3
(32) e—MitCi - | ) ) v ] ’ Cz _ (d;—2)! gi + O(t ‘ )
0 O 1 —t
0 0 0 1] gi

= Dz(t>Azlgz + Hz'(t>,
where 1 is the vector of ones, D;(t) is given in (30), and H;(t) € C%*™ is such that
O(t4=2)

(33) o= |,

i.e., Hi(t) is a matrix whose entries in the ath row, for 1 < o < d; — 1, are of order
O(t%=2~1) and whose last row is 0. It follows that

(34) Rij(t) = Hi(t)H;(t)".

(35) + A;D;(t)1g; H;(t)

(36) + H(t)g!1" D;(H)A;

(37) + AiDi(t)1g;9/ 1T Dy(t)A;.
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For our purpose, it is sufficient to only describe only terms of the highest order in ¢.

For , we use to obtain that

O(T%+4%=3) ... O(T%=1) 0
r . ) :
/ Hy(t)H;(t)ldt = : : C 0y,
0 oTH=ty ... o) 0
0 0 0
For , we first use to obtain
g H;(t) = [0@h=2) o@h=t) - 0(1) 0].
Then, using the definition of D;(¢) (see (30)), we have that
o(T%+4=3) ... O(T%~1) 0
AiD;(t)1g:H;(1)T = : : K
oT%=2y ... 0(1) 0
and hence,
. o(T%+4=2) ... O(T%) 0]
' orst) - OT) 0]
For , we similarly have that
T : .
H;(t)gi1"D;(t)Adt = : K : = I.
| Hg1T D04 ot o |
0 .. 0o |

With the above definitions of Iy, I, and I3, a straightforward computation yields

lDi(T)—1 [+ L+ L) Dy(T) =0T ) +0(T™H +0(T™1).

T
Finally, for the term , note that gig; is a scalar and that

Td,‘-‘rdj—oé—ﬂ—‘rl
di+dj—a—p+1 of
=TD;(T)¥;; D;(T),

T T
/ Di(t)llTDj(t)dtZl/ Tdﬁda'aﬂdt] =

0 0
ap

where 1 < a <d; and 1 < 8 < d;. Thus,

1 _ T _ _
(38) TDZ-(T) ! /0 Rij(t)dt] D;j(T) ' = gig;Ai\I/ijAj +0(T7h).
The lemma then follows directly from . ([l

Note that the diagonal matrix A is invertible. Thus, to establish Theorem it remains
to show that the matrix ® is invertible as well. Our proof relies on introducing an auxiliary
linear time-invariant system, which is controllable and whose controllability Gramian at
T = oo is equal to P.
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To this end, we define the system pair (II,I'), which has the same dimension as (J, C),
as follows:

2d; — 1
Hl 1 Qdi -3 191

IT:= ,  with IT; ::5 ) and I':=| : [,
I ' 1 1gs

where II; € R%*% and 1g; € C4>*™ for 1 < i < k.

Lemma 4.3. The pair (II,T') is controllable and, moreover,
(39) Wir(oc) = @,

where ® is given in Lemma[].3

Proof. We first show that (IL I') is controllable and then establish (39).

Proof that (IL,T") is controllable. ~ We use the Hautus test to establish controllability.
Precisely, we show that for any eigenvalue p of II,

(40) rank [ul —II T] =n.

We have that IT is diagonal with each block II; having pairwise distinct eigenvalues. Also, it
should be clear that the eigenvalues of II are repeated at most k times. Thus, the diagonal
matrix (uf — IT) has at most k zero rows, say k' < k, with at most one zero row per block
(u —1I;). These rows correspond in the matrix given in to rows of the form

(41) [0 gi;] for some pairwise distinct i1,...,7 € {1,...,k}.

The other rows in this matrix are clearly linearly independent—since the corresponding
rows in (ul — II) are linearly independent—and independent of the rows in .

It remains to show that the rows in are linearly independent. But this holds because
the i;’s are pairwise distinct and, by Lemma 4.1}, the g;’s are linearly independent. Together,
these two facts yield that the row vectors in (41f) are also linearly independent. This proves
that the matrix in has full row rank and hence, the pair (II,T") is controllable.

Proof that holds. First, note that the controllability Gramian
o0
Wiir(oo) = / e T Mgy
0

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

e—HitlgingTe—Hjt — gzg; [e—(di+dj—a—ﬂ+l)t] ,
af

for 1 <a <djand 1 < 8 < dj. Note that (d; +dj —a — 3+ 1) > 1 for all o and B.

Integrating the above yields

Mty 4T It i
| e gl e < g,
This completes the proof. ]

Theorem for the case of Jordan blocks with the same eigenvalues is then an immediate
consequence of Lemmas [4.2)and and the fact that the controllability Gramian Wiy r(oco)
is of full rank. OJ
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4.2. Proof of Theorem 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 kq,..., k. be the numbers
of blocks M; with eigenvalues A1,..., A, respectively. Let s := 0 and s, := 2221 kq, for
p=1,...,r. We let

Mspfﬁ-l Csp71+1 Dsp71+1
M, := , Cp = : , and D), :=
M C

Sp Sp .D
In words, M,, contains all the Jordan blocks M;’s with eigenvalue A,, and C, and D,
contain the corresponding Cj;’s and D;’s, for 1 < p < r, respectively, where D; is as in
where we omit the dependence on T.

We next decompose the matrix W;c(T') according to the grouping of Jordan blocks by

eigenvalues introduced above, namely, we set
Ly -+ Ly,
WicT)=1{: . |,
L - Ly

Sp

where -
T
Lpg = / e MriC,Cle Mdldt.
0

We show that the pgth blocks of S exist and compute them explicitly. We consider two
cases, first dealing with the diagonal blocks (in Lemma and then the off-diagonal
blocks (in Lemma [4.5)).

Lemma 4.4. For everyp=1,...,r,

1 - _
Spp = Tlféo po(T) lep(T)Dp(T) !
s nonsingular.

Proof. Note that L,,(T) is the controllability Gramian associated with (M, C,), and that
by construction, all the eigenvalues of M,, are the same. The lemma thus follows directly
from the result of Subsection 4.1l O

We now evaluate S), for p # ¢, and have the following lemma:
Lemma 4.5. Forp,q € {1,...,r} with p # q, we have
Spg = Jim_ 2D, (1) Ly (T)Dy(T) ™ = 0.
Proof. Let Mp =M, — \pI. We have that
Ly (T) = /OT e_MPthCIIe_Mgtdt = /OT e(’\q_’\P)te_MPthC;e_M;t dt.

Rypq(t)

Decompose Ry,(t) as
Qu(t) - Qux,(t) _
. . . Mt

Rpg(t) = with Qy;(t) := e(/\q_Ap)te_Mi’tCi/C;,e i

Qkp.l (t) -- Qkp/;q (t)
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where the subindices i’ and j" in the expression of Q;;(t) are given by
i'=s,_1+i and j :=s, 1+,
for1<i<kpand1l<j <k,
We have evaluated the product e_Mi’tCi/ in . It follows that the afth entry of
Qij(t), for 1 <a < dy and 1 < 3 < dj, is given by
dy+dy—a—p

Qijap(t) =Pt N7yt

=0
for some coefficients vy. Note that A, # A, since p # ¢. Since both )\, and )\, are imaginary,
we obtain that for any ¢ > 0,

ePg=2p)T 1y /-1 )
’ ST+ OoT if0>1
/ eCa=d)tylqp — ] A= )
’ if ¢ =0,
which implies that
T
Lpaig = l /0 Qijap(t)dt = O(T% Ty —o=Fy |

af
for 1 <a <dyand 1< 3 <dy. We thus conclude that

D (T) ™ Ly (T) Dy (1) = O(T ),
and hence,
Spg = Jim_ 2D (1) Ly (T)Dy(T) ™ = 0.
This establishes the result. O
Theorem [4.T]is then an immediate consequence of Lemmas [£.4) and [4.5] a

5. THE CASE OF NON-POSITIVE EIGENVALUES

In this section, we show that Theorem 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 J, is empty and J = J; = diag(Jo, Ja),
where the real parts of the eigenvalues of J, € C™*™ and J, € C™*™ are zero and
negative, respectively. Similarly, C, is empty and we decompose C = Cs = [Co; C4].

To proceed, we partition the controllability Gramian W;c(T) into 4 blocks which agree
with the decomposition of Js in J,, J5:

Vo(T)  Voa(T)
42 Wic(T) =:Vs(T) = )
() 10(0) = VD) = |y %y Vi
where
T
Vi(T) =Wy, c.(T) :/ e_J*tC*CIe_J*Ttdt, for *x = o0,a
(43) "

T
Voa (T) := /0 et Oy et
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Using the Schur complement [2], we obtain from that

(44) vt Vot Ve Woa (Va/ Vo) VAVt Vg Vea (Ve / Vo) ™!
. —(Va/Vo) VRV, (Ve/Vo)™h ]

where we have omitted the argument 7" and Vs /V; is given by
(45) Ve/Vo := Vo — VLV, W
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 V5(T') and the blocks Vi, for x = o, a,0a,

be given as in and , respectively. Then, the following items hold:
(1) imy_eo(Vs/Vo) ™t = 0.
(2) Hmryoo(Va/Ve) "1V Vot = 0.
(3) Hmg o (Vi! o+ Vo Woa (Va/ Vo) TIVEVS ) = 0.

The following result is now an immediate consequence of Theorem

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

li ) ' =0.
Jim Wap)(T)™" =0
Proof. Using the relation J = P"'AP and C = P~'B, Theorem , together with ,
we have that
lim Wag(T)™! = lim (P~Y)W,o(T)'P~t =0.
T—o00 T—00

O

5.1. Asymptotic convergence of matrix products. A major technical challenge in
proving Theorem is to deal with the asymptotic behavior of the terms VOJE,VO_1 and
VOTa V5 'V,a. 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 to
argue that V! vanishes as T — oo, the term V,, diverges as —J, 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 e%7 eJJT, and 17 in 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 eJaT(VS/VO)eJJT :/ eJatCaC;reJaTtdt = W_, ¢, (00).

T—o0 0



20 BELABBAS AND CHEN

(2) We define

(46) V, = eJ°TVOeJJT and Ve, := eJ°TVoaeJJT.
Then,
(47) Jim Vv telT = .

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

i T _ T
eJaT(V;/VO)eJaT — eJaT‘/aeJaT o eJaTVoTa‘/o IVQaBJaT'

For the first term in the above equation, we use the fact that V,(T) = Wy, ¢,(T) and
obtain that

T
Jim FTVeRT = gim [ R T00,Cle R T 0ay
—00 —00 J(

T
. ’ T
= lim e C,Cle2tdt = W_ g, ¢, (00),
T—o0 Jo ’

where we set t' :== T — t. For the second term, we write that
_ t t t—1 t ~ L~ 1
eJaTVoTa‘/; lvoaeJaT — [eJaT%TaeJOT} [eJoT‘/OeJoT} [GJOT‘/oaeJaT — VoTa‘/o IVoa-
If we show that TZL‘N/OAVOE, vanishes as T" — oo, then item 1 is established. We do so by
showing that
(i) V; ! vanishes as T — oo; and

(i) Voa is bounded as T' — oo.

Proof of (i).: For the term V,, we can use the same change of variable (£’ = T —t) as
above to express it as follows:

~ T
(48) Vo(T) = / P00, Cle R TDat = W_j, o (T).
0
We need to appeal to Theorem to evaluate the limit of its inverse. To this end,
we decompose J, into its Jordan blocks similarly to what was done in :
(49) Jo = diag(My, ..., M),

where each M; is a Jordan block of dimensions d;, for i = 1,...,k. Let D(T) €
R™*" he defined in the same way as , which we reproduce here:

(50) D(T) = diag(D1(T), ..., Di(T)), with D; = diag(T%~1,...1).

Because (—J,, Cy) is controllable, with the eigenvalues of —.J, being imaginary,
Theorem [£.1] states that

1 ~
(51) lim —D(T) 'Vo(T)D(T)"! = 8,
T—oo 1
for some nonsingular matrix S. This implies that
= 1
(52) lim Vo(T)™! = lim TD(T)_IS_lD(T)—l =0.

T—o0 T—oo
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Proof of (ii).: For the term Vp,, we have

- T e
(53) Voo = / T e T-0g — / OOl et
0 0

It is not too hard to see that ‘703 remains bounded as T" — oco; indeed, the entries
of et decay exponentially fast while the entries of e’ grow at most polynomially.
We conclude that
lim V,,V, 1V, = 0.
T—o00
This completes the proof of the first item.
Proof of item 2. As argued in the proof of (ii) in the first item, Vea is bounded in the
limit. It thus suffices to show that

(54) lim V; le®? = 0.

T—o0

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

) e = o) [pom mm ] [pey e,

The first term on the right hand side of converges to 0 as T' — co. The second term
is bounded by Theorem (see also ) It is thus enough to show that the last term
D(T)~'e’T is bounded in the limit to establish (54). But this follows straightforwardly
by computation; indeed,

1/le-—1 1/Tdi—2 1/2Tdi—3 C.. 1/(d¢*1)!
0 1/Tdi—2 1/Tdi—3 . 1/(d¢*2)!
Dy(T) teMiT = AT : - " :
0 0 yr 1
0 0 ce 0 1
Since ); is imaginary, we have that every entry of D;(T)~'eM:” is absolutely bounded in
the limit as T' — oo. g

5.2. Proof of Theorem [5.1l We establish the three items of the theorem.

Proof of item 1. Since the pair (—J,,C,) is controllable and since J, is Hurwitz,
W_j, c,(00) is a bounded matrix of full rank. Thus, there exists a constant o > 0 such
that W_j, ¢, (00) > al. By item 1 of Proposition we can find a sufficiently large T,
such that

e‘]aT(Vs/Vo)EJJT > %I for all T' > T4,

and hence,

2
(Va/Vo)™L < lim Ze”iTehT = 0,

o _ gt .
Vo/Vo > —e Jale=laT  —  lim <
2 T—o00 T—o00 (X

Proof of item 2. We write

—1
(56) (Va/Vo) W Ve = BT [e5T (Ve Vo) | [eHTVE VS



22 BELABBAS AND CHEN

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

(57) VLV = VLV e,

which vanishes in the limit as 7' — oo by item 2 of Proposition 5.3

Proof of item 3. Recall that Vo(T') = Wy, ¢, (T), with all the eigenvalues of J, being
imaginary. Thus, using Theorem and the arguments given in item 1 of Proposition [5.3

to show , we similarly obtain that Vo(T')~! vanishes as T — oo. Next, we use to
rewrite

(58) Vo 'Voa(Vs/Vo) 'V VG
_ {V{lVoae‘dT} {efJJT(VS/VO)flefjaT} [eJaTVOTaVOfl}
= [TV Voa] [T (Ve V)T [TV

The first and the last terms on the right hand side of vanish as T — oo by item 2 of
Proposition [5.3] and the second term is bounded by item 1 of Proposition [5.3 ([l

6. PROOF OoF 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 Recall that J = P~ AP is in Jordan normal
form, C = P~1B, and the decompositions J = diag(J,, Js) and C = [Cy; Cs], where the
eigenvalues of J,, (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(7T') as a shorthand notation:

T
V(T):=W;c(T) = /0 e~tocte7"ds.

Similar to what has been done in the previous section, we partition the matrix V(7'
into 4 blocks:
Vu(T) Vus(T)]
V(T) = ,
0= |yairy Vi

where

T
Vi(T) =Wy, o, (T) = / e_J*tC*CIe_JItdt, for * = u,s,
(59) . 0
Vie(T) 1= / eI, Cle R tdt,

0
By definition, limp_, Vi(T') = W, where W}, is defined in . Since (J, C') is controllable,
so are (Jy, Cy) for * = u,s. Thus, the matrices V(T'), V,(T), and V4(T') are nonsingular.
Now, let

V/Vei= Vi = Vis Vo VL

be the Schur complement of V5 in V' (we again omit the dependence on T'). The inverse of
V can be written explicitly as

(V/ve)~ —(V/Ve) ViV

-1 _
(60 VS v RV Ve V) Wil
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The proof of Theorem [2.] relies on the following technical result:

Theorem 6.1. The following items hold for the blocks Vi.(T), for x = u,s, us, given in :
(1) limg_y00 Va(T)~t = 0.
(2) limp 00 Vis(T)Vs(T) ™1 = 0.
(3) limg o0 Vis(T)Va(T) "1 Vis(T)T = 0.

Item 1 of Theorem follows directly from Corollary indeed, by its definition ,
Vo(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

in the following subsections. Before that, we prove Theorem which is a corollary of
Theorem

Proof of Theorem [2.1 We first use to show that

- _ Wt o0

. 1 1 u

o i VD)™ = i Wao@™ = [ ]
By item 3 of Theorem we have that

(62) Jim VIV = Jim (Vo= VisV V) = Jim Vi =W

Using and item 2, we have that every term in the following product exists in the limit:
(V/VS)ilvusVsi1 = Wlfl (VleV;l) = 0.

lim lim
T—00 T—o00

Similarly, using and items 1 and 2, we have that
b (1 AV Vo) = i V0

T—o0
Put together in , the above yields . Theorem then follows from and the
fact that WA,B(T)_I = (P_I)TWJ,C(T)_IP_I. 0

6.1. Proof of item 2 of Theorem We express Vs as
T
Vis = / et C,Cle Mt = Vi Via]
0
where V,,, and V,, are given by (using cl = [Cg C;})

T

Vo ::/ e_J“tCuCge_Jgtdt,
0

(63) . T

Via := / e e Cle 7 dt.
0

Using the expression for V,~! given in , we have that

Vot 4 Vo Woa(Va/ Vo) TV Vgt =V W (Va/ Vo) ™!

VsVt = [Vio Vi
s = o a]l —(Va/ Vo) "V V! (Va/ Vo)~

We then decompose
ViV = [(VasVeh)y - (VisVe 1))
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where
(64) (Vi !), = VoV !+ Vo Waa(Ve/ Vo) TVEVS) = Via (Va/ Vo) VY,
(65)  (VasVa™), 1= —VioVe  Veal(V/Ve) ™" 4 Via Va/ Vo) .
We establish item 2 of Theorem by proving the following proposition:

Proposition 6.2. The following items hold:

(1) limyee (VusVs b)), = 0.
(2) lmp_eo (VusVe 1), = 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:

~ T
(66) Via(T) == VuaeJJT - / e_‘]“tCuC;rEJJ(T_t)dt.
0

‘We have
Lemma 6.1. It holds that limg_, Vaa(T) = 0.

Proof. Since —J, and J, are Hurwitz, there exist positive constants c1, ¢1, a1, and as such
that

||e_‘]“tC’u||F < cre @t and He‘]atCaHF < cgem92t,

where || - || is the Frobenius norm. Then, using sub-multiplicativity, we obtain that
_ T ; T
Vil < / et CL Ol T=0 | p dt < erege®2T / elez—on)t gy
0 0

It then follows that

~ _ac(gmol _ gme2l’)y i oy £ qp,
||‘/L13HF < 2 l_a T .
cieoe” 2T if a1 = am.
In either case, the norm converges to zero as T' — oo due to ay,as > 0. O

With the lemma above, we will now establish Proposition [6.2]

Proof of Proposition [6.9. We establish below the two items.

Proof of item 1. For the first term on the right hand side of , we first note that
Vo, defined in , is bounded in the limit as T' — oo since —J,, is Hurwitz and .J, has
imaginary eigenvalues (hence the entries of e~/s* decay exponentially fast while the entries
of e=7! grow at most polynomially fast), so

(67) lim [|Vio| < o0.
T—o0
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Then, using item 3 of Theorem [5.1] we conclude that the first term on the right hand side
of vanishes as T" — oo. For the second term, we have that

%a(VS/VO)—IVOTaVO—l _ {VuaeJJT} {e—JJT(VS/VO)—le—JaT} [eJaTVjaVO—l}
— V. {e—JJT(VS/VO)—le—JaT} [‘Z)af}o—leJOT}
(68) _ Vua [eJaT(Vs/Vo)eJJT]_l {‘703{70*16‘]°T} 7

where the second equality follows from and . By Lemma the first term of
vanishes as T" — co. By items 1 and 2 of Proposition the second term is bounded in

the limit and the last term of vanishes as T" — oco. Thus,

(69) Jim Vi (V/ Vo) VLV = 0.

Proof of item 2. For the first term on the right hand side of , note that V,, is bounded
as shown in and that by item 2 of Theorem Vs Weoa(Vs/ Vo)™t converges to 0 as

T — o0, so this entire term vanishes as well. For the second term, we write
(T0) Via(Va/Vo) ™ = [Vaae™T] [e= T (Va/ Vo) ~Lem 2T ] T
~ -1
= Vi [P (Va/Va)eHT] €T,

By Lemma we have that the first term on the right hand side of vanishes. By
item 1 of Proposition the second term is bounded in the limit. Finally, since J, is
Hurwitz, the last term vanishes in the limit T — oo. [l

6.2. Proof of item 3 of Theorem We show here that limy . Vis(T)Va(T) ™ Vs (T)T =
0. Using again the expression for V" in and the decomposition of Vs in , we
have that

VsV Wik = [Vio, Via)

Vol Vo W (Ve Vo) Ve Vit =V Waa (Va/ Vo) 2] [Vi
—(Va/ Vo) VLV (Va/ Vo)™ Vi

) = Vo | Vo !+ Vo Vaa(Va/ Vo) VLV VL
) — Vio | Vo Voa (Va/ Vo) '] Vi

73) Vi |(Va/Vo) VLV VG
) + Vi [(Va/ Vo) 7] Vil

For the first term , we note that V,, (and hence, VUTO) 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 Next, we have that the two terms in and are Hermitian conjugate.
We see that vanishes in the limit as 7" — oo as it is the product of the term in (69))

and VJO — in the limit the former vanishes while the latter is again bounded. For the last
term , we have that

Vo [(Va/ Vo) ] VEy = Vaa [T (Vi Vo) ™] ™ T,
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where 17ua and 17Ja vanish as T' — oo by Lemma and the expression in the bracket is
bounded by item 1 of Proposition [5.3 O
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