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Exponential Consensus of Multiple Agents over
Dynamic Network Topology: Controllability,

Connectivity, and Compactness
Qichao Ma, Jiahu Qin, Brian D. O. Anderson, and Long Wang

Abstract—This paper investigates the problem of securing
exponentially fast consensus (exponential consensus for short) for
identical agents with finite-dimensional linear system dynamics
over dynamic network topology. Our aim is to find the weakest
possible conditions that guarantee exponentially fast consensus
using a Lyapunov function consisting of a sum of terms of the
same functional form. We first investigate necessary conditions,
starting by examining the system (both agent and network)
parameters. It is found that controllability of the linear agents is
necessary for reaching consensus. Then, to work out necessary
conditions incorporating the network topology, we construct a
set of Laplacian matrix-valued functions. The precompactness of
this set of functions is shown to be a significant generalization
of existing assumptions on network topology, including the
common assumption that the edge weights are bounded piecewise
constant functions or continuous functions. With the aid of
such a precompactness assumption and restricting the Lyapunov
function to one consisting of a sum of terms of the same functional
form, we prove that a joint (�, T )-connectivity condition on the
network topology is necessary for exponential consensus. Finally,
we investigate how the above two “necessities” work together
to guarantee exponential consensus. To partially address this
problem, we define a synchronization index to characterize the
interplay between agent parameters and network topology. Based
on this notion, it is shown that by designing a proper feedback
matrix and under the precompactness assumption, exponential
consensus can be reached globally and uniformly if the joint
(�, T )-connectivity and controllability conditions are satisfied, and
the synchronization index is not less than one.

Index Terms—Exponential consensus, controllable linear sys-
tems, dynamic network topology, precompactness, necessary and
sufficient condition.

I. INTRODUCTION

CONSENSUS is ubiquitous in distributed control, estima-
tion, and computation, see [1] and [2], as representatives

of a massive literature. It refers to agreement of a network
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of individual agents on a quantity of interest, e.g., position,
opinion, and estimation [2], [3]. Over the last decades, con-
sensus analysis has attracted significant attentions in systems
and control and also in social network analysis [4]–[8].
Very recently, it has been found applicable to various

interesting scenarios, for example shortest path planning [10],
distributed optimization algorithm design [11], and resilient
estimation under attack over networks [12]. These potential
applications, consequently, motivate further investigation of
coordination/cooperation of networked agents. With this inspi-
ration, in this paper we focus on development of the weakest
possible conditions to guarantee exponentially fast consensus;
the exponential property is generally desirable and offers better
performance and more robustness against noise, parameter
perturbations, nonlinearity, etc. Such weak conditions also help
us gain insight into how the networked high-order1 linear
agents interact with each other and evolve.
To date, various necessary and/or sufficient connectivity

conditions for achieving consensus under dynamic network
topology (i.e., the edge weights are functions of time) have
been developed for integrator agents [8], [13]–[17]. Of partic-
ular interest is the joint (�, T )-connectivity condition (refer
to Definition 3 in the next section). It is shown in [15]
to be necessary and sufficient for exponential consensus of
continuous-time integrator agents with undirected dynamic
network topology. Therefore, it is of theoretical interest to
analyze whether joint (�, T )-connectivity is still necessary
for exponential consensus of high-order linear agents. This
question also motivates the current work.
Achieving consensus for high-order linear systems with

self-dynamics over a dynamic network topology has been
studied over the past decades. Existing literature usually im-
poses stringent conditions on system parameters (including
system and input matrices) [18]–[24] or network topology
[5], [25]–[27], [46]. A frequent connectivity condition or
a well-defined averaged connectivity condition is commonly
proposed to accommodate consensus analysis [5], [9], [25],
[26]. For instance, piecewise continuous networks are assumed
to have uniformly bounded weights [46], i.e., the connectivity
of the network topology remains unchanged. Other works
usually carry out consensus analysis with a full-rank input
matrix [18] or a non-expansive system matrix. Synchronizing
heterogeneous systems is taken into consideration in [20],

1In this paper, “high-order" means that each agent has high-order dynamics.
Note that to follow convention, the networked linear agents are described by
first-order differential equations and their states have a high dimension.
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[21], [24], and [22]. By designing full-state coupled dynamic
controllers or reference signals, the synchronization problem
is transformed into a consensus problem for integrator agents
[20]–[22], [24]. Recently, consensus of nonexpansive time-
varying finite-dimensional linear agents with a full-rank input
matrix was investigated in [23]. A common weakness of the
above works [18]–[24] is that the coupling configurations
take full-state coupled forms. This relaxes the assumption on
network connectivity and makes the consensus analysis easier.

If the input matrix takes non-full row rank and simultane-
ously a weak connectivity assumption is imposed, as far as we
know, most results reported for consensus of high-order linear
systems are based on having an undirected network topology
[28]–[31]. In [28], marginally stable linear systems with a
non-full row rank input matrix are considered. These linear
agents communicate over piecewise constant network topology
with a positive dwell time (see Section III for the definition
of “dwell time”). The authors prove that, with a properly
chosen feedback matrix, as long as a uniform connectivity
condition (a special case of joint (�, T )-connectivity) and an
observability condition are satisfied, asymptotic consensus can
be ensured [28]. Consensus of neutrally stable linear systems
over either piecewise constant network topology or continu-
ously time-varying network topology (i.e., edge weights are
continuous functions of time) has recently been studied in
[31] and [30], separately. A subspace-based method [30] and
a uniform complete observability-based approach [31] are,
respectively, developed. With these methods, necessary and
sufficient conditions for consensus have been successfully
derived [30], [31]. In [29], it is assumed that the network
topology is piecewise constant with a positive dwell time. The
constraint on the system matrix is relaxed such that the linear
agents only need to be controllable [29]. The authors show
that consensus can be reached asymptotically with a suitably
designed feedback matrix if the Lyapunov exponent is less than
the synchronizability exponent, which is defined to describe a
quantitative characteristic of the network topology [29].

To conclude, although impressive advances have been made
[28]–[31] for consensus analysis of finite-dimensional linear
systems over an undirected dynamic network topology, there
are still several issues left for further consideration. First,
consensus conditions imposed on the network topology or
system parameters are still stringent, e.g., the existence of
a positive dwell time [29]. Second, necessary conditions for
convergence to consensus have rarely been considered.

With the above motivation, we revisit the consensus prob-
lem of linear systems under the framework of undirected
networks. We restrict attention to undirected graphs because
(a) how to handle the directed case is at present not clear,
and indeed most results related to those of this paper also
assume undirected graphs and (b) undirected graphs will be
appropriate in many applications (even if in some of these
applications, use of directed graphs could also be contemplated
if there were supporting theory).

One potential application of our setup is formation control of
mobile agents. Many mobile robots can be described by linear
dynamics or are well-linearizable, e.g., the non-holonomic car-
like robot operating in the plane [45]. For formation control of

these robots in search or rescue missions, the consensus-based
formation control algorithm is commonly adopted [43]. If the
robots are equipped with identical wireless communication
devices having omnidirectional antennas, then it is reasonable
that the communication links are symmetric [44] or at least are
approximately symmetric with small perturbations. Normally
the longer the communication distance is between two agents,
the lower is the signal to noise ratio (since the received signal
power decreases with increase in distance [44]). For communi-
cations between distant agents it is reasonable to use a smaller
value of wij than for communications between near agents,
thus reflecting the lower reliability of the communication.
Hence, the weights of links are time-varying as the distances
between different agents are changing. In the above case, the
network topology can be mathematically characterized by a
time-varying undirected weighted graph. Small perturbations
of the links may exist, but can be tolerated since we secure
exponentially fast consensus.
Our aim is to develop as weak as possible conditions to

guarantee exponential consensus for the linear systems. We
consider a very general setup. Specifically, the eigenvalues of
the system matrix lie in the closed right-half plane and the
input matrix is not required to be of full row-rank. In addition,
the edge weights (of the network topology) are measurable
functions of time and only a mild joint connectivity condition
(i.e., joint (�, T )-connectivity) is imposed. This setup includes
those studied in [27], [28], [30], [31] and [29] as special
cases. However, it poses significant challenges because we
need to characterize how the dynamic network topology, the
non-full row rank input matrix, and the unstable system matrix
influence agents’ evolution simultaneously. To overcome the
challenges, we catch the essence of existing assumptions on
“continuity" of network topology and propose a new precom-
pact condition. This condition requires that the edge weights
do not vary too fast and turns out to significantly generalize
the conditions on how the network topology varies in existing
literature (including but not limited to our own works [31] and
[30]). One advantage of the precompactness condition is that
we are able to deal with piecewise constant and continuous
network topologies in the one framework.
The main contributions, which are based on the precom-

pactness condition, are summarized as follows.
1) We prove that controllability of the individual finite-

dimensional linear systems is necessary for (exponential)
consensus over a dynamic network topology. To the best
of our knowledge, this is the first result on necessity
of controllability for consensus of linear agents over a
dynamic network topology.

2) With a suitably designed feedback matrix and a time-
invariant quadratic Lyapunov function displaying a cer-
tain structural constraint, and using the precompactness
condition, we are able to show that a joint (�, T )-
connectivity condition is necessary for exponential con-
sensus of linear agents. This generalizes the celebrated
result in [15] and is also the first result on necessity
of joint (�, T )-connectivity for exponential consensus of
high-order linear agents over dynamic network topology.

3) We define a new concept in the context of the multiagent
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problems being treated which we term a synchronization
index. The novel feature of this index is that it reflects
how system parameters and network topology work to-
gether to reach consensus. More explicitly, we show that
by designing a proper feedback matrix and under the
precompactness assumption, exponential consensus can
be reached for linear agents globally and uniformly if
joint (�, T )-connectivity and controllability conditions are
satisfied, and the synchronization index is not less than
one.

There are some significant differences with existing results.
For instance, in [28], the system matrix is marginally stable
and the network topology is piecewise constant. Ref. [29]
allows the system matrix to contain unstable modes but still
assumes that the network topology is piecewise constant with
a positive dwell time. Moreover, the authors in [29] do not
investigate whether their sufficient conditions for consensus
are still necessary. Compared to [30], [31], we are able to deal
with piecewise continuous and piecewise constant network
topologies in a unified framework with the aid of a new and
insightful precompact condition. Moreover, a system matrix
may contain unstable modes instead of being neutrally stable,
which, roughly speaking, implies more force will be required
to synchronize agents. Hence the techniques to derive both
necessary and sufficient conditions are completely different
from those (subspace- and uniform-complete-observability-
based methods) in [30], [31].
The remainder of the paper is arranged as follows. The

problem is formulated in Section II. The precompact set of
Laplacian matrix-valued functions on a fixed interval is given
in Section III. Necessary and sufficient conditions for exponen-
tial consensus are provided in Section IV. The proofs of the
main theorems are given in Section V, followed by numerical
examples in Section VI. Finally, the paper is concluded in
Section VII.
Notations: ℤ+ represents the set of positive integers. ‖ ⋅ ‖

denotes the Euclidean norm of a real vector or spectral norm
of a real matrix. Is is the identity matrix with dimension
s ∈ ℤ+. 1N = [1,… , 1]⊤ ∈ ℝN . diag{Π1,… ,ΠN} denotes
a diagonal matrix whose i-th diagonal entry is Πi. Given a
symmetric real matrix M ∈ ℝn×n, let �min(M) = �1(M) ≤
⋯ ≤ �n(M) = �max(M) be its ordered eigenvalues. Ker(M)
(Ran(M)) is the kernel (range) of M ∈ ℝn×n. �(M) denotes
the spectrum of M ∈ ℝn×n. We use v⊤ to denote the transpose
of a real vector v and vH to denote the conjugate transpose
of a complex vector v. For two matrices M1 and M2 having
compatible dimensions, M1 ≥ M2 (M1 > M2) means that
M1 − M2 is positive semi-definite (positive definite). ⊗ is
Kronecker product. We use ℜ(⋅) to represent the real part of
a complex number and (⋅) to denote the closure of a set.
f ∈ Lp(0, T ;ℝ) means that f ∶ [0, T ] → ℝ is measurable
[35] and ‖f‖Lp(0,T ) = (∫ T0 |f |pd�)1∕p ≤ C, where C is a
positive constant. Moreover, fk(t) → f ∗(t) as k → ∞ if
and only if (∫ T0 |fk(t) − f ∗(t)|pdt)1∕p → 0 as k → ∞, where
fk, f ∗ ∈ Lp(0, T ;ℝ).

Graph Basics: The following concepts are adopted from
[33], [40]. The interactions between linear systems are charac-

terized by an undirected dynamic graph (t) = ( , (t),W(t))
in which:
∙  = {1, 2,… , N} is the set of nodes, each representing
a single linear system;

∙ (t) ⊂  ×  represents an edge set according to the fol-
lowing convention: (i, j) belongs to (t) if the information
of node i is available to node j at time t.

∙ W(t) = [wij(t)] ∈ ℝN×N is adjacency matrix, where each
wij(t) = wji(t) is the weight of the edge (j, i) at time t.

Moreover, wij(t) = wji(t) > 0 if (j, i) is an edge of (t) and
wij(t) = 0 otherwise. Let wii(t) = 0 for all t ≥ 0 and all
i ∈  . The Laplacian matrix L(t) of (t) is defined as L(t) =
diag{Δ1(t),… ,ΔN (t)} −W(t), where Δi(t) =

∑N
j=1wij(t) is

the degree of node i, i = 1,… , N . A path of length r from
i1 ∈  to iq ∈  is a sequence of r + 1 distinct vertices
of the form (i1,i2), (i2,i3),… , (ir, ir+1) ∈ (t). An undirected
graph is connected if any two distinct nodes are connected
to each other by at least one path. Note that even if (t) is
not connected at a particular instant of time, so that L(t) has
more than one linearly independent nullvector, one can have
consensus if (t) is jointly connected (the term being defined
later).

II. PROBLEM OF INTEREST AND PRELIMINARY
OBSERVATIONS

A. System Model and Problem of Interest
Consider the following N partial-state coupled linear sys-

tems

ẋi(t) = Axi(t) + BK
N
∑

j=1
wij(t)

(

xj(t) − xi(t)
)

(1)

for i = 1,… , N , where xi is the state of the i-th agent, A ∈
ℝn×n and B ∈ ℝn×m are, respectively, the system matrix and
input matrix, being common to all N systems. We require
ℜ(�(A)) ≥ 0 for all �(A) ∈ �(A)2. K ∈ ℝm×n is the feedback
matrix to be designed.

Define ei = xi −
1
N (1

⊤
N ⊗ In)x for i = 1,… , N , where x =

[x⊤1 ,… , x⊤N ]
⊤. If ei = 0 for all i ∈  , then (average) consensus

is reached. Clearly, e = (J⊗ In)x where e = [e⊤1 ,… , e⊤N ]
⊤ and

J = InN −
1
N 1N1⊤N⊗In. An important fact is e⊤(1N⊗In) = 0.

The evolution of e can then be described by

ė(t) =
(

IN ⊗ A − L̂(t)⊗ BK
)

e(t), (2)

where L̂(t) = L(t) + 1
N 1N1⊤N .

We first introduce the concept of global uniform exponential
consensus for system (1).
Definition 1 (Global Uniform Exponential Consensus): The

linear system (1) is said to achieve global uniform exponential
consensus (GUEC) if there exist 1, 2 > 0 such that along
the trajectory of (1), there holds ‖Φ(t, s)‖ ≤ 1e−2(t−s) for all

2This can be relaxed such that there exists at least one �(A) ∈ �(A)
satisfying ℜ(�(A)) ≥ 0. (Of course, if A is Hurwitz, the problem is trivial and
of no interest). The main results hold with controllability and observability
being replaced by stabilizability and detectability, respectively. We make this
requirement to keep the analysis concise.
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t ≥ s ≥ 0, where Φ(t, s) is the state transition matrix of system
(2).

We would like to point out that according to Definition 1,
consensus will be achieved for all initial states.

Problem of Interest. Design a suitable feedback matrix K
and find the weakest possible conditions for GUEC of linear
system (1).

B. Analysis Framework
Let V (e) = e⊤(IN ⊗ P)e =

∑N
j=1 e

⊤
i Pei be the Lyapunov

function candidate for system (1), where P > 0 is to be
determined. Note that V (e) is a sum of terms of the same
functional form, with each summand reflecting one of the
individual subsystems. While such a choice is undeniably
restrictive, it allows the formulation of intuitively appealing
conditions for stability of the complete system. For V (for
brevity, we use V instead of V (e) without causing confusion),
one has

�min(P)‖e‖2 ≤ V ≤ �max(P)‖e‖2. (3)

Choosing K = B⊤P for system (1), the evolution of V along
(2) is governed by

V̇ ||
|(2)

= e⊤
[

IN ⊗ (A⊤P + PA) − 2L̂(t)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

e

≜ −�(t)e⊤(IN ⊗ P)e = −�(t)V .
(4)

The term �(t) is given as follows:

�(t) =
−e⊤

[

IN ⊗ (A⊤P + PA) − 2L̂(t)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

e

e⊤(IN ⊗ P)e
(5)

where e(t) is assumed to be nonzero at any finite time without
loss of generality (To have e(t) = 0 at some finite time would
mean, since e(t) obeys a linear differential equation, that e(0) =
0, in which case consensus is achieved from the start.) The
assumption on e(t) ensures that �(t) is well defined. It follows
from (3) and the concept of state transition matrix that GUEC
(see Definition 1) is reached for system (1) if and only if
system (4) is globally uniformly exponentially stable (GUES),
i.e., there exist 3, 4 > 0 such that along the trajectory of
(1), there holds ΦV (t, s) ≤ 3e−4(t−s) for all t, s ≥ 0, where
ΦV (t, s) = exp{∫ ts −�(�)d�} is the state transition matrix of
system (4).

The following lemma presents a necessary and sufficient
condition for GUES of system (4). For clarity of presentation,
we defer the proof of Lemma 1 (and also proofs of the
remaining lemmas and theorems) to Section V.

Lemma 1: Consider system (4). Suppose that �(t) is mea-
surable and bounded above by �∗ > 0. Then, the existence of
a, T > 0 such that ∫ t+Tt �(s)ds ≥ a for all t ≥ 0 is necessary
and sufficient for GUES of system (4).

Note that if �(t) ≥ 0, then Lemma 1 is a direct corollary
of [34, Theorem 1]. It can be easily observed from Lemma
1 that the existence of a positive lower bound on the integral
∫ t+Tt �(s)ds, ∀t with some fixed T > 0 is crucial for GUES
of system (4). As a result, we shall characterize such a bound
in the rest of this paper.

C. Assumptions and Definitions
We first present two weak assumptions. They are gener-

alization of various interesting assumptions that are usually
considered from different perspectives, but addressed by us in
the one framework.
Assumption 1: wij(t) are measurable functions for all i, j ∈

 . Moreover, there exists a w∗ > 0 such that 0 ≤ wij(t) ≤ w∗
for all t ≥ 0 and all i, j ∈  .
Remark 1: Assumption 1 is quite mild and allows wij(t)

to be continuous or piecewise constant. Assumption 1 also
guarantees that �(t) is measurable and bounded.
For arbitrary but fixed T > 0, and given any r ≥ 0, let

L̂r(s) ∶ R → RN×N be a matrix-valued function defined on
[0, T ] such that L̂r(s) = L̂(s + r), s ∈ [0, T ]. Define Σ by

Σ =
{

L̂r(s), s ∈ [0, T ]
|

|

|

r ≥ 0
}

.

Assumption 2: With L(t) the Laplacian matrix of the graph
(t), there exists T > 0 such that Σ is precompact3.

Remark 2: Assumption 2 characterizes the property of (t)
over intervals of a fixed length, which follows the idea of
defining joint connectivity (see Definition 3). This assumption
aims to unify and generalize existing conditions on how (t)
varies, e.g., piecewise continuous/constant condition [46] (see
Section III for more discussions). Based on this assumption,
we are able to analyze GUEC of system (1) when (t) is
jointly connected and piecewise continuous (with even infinite
discontinuities on bounded intervals), which is left to be an
open problem in existing literature.

Remark 3: Roughly speaking, for Σ to be precompact, wij(t)
cannot vary too fast for all i, j ∈  . An example of a function
wij(t) which should not be included is sin(log | sin(t)|). Intu-
itively, if the function contains sufficiently high frequency it
will be useless in the achievement of exponential convergence.
The precompactness of Σ is used to ensure the existence of
the lower bound (see (23) in the proof of Theorem 4) for the
convergence to consensus of system (1).

Remark 4: Assumption 2 generalizes those of existing
literature imposed on network topology. Below in Section
III we identify certain classes of functions which assure the
precompactness property. For example, we show that if (t)
is piecewise constant and has a positive dwell time, then Σ
is precompact; and if (t) changes continuously such that
wij(t) are uniformly continuous on [0,+∞), then Σ is also
precompact.

Remark 5: It is worthwhile to point out that if L(t) is a
periodic function, i.e., ∃T 0 > 0 such that L(t) = L(t + T 0)
for all t, then Σ can be defined as Σ = {L̂(s), s ∈ [0, T 0]}.
That is to say, Σ consists of only one element which is a
matrix-valued function defined on [0, T 0]. In this case, Σ is
obviously precompact. Moreover, the results in Section IV can
be obtained via similar arguments by restricting the analysis
on the time interval [kT 0, (k + 1)T 0] for any integer k ≥ 0.

A further discussion of Assumption 2 is given as follows.
Write the integral of �(t) over [t, t + T ] in the form of (6)
with the aid of the state transition matrix Φ(t, 0) of system

3A precompact set is a set whose closure is compact [35].
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∫

t+T

t
�(s)ds = −∫

t+T

t

e⊤(t)Φ⊤(s, t)
[

IN ⊗ (A⊤P + PA) − 2L̂(s)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

Φ(s, t) e(t)

e⊤(t)Φ⊤(s, t)(IN ⊗ P)Φ(s, t) e(t)
ds (6)

(2). Inspired by Lemma 1, one needs to analyze the lower
bound of (6). To this end, we will investigate the lower and
upper bounds of matrices Fi(t), i = 1,⋯ , 4, which are defined
as follows:

Fi(t) = ∫

t+T

t
Φ⊤(�, t)ΓiΦ(�, t)d� (7)

where Γ1 = IN ⊗ (A⊤P + PA), Γ2(t) = L̂(t) ⊗ PBB⊤P,
Γ3 = IN⊗P, and Γ4 = IN⊗PBB⊤P. For this aim, we collect
a family of matrices, which is denoted by Σ in Assumption 2.
The precompactness of Σ is critical for assuring the existence
of the desired lower bound, which will be shown in the
forthcoming analysis.
Next, we introduce two definitions from graph theory, which

are used in subsequent analysis.
Definition 2 (Union of Graph [15]): The union of the

dynamically changing graph (t) across [t0, t1) is a graph with
the same node set  , the adjacency matrix W̄ = [āij] satisfying
āij = ∫ t1t0 wij(�)d�, and the edge set ̄ induced from W̄.

Definition 3 (Joint (�, T )-connectivity [15]): The dynamic
graph (t) is said to be jointly (�, T )-connected if there exist
positive real numbers � and T such that the edges (j, i) ∶
∫ t+Tt wij(�)d� ≥ � form an undirected connected graph (also
termed �-graph) over the node set  for all t ≥ 0.

III. A PRECOMPACT SET OF LAPLACIAN MATRIX-VALUED
FUNCTIONS

In this section, we provide a few intuitive conditions to
illustrate the essence of Assumption 2 and to show when
Assumption 2 is satisfied. These conditions are derived via
Simon’s famous general result on the compact sets in the space
Lp[0, T ] [36] and are of independent interest.

In view of Remark 5, we only consider the case that L(t)
is not periodic in what follows. Since the Laplacian matrix
L(t) has finite elements, we can construct a set of real-valued
functions from wij(t) for any fixed i, j ∈  . The set, denoted
by Σij1 , is formally defined as follows: Σij1 = {fr(t), t ∈
[0, T ]|r ≥ 0}, where fr(s) = wij(r + s), s ∈ [0, T ] for the
given r ≥ 0. Then, Σ is precompact if and only if Σij1 are
precompact for all i, j. In light of this fact, we consider a
real-valued function w(t) and define Σ1 as Σ

ij
1 with respect to

w(t). For simplicity, we will derive conditions in what follows
for Σ1 to be precompact. It is worth pointing out that if wij(t)
satisfy the same properties that w(t) has for all i, j ∈  , then
Σ is precompact.

Before presenting the first theorem, we introduce some
notations. #() denotes the Lebesgue measure [35] of a set
of real numbers . A real-valued function ℎ(t) is said to be
continuous on [t1, t2] if it is continuous on (t1, t2), and is
continuous from the right and left at t1 and t2, respectively.

Let Ω be an arbitrary set of discontinuous points of w(t) on
[0,∞) that has a zero Lebesgue measure.

The following theorem says that if w(t) does not change too
fast in a certain sense, then Σ1 is a precompact set.

Theorem 1: Assume that w(t) is bounded. Let g(t) denote
the restriction of w(t) to the set [0,+∞) ⧵ Ω. Given any t ∈
[0,∞]⧵Ω, let t be the largest open interval containing t such
that g is continuous on t. Suppose there exist positive real
numbers c, ĉ > 0 such that given any interval [s, p],
(i) if g is continuous on the interval [s, p], then |g(s)−g(p)| ≤

c|s − p|;
(ii) otherwise, |g(s) − g(p)| ≤ ĉ[#(s) + |s − p|] when s is

not empty; or |g(s) − g(p)| ≤ ĉ(s − p) when s is empty.
then Σ1 is a precompact set.

Remark 6: Condition (i) requires that g(t) has at most a
linear growth when it is continuous. This condition precludes
any isolated essential discontinuity [35]. For instance, the
function sin(1∕(t − 1)) does not satisfy condition (i) when t
approaches 1 from the left. Condition (ii) restricts the change
of g(t) at a jump discontinuous point to the length of a
continuous interval associated with this point. The set Ω is
used to remove points (or equivalently redefine the values
of these points) with the result that g(t) behaves well on
[0,+∞) ⧵Ω.
Remark 7: Theoretically, Theorem 1 includes functions w(t)

that have an infinite number of discontinuities in a bounded
interval. Let w(t) be defined from a Lipschitz continuous
function ℎ(t) such that w(t) = 0 whenever t is a rational
number and w(t) = ℎ(t) otherwise. By choosing Ω to be
rational numbers on [0,+∞), g(t) is Lipschitz continuous on
[0,+∞) ⧵Ω and Σ1 is precompact according to Theorem 1.
Next we present two interesting corollaries. It is shown that

the conditions frequently used in existing literature are special
cases of Assumption 2.

Corollary 1: Assume that there exist nonempty and con-
tiguous intervals [s0, s1), [s1, s2),… , [sk, sk+1),⋯ such that
∪jsj = [0,∞) and w(t) is continuous on each interval
(sk, sk+1). Suppose that the following conditions hold:
(i) |w(t1) − w(t2)| ≤ c|t1 − t2| if t1, t2 ∈ [sj , sj+1) for some

j ≥ 0,
(ii) |w(s+j ) − w(s

−
j )| ≤ ĉ|sj−1 − sj| for j ≥ 1, where w(s+j )

and w(s−j ) denote the limits from the right and left at sj ,
respectively,

then Σ1 is precompact.
Note that we allow infk∈ℤ+ (sk − sk−1), which is termed as

dwell time, to be zero in Corollary 1. In other words, w(t)
can have an infinite number of discontinuities in a bounded
interval. Corollary 1 also gives a useful principle for designing
(t). If the network topology switches fast inevitably, the
design of (t) such that Assumption 2 holds, together with
other mild conditions, ensures exponential consensus (see
Section IV-B) and provides more tolerance to disturbances.
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If w(t) is constant on any [sj , sj+1) and infk∈ℤ+ (sk−sk−1) >
0, then the condition can be further simplified for Σ1 to be
precompact.

Corollary 2: Assume that w(t) is bounded and piece-
wise constant. Let [s0, s1), [s1, s2),… , [sk, sk+1),⋯ be a se-
quence of nonempty and contiguous intervals such that
∪∞j=0[sj , sj+1) = [0,∞) and w(t) is constant on each [sj , sj+1).
If infk∈ℤ+ (sk − sk−1) > 0, then Σ1 is a precompact set.

If w(t) is a continuous function, then Σ1 is also precompact
when w(t) is uniformly continuous, even if the derivative of
w(t) may grow unboundedly.
Lemma 2: Suppose that w(t) is bounded and uniformly

continuous4 on [0,+∞). Then, the set Σ1 is precompact.
Remark 8: We note that if D+w(t) is bounded everywhere,

then w(t) is uniformly continuous (where D+ denotes the Dini
derivative [37]). In particular, if w(t) is Lipschitz continuous,
then D+w(t) is bounded everywhere.

IV. NECESSARY AND SUFFICIENT CONDITIONS FOR
EXPONENTIAL CONSENSUS

A. Necessary Conditions for Exponential Consensus

In this section, we analyze the necessity of joint (�, T )-
connectivity of (t) and controllability of (A,B) for GUEC of
system (1) under Assumptions 1 and 2. The necessity seems
intuitive, however its proof is technically challenging. We first
recall a test of controllability [38].

Lemma 3 (cf. [38]): (A,B) is controllable if and only if the
controllability matrix [B,AB,… ,An−1B] is of full-row rank.
Remark 9: A matrix pair (A,B) being not controllable is

equivalent to the existence of v ≠ 0 such that vHAiB = 0
for all i = 0,… , n − 1 and this is in turn equivalent to the
existence of v ≠ 0 such that vHA = �vH and vHB = 0 [38].
The following theorem, which is not altogether surprising,

says that the controllability of (A,B) is necessary for GUEC
of system (1) with any feedback matrix K and any (t).
Theorem 2: Consider the linear interconnected system (1)

communicating over (t). If consensus is achieved globally,
uniformly, and exponentially fast, then (A,B) is controllable.
Remark 10: The necessity of the controllability of (A,B)

was investigated for consensus of multi-agent systems in [39].
However the analysis relies on the invariance of controllabil-
ity property under any equivalence transformation and only
applies to a fixed and connected communication graph. In
contrast, we relax the connectivity condition and show that
if (A,B) is not controllable, then there exists a non-trivial
subspace in which a vector cannot be controlled to leave this
space, thus global consensus is impossible by Remark 9.

Lemma 1 implies that with V (e), GUEC for system (1) can
be achieved if and only if the integral of �(t) over any time
interval with a fixed length T has positive lower and upper
bounds. By Eq. (6), Assumption 2 and Lemma 7 in Section
V, and noting that e(t) can be any vector in ℝnN since e(0)

4A real-valued function g is uniformly continuous if for every real number
� > 0, there exists a �(�) > 0 such that |g(x1)−g(x2)| ≤ � whenever |x1−x2| ≤
�(�) [35].

is arbitrary, the above condition is equivalent to requiring that
there exist positive real numbers �1, �2, and T such that

�1I ≤ −F1(t) + 2F2(t) ≤ �2I (8)

holds for any t ≥ 0. This condition (8) does not depend on
system state.
Next, we show the necessity of joint (�, T )-connectivity of

(t) for (8) to be satisfied with Assumptions 1–2 and the choice
of feedback matrix K = B⊤P for some positive definite matrix
P. To show the necessity of joint (�, T )-connectivity of (t),
we should relate joint connectivity to exponential convergence
of the states to consensus. To this end, we develop an analysis
framework in Section II, which leads us to characterize the
lower bound of the following integral:

∫

t+T

t
Φ⊤(�, t)

(

L̂(�)⊗ PBB⊤P
)

Φ(�, t)d�.

The above integral involves the term Φ(�, t). Thus, its lower
bound is jointly determined by A, B, P, and L(t) and is difficult
to analyze.
Theorem 3: Consider the linear interconnected system (1)

communicating over (t). Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2
hold and K = B⊤P for some P > 0. If consensus is achieved
globally, uniformly, and exponentially fast, then (t) is jointly
(�, T ) connected.
The joint (�, T )-connectivity condition is quite mild. It is

weaker than the uniform joint connectivity with the existence
of a positive dwell time [28], [29]. Moreover, if such a
connectivity condition does not hold, then GUEC cannot be
ensured in some cases (see Example 4 in Section VI). Finally,
the necessity of joint connectivity of (t) is proved based on
the design of K = B⊤P and the quadratic Lyapunov function
candidate V (e).

B. Sufficient Conditions for Exponential Consensus
Under Assumptions 1–2, we show a sufficient condition

for system (1) to realize GUEC. In general, simply putting
together the two necessary conditions in Section IV-A cannot
guarantee GUEC of system (1). We need to further char-
acterize how system parameters and joint (�, T )-connectivity
condition work together for reaching GUEC, which motivates
the synchronization index mentioned in the Abstract and
Introduction sections.
Theorem 4: Consider the linear interconnected system (1)

communicating over (t). Suppose that Assumptions 1 and
2 hold, �(A) belongs to the closed right-half plane. Design
K = B⊤P with P satisfying

A⊤P + PA − �1PBB⊤P +Q = 0 (9)

for some �1 > 0 and Q ≥ 0 where (A,Q1∕2) is observable.
Assume that F2(t) ≥

�2
2 F4(t) for some �2 > 0 and for all t.

If (A,B) is controllable, (t) is jointly (�, T )-connected, and
�2
�1

≥ 1, then consensus is achieved globally, uniformly, and
exponentially fast.
Remark 11: Since (A,B) is controllable and (A,Q1∕2) is

observable, for any �1 > 0, there exists a positive definite P
such that (9) holds. With the matrix P given, the existence of
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�2 such that F2(t) ≥
�2
2 F4(t) for all t ≥ 0 is guaranteed as

a result of Assumptions 1 and 2 (refer to the detailed proof
of Theorem 4). Although �1 and �2 are ensured to exist, we
cannot guarantee �2∕�1 ≥ 1 because �2 depends on �1. The
quantity �2∕�1 is crucial for achieving consensus and it reflects
how system parameters and joint (�, T )-connectivity condition
work together to guarantee GUEC.
Remark 12: An explicit convergence rate that can be directly

computed is not available in Theorem 4. We only prove that
a lower bound for the convergence rate exists in the proof of
Theorem 4.
Remark 13: (i) If A is neutrally stable, then P > 0 can be

chosen such that A⊤P+PA = 0 [28]. The derivative of V along
the state trajectory of system (2) gives V̇ = −�(t)V , where
�(t) ≥ 0. In this case, �1 can be an arbitrary positive value
since we do not have (9), which easily ensures �2∕�1 ≥ 1.
(ii) In addition, if (t) remains connected for all t ≥ 0 and
moreover L̂(t) ≥ �I for some � > 0, then �2 can be chosen
to be 2� according to its definition. As such, any �1 that is
less than 2� yields �2∕�1 ≥ 1. The above discussion shows
that for some special cases, the controllability of (A,B) and
joint (�, T )-connectivity of (t) are necessary and sufficient
for exponential consensus. For a general case, �2∕�1 > 1 is
additionally required to secure exponential consensus, whose
necessity, unfortunately, is not obtained.

The quantity �2∕�1 can be viewed as a synchronization
index of system (1) over a dynamic network topology (see
Remark 11). Theorem 4 says that �2∕�1 ≥ 1 guarantees GUEC
of system (1) provided that (A,B) is controllable and (t) is
jointly (�, T )-connected under Assumptions 1–2.

It is quite a challenge to analytically specify conditions to
ensure �2∕�1 ≥ 1 in a general case. Nevertheless, one can try
to find P to guarantee �2∕�1 ≥ 1 numerically. Specifically,
first take k = 1∕k where k ∈ ℤ+. Then, solve the algebraic
Riccati equation

A⊤Pk + PkA − kPkBB
⊤Pk + In = 0 (10)

to obtain Pk . Finally, calculate �2(k) with Pk such that
F2(t) ≥ (�2(k)∕2)F4(t) for all t. If there exists a �2 such that
�2(k) ≥ �2 for all k, then any �1 satisfying �2 ≥ �1 yields
that �2∕�1 ≥ 1. We summarize this procedure in Algorithm 1
and illustrate it in a numerical example (Example 2 in Section
VI).

Algorithm 1 – Finding �2
Initiate matrices A and B, and set k = 1
repeat
Solve (10) to obtain Pk with k =

1
k ;

Calculate �2(k) using Pk;
k = k + 1;

until �2(k) converges or k is sufficiently large

Algorithm 1 provides a strategy to search for a pair (�1, �2)
such that the synchronization index, �2∕�1, is not less than
1. The algorithm is essentially a searching procedure along a
certain direction. As a result, the iterations carried out by the
algorithm can be manually set according to prior knowledge

or to achieve a better trade-off between cost of computation
and size of search area.
If a converged �2(k) is not obtained and the algorithm stops

due to large iteration steps, then one can numerically calculate
the lower bound of the obtained sequence {�2(k)∕k}. If the
lower bound is obtained with �2(j)∕j ≥ 1 for some j, the
synchronization index is guaranteed to be not less than 1 with
�1 = 1∕j.

V. PROOFS OF MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we provide complete proofs of the main
results. For brevity’s sake, in the following proof we drop the
subscript r and the time interval [0, T ] used for the definition
of Σ in Assumption 2 without causing any confusion hereafter
and use L̂b(t) to denote an arbitrary element of Σ.

A. PROOF OF LEMMA 1

(Sufficiency.) Consider V̇ = −�(t)V , whose state transition
matrix is ΦV (t, s) = exp{∫

t
s −�(t)(�)d�}. Since ∫

t+T
t �(�)d� ≥

a, it follows that ΦV (s + kT , s) ≤ exp{−ak} where k = ⌊(t −
s)∕T ⌋. By the definition of k, t ∈ [s+kT , s+kT +T ]. In view
of the fact that �(t) is bounded above by �∗, ∫ ts+kT −�(�)d�
has an upper bound 0 and a lower bound −�∗T . Hence,

ΦV (t, s) = ΦV (t, s + kT )ΦV (s + kT , s)

≤ e∫
t
s+kT −�(�)d�e−ak ≤ e−ak.

Noting that k ≥ (t − s)∕T − 1, it is further obtained that
ΦV (t, s) ≤ e−a(t−s)∕T+a. Let 3 = exp{a} > 0 and 4 = a∕T >
0. Consequently,

ΦV (t, s) ≤ 3 exp{−4(t − s)}.

(Necessity.) By the global uniform exponential convergence
of V , one has

ΦV (t, s) = e− ∫ ts �(�)d� ≤ 3e
−4(t−s).

Let t = s + T , where T > 0 is independent of s. This gives

∫

s+T

s
�(�)d� ≥ − ln 3 + 4T ,

as desired. Here, T > ln 3∕4 when ln 3 is positive. This
finishes the proof.

B. PROOFS OF THEOREM 1, LEMMA 2, AND COROLLARIES
1-2

To complete the proofs, we need the following lemma which
provides a criterion to verify whether a set of real-valued
functions is precompact.

Let T > 0 and (Sℎw)(t) = w(t + ℎ), t ≥ 0, be the shift
operator. Note that if w(t) is defined on [0, T ] for some T > 0,
then (Sℎw)(t) is defined on [0, T − ℎ] with T ≥ ℎ ≥ 0.



8

Lemma 4 (cf. [36, Theorem 1]): Let F ⊂ Lp(0, T ;B), where
B is Banach space. F is relatively compact5 in Lp(0, T ;B) for
1 ≤ p <∞, or in C(0, T ;B) for p = ∞ if and only if

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎩

{

∫

t2

t1
f (t)dt ∶ f ∈ F

}

is relatively compact in B,

∀ 0 < t1 < t2 < T (11)
‖f (t) − Sℎf (t)‖Lp(0,T−ℎ;B) → 0, as ℎ→ 0,

uniformly for f ∈ F . (12)

For the purpose of this paper, we simply take B = ℝ. Write
Lp(0, T ;ℝ) as Lp(0, T ) for brevity. Without causing confusion,
we also use Lp instead of Lp(0, T ). Moreover, let p = 1, i.e.,
we consider the space L1(0, T ).

Proof of Theorem 1 using Lemma 4. By Assumption 1,
there exists a C > 0 such that −C ≤ ∫ t2t1 f (t)dt ≤ C for all
0 < t1 < t2 < T and uniformly for f ∈ Σ1. As a result, the first
condition, i.e., condition (11), in Lemma 4 is satisfied. Then,
to complete the proof, it suffices to show that for any � > 0,
there exists an � > 0 such that ‖

‖

f (t) − Sℎf (t)‖‖L1(0,T−ℎ) ≤
�, ∀ℎ ≤ �, uniformly for f ∈ Σ1. To this end, we first calculate
f (t) − Sℎf (t) on [0, T − ℎ] in what follows for an arbitrary
f (t) ∈ Σ1 and T > ℎ > 0.

Let Ωf ⊂ Ω be the set of points of discontinuity of f
on [0, T − ℎ]. Now, for brevity, we construct a function gf
that is defined on [0, T − ℎ] ⧵ Ωf such that gf (s) = f (s) for
any s ∈ [0, T − ℎ] ⧵ Ωf . Clearly, gf is a restriction of f on
[0, T − ℎ] ⧵Ωf .

Let t ∈ [0, T−ℎ] be arbitrary and gf be defined at t and t+ℎ.
If gf is continuous on [t, t + ℎ] ⧵ Ωf , then by the conditions
in the theorem statement and the construction of Σ1, one has
gf (t) − gf (t + ℎ) ≤ cℎ. As a result, there holds that

|

|

f (t) − Sℎf (t)|| = |f (t) − f (t + ℎ)| ≤ cℎ.

Now consider the scenario that gf is not continuous on
[t, t + ℎ] ⧵ Ωf . Let t be the largest open interval containing
t such that gf is continuous on t.
∙ CASE I: t IS EMPTY. This implies that the function gf is
not continuous on any open interval of the form (s1, s2)
with s1 < t < s2. By the conditions in the theorem
statement, one has f (t)−f (t+ℎ) = gf (t)−gf (t+ℎ) ≤ ĉℎ.

∙ CASE II: t IS NOT EMPTY. In this case, f (t) − f (t+ℎ) =
gf (t) − gf (t + ℎ) ≤ ĉ #(t) + ĉℎ, where t satisfies that
t − mins{s ∈ t} ≤ ℎ.

Note that in the second case, if t ∈ t and maxs{s ∈ t} −
t > ℎ, there holds

f (t) − f (t + ℎ) = gf (t) − gf (t + ℎ) ≤ cℎ.

This indicates that although a term independent of ℎ, i.e.,
ĉ #(t), exists, it appears for the function gf on a sub-interval
of t having length of at most ℎ.

5A relatively compact set, also called precompact set, is a set whose closure
is compact.

Define the union of all such open intervals for each t ∈
[0, T − ℎ] ⧵ Ωf by . Then, by the above calculation, one
arrives at the following inequalities

‖f (t) − Sℎf (t)‖L1(0,T−ℎ)

≤ ∫Ωf
|f (t) − f (t + ℎ)|dt + ∫[0,T−ℎ]⧵Ωf

max{ĉ, c}ℎ dt

+
∑

s∈
∫′s⊂s

ĉ #(s)dt

≤ max{ĉ, c}ℎ(T − ℎ) + ĉℎ(T − ℎ) ≤ max{ĉ, c}Tℎ,

where we have used the fact that #(Ωf ) = 0, f (t) is bounded
by w∗, #(′s) ≤ ℎ, and

∑

s∈ #(s) ≤ T − ℎ. Therefore, given
any � > 0, there exists an � = �

max{ĉ,c}T such that

‖

‖

f (t) − Sℎf (t)‖‖L1(0,T−ℎ) ≤ �, ∀f ∈ Σ1, ∀ℎ ≤ �.

Here, the quantities c, ĉ, and T are independent of f chosen
from Σ. This finishes the proof of Theorem 1.

Proofs of Corollaries 1-2. It suffices to show that the
conditions in Theorem 1 hold.
(1) Choose Ω = ∅. Then, g = w on [0,+∞). It is clear

that |w(s) − w(p)| ≤ c|s − p| with s, p ∈ [sj , sj+1) for any
j ≥ 0. If there exist discontinuous points in [s, p], then write
[s, p] = [s, sk+1) ∪ ⋯ ∪ [sl , p] where [s, sk+1) ⊂ [sk, sk+1),
[sl , p] ⊂ [sl , sl+1) and l > k + 1. Consequently,

|w(s) −w(p)| ≤ |

|

|

w
(

s−k+1
)

−w (s)||
|

+ |

|

|

w (p) −w
(

sl
)

|

|

|

+
l−k
∑

j=2

|

|

|

w
(

sk+j
)

−w
(

sk+j−1
)

|

|

|

≤ |

|

|

w
(

s−k+1
)

−w(s)||
|

+ |

|

|

w(p) −w
(

sl
)

|

|

|

+ |

|

|

w(s−k+1) −w
(

sk+1
)

|

|

|

+
l−k
∑

j=2

(

|

|

|

|

w
(

s−k+j
)

−w
(

sk+j−1
)|

|

|

|

+
|

|

|

|

w
(

sk+j
)

−w
(

s−k+j
)

|

|

|

|

)

≤ 2max{c, ĉ}
[

#(s) + |s − p|
]

,

which proves Corollary 1.
(2) Since infk∈ℤ+ (sk − sk−1) > 0 and w(t) is bounded,

the second condition in Corollary 1 holds. Then, Corollary
2 follows from Corollary 1.

Proof of Lemma 2 using Lemma 4. For uniformly
continuous and bounded w(t), given any � > 0, there exists
� > 0 such that |w(s)−w(p)| ≤ � whenever |s−p| ≤ �. Then,
choosing p = ∞ in Lemma 4, condition (12) holds uniformly
for f ∈ Σ1, which proves that Σ1 is precompact.

C. PROOF OF THEOREM 2
Suppose that the matrix pair (A,B) is not controllable.

Then, there exists an eigenvector v ∈ ℂn associated with the
uncontrollable eigenvalue �u of A, i.e., vHA = �uvH and
vHB = 0 [38]. For simplicity, let us assume that �u is real
and v is also a real vector.
Let  be the controllability subspace determined by (A,B),

viz.  = Ran([B,AB,⋯ ,An−1B]) = Ran(exp(At)B), t ≥ 0.
Then, if xi(0) ∈ , xi(t) ∈  for all t. This gives that if
xi(0) ∈  for some i ∈  , then v⊤xi(t) = v⊤xi(0) = 0, ∀t.
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The evolution of v⊤xk(t) for any k is expressible as follows:

v⊤ẋk = v⊤Axk + v⊤BK
N
∑

j=1
wkj(t)

(

xj − xk
)

= �uv⊤xk,

where we have used the fact that v⊤B = 0 and v⊤A = �uv⊤.
Therefore, v⊤xk(t) = e�u⋅tv⊤xk(0).

Let xi(0) ∈  for some i, then v⊤xi(t) = 0 for all t ≥ 0.
If consensus can be achieved for system (1) globally, then
v⊤xj(t)→ 0 as t →∞ for all j ≠ i and any initial value xj(0).
However, if v⊤xk(0) ≠ 0 for some k ≠ i, then v⊤xk(t) =
e�u⋅tv⊤xk(0), which clearly does not converge to zero. Hence,
consensus cannot be achieved – a contradiction This finishes
the proof.

D. PROOF OF THEOREM 3
The proof of Theorem 3 uses the following lemmas to

characterize the eigenvalues of a Laplacian matrix.
Lemma 5 (cf. [40]): Consider an undirected graph ,

whose Laplacian matrix is L. Let 1 and 2 be two
nontrivial disjoint subsets of  , i.e., |1| > 0, |2| >
0, and 1 ∩ 2 = ∅, 1 ∪ 2 =  . Then, one has
�2(L) ≤ e(1,2)∕|1| + e(2,1)∕|2|, where e(1,2) =
∑

i∈1,j∈2 wij and e(2,1) =
∑

i∈2,j∈1 wij , |i| denotes
the cardinality of i for i = 1, 2.

Lemma 6 (cf. [41]): Let M be an n×n arbitrary matrix with
eigenvalues �1, �2,… , �n. Let v be a right eigenvector of M
associated with the eigenvalue �k, i.e., Mv = �kv, and let q
be any n-dimensional vector. Then the matrix M + vq⊤ has
eigenvalues �1, �2,… , �k−1, �k + v⊤q, �k+1,… , �n.

The following lemma shows the continuous dependence of
Φb(t, 0) on L̂b(t), where Φb(t, 0) is the state transition matrix
of system (2) corresponding to L̂b(t) defined on [0, T ].
Lemma 7: Consider the linear interconnected system (1)

communicating over (t). Given any feedback matrix K and
under Assumption 1, Φb(t, 0) depends continuously on L̂b(t)
in the sense that for any � > 0, there exists a � > 0 such that

‖Φb1(t, 0) − Φ
b
2(t, 0)‖L1(0,T ) ≤ �

whenever
‖L̂b1(t) − L̂b2(t)‖L1(0,T ) ≤ �,

where Φb1(t, 0) and Φb2(t, 0) are state transition matrices of
system (2) corresponding to L̂b1(t) and L̂b2(t), respectively.
We have been unable to find a proof of this intuitively

reasonable result. Hence, we provide a proof in what follows.
Proof of Lemma 7: Consider a convergent sequence

{L̂bk(t)}
∞
k=1 such that

‖L̂bk(t) − L̂b∗(t)‖L1(0,T ) → 0, k → ∞.

It suffices to show that ‖Φbk(t, 0)‖ converges to ‖Φb∗(t, 0)‖,
which are associated to L̂bk(t, t0) and L̂b∗(t), respectively, in
L1(0, T ) as k tends to infinity. Consider the following two
linear systems governed, respectively, by:

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

ẏ(t) =
[

I⊗ A − L̂bk(t)⊗ BK
]

y(t) (13)

ż(t) =
[

I⊗ A − L̂b∗(t)⊗ BK
]

z(t) (14)

where 0 ≤ t ≤ T and y(0) = z(0). Here, by Assumptions 1 and
2, L̂bk(t) and L̂b∗(t) are bounded, so are y(t) and z(t) on [0, T ].
Let r(t) = y(t) − z(t). r(t) is also bounded. The evolution of
r(t) is described by

ṙ = (I⊗ A)r − (L̂bk(t)⊗ BK)r + (ΔL(t)⊗ BK)z (15)

where ΔL(t) = L̂b∗(t) − L̂bk(t). Denote by Φ̃(t, 0) the state tran-
sition matrix of system (15). Again, according to Assumption
1, ‖Φ̃(t, 0)‖ is bounded. Then,

r(t) = Φ̃(t, 0)r0 + ∫

t

t0
Φ̃(t, �)(ΔL(�)⊗ BK)z(�)d�.

Note that r0 = r(0) = 0. Hence,

‖r(t)‖ ≤ ∫

t

0

‖

‖

‖

Φ̃(t, �)‖‖
‖

‖

‖

‖

ΔL(�)⊗ BK‖‖
‖

‖

‖

‖

z(�)‖‖
‖

d�.

Note that ‖Φ̃(t, �)‖ and ‖z(�)‖ are bounded while given any
� > 0, there exists a K > 0 such that if k > K , then
‖ΔL(t)‖L1(0,T ) < � by the convergence of {L̂bk(t)}

∞
k=1 to L̂b∗(t)

in L1(0, T ). Then, one has that ‖r(t)‖L1(0,T ) < M� if k > K
where

M = T sup
�∈[0,T ]

‖Φ̃(t, �)‖ × ‖BK‖ × ‖z(�)‖ <∞.

Write r(t) = (Φbm(t, 0) − Φ
b
∗(t, 0))y(0), where Φbm(t, 0) and

Φb∗(t, 0) are state transition matrices of (13) and (14), respec-
tively. Let y(0) be an arbitrary unit vector, then if k > K , there
holds that ‖Φbk(t, 0) − Φ

b
∗(t, 0)‖L1(0,T ) < M�. This completes

the proof.
We are now ready to prove Theorem 3.
Suppose that (t) is not jointly (�, T )-connected. By the

definition of joint (�, T )-connectivity, given any T > 0 and
any � > 0, there exists a t ≥ 0 such that ̄ = ( , ̄ , Ā = [w̄ij])
is not connected, where ̄ contains edges satisfying

(j, i) ∶ w̄ij = ∫

t+T

t
wij(s)ds ≥ �.

As a result, there exists a t ⊂  such that w̄pq < � for p ∈ t
and q ∈  ⧵ t. Hence,

∑

i∈t, j∈⧵t
∫

t+T

t
wij(�)d� ≤ �

∑

i∈t, j∈⧵t

1 ≤ N2�.

Now fix T > 0. Since � > 0 is arbitrary, for any k ∈
ℤ+, there exists a tk such that

∑

i∈k, j∈⧵k ∫
tk+T
tk

wij(�)d� ≤
1∕(2k), where we use k instead of tk for simplicity. Note
that (t) is undirected, implying wij(t) = wji(t) for any i, j.
Then,

∑

j∈k, i∈⧵k
∫

tk+T

tk
wij(�)d�

=
∑

i∈k, j∈⧵k
∫

tk+T

tk
wij(�)d� ≤

1
2k
.

By Lemma 5, �2(∫
tk+T
tk

L(t)dt) ≤ 1∕k.
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For each tk, let L̂bk(s) = L̂(s + tk), s ∈ [0, T ]. Therefore,
we have a sequence of matrix-valued functions {L̂bk(t) ∈
(Σ)}∞k=1. By Lemma 6,

�
(

∫

T

0
L̂bk(t)dt

)

=
{

�i

(

∫

T

0
Lbk(t)dt

)

, i ≠ 1
}

∪ {1},

where “�(⋅)” denotes the spectrum of a matrix. Therefore,

�1

(

∫

T

0
L̂bk(t)dt

)

= �2

(

∫

T

0
Lbk(t)dt

)

≤ 1
k
.

Invoking Assumptions 1 and 2, there exists a convergent
subsequence {L̂bnk (t)} of {L̂bk(t)} in (Σ). For each nk,

�1

(

∫

T

0
L̂bnk (t)dt

)

≤ 1
nk
.

The limit of L̂bnk (t) is denoted by limk→∞ L̂bnk (t) = L̂b∗(t) ∈
(Σ).

To prove Theorem 3, we next characterize the lower and
upper bounds for F1(t) and F2(t), respectively, with the aid of
L̂b∗(t). Refer to (7) for the definitions of F1(t) and F2(t).
(1) Characterization of F2(t).

Clearly, the matrix ∫ T0 L̂b∗(t)dt has a zero eigenvalue by
the convergence of L̂bnk (t) to L̂b∗(t) as k tends to infinity
and the continuous dependence of eigenvalues on entries of
a matrix. Recall that Φbnk (t, 0) is the state transition matrix
of system (2) corresponding to L̂bnk (t). According to Lemma
7, limk→∞Φbnk (t, 0) = Φb∗(t, 0), where Φ

b
∗(t, 0) is the state

transition matrix of system (2) corresponding to L̂b∗(t). As a
consequence, it is easily obtained that

lim
k→∞

‖

‖

‖

(Φbnk )
⊤(t, 0)

(

L̂bnk (t)⊗ PBB⊤P
)

Φbnk (t, 0)

− (Φb∗)
⊤(t, 0)

(

L̂b∗(t)⊗ PBB⊤P
)

Φb∗(t, 0)
‖

‖

‖L1
= 0.

For subsequent analysis, let

Γk = ∫

T

0
(Φbnk )

⊤(�, 0)
[

L̂bnk (�)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

Φbnk (�, 0)d�,

and Γ∗ be its limit, i.e., limk→∞ Γk = Γ∗. By the definition of
the set Σ (see Assumption 2), if e⊤(0)Γke(0) ≤ e⊤(0)�e(0) for
k ∈ ℤ+ and some � > 0, then e⊤(0)F2(tnk )e(0) ≤ e⊤(0)�e(0)
for tnk , as desired. (See (7) for the definition of F2(t).) As a
consequence, we will characterize Γk in what follows.
Let v be a nullvector of ∫ T0 L̂b∗(t)dt. Hence, L̂

b
∗(t)v ≡ 0. Let

e(0) = v ⊗ w ∈ ℝnN be a nonzero initial state, where w is
any nonzero vector in ℝN . Note that

(L̂b∗(t)⊗ BB⊤P)(I⊗ eAt)e(0) ≡ 0.

Then, with Lb∗(t), it follows from system (2) that e(t) = (I⊗
eAt)e(0) for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Consequently, Φb∗(t, t0)e(0) = (IN⊗
eAt)e(0) for t ∈ [0, T ]. This gives that

e⊤(0)Γ∗e(0)

= e⊤(0)
[

∫

T

0

[

Lb∗(�)⊗ (eAt)⊤PBB⊤PeAt
]

d�
]

e(0)

e(0)=v⊗w
= 0.

Since the integral of real-valued functions is a linear continu-
ous operator, given arbitrary � > 0, there exists a K1 > 0 such
that e⊤(0)Γke(0) ≤ �, for all k ≥ K . This immediately gives
that e⊤(0)F2(tnk )e(0) ≤ � for all k ≥ K1.

(2) Characterization of F1(t).

Recall that with L̂b∗(t), it follows from system (2) that e(t) =
(I ⊗ eAt)e(0) for all t ∈ [0, T ], where e(0) = v ⊗ w ∈ ℝnN

is nonzero with w being any nonzero vector in ℝN . Also,
Φb∗(t, 0)e(0) = (IN ⊗ eAt)e(0). Therefore,

e⊤(0)
[

∫

T

0

[

Φb∗(�, 0)
]⊤ [I⊗ (A⊤P + PA)

] [

Φb∗(�, 0)
]

d�
]

e(0)

e(0)=v⊗w
= e⊤(0)

[

∫

T

0
I⊗

[

eAt
]⊤ (A⊤P + PA)

[

eAt
]

d�
]

e(0)

=v⊤v × w⊤
[

∫

T

0

[

eAt
]⊤ (A⊤P + PA)

[

eAt
]

d�
]

w.

We claim that there exists a nonzero w∗ such that
(w∗)⊤[∫ T0 [e

At]⊤(A⊤P + PA)[eAt]d�]w∗ ≥ 0. Now, we use the
proof by contradiction to prove this claim. Suppose otherwise
that

�max

(

∫

T

0
[eAt]⊤(A⊤P + PA)[eAt]d�

)

< 0.

Consider the linear system ż(t) = Az(t) and let E = z⊤(t)Pz(t).
Then, integrating the derivative of E(t) along ż(t) = Az(t)
gives

E(T + t) − E(t) = z⊤(t)Mz(t) ≤
�max(M)
�max(P)

E(t),

where

M = ∫

T

0

[

eAt
]⊤ (A⊤P + PA)

[

eAt
]

dt.

This shows that E(t + T ) ≤ [1 + (�max(M)∕�max(P))]E(t).
Since �max(M) < 0 by the hypothesis and E(t) ≥ 0 for all t,
one has −1 ≤ �max(M)∕�max(P) < 0. Then, E(t) converges to
zero exponentially fast, so does z(t) for any initial value z(0).
This contradicts the fact that �(A) lies in the closed right-half
plane. Hence, the existence of w∗ is ensured.
Now, considering again the fact that the integral of real-

valued functions is a linear continuous operator, given arbitrary
� > 0, there exists a K2 such that e⊤(0)F1(tnk )e(0) ≥ −� for
all k ≥ K2, where e(0) = v⊗ w∗. (See (7) for the definition
of F1(t).)

Finally, given any � > 0, by choosing K = max{K1, K2},
if k ≥ K then

e⊤(0)
[

F1(tnk ) − 2F2(tnk )
]

e(0) ≥ −3�, (16)

for e(0) = v⊗ w∗. This implies that F1(t) − 2F2(t) ≤ −�I for
some � > 0 does not hold uniformly in t – a contradiction.
This completes the proof.
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E. PROOF OF THEOREM 4
The proof of Theorem 4 makes use of the following lemma

to characterize a useful property of an observable matrix pair
(A,C).
Lemma 8: If (A,C) is observable, then given any set Ω ⊂

[0, T ] with T > 0 that has a positive Lebesgue measure, one
has ∫Ω(e

A�)⊤C⊤CeA�d� > 0.
We need the following result to prove Lemma 8.

Lemma 9 (cf. [42]): Let A(x) be a real analytic function on
(a connected open domain U of) ℝd . If A is not identically
zero, then its zero set F (A) ∶= {x ∈ U ∶ A(x) = 0} has a
zero measure.

Proof of Lemma 8: Suppose that ∫Ω(e
A�)⊤C⊤CeA�d� >

0 does not hold. Consequently, there exists a nonzero x0 such
that

x⊤0

(

∫Ω
(eA�)⊤C⊤CeA�d�

)

x0 = 0.

Let f (�) = x⊤0 (e
A�)⊤C⊤CeA�x0. This is an analytic and real-

valued function of �. Moreover, f (�) is not a zero function
on (0, T ) since (A,C) is observable. Otherwise,

x⊤0

(

∫[0,T ]
(eA�)⊤C⊤CeA�d�

)

x0 = 0,

which contradicts the observability. By Lemma 9, the set
{�|f (�) = 0, 0 ≤ � ≤ T } has a zero measure. Hence,
f (�) > 0 if � ∈ Ω ⧵ {�|f (�) = 0, 0 ≤ � ≤ T }, namely,
f (�) is positive almost everywhere in Ω. Then, ∫Ω f (�)d� = 0
requires that Ω is a measure zero set – a contradiction. This
finishes the proof.

Given a controllable matrix pair (A,B), the following lemma
constructs an observable matrix pair (A,B⊤P).
Lemma 10: Let ℜ(�(A)) ≥ 0 for any eigenvalue �(A) of A

and P be the solution of the following Riccati equation

A⊤P + PA − PRP +Q = 0 (17)

where R = BB⊤ ≥ 0, (A,B) is controllable, and Q ≥ 0
satisfying that (A,Q1∕2) is observable. Then, (A,B⊤P) is
observable.

Proof: Suppose otherwise that (A,B⊤P) is not observable.
Then, there exists aW ⊂ ℝn such that, for all x ∈ W , B⊤Px =
0 and Ax ∈ W . This implies that eAtx ∈ W and B⊤PeAtx = 0
for all x ∈ W and any t. Consider the linear system ẋ = Ax.
Take E = x⊤Px as its Lyapunov function, whose derivative is

2x⊤
(

A⊤P + PA
)

x

= 2x⊤(0)
[

eAt
]⊤ (A⊤P + PA)eAtx(0)

(17)
= 2x⊤(0)

[

eAt
]⊤ (PRP −Q)eAtx(0)

B⊤PeAtx(0)=0
= 2x⊤(0)

[

eAt
]⊤ (−Q)eAtx(0) ≤ 0.

Since (A,Q1∕2) is observable, given T > 0, there holds that
∫ s+Ts

[

eAt
]⊤Q eAtdt > 0 for any s ≥ 0. This implies that

E(t+T )−E(t) ≤ −�E(t) for some � > 0, which directly gives
that E(t) converges to zero exponentially fast. However, since
ℜ(�(A)) ≥ 0 for any eigenvalue �(A) of A, it is impossible
that E(t) converges to zero – a contradiction. This finishes the
proof.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 4.
According to Lemma 1, it suffices to show the existence of

positive real numbers a and T such that for all t ≥ 0,

∫

t+T

t
�(�)d� ≥ a. (18)

(Part I.) By Assumption 2, the set Σ is precompact, so
that its closure, denoted by (Σ), is a compact set. Note
that (t) is jointly (�, T ) connected. We first show that if
L̂b∗(t) ∈ (Σ), then the integral of L̂b∗(t) over [0, T ] yields
a connected �-graph (refer to Definition 3 for the definition).
Since L̂b∗(t) ∈ (Σ), there exists a {L̂bk(t) ∈ Σ}∞k=1 such
that limk→∞ L̂bk(t) = L̂b∗(t).
Let ∫ T0 wbk,ij(t)dt ≥ � for all k and wbk,ij(t) → w∗ij(t) as

k→∞ for some i, j ∈  . It suffices to show that

∫

T

0
w∗ij(t)dt ≥ �.

The convergence of wbk,ij(t) implies that given � > 0, there
exists a K(�) such that if k > K(�), then

∫

T

0
|wbk,ij(t) −w

∗
ij(t)| ≤ �,

which in turn yields

∫

T

0
wbk,ij(t)dt ≤ �T + ∫

T

0
w∗ij(t)dt.

It follows in a straightforward manner that for a suffi-
ciently large k, ∫ T0 wbk,ij(t)dt < �, a contradiction. Hence,
∫ T0 w∗ij(t)dt ≥ �. This finishes the proof of the first part.
(Part II.) Now to prove the lower bound of (18), we first

show that, for all L̂b(t) ∈ (Σ),

∫

T

0
(Φb)⊤(�, 0)

[

L̂b(�)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

Φb(�, 0)d� > 0, (19)

where Φb(⋅, ⋅) is the state transition matrix of system (2)
corresponding to L̂b(t). In order to obtain a contradiction,
suppose otherwise that there exists a e(0) such that

∫

T

0
e⊤(�)

[

L̂b(�)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

e(�)d� = 0, (20)

where e(�) = Φb(�, 0)e(0) and L̂b(t) ∈ (Σ). This gives
that

(

L̂b(t)⊗ B⊤P
)

e(t) = 0, ∀t ∈ [0, T ].

Therefore, via (2), one has e(t) = eAte(0) for t ∈ [0, T ],
inserting which into (20) in turn yields

∫

T

0
e⊤0

[

L̂b(�)⊗ (eA� )⊤PBB⊤PeA�
]

e0 d� = 0. (21)

We have assumed that (t) is jointly (�, T )-connected. By
the discussion in Part I, the union of the graph induced
from L̂b(t) contains a connected �-graph. This implies that
∫ T0 L̂b(t)dt > 0, which yields that there exists a set Ω ⊂ [0, T ]
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such that e⊤0
[

L̂b(�)⊗ I
]

e0 > 0 for � ∈ Ω and Ω has a positive
lebesgue measure. Hence, by (21), there must hold that

∫�∈Ω
e⊤0

[

I⊗ (eA� )⊤PBB⊤PeA�
]

e0 d� = 0. (22)

Note however that (A,B⊤P) is observable. By Lemma 8,
equality (22) does not hold, a contradiction. This completes
the proof in the second part.

(Part III.) In this part, we prove the existence of a positive
definite lower bound for (19).

Again, we proceed with a contradiction argument. Suppose
otherwise that there exist �k = 1∕k→ 0 as k→ ∞ such that

�min

[

∫

T

0
(Φbk)

⊤(�, 0)
[

L̂bk(�)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

Φbk(�, 0)d�
]

≤ �k,

where L̂bk(t) ∈ (Σ). By Assumption 2, there exists a
subsequence {L̂bnk (t)}

∞
k=1 such that it converges to L̂b∗(t) ∈

(Σ) as k→ ∞. Moreover, with L̂b∗(t), one has

�min

[

∫

T

0
Φ⊤∗ (�, 0)

[

L̂∗(�)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

Φ∗(�, 0)d�
]

= 0,

according to the continuity of integral operator and the con-
tinuous dependence of Φb(t, 0) on L̂b(t) (see Lemma 7). This
fact contradicts (19). Therefore, there exists an a > 0 such that

∫

T

0
(Φb)⊤(�, 0)

[

L̂b(�)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

Φb(�, 0)d� ≥ aI (23)

for all L̂b(t) ∈ (Σ).
(Part IV.) In this final part, we prove GUEC. By (4),

integrating V̇ (t) over the interval [0, T ] gives the following
relation:

∫

t+T

t
V̇ dt =V (e(T + t)) − V (e(t))

=e⊤(t)
[

F1(t) − 2F2(t)
]

e(t).

Since (A,B) is controllable and (A,Q1∕2) is observable, given
any �1 > 0, there exists a unique P > 0 such that

A⊤P + PA − �1PBB⊤P +Q = 0.

By Assumption 2, Lemma 7, and the linearity of integral op-
erator, ∫ t+Tt Φ⊤(�, t)

[

I⊗ PBB⊤P
]

Φ(�, t)d� is upper bounded.
Hence, there exists a positive constant �2 > 0 independent of
�1 such that

∫

t+T

t
Φ⊤(�, t)

[

L̂(�)⊗ PBB⊤P
]

Φ(�, t)d�

≥
�2
2 ∫

t+T

t
Φ⊤(�, t)

[

I⊗ PBB⊤P
]

Φ(�, t)d�
⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟

F4(t)

for all t. Consequently, one has

F1(t) − 2F2(t) ≤ ∫

t+T

t
Φ⊤(�, t)

[

IN ⊗
(

A⊤P + PA

− �2PBB⊤P
)

]

Φ(�, t)d�.

Now invoking the Theorem hypothesis that �2 ≥ �1, it follows
that there exists a real number �3 > 0 such that F1(t)−2F2(t) ≤
−�3I. Via similar arguments, one also has

F3(t) = ∫

t+T

t
Φ⊤(�, t) (I⊗ P) Φ(�, t)d� ≤ �4I

for some �4 > 0. One then has, for all t ≥ 0, that
∫ t+Tt �(�)d� ≥ �3∕�4 > 0. According to Lemma 1, V (t) ≤
3e−4tV (0) for appropriate 3 and 4. This finishes the proof.

VI. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

Example 1: In this example, we illustrate Theorem 4 with
A being neutrally stable. Consider a set of four linear systems
interacting with each other. Set

A =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

0 1 0
−2 0 1
0 1 0

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

and B =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

0
1
1

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

.

(A,B) is controllable. Choose the Laplacian matrices (which
correspond to two communication graphs 1 and 2 in Fig. 2,
respectively) as follows:

L1 = 0.1
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎣

1 −1 0 0
−1 1 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎦

, L2 = 0.1
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎣

2 0 −1 −1
0 0 0 0
−1 0 1 0
−1 0 0 1

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎦

.

For illustration, the initial values are randomly chosen from
[−50, 50] × [−50, 50]. The underlying graph switches every
1s and a14(t) = a13(t) = 0.1 − a12(t). Specifically, (t) =
1, 2k < t ≤ 2k + 1 and (t) = 2, 2k + 1 < t ≤ 2(k + 1)
for nonnegative integers k. Hence, the underlying interaction
topology is uniformly jointly connected [28].

By calculation, a positive definite solution of A⊤P+PA = 0
is

P∗ =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

11 0 −8
0 1.5 0
−8 0 6.5

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

To illustrate Theorem 4, note that matrix P∗ turns out to be a
positive definite solution of the following Riccati equation

A⊤P + PA − �1PBB⊤P +Q = 0 (24)

where Q = �1P∗BB⊤P∗ for any �1 > 0 and (A,B⊤P∗) is
observable, which is easy to verify. Moreover, P∗ does not
depend on �1. Using K = B⊤P∗, a sufficiently small �1
guarantees that the synchronization index is greater than 1.

It can be observed from Fig. 1, which plots the logarithmic
function of V , that the exponential convergence can be guar-
anteed and the convergence rate is indicated by the slope of
the plot.

Example 2: We illustrate Theorem 4 with A having at least
one unstable eigenvalue in this example. Let (t) = 1, 2k <
t ≤ 2k+1 and (t) = 2, 2k+1 < t ≤ 2(k+1) for nonnegative
integers k, where 1 and 2 are shown in Fig. 2. The union
of (t) over any time interval of length 2 is connected. Let

A =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

2 1 0
1 2 1
0 1 2

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

, B =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

1 0
1 1
0 1

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

.
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Fig. 1. Trajectory of ln(V (t)) when G(t) is jointly connected (Example 1).

1

4 3

2 1

4 3

2
G1 G2

Fig. 2. Two graphs over four nodes (Example 1).

Since (t) is periodic, to perform Algorithm 1 and obtain
�2, one only needs to calculate F2(0) and F4(0) with T = 2.
Via simulation, the maximum and minimum eigenvalues of
P̂ = Pk∕�̂(Pk ) are, respectively, plotted in Fig. 3. (Pk is
scaled by dividing its largest eigenvalue for ease of illustra-
tion.) Evidently, �max(P̂k ) = 1 while �min(P̂k ) converges to
0.072 as k → 0. Fig. 4 shows the minimum and the maximum
eigenvalues of F2(0) and F4(0) with T = 2, respectively. It is
found that �2 can be chosen as �2 = 0.042, with which the
matrix P is

P = 103 ∗
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

3.3367 −1.9075 2.3841
−1.9075 1.9073 −1.907
2.3841 −1.9075 3.3367

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

.

Fig. 5 plots the evolution of e(t) with the above P, which
clearly converges to zero. The convergence rate is implied in
Fig. 6 via the slope of log(V (t)).
Example 3: In this example, we verify the necessity of

controllability of (A,B). Consider a matrix pair (A,B), which
reads

A =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

0 1 −1
−1 2 −1
0 −1 1

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

, B =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

1 0
1 1
1 2

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

.

(A,B) is not controllable with �(A) = 3 being the uncon-
trollable eigenvalue. Moreover, v = [1,−2, 1]⊤ spans the
uncontrollable space. Choose

K =
[

1 2 1
2 1 3

]

, L =
[

1 −1
−1 1

]

,
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Fig. 3. The minimum (the upper plot) and maximum eigenvalues (the lower
plot) of P̂ = P∕�max(P ), respectively, with each k (Example 2).

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Iterations

0.016

0.018

0.02

0.022

m
in

 e
ig

en
va

lu
e

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Iterations

3.5

4

4.5

5

5.5

6

m
ax

 e
ig

en
va

lu
e

X 94
Y 0.020286

X 1
Y 0.016295

X 94
Y 4.8767

X 1
Y 3.4126

Fig. 4. The minimum eigenvalue of F2(0) and the maximum eigenvalue of
F4(0) at each iteration (Example 2).

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000
-50

-40

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

co
ns

en
su

s 
er

ro
r

Time/s

0 2 4 6 8 10
-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

error e

Fig. 5. Evolution of consensus error e(t) with a properly designed feedback
matrix (Example 2).



14

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000

Time/s

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14
lo

g(
V

)

the slope indicates exponential convergence

Fig. 6. The trajectory of log(V (t)) (Example 2).

Fig. 7. The evolution of v⊤[1,−2, 1] and v⊤[1, 1, 1] (Example 3).

x1(0) = [1,−2, 1]⊤ and x2(0) = [1, 1, 1]. Consider the same
time-varying graph (t) as in Example 1. The evolution of
v⊤x1(t) and v⊤x2(t) is shown in Fig. 7, which indicates that
consensus cannot be reached. This is also verified in Fig. 8,
where the state trajectories clearly depict that no consensus is
achieved.

Example 4: In this example, we illustrate the necessity of
joint (�, T )-connectivity for exponential consensus. Let A = 0
and B = K = I. Let 0, 1 and 2 be undirected graphs with
four nodes and edge weights equal to 1 (see Fig. 9). Consider
the switching scheme shown in Fig. 10. Specifically, (t) = 0
when t ∈ [t2k, t2k + (k + 1)T ), k = 0, 1,… with T = 1, (t) =
1, t ∈ [t4k+1, t4k+1 + �), and (t) = 2, t ∈ [t4k+3, t4k+3 + �)
where � = 0.5. Note that 0 contains no edge. Recall that �(t)
is defined in (5).

∫

t2k+(k+1)T+�

t2k
�(�)d� ≥ 0.

Moreover, for any given N > 0, there exists a tp such that for
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Fig. 8. The evolution of states (Example 3).
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Fig. 9. Three graphs which are jointly connected. None of the graphs is
connected (Example 4).
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T 2Tɵ ɵ 

Fig. 10. The switching scheme of the network topology among four nodes.
T and � are both positive numbers (Example 4).
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Fig. 11. The evolution of states with switching scheme of the network
topology shown in Fig. 10 (Example 4).
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t2k > tp, ∫
t2k+N
t2k

�(�)d� = 0. In this example, V (t) converges
to zero asymptotically as shown in Fig. 11, but not uniformly
exponentially fast. To understand why the convergence is not
exponential, suppose to the contrary that

ec(t−s)+d ≥ e∫
t
s �(�)d� ≥ ea(t−s)+b

for some real numbers c ≥ a > 0 and b, d. This implies that
there exists an N > 0 such that ∫ t2k+Nt2k

�(�)d� ≥ aN + b > 0
for any t2k, a contradiction.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have investigated the global uniform
exponential consensus problem for controllable linear systems
over time-varying undirected networks. A very mild joint
connectivity condition on the communication graph has been
proposed such that we can construct a set of matrix-valued
functions that is precompact. By designing a proper feed-
back matrix, we have successfully shown that global uniform
exponential consensus can be achieved if the joint (�, T )-
connectivity and controllability conditions are satisfied, and
in addition a synchronization index is greater than one. The
necessity of joint (�, T )-connectivity and controllability of
linear systems for global uniform exponential consensus have
also been demonstrated with a properly designed quadratic
Lyapunov function candidate. Finally, we point out that (t)
being undirected is somewhat restrictive. In view of this, the
possible future works include the exploration of symmetric
structure underlying a directed switching network topology,
by virtue of matrix transformation [46] or group theory [47].
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