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Abstract—A major challenge in autonomous driving is design-
ing control architectures that guarantee safety in all relevant
driving scenarios. Given a safe desired reference trajectory for
the vehicle, a trajectory following controller has to ensure that
the trajectory is followed with a maximally allowed deviation,
even in the presence of external disturbances, such as wind gusts
or inclined roads. In this paper, a method for computing upper
bounds for linear, time invariant single-input-multiple-output
systems with state feedback controllers and additive bounded
disturbances is proposed. The bounds for the offset between states
and the reference are derived analytically based on worst case
disturbance sequences. For systems with two states the bounds
are strict, while for higher order systems they are conservative.
The method is applied to obtain position bounds for lateral
trajectory following controllers, and to analyze how different
choices of feedback parameters affect safety margins.

I. INTRODUCTION

This work has been accepted to the 2023 9th International Conference on Control Decision and Information Technologies (CoDIT).

Increasing the automation level of road vehicles brings
many benefits such as improved safety, efficiency and comfort.
Despite having attracted a growing interest in research and
development [1], [2], ensuring safety remains a challenging
task for automated driving vehicles, which have to operate in
dynamic and uncertain environments, and interact with other
vehicles and road users [3].

A commonly used control architecture for autonomous
vehicles is based on a Trajectory Planner (TP) and a Trajectory
Following Controller (TFC) [3], [4], [5]. The TP is responsible
for generating a feasible and collision-free motion trajectory
for the ego vehicle, taking into account the current state of
vehicles, the road geometry, traffic rules, and obstacles [4].
The TFC is responsible for compensating external disturbances
that may affect the vehicle’s motion, such as wind gusts,
road slopes or sensor noise such that it follows the trajectory
provided by the TP as closely as possible. [4]. However,
there is no guarantee that the TFC can always follow the
trajectory perfectly, due to modeling errors, actuator saturation
or unexpected large disturbances. Therefore, if the deviation
between the actual vehicle state and the desired trajectory
exceeds a certain threshold, the vehicle may collide with
other objects or leave the road boundaries. This poses a
serious threat to the safety of autonomous driving, especially
for higher levels of automation where human intervention
is minimal or absent [4], [5]. To address this issue, formal
methods can be used to provide rigorous proofs of safety
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for the TP and TFC based on mathematical models and
specifications of the system behavior [6].

In a highly automated driving system, it is necessary to
formally guarantee that the deviation to the trajectory does
not exceed a specified threshold. Most existing methods for
finding bounds on the system’s states in the presence of distur-
bances use set invariance techniques. In [7], [8], robust control
invariant sets are calculated to capture the safe operation
sets of the system. Alternatively, safety verification can be
achieved by reachable set estimation [9]. A drawback of set-
invariance-based techniques is that they do not allow to obtain
analytical bounds for the maximal offset of the states from the
reference dependent on the controller and plant parameters.
Other approaches use the system’s transient response or the
worst case disturbance to estimate the deviation, but they do
not provide exact bounds [10], [11]. To the best knowledge of
the authors, an analytical bound for the maximal offset under
bounded disturbances has not been obtained yet.

In this paper, we propose a method to derive analytical upper
bounds on the system states in continuous time, which are
exact for systems with up to two states and a conservative
over-approximation for higher order systems. An analytical
expression of the disturbance sequence causing the largest state
values is used to analytically derive upper bounds on the states
of single-input-multiple-output (SIMO) systems with feedback
controllers and additive bounded disturbances. The obtained
expressions depend on the controller and plant parameters,
allowing to analyze which parameters ensure the requested
safety relevant behavior. The method is applied to find upper
bounds on the lateral position and heading angle of a vehicle
controlled by a lateral TFC, and to study how different choices
of feedback gains affect the safety guarantees.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces the
problem statement. The method for finding analytical upper
bounds on the system’s states in continuous time is derived in
Section III and applied to a simplified model of a lateral TFC
in Section IV. A conclusion is provided in Section V.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Consider a bounded disturbance z(t)∈Z=[−zmax, zmax] ⊂
Rnz . To determine analytical bounds on the system’s states,
we consider SIMO linear time invariant (LTI) system families
of the form

ẋ(t) = A(q)x(t) + b(q)u(t) +E(q)z(t), (1)

where u(t) ∈ R denotes the scalar control signal at time t,
x(t) ∈ Rnx are the states, and the input and output matrices
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are A ∈ Rnx×nx , b ∈ Rnx , and E ∈ Rnx×nz . The
system matrices depend on the plant parameters q ∈ Q =
[qmin, qmax] ⊂ Rnq , which are assumed to be fixed over states,
inputs, and time. The control signal is calculated by a linear
state feedback controller, i.e., u(t) = k⊤x(t), where k ∈ Rnx

is chosen such that the resulting closed loop system

ẋ(t) = (A(q)− b(q)k⊤)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ACL(q)

x(t) +E(q)z(t) (2)

is Hurwitz stable.
Finding the maximal deviation of the k-th state in the

presence of a bounded disturbance z is formulated as the
following optimization problem:

xk,max(t) = max
z(t)∈Z

xk(t) (3a)

s.t. ẋ(t) = ACL(q)x(t) +E(q)z(t), (3b)
x(0) = 0. (3c)

As there is no upper limit on time, x(0) = 0 is assumed
without loss of generality. In the following, the goal is to derive
an analytical solution to this optimization problem.

III. COMPUTING UPPER BOUNDS ANALYTICALLY

Using the analytical solution for linear differential equa-
tions [12], we can write the optimization problem (3) as

xk,max(t) = max
z(t)∈Z

∫ t

0

[
eACL(q)τE(q)z(t− τ)

]
k
dτ, (4)

where [a]k denotes the k-th component of the vector a. In
the following, we do not explicitly write down the matrices’
dependencies on q anymore. To simplify (4), we maximize
over each entry of z independently:

xk,max(t) = max
z(t)∈Z

∫ t

0

eACLτ
nz∑
j=1

ejzj(t− τ)


k

dτ

=

nz∑
j=1

max
zj(t)∈Zj

∫ t

0

[
eACLτejzj(t− τ)

]
k︸ ︷︷ ︸

xk,j(t)

dτ, (5)

where ej is the j-th column of E and zj is the j-th en-
try of z. Therefore, the problem of finding the maximiz-
ing z reduces to finding the vector’s entries independently.
In the following, we look at one of the summands xk,j

in (5), as the others follow analogously. Let zWC(t) =
argmaxz(t)∈Z xk(t) under the constraints (3b) - (3c) be the
worst case disturbance signal causing the maximal state off-
set. We denote maxzj(t)∈Zj

xk,j(t) with xk,j,max(t) so that
xk,max(t) =

∑nz

j=1 xk,j,max(t). In order to maximize xk,j(t),
the respective integrand found in (5) needs to be maximized
by zj(t − τ) for 0 ≤ τ ≤ t. This is the case if zj(t − τ) =
zj,max sgn

([
eACLτej

]
k

)
as this leads to

xk,j(t) ≤ zj,max

∫ t

0

∣∣[eACLτej
]
k

∣∣ dτ = xk,j,max(t). (6)

Let sgn(a) = +1 if a ≥ 0 and sgn(a) = −1 if a < 0.
The disturbance sequence causing the largest xk,j value is
switching between zj,max and −zj,max, depending on the sign
of the integrand, i.e.:

zj,WC(t− τ) = zj,max sgn
([
eACLτej

]
k

)
, ∀ 0 ≤ τ ≤ t. (7)

Due to the absolute value, the integrand (6) is always positive
and larger than zero. We expect ej ̸= 0. As a result, xk,j,max(t)
is strictly increasing with time, though always converging for
stable systems. Therefore, we have two types of bounds for
the maximal offset. The time dependent bound xk,max(t) is
the worst case offset caused by the additive disturbance over
a time period t when starting with zero offset at t = 0. The
time independent bound xk,max = lim

t→∞
xk,max(t) describes the

maximal offset the k-th state can reach under an additive
bounded disturbance. A disturbance acting on the system
with its maximal value but no switching, i.e., zj,fix(t − τ) =
zmax ∀ 0 ≤ τ ≤ t, leads to

xk,j,fix(t) = zj,max

∫ t

0

[
eACLτej

]
k
dτ, (8)

which, in general, is easier to calculate but only equals xk,j,max
if there are no sign switches of eACLτ in τ ∈ [0, t].

The goal is to solve the integrand in (6) analytically. The up-
coming formulas allow an arbitrary number of real eigenvalues
once or twice as a root of the characteristic polynomial, i.e.,
having an algebraic multiplicity of 1 or 2, whereas complex
eigenvalues must have an algebraic multiplicity of 1. Formulas
for higher algebraic multiplicities exist as well, but are not
common to appear for sufficiently small systems. Since we
can enforce the needed multiplicities by the choice of k, we
will not regard them here. Therefore, each of the eigenvalues
λ1, . . . , λnx of eACLτ falls into one of the following three
categories:

• Distinct real eigenvalues: λi ̸= λj ∀j ̸= i, λi ∈ R;
• Double real eigenvalues: λi = λj ∈ R for exactly

one j ̸= i;
• Complex conjugated eigenvalues: λi = λ∗

j , for exactly
one j ∈ {1, . . . nx}, λi ∈ C\R.

The terms nr, nd, and nc denote the number of distinct real,
double real and complex conjugated eigenvalues, respectively.
Clearly, nx = nr + nd + nc and nd, as well as nc are even
numbers. We sort the eigenvalues such that the first nd are
double real eigenvalues, the nc complex conjugated eigenval-
ues follow pairwise, and the nr real and distinct eigenvalues
are the last ones.

Due to the previous sorting of the eigenvalues, let:

gi(τ) =



ciτe
λiτ if i ≤ nd, i odd

cie
λi−1τ if i ≤ nd, i even

cie
λiτ if nd ≤ i ≤ nd + nc, i odd

c∗i−1e
λ∗
i−1τ if nd ≤ i ≤ nd + nc, i even

cie
λiτ if nd + nc ≤ i ≤ n

, (9)

where c1, . . . , cn are constants. By performing a Jordan ma-



trix decomposition of the closed loop system matrix, i.e.,
ACL = PJP−1, where J is in Jordan canonical form and
P is an appropriate transformation matrix, we find that[

eACLτej
]
k
=

[
P eJτP−1ej

]
k
=

nx∑
i=1

gi(τ). (10)

Substituting (10) into (6) for xk,j,max(t), gives

xk,j,max(t) = zj,max

∫ t

0

∣∣∣∣∣
nx∑
i=1

gi(τ)

∣∣∣∣∣ dτ. (11)

Splitting up the integral at times where the integrand is zero
would require to find the potentially infinite zeroes of (10)
and is not an option. Thus, in general, (11) cannot be solved
analytically.

To find an upper bound for xk(t) for all times under zWC,
we make use of the subadditivity property |a+ b| ≤ |a|+ |b|
and thereby find an upper bound for the maximal offset as

xk,j,max(t) ≤ zj,max

nx/2∑
i=1

∫ t

0

|g2i−1(τ) + g2i(τ)| dτ (12)

≤ zj,max

nx∑
i=1

∫ t

0

|gi(τ)| dτ. (13)

The tightness of the upper bound on the maximal offset
decreases the more the sum is split by the subadditivity
property. While (13) can be solved analytically, it provides
only a conservative bound. As we cannot solve terms of the
form c1e

λ1τ + c2e
λ2τ + c3e

λ3τ !
= 0 for τ but can handle

c1e
λ1τ + c2e

λ2τ !
= 0 we tighten the bound by splitting the

absolute function over all gi’s into absolute functions over
groups of two, as can be seen in (12). This reduces the problem
to solving the three types of integrals that can appear when
upper bounding xk,max(t).

1) Real poles case: In the case of two distinct real poles
λi ̸= λj ∈ R, at maximal one single sign switch of the term
cie

λiτ + ci+1e
λi+1τ can happen at ts = 1

λ2−λ1
log

(
− l1

l2

)
if

0 < ts < t. Acknowledging the potential sign switch, the
integral of interest equates to

µd(t)=
∣∣∣ ci
λi

(c̄
λi

λi−λj − eλit−1)+
cj
λj

(c̄
λj

λi−λj − eλjt−1)
∣∣∣, (14)

with the abbreviation c̄ =
(
− 2cj

ci

)
. The summand for the time

independent bound is

µd(t → ∞) =
∣∣∣ ci
λi

(c̄
λi

λi−λj − 1) +
cj
λj

(c̄
λj

λi−λj − 1)
∣∣∣. (15)

2) Double real pole case: In this case, the switch occurs
at ts = − ci

ci+1
if 0 < ts < t, yielding the summand for the

time dependent and time independent bound, respectively. The

abbreviation ν = ci − ci+1λi is used.

µr(t) =
1

λ2
i

∣∣∣eλit(ν − ciλit)− 2cie
− ci+1

ci
λi + ν

∣∣∣. (16)

µr(t → ∞) =
1

λ2
i

∣∣∣− 2cie
− ci+1

ci
λi + ν

∣∣∣. (17)

3) Complex conjugated poles case: The eigenvalues λi =
σ + jω = λ∗

i+1 ∈ C lead to infinite sign changes of cieλiτ +
c∗i e

λ∗
i τ in [0, t] for t → ∞. We denote the real part of λi with

σ and the imaginary part with ω, where we expect σ < 0
and ω > 0. The analytical solution of the integral is presented
in Appendix A. Here, only the main result is presented. With
N(t) being the number of zeros of the term cie

λiτ + c∗i e
λ∗
i τ ,

F (t) its anti-derivative and ϕ being the term’s phase:

ϕ = arctan(
ℑ{ci}
ℜ{ci}

),

N(t) = ⌊ 1
π
ωt− 1

π

((π
2
− ϕ

)
mod(π)

)
⌋,

F (t) =
1

|λi|2
eσt

(
σcos(ωt+ ϕ) + ωsin(ωt+ ϕ)

)
,

F (0) =
1

|λ1|2
(
σcos(ϕ) + ωsin(ϕ)

)
,

the time dependent value of the integral is

µc(t) =
4|ci|ω
|λi|2

1− e
σ
ωπ(N(t)+1)

1− e
σ
ωπ

e
σ
ω

((
π
2 −ϕ

)
mod(π)

)
+ 2sgn(ℜ{ci})|ci|

(
(−1)N(t)F (t)− F (0)

)
, (18)

and the time independent value of the summand is

4|ci|ω
|λi|2

1

1−e
σ
ωπ

e
σ
ω

((
π
2 −ϕ

)
mod(π)

)
−2sgn(ℜ{ci})|ci|F (0). (19)

After solving the three types of integrals potentially appearing
in the upper bound of xk, we get the time dependent bound
by using the formulas (14), (16), and (18) in (12) to get all
xk,j,max appearing in xk,max(t) =

∑nz

j=1 xk,j,max(t). For the
time independent version, we use (15), (17), and (19).

In the following, we obtain the upper bound for a trajectory
following controller, assuming a double integrator system.

IV. APPLICATION TO A TRAJECTORY FOLLOWING
CONTROLLER

To demonstrate the developed method for calculating
bounds on the system’s states, it is applied to a simplified
model of a lateral trajectory following controller. The state
vector x =

[
∆d ∆θ

]⊤
contains the vehicle’s lateral offset

∆d and track angle error ∆θ. The control input u is a
curvature and w is the reference curvature signal provided
by the trajectory planner. The vector of controller parameters
is k =

[
Kd Kθ

]⊤
, and the vector of plant parameters, here

containing only the velocity, is q =
[
v
]
∈ Q = [vmin, vmax],

where vmin > 0 and vmax < ∞. Last, z is an additive distur-



bance on the curvature and is bounded to Z = [−zmax,+zmax],
representing e.g., crosswinds. The double integrator system

ẋ =

[
0 v
0 0

]
x+

[
0
v

]
u−

[
0
v

]
w +

[
0
v

]
z (20)

describes the vehicles lateral movement relative to a reference,
given by the trajectory planner. Using the feedback controller
u = w−

[
Kd Kθ

]
x yields the state equations of the closed

loop model in state space representation:

ẋ =

[
0 v

−vKd −vKθ

]
x+

[
0
v

]
z = ACL(q)x+ e(q)z. (21)

Utilizing the method proposed in Sec III, to find analytical
upper bounds on the position offset ∆d from the required
reference, we solve

x1,max(t) = max
z(t)∈Z

∫ t

0

[
eACL(q)τe(q)z(t− τ)

]
1
dτ (22)

= zmax

∫ t

0

∣∣[eACLτe
]
1

∣∣ dτ. (23)

Using the inverse Laplace transform eACLτe = L−1{(sI −
ACL)

−1}e or the Jordan decomposition shown in (10), we get[
eACLτe

]
1
=

{
v2τeλ1τ if λ1 = λ2

v2

λ1−λ2
eλ1τ + v2

λ2−λ1
eλ2τ if λ1 ̸= λ2

. (24)

To solve (23), it has to be determined whether the system has
two double real eigenvalues, two distinct real eigenvalues or
a pair of complex conjugated ones. If λ1 ∈ R, λ2 ∈ R and
λ1 ̸= λ2 is chosen, then

g1(τ) =
v2

λ1 − λ2
eλ1τ and g2(τ) =

v2

λ2 − λ1
eλ2τ .

The time independent bound on the positional offset is ob-
tained by substituting the above values into (15), yielding

x1,max = zmax

∫ t

0

|g1(τ) + g2(τ)| dτ = zmax
v2

λ1λ2
.

If λ1 ∈ R, λ2 ∈ R but λ1 = λ2 is chosen, then

g1(τ) = v2τeλ1τ and g2(τ) = 0.

Using (17), the time independent bound for a double real
eigenvalue is

x1,max = zmax

∫ ∞

0

|g1(τ)|+ |g2(τ)| dτ = zmax
v2

λ2
1

.

If λ1 = σ + jω = λ∗
2 ∈ C\R, we have a pair of complex

conjugated eigenvalues. This leads to

g1(τ) = −v2j

2ω
eλ1τ and g2(τ) =

v2j

2ω
eλ

∗
1τ

and, using (19), the time independent bound is

x1,max = zmax

∫ t

0

|g1(τ) + g2(τ)| dτ = −zmax
v2

|λ1|2
e

σ
ωπ + 1

e
σ
ωπ − 1

.

Note that x1,max is a tight bound for the system offset. In case
of the worst case disturbance sequence acting on the system,

x1(t) will reach x1,max for t → ∞.
The eigenvalues can be expressed as functions of the con-

troller parameters, from which it can be seen that K2
θ ≥ 4Kd

leads to distinct real eigenvalues, K2
θ < 4Kd to complex con-

jugated eigenvalues and an equality to double real eigenvalues:

λ1,2 = −v

2

(
Kθ ±

√
K2

θ − 4Kd

)
. (25)

By using (25), the exact maximal possible position offsets can
be written as functions of the controller and plant parameters:

x1,max=


zmax
Kd

if K2
θ ≥ 4Kd

zmax
Kd

 2

1−e

− Kθ√
4Kd−K2

θ

π
− 1

 if K2
θ < 4Kd

. (26)

Figure 1 shows the system’s states under the worst distur-
bance sequence and under a fixed disturbance zfix = zmax, for
the case of two complex eigenvalues, i.e., when K2

θ < 4Kd

is chosen. Here, v = 10 m
s and zmax = 0.1 1

m is selected. The
dashed blue line denotes the maximal position offset for zfix,
which is an overshoot before returning to the equilibrium zmax

Kd
.

The formula for a maximal overshoot in double integrating
systems for constant inputs can be found in [13], [14] and is

zmax

Kd

(
e

−ξπ√
1−ξ2 + 1

)
, (27)

with ξ = −ℜ{λ1}
|λ1| in our case. For evaluating the worst case

offset under a bounded disturbance, the expressions derived in
Sec. III can be used.

Finally, we use (26) to calculate the controller parameters
which guarantee the position offset to be x1(t) ≤ ∆dmax for
all times t. Figure 2 shows the resulting x1,max as a function
of the controller parameters Kd and Kθ, with v = 10 m

s and
zmax = 0.1 1

m . For ∆dmax we use the value 0.4m.
The analysis shows how the derived analytical bounds can

be used to pick parameters which guarantee that a maximal
offset in position is not exceeded, hence fulfilling the safety
requirement of the lateral TFC.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed a method to compute analytical
upper bounds for states of linear SIMO systems with bounded,
additive disturbances in continuous time. To this end, the
disturbance sequence causing the largest state values was
derived and used to solve an integral analytically. Depending
on the type of the system’s eigenvalues, we consider three
cases. Analytical expressions have been derived for each case.
For systems with a state dimension of 2, the proposed approach
provides tight bounds on the maximal state values. These
analytical bounds differ from peak overshoot bounds of second
order systems, as they give the maximal state values for
bounded arbitrary input signals and not only for fixed signals
acting on the system.

The developed method was applied to a simplified model of
a lateral TFC to find which control parameters guarantee that



Figure 1. The state trajectories under a fixed (blue) and worst case disturbance sequence (red) are shown. The values (zmax,Kd,Kθ, v) = (0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 10)
are used. The dashed red line is the analytical bound x1,max. The blue dashed line from literature [13] only bounds the overshoot for a constant disturbance.

Figure 2. The maximal position offsets are color-coded and shown dependent
on the choice of controller parameters for (zmax, v) = (0.1, 10). Only Kd

and Kθ values that lead to x1(t) ≤ ∆dmax = 0.4m are colored. Additionally,
it is marked where complex conjugated or real eigenvalues are present.

the position offset between the vehicle and a desired reference
is smaller than a pre-defined value.

Due to the general formulation, the application of the
approach is not limited to TFC architectures only. Future
work may deal with finding guarantees on the tightness of the
proposed offset bounds for systems with states of dimensions
greater 2.

APPENDIX A
SOLVING THE COMPLEX CONJUGATED POLES CASE

The main challenge in solving

µc(t) =

∫ t

0

∣∣∣cieλiτ + c∗i e
λ∗
i τ
∣∣∣ dτ (28)

with λi = λ∗
i+1 = σ + jω, σ < 0, ω > 0, and ci =

c∗i+1 ∈ C\R is the infinite sign changes of cie
λiτ + c∗i e

λ∗
i τ

in [0, t] for t approaching infinity, caused by the imaginary
exponential functions being a decaying oscillation. Therefore,
the integral (28) needs to be split up into possibly infinitely
many sections at the integrand’s zeroes, in order to deal with
the absolute function.

First, the complex term is rewritten as a linear combination
of a cosine and a sine, having only real coefficients, multiplied
by a real, decaying exponential function:

cie
λiτ +c∗i e

λ∗
i τ = 2eστ

(
ℜ(ci)cos(ωτ)−ℑ(ci)sin(ωτ)

)
= 2eστ

(
sgn(ℜ{ci})|ci|cos

(
ωτ + ϕ

))
, (29)

which is possible for sinusoidal linear combinations with equal
frequency and phase [12]. The abbreviation ϕ = arctan(ℑ{ci}

ℜ{ci} )
is used, so that including the absolute value in (29) gives∣∣∣cieλiτ + c∗i e

λ∗
i τ
∣∣∣ = 2|ci|eστ

∣∣∣cos
(
ωτ + ϕ

)∣∣∣. (30)

Integrating over (30) cannot be done directly, but for the
integrand (29) without the absolute function, we make use
of the closed analytical formula for its antiderivative [12]:∫ t

t0

eau+ccos(bu+ ϕ)du

=
[ 1

a2 + b2
eau+c

(
acos(bu+ ϕ) + bsin(bu+ ϕ)

)]t
t0
. (31)

Hence, the antiderivative of f(τ) = eστcos
(
ωτ + ϕ

)
is

determined to be:

F (τ) =
1

|λi|2
eστ

(
σcos(ωτ + ϕ) + ωsin(ωτ + ϕ)

)
. (32)

Using these terms, the solution of the integral in the absence
of the absolute value operation becomes∫ t

0

cie
λiτ+ c∗i e

λ∗
i τdτ = 2|ci|sgn(ℜ{ci})

∫ t

0

f(τ)dτ

= 2|ci|sgn(ℜ{ci})
(
F (t)−F (0)

)
, (33)

where we made use of the Newton-Leibniz axiom [12]. The
goal now is to solve the integral (28), i.e.∫ t

0

∣∣∣cieλiτ + c∗i e
λ∗
i τ
∣∣∣ dτ = 2|ci|

∫ t

0

|f(τ)| dτ. (34)

Assume there is N + 1 zeros of f(τ) in [0, t] at 0 ≤ n0 <



n1 < n2 < · · · < nN ≤ t. Their locations are determined by

nk =
1

ω

((π
2
− ϕ

)
mod(π) + kπ

)
, k = 0, 1, . . . , N (35)

and mark the values where the integral (34) is split, as f
changes its sign. The areas in which f is negative need to be
taken into account with a minus due to the absolute function.
We first assume that f is negative in [0, n0] and N is odd for
a fixed t. This way we can rewrite

∫ t

0
|f(τ)| dτ as

−
∫ n0

0

f(τ)dτ −
N∑
i=1

∫ ni

ni−1

(−1)if(τ)dτ −
∫ t

nN

f(τ)dτ

= F (0)− F (t) + 2

N∑
i=0

(−1)i+1F (ni). (36)

By comparing (36) with
∫ t

0
f(τ)dτ = F (t) − F (0), two

things can be observed. Without the absolute function and
the sign switches introduced by it, only the antiderivatives
evaluated at 0 and t appear in the integral’s solution. With the
absolute function on the other hand, antiderivatives evaluated
at the zeroes, and therefore possibly infinitely many terms,
appear with an alternating sign. Second, in (36), the signs in
front of F (0) and F (t) depend on the signs of f(τ) in [0, n0)
and (nN , t], respectively. More specifically, the sign in front
of F (0) follows −sgn(f(0)) = −sgn(ℜ{ci}). When N(t)+1
is even, F (t) goes into (36) with the same sign as F (0). The
number of zeroes N(t) + 1, which we from now on see as
time dependent, can be calculated using

N(t) = ⌊ 1
π
ωt− 1

π

((π
2
− ϕ

)
mod(π)

)
⌋. (37)

Therefore, in the general case, where we do not need to assume
the sign of f in [0, n0] or that the number of zeroes is odd or
even, the term F (0)− F (t) in (36) can be replaced by

sgn(ℜ{ci})
(
(−1)N(t)F (t)− F (0)

)
. (38)

Noting that the antiderivatives’ values at the zeroes are

F (npos→neg) = − ω

|λi|2
eσnpos→neg , (39)

F (nneg→pos) =
ω

|λi|2
eσnneg→pos , (40)

where npos→neg is a zero where the cosine switches from
positive to negative function values and nneg→pos marks a zero
of opposite sign switch. It can be seen that the form of (39)
and (40) only varies in a switch of signs. As the antiderivatives
at the npos→neg locations also appear in (36) with a negative
sign, the alternating signs in (36) cancel out. By using (38),
(39), and (40) in (36), the solution of the integral simplifies to∫ t

0

|f(τ)| dτ=sgn(ci)
(
(−1)N(t)F (t)−F (0)

)
+

2ω

|λ1|2
N∑

k=0

eσnk,

(41)

while simultaneously not requiring assumptions on zeroes and
the signs of f anymore, in order for the antiderivative at the
boundaries 0 and t to appear with correct signs. By using (35)

in the last term of (41) and rewriting the result as

2ω

|λ1|2
N∑

k=0

eσnk =
2ω

|λ1|2
e

σ
ω

((
π
2 −ϕ

)
mod(π)

)
N∑

k=0

e(
σ
ωπ)k,

the sum is a geometric series. Using that 0 < e
σ
ωπ < 1, due

to σ being negative in stable systems and ω > 0 by definition,
we can make use of the formulas

N∑
k=0

ark = a
(1− rN+1

1− r

)
,

∞∑
k=0

ark = a
( 1

1− r

)
, (42)

for the geometric series [12]. Finally, the solution of (28) is

4|ci|ω
|λi|2

1− e
σ
ωπ(N(t)+1)

1− e
σ
ωπ

e
σ
ω

((
π
2 −ϕ

)
mod(π)

)
+ 2sgn(ℜ{ci})|ci|

(
(−1)N(t)F (t)− F (0)

)
,

and the time independent version is

4|ci|ω
|λi|2

1

1−e
σ
ωπ

e
σ
ω

((
π
2 −ϕ

)
mod(π)

)
−2sgn(ℜ{ci})|ci|F (0).
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