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Stability results for MIMO LTI systems via Scaled Relative Graphs

Eder Baron-Prada, Adolfo Anta, Alberto Padoan and Florian Dörfler

Abstract— This paper proposes a new approach for stability
analysis of multi-input, multi-output (MIMO) feedback systems
through Scaled Relative Graphs (SRGs). Unlike traditional
methods, such as the Generalized Nyquist Criterion (GNC),
which relies on a coupled analysis that requires the multi-
plication of models, our approach enables the evaluation of
system stability in a decoupled fashion and provides an intuitive,
visual representation of system behavior. Our results provide
conditions for certifying the stability of feedback MIMO Linear
Time-Invariant (LTI) systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

In control theory, stability is a fundamental property for

the reliable operation of feedback systems [1], [2]. Stability

influences safety and efficiency across various applications,

ranging from industrial automation to power systems [3]. The

GNC is a traditional method [1], [4] employed as a critical

tool in industrial environments. It provides necessary and

sufficient conditions for the stability of feedback systems.

However, a significant limitation of this classical approach

lies in the inherent coupling: Nyquist diagrams require the

multiplication of the transfer functions of all systems in the

loop to determine stability, which can be difficult in the case

of highly-dimensional systems [1], [5]. In addition, in the

case of MIMO systems, the challenges posed by coupled

analysis become increasingly pronounced [6]. The interaction

of coupled components complicates stability analysis and

problem diagnosis, especially in high-order systems where

the Nyquist plot may exhibit multiple loops around the

origin, which can signal potential instabilities depending on

the system.

We propose a new stability result based on the SRG

framework to address these limitations. Originally introduced

in optimization theory for convergence analysis [7], SRGs

have since been applied more broadly, including in the study

of stability in nonlinear systems [8], [9]. This approach

builds on a homotopy argument, pioneered by Megretski

and Rantzer [10] and later widely adopted for stability

analysis in diverse systems [9], [11], [12]. While SRGs

for LTI systems were first studied by [8], [13], we exploit
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the superposition principle to introduce a frequency-wise

SRG for LTI systems, significantly reducing conservatism.

Our result provides a valuable alternative to the traditional

GNC, enabling stability analysis in a decoupled manner.

Since the SRG is computed using the system’s inputs and

outputs, it can be estimated directly from measurements,

allowing the technique to be applied in a data-driven manner.

This contrasts with traditional methods, such as Lyapunov,

eigenvalue analysis, and GNC, which rely on detailed system

models [2].

II. PRELIMINARIES

The sets of real and complex numbers are denoted by

R and C, respectively. The complex conjugate of z ∈ C is

denoted by z∗. The real and imaginary parts of z are denoted

as ℜ(z) and ℑ(z), respectively. When referring to the angle

between two vectors z1 and z2, we use ∠(z1, z2). We denote

the imaginary unit as j. A matrix A is invertible if there

exists a matrix A−1 such that AA−1 = A−1A = I , where I
is the identity matrix. Let H denote a Hilbert space defined

over the field F . A square matrix A : H → H is linear if

A(αx + βy) = αA(x) + βA(y) such that for any α, β ∈ F
and x, y ∈ H. The spectrum of a matrix A consists of all

scalar values λi ∈ C such that (A− λiI) is not invertible.

A. Signal Spaces

We focus on Lebesgue spaces of square-integrable func-

tions L2. Given the time axis, R≥0, and a field F ∈ {R,C},

we define the space Ln
2 (F ) by the set of signals u : R≥0 →

Fn and y : R≥0 → Fn such that the inner product of u, y ∈
Ln
2 (F ) is defined by 〈u, y〉 :=

∫∞

0 u(t)∗y(t) dt, and the norm

of u is defined by ‖u‖ :=
√

〈u, u〉 < ∞. The Fourier trans-

form of u ∈ Ln
2 (F ) is defined as û(jω) :=

∫∞

0
e−jωtu(t) dt.

Moreover, we define the extension of Ln
2 (F ) as Ln

2,e(F ) :=
{u : R≥0 → Fn | PTu ∈ L2 ∀ T ∈ R≥0}, where PTu(t) is

the truncation operator of the signal u(t) until time T . Note

that Ln
2 ⊂ Ln

2,e [14].

B. Linear Time-Invariant Systems and Transfer Functions

Transfer functions describe the input-output behavior of

LTI systems, represented by

ẋ = Ax+Bu; y = Cx+Du

where x ∈ R
n is the state vector, u ∈ R

m is the input, and

y ∈ Rp is the output, with the matrices A, B, C, and D of

appropriate dimension. By applying the Laplace transform

with x(0) = 0, we derive the system transfer function as

y(s) = H(s)u(s) [1]. An invertible LTI system is defined

by a transfer function matrix H(s) that is non-singular for

http://arxiv.org/abs/2503.13583v2


all s = jω, with ω ∈ R, i.e., det(H(jω)) 6= 0, ensuring

the existence of a unique inverse transfer function H−1(jω)
satisfying H(jω)H−1(jω) = H−1(jω)H(jω) = In [4]. This

work focuses on the space RH∞ of rational, proper, and

stable transfer functions, which describe bounded, causal

LTI systems. These systems define an input-output gain that

measures the ratio of the output size to the input. For L2

signals, this gain is equivalent to the H∞ norm [1], [15].

Moreover, finite incremental gain and asymptotic stability

of all input/output trajectories are equivalent for an operator

derived from a dynamical system, provided the system is

reachable and observable [16]. Finally, the relationship be-

tween L2-stability and finite incremental gain does not hold

for nonlinear systems where superposition fails.

C. Generalized Nyquist Criterion

The GNC is a fundamental stability method used in control

theory to determine if a closed-loop system is stable based

on the open-loop frequency response.

H1

H2

−

+ eu y

Fig. 1: Feedback interconnection between H1 and H2.

Theorem 1: (GNC) [4], [5] Consider the feedback inter-

connection in Fig. 1. Assume H1(jω), H2(jω) ∈ RHm×m
∞

and the system interconnection is well-posed. The closed-

loop system is exponentially stable if and only if

det(I +H1(jω)H2(jω)) 6= 0, ∀ω ∈ R (1)

and the winding number of (I +H1(jω)H2(jω)) around the

origin is zero.

In Theorem 1 and throughout this paper, the concept of

well-posedness is defined in [1, Section 5.2], and the method

for calculating the winding number follows the approach

outlined in [4, Lemma 4.8]. The winding number is an

integer indicating the net number of times a closed curve

encircles a point, counting counterclockwise encirclements as

+1 and clockwise encirclements as -1. It is computed as the

total signed rotations around the point. The GNC comprises

two key conditions: the first is a frequency-wise condition,

as expressed in (1), while the second involves evaluating the

trajectory of (1) over the entire frequency range. A simplified

version of the GNC could be formulated as follows.

Theorem 2: (Sufficient GNC) [17] Consider the feed-

back interconnection in Fig. 1. Assume H1(jω), H2(jω) ∈
RHm×m

∞ and the system interconnection is well-posed. If

det(I + τH1(jω)H2(jω)) 6= 0, ∀τ ∈ (0, 1], ∀ω ∈ R, (2)

then the closed-loop system is exponentially stable.

Theorem 2 provides a sufficient condition for exponen-

tial stability. Broadly speaking, it implies that if det(I +
H1(jω)H2(jω)) intersects the negative real axis, an encir-

clement occurs [17]. However, since the theorem does not

explicitly track the evolution of the determinant trajectory

across the frequency spectrum, it cannot determine if the

winding number of the trajectory around the origin is zero.

In scenarios where the models of H1(jω) and H2(jω) are

unknown, Theorem 2 serves as the key tool to ensure closed-

loop stability. However, similar to classical GNC, Theorem

2 requires the multiplication of the transfer functions for

both systems— a condition that can be limiting and prone to

numerical inaccuracies. To address this limitation, we instead

leverage SRGs, which enable decoupled stability conditions,

as demonstrated in the following section.

III. SCALED RELATIVE GRAPHS

SRGs were first introduced in [7], [18] as an analytical tool

in optimization theory. We recall its definition and specialize

it for linear systems.

A. Scaled Relative Graphs

Consider an operator A : H → H. The SRG of A is

defined as [18]

SRG(A) =

{

‖y2 − y1‖

‖u2 − u1‖
exp [±j∠(u2 − u1, y2 − y1)]

}

, (3)

where u1, u2 ∈ H are a pair of inputs which outputs are

y1, y2, i.e. y1 = A(u1) and y2 = A(u2). If A is a square

matrix, the SRG of A is defined as [13]

SRG(A) =

{

‖y‖

‖u‖
exp

(

±j arccos

(

ℜ(〈y, u〉)

‖y‖‖u‖

))}

, (4)

where u ∈ H, ‖u‖ = 1 and y = Au, which is equivalent

to (3) [18]. The ratio
‖y‖
‖u‖ represents the amplitude change

in the output compared to the input. The term
ℜ(〈y,u〉)
‖y‖‖u‖

indicates the angle between the input and the output [19]. We

focus exclusively on square transfer functions, meaning the

systems under consideration have equal inputs and outputs

(m = p), since angular differences between vectors are clas-

sically defined for vectors of the same dimension [19]. Such

systems are typical in power systems [3] and aircraft/drone

systems [20], among others. Note that SRG(A) is symmetric

with respect to the real axis.

B. SRG properties of operators in Hilbert Spaces

We recall three SRG properties: the SRG inverse, the chord

property, and the operator class. We define inversion in the

complex plane by the Möbius transformation [7]

Property 1 (Inversion of a SRG): If A is an operator, then

SRG(A−1) = SRG(A)−1 = {(z−1)∗ | z ∈ SRG(A)} [7].

Property 2 (Chord Property): An operator A is said to

satisfy the chord property if for every bounded z ∈ SRG(A),
the line segment [z, z∗], defined as z1, z2 ∈ C as [z1, z2] :=
{βz1 + (1− β)z2 | β ∈ [0, 1]}, is in SRG(A) [7].

We denote by A an operator satisfying the chord property

such that SRG(A) ⊆ SRG(A). Generally, the SRG does not

inherently satisfy the chord property. However, it is always

possible to approximate the SRG of any bounded operator

to meet the chord property, given that a closed ball in the

complex plane can approximate any closed set [19]. Note

that the over-approximation is not unique.

Property 3 (Operator Class): Given an operators class A,

the SRG of A is given by SRG(A) :=
⋃

A∈A SRG(A) [18].



Note that a class does not need any structure. In addition, a

class can consist of a single operator.

C. Generalized Feedback Stability Theorem (GFT)

We now recall the GFT in the Theorem 3 originally

proposed in [8] and later extended in [9], [21].

Theorem 3: (GFT) Consider the feedback interconnection

in Fig. 1 between any pair of operators A1 ∈ A1 and A2 ∈
A2, where A1,A2 ∈ L2 are a class of operators with finite

incremental gain. If, for all τ ∈ (0, 1],

SRG(A1)
−1 ∩ −τ SRG(A2) = ∅, (5)

then the feedback interconnection maps from L2 to L2 and

is L2 stable.

The selection of which SRG to approximate to satisfy the

chord property is arbitrary, as discussed in [8]. If finite incre-

mental gain is required, one needs strict separation between

the SRGs [9]. The strict separation between SRG(A1) and

SRG(A2) is said to hold if the infimum of the absolute

distances between any point a1 ∈ SRG(A1) and any point

a2 ∈ − SRG(A2), satisfies

inf
{

|a1 − a2| | a1 ∈ SRG(A1), a2 ∈ − SRG(A2)
}

> 0.

IV. STABILITY CONDITIONS BASED ON SRGS

In this section, we introduce the frequency-wise version of

the SRG for LTI systems and Theorem 4 for evaluating the

stability of feedback systems. Finally, we provide conditions

under which the Theorem 2 and Theorem 4 are equivalent.

A. SRG of LTI systems

A transfer function H(jω) can be regarded as a collec-

tion of individual operators, each representing the system

response at a specific frequency ω ∈ R [1]. Given the

superposition property in linear systems, we can assess

stability by examining the system response at each frequency

separately rather than analyzing the entire transfer function

at once [4]. The SRG allows us to calculate a set of gains and

phases for all possible inputs for each operator. By plotting

all individual SRGs in a 3D space, we capture the full range

of dynamic behaviors of H(jω).
The shape of the SRG for LTI systems varies depending

on the system dimension. For SISO systems, the SRG at

each frequency consists of two symmetrical points about the

real axis [13]. In MIMO systems, the SRG forms either two

symmetrical curves or two points when m = 2. For m ≥ 3,

the SRG can expand into two symmetrical closed regions in

the complex plane [13]. Generally, the SRG consists of two

disconnected, symmetrical sets across the real axis. However,

these sets become connected only if the SRG contains points

on the real axis, which occurs when the system has real

eigenvalues [22, Proposition 5].

Remark 1 (Chord Property of LTI systems): An LTI sys-

tem has the chord property if for each ω ∈ [0,∞) and for

every z ∈ SRG(H(jω)), the line segment [z, z∗], defined as

z1, z2 ∈ C as [z1, z2] := {βz1 + (1 − β)z2 | β ∈ [0, 1]}, is

in SRG(H(jω)) .

B. Decoupled Stability Theorem on LTI systems

This subsection uses the GFT to derive stability conditions

based on SRGs for LTI systems. Building on the superposi-

tion principle, we present a frequency-wise interpretation of

Theorem 3 tailored specifically for LTI systems as follows

Theorem 4: (GFT for LTI systems) Consider the feed-

back interconnection in Fig. 1. Assume H1(jω), H2(jω) ∈
RHm×m

∞ and the system interconnection is well-posed,

either H1(jω) or H2(jω) has the chord property and H1(jω)
is invertible. If, ∀ω ∈ [0,∞),

SRG(H1(jω))
−1 ∩ −τ SRG(H2(jω)) = ∅, ∀τ ∈ (0, 1], (6)

then the closed-loop system is L2 stable.

Proof: The proof can be found in the Appendix A .

Theorem 4 shows that system stability can be evaluated by

comparing the SRGs of each system at every frequency ω ∈
[0,∞). Theorem 4 strengthens [8, Theorem 4], which states

that the hyperbolic convex hull of the Nyquist plot of H1(jω)
is the SRG(H1(jω))∀ω ∈ [0,∞). Prior results [8, Theorem

4] require handling interactions across different frequencies,

whereas Theorem 4 removes this constraint. By allowing

the system response to be represented as a collection of

independent operators at each frequency for both SISO and

MIMO systems, Theorem 4 simplifies stability analysis.

C. Equivalence between GFT and GNC

Our main result establishes conditions for H1 and H2

under which Theorem 2 and Theorem 4 are equivalent,

ensuring L2 stability. This analysis focuses exclusively on

the interconnection of stable systems, explicitly excluding

unstable systems from consideration.

Theorem 5: (Equivalence between GFT and GNC)

Consider the feedback interconnection in Fig. 1. Assume

H1(jω), H2(jω) ∈ RHm×m
∞ and the system interconnection

is well-posed, either H1(jω) or H2(jω) has the chord prop-

erty and H1(jω) is invertible. Then, the following statements

are equivalent:

1) det(I + τH1(jω)H2(jω)) 6= 0 ∀ τ ∈ (0, 1], ∀ω ∈ R.

2) SRG(H1(jω))
−1 ∩ −τ SRG(H2(jω)) = ∅, ∀τ ∈

(0, 1], ∀ω ∈ [0,∞).
Proof: The proof can be found in the Appendix B.

Theorem 5 provides a frequency-wise sufficient condition

for verifying the stability of MIMO LTI systems. By bridging

Theorem 2 and Theorem 4, it establishes their equivalence

in guaranteeing L2-stability. Importantly, it shows that SRGs

can be an alternative to the GNC for stability analysis, pro-

viding a complementary tool for studying feedback system

stability.

D. Comparison with Nyquist Criterion

The GNC is a classical method for assessing feedback

system stability, relying on two key conditions: a frequency-

wise condition and a condition encompassing the complete

frequency spectrum. While straightforward for SISO sys-

tems, its application to MIMO systems introduces significant

complexity. Specifically, the analysis requires multiplying the

transfer functions H1(jω) and H2(jω) and evaluating their



determinant at every frequency, which becomes computation-

ally challenging for high-dimensional systems. Additionally,

interpreting the resulting Nyquist plot can be nontrivial,

particularly when many loops appear around the origin, as

shown later in Subsection V-C.

In contrast, the SRG-based condition offers a decoupled

and computationally streamlined alternative. Instead of com-

bining transfer functions, it evaluates stability by indepen-

dently analyzing SRG(H1(jω))
−1 and − SRG(H2(jω)) at

each frequency. This approach not only simplifies MIMO

analysis but also provides an intuitive visual representation

of system behavior. Moreover, SRGs identify frequency-

specific stability margins [9], offering insights for control

design. However, this generality comes at a cost as SRGs

demand higher computational effort than the GNC, creating a

trade-off between analytical power and efficiency. While the

Nyquist criterion remains a reliable tool, the SRG method

emerges as a flexible and scalable alternative, particularly

for complex MIMO systems, as demonstrated numerically

in later sections.

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

A. Some illustrative SRGs

To illustrate the differences induced by system dimension,

we consider computing the SRGs of the following transfer

functions:

H1(s) =
20 s+ 30

s2 + 13 s+ 30
, (7)

H2(s) =

[ 50 s+2500
s
2+100 s+2501

50
s
2+100 s+2501

30
s
2+100 s+2501

30 s+2501
s
2+100 s+2501

]

, (8)

H3(s) =







s+10
(s+1)3 (s+2)

2
s+3

4
(s+1) (s+4)

s+2
(s+5)2

3
(s+3) (s+4)

3
s+4

1
(s+1)3

3
s+5

2
(s+3) (s+4)






. (9)

Figure 2 presents the SRG representations for all three

system cases. For the SISO case, Fig. 2a displays the three-

dimensional SRG plot of H1(s), while Fig. 2b shows its

projection onto the complex plane across the frequency range

ω ∈ [10−5, 105] rad/s. Notably, this projection coincides

exactly with the Nyquist plot of H1(s), with the SRG’s

inherent symmetry capturing both positive and negative

frequencies simultaneously. In the m = 2 MIMO case, the

SRG forms a generalized cylindrical structure, as visible

in Fig. 2c. Here, each frequency corresponds to a closed

curve, with selected curves highlighted in black to emphasize

the continuous, connected nature of the SRG. The most

complex case appears when m = 3, where Fig. 2d reveals

the SRG’s full volumetric structure. Black contour lines

have been added to this three-dimensional representation

to enhance spatial understanding and provide clear visual

reference points throughout the SRG’s extent.

B. Stability of a MIMO system with m = 2

In this section, we aim to prove the efficiency of Theorem

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 2: (a) 3D plot of SRG(H1(jω)) ∀ω ∈ [10−5, 105]rad/s. (b)
projection of SRG(H1(jω)) in the complex plane in yellow and
the Nyquist plot in black dashed line. (c) 3D plot of SRG(H2(jω))
∀ω ∈ [0.316, 3.16]rad/s. (d) 3D plot of SRG(H3(jω))∀ω ∈

[10−1, 101]rad/s.

4 and Theorem 2. Consider H2(s) as (8) and H4(s) as

H4(s) =

[

2s+1
(s+10)3

s+12
(s+1)2

5s+10
(s+15)3

s+22
(s+6)(s+10)2

]

. (10)

Fig. 3 presents −τ SRG(H4(jω)) with τ = 1 and

SRG(H−1
2 (jω)). Fig. 3a provides a 3D plot of the SRG

for both operators, though this plot alone does not yield

conclusive insights. To facilitate clearer interpretation, we

include two projections onto the complex plane for two

different frequency ranges in Fig. 3b and Fig. 3c. As shown

in Figures 3a, 3b, and 3c, − SRG(H4(jω)) exhibits varying

area in the complex plane across the frequency spectrum,

expanding to a larger region at low frequencies (ω < 1 rad/s)

and contracting at higher frequencies (ω > 1 rad/s).

Conversely, SRG(H−1
2 (jω)) exhibits an opposite pattern

to − SRG(H4(jω)). Specifically, Figure 3b shows the low-

frequency behavior (ω < 1 rad/s), where SRG(H−1
2 (jω))

occupies a smaller region. However, at higher frequencies

(ω > 1 rad/s), SRG(H−1
2 (jω)) expands to cover a broader

area, as illustrated in Figure 3c. Furthermore, when The-

orem 4 is assessed it shows that the system is stable,

given that −τ SRG(H4(jω))∀τ ∈ (0, 1] does not intersect

SRG(H−1
2 (jω)) at any frequency. The Nyquist plot shown

in Fig.3d can also guarantee the L2 stability.

C. Stability of a high order MIMO system with m = 3

Consider a square system, H(jω), with m = 3 of order 50,
i.e., with 50 stable poles, generated by the Matlab command
rss(50,3,3), with no unstable zeros1. Furthermore, con-

1The system under analysis can be found at
https://github.com/eder-baron/SRG-ECC-2025

https://github.com/eder-baron/SRG-ECC-2025
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Fig. 3: − SRG(H4(jω)) in green, SRG(H−1
2 (jω)) in orange ∀ω ∈

[10−3, 103]rad/s. (a) SRGs 3D visualization. (b) 2D projection of
the SRGs in the complex plane for ω ∈ [10−3, 1] rad/s. (c) 2D
projection of the SRGs in the complex plane for ω ∈ [1, 103] rad/s.
(d) Nyquist plot using det(I +H4(jω)H2(jω)).

sider H5(jω) and H6(jω) as (11) and (12).

H5(jω) =













33 (s+1)

(s+ 143
10 )2

18 (s+14)

5 (s+15)2
21 (s+ 23

10 )
5 (s+15)2

36 (s+2)
(s+14) (s+55)

39 (s+13)

(s+15) (s+ 27
2 )

30 (s+2)

(s+15)2

30 (s+ 3
2 )

(s+7)2
18 (s+ 5

2 )
5 (s+4) (s+ 7

2
)

39 (s+3)

(s+15)2













, (11)

H6(jω) = −













88 (s+1)

(s+ 143
10 )2

48 (s+14)

5 (s+15)2
56 (s+ 23

10 )
5 (s+15)2

96 (s+2)
(s+14) (s+55)

104 (s+13)

(s+15) (s+ 27
2
)

80 (s+2)

(s+15)2

80 (s+ 3
2 )

(s+7)2
48 (s+ 5

2 )
5 (s+24) (s+ 27

2 )
104 (s+3)

(s+15)2













.

(12)

In this example, the feedback loop of H(jω) and H5(jω)
is unstable, while the feedback loop of H(jω) and H6(jω)
is stable. Figs 4a and 4c show the Nyquist and SRG plots of

the feedback loop between H(jω) and H5(jω). Furthermore,

we depict the same plots for the feedback loop between

H(jω) and H6(jω) in Figs 4b and 4d. Figs. 4a and 4b show

two Nyquist plots for MIMO systems using the GNC. It is

possible to observe that the Nyquist plot does multiple loops

around the origin in both plots, making it particularly difficult

to use Theorem 1 to certify the stability of both closed-loop

systems. When we examine Fig. 4c, it is possible to observe

intersections between both SRGs along the entire frequency

spectrum, where we can conclude that the closed loop system

with H5(jω) is unstable.

As in Fig. 4a, the Nyquist plot in Fig. 4b shows multiple

loops around the origin, and thus it fails to satisfy the

conditions of Theorem 2 for ensuring stability, as the Nyquist

plot exhibits crossings with the negative real axis. Addi-

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 4: SRG(H(jω)) in green, − SRG(H−1
5 (jω)) in orange

and −SRG(H−1
6 (jω)) in yellow ∀ω ∈ [10−3, 103]rad/s.

(a) Nyquist plot of det(I + H(jω)H5(jω)) (b) Nyquist plot
of det(I + H(jω)H6(jω)) (c) 3D plot of the SRG(H(jω))
and − SRG(H−1

5 (jω)) (d) 3D plot of the SRG(H(jω)) and
− SRG(H−1

6 (jω)).

tionally, Fig. 4d illustrates the 3D plot of − SRG(H(jω))
and SRG(H−1

5 (jω)). When scaling −τ SRG(H(jω)) for all

τ ∈ (0, 1], intersections between the SRGs occur, showing

that Theorem 4 is unsuitable in this case. Despite this,

since Fig. 4b confirms that the winding number around the

origin is zero, the stability of the feedback loop can still

be guaranteed by Theorem 1, given that (1) is met across

the entire frequency spectrum. The SRGs maintain complete

separation across the entire frequency spectrum in the stable

feedback system (Fig. 4d). This empirical evidence suggests

that SRG separation with τ = 1 might be sufficient for

guaranteeing L2 stability. Theoretical verification of SRG

separation as necessary and sufficient condition for stability

remains an important open question.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We derive an alternative to the frequency-wise version of

the GNC using SRGs, benefiting from a decoupled approach

that simplifies stability analysis. This method provides deeper

insights into the system’s dynamic behavior across frequen-

cies. Future work will aim to extend this approach to more

general systems.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof Theorem 4

Since H1(jω) and H2(jω) are transfer functions, we can

analyze their stability at each frequency by applying the

superposition principle [1], [2]. Hence, we consider the

following operator classes for each ω ∈ [0,∞)

A1,ω := H1(jω), A2,ω := H2(jω).

We apply Theorem 3 to each pair A1,ω and A2,ω. Since

H1(jω) and H2(jω) belong to RHm×m
∞ , the conditions for

applying the theorem are satisfied (finite incremental gain [1,

Section 4.2]). Using (5), we obtain

SRG(A1,ω)
−1 ∩ −τ SRG(A2,ω) 6= ∅, (13)

for each ω ∈ [0,∞). Since H1(jω) or H2(jω) has the chord

property for each ω ∈ [0,∞), (13) is equivalent to

SRG(H1(jω))
−1 ∩ −τ SRG(H2(jω)) = ∅, (14)

for each ω ∈ [0,∞). �

B. Proof Theorem 5

Now we prove 1)⇒2). We recall the Minkowski sum of

two sets A and B as A + B = {a + b| a ∈ A, b ∈ B}. In

addition, we recall the frequency-wise version of the GNC

as

det(I + τH1(jω)H2(jω)) 6= 0, ∀τ (0, 1].

Since H1(jω) is invertible, a multiplication of the GNC with

det(H−1
1 (jω)) does not modify the original condition, i.e.,

det(H−1
1 (jω)) det(In + τH1(jω)H2(jω)) 6= 0. (15)

We use the determinant properties of the Schur comple-

ment to represent (15) as

det

([

H−1
1 (jω) −τH2(jω)
In In

])

6= 0,

or equivalently as det(In) det(H
−1
1 (jω) + τH2(jω)) 6= 0.

Since the determinant of a matrix is the product of its

eigenvalues, we have equivalently

n
∏

i=1

λi(H
−1
1 (jω) + τH2(jω)) 6= 0. (16)

Equation (16) holds if λi(H
−1
1 (jω) + τH2(jω)) 6= 0 ∀i.

The spectrum lies within the SRG, i.e., SRG(A) ⊇ λ(A)
[13, Thm 1]. Additionally, 0 ∈ SRG(A) if and only if any

λi(A) = 0. Hence, (16) implies

0 /∈ SRG
(

H−1
1 (jω) + τH2(jω)

)

, (17)

Since H1(jω) or H2(jω) have the chord property [18, Thm
6], it follows that

SRG
(

H
−1
1 (jω) + τH2(jω)

)

= SRG
(

H
−1
1 (jω)

)

+ SRG(τH2(jω)) .

Thus, (17) can be written as

0 /∈ SRG
(

H−1
1 (jω)

)

+ SRG(τH2(jω)) , (18)

which means that for each ω, there should not be any in-

tersection between SRG
(

H−1
1 (jω)

)

and − SRG(τH2(jω)).
We can rewrite (18) as

SRG (H1(jω))
−1 ∩−τ SRG (H2(jω)) = ∅, (19)

which is the GFT for LTI systems in (6). Therefore, we can

conclude that det(I + τH1(jω)H2(jω)) 6= 0 ∀ τ(0, 1] is

equivalent to (6) for LTI MIMO systems ∈ RH∞ for each

ω ∈ [0,∞).
The implication 2)⇒1) can be established by reversing the

steps used in the proof of 1)⇒2). �


	INTRODUCTION
	Preliminaries
	Signal Spaces
	Linear Time-Invariant Systems and Transfer Functions
	Generalized Nyquist Criterion

	Scaled Relative Graphs
	 Scaled Relative Graphs
	SRG properties of operators in Hilbert Spaces 
	Generalized Feedback Stability Theorem (GFT)

	Stability Conditions based on SRGs 
	SRG of LTI systems
	Decoupled Stability Theorem on LTI systems
	Equivalence between GFT and GNC 
	Comparison with Nyquist Criterion 

	Numerical Examples
	Some illustrative SRGs
	Stability of a MIMO system with m=2 
	Stability of a high order MIMO system with m=3

	Conclusions
	References
	Appendix
	Proof Theorem 4
	Proof Theorem 5


