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Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for State Feedback Equivalence

to Negative Imaginary Systems

Kanghong Shi, Ian R. Petersen, Fellow, IEEE, and Igor G. Vladimirov

Abstract—In this paper, we present necessary and sufficient
conditions under which a linear time-invariant (LTI) system is
state feedback equivalent to a negative imaginary (NI) system.
More precisely, we show that a minimal LTI strictly proper
system can be rendered NI using full state feedback if and only
if it can be output transformed into a system, which has relative
degree less than or equal to two and is weakly minimum phase.
We also considered the problems of state feedback equivalence
to output strictly negative imaginary systems and strongly strict
negative imaginary systems. Then we apply the NI state feedback
equivalence result to robustly stabilize an uncertain system with
strictly negative imaginary uncertainty. An example is provided
to illustrate the proposed results, for the purpose of stabilizing
an uncertain system.

Index Terms—Negative imaginary systems, feedback equiva-
lence, stabilization, controller synthesis, robust control.

I. INTRODUCTION

Negative imaginary (NI) systems theory was introduced in

[1], [2] and has attracted attention in the past decade [3]–

[8]. Motivated by the control of flexible structures [9]–[11],

NI systems theory has been applied in many fields including

nano-positioning control [12]–[15] and the control of lightly

damped structures [7], [16], [17], etc. Typical mechanical

NI systems are systems with colocated force actuators and

position sensors. In this sense, NI systems theory provides an

alternative to positive real (PR) systems theory [18], as PR

systems theory uses negative velocity feedback control while

NI systems theory uses positive position feedback control.

In comparison with PR systems theory, one advantage of NI

systems theory is that it allows systems to have relative degrees

of zero, one and two, while PR systems can only have relative

degrees of zero and one.

Roughly speaking, a square transfer matrix is NI if it is

stable and its Hermitian imaginary part is negative semidefinite

for all frequencies ω ≥ 0. For a single-input single-output

(SISO) NI system, its frequency response has a phase lag

between 0 to 2π radians for all frequencies ω > 0. It is

shown using a set of linear matrix inequalities (LMIs) in

the NI lemma that a system is NI if it is dissipative, with

the supply rate being the inner product of its input and

the derivative of its output [3], [4], [19]. An NI system

R(s) can be robustly stabilized using a positive feedback

strictly negative imaginary (SNI) controller Rs(s), where
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R(∞)Rs(∞) = 0 and Rs(∞) ≥ 0, if and only if the DC

loop gain of the interconnection is strictly less than unity; i.e.,

λmax(R(0)Rs(0)) < 1; see [1].

The problem of rendering a system PR using state feedback

control in order to achieve stabilization has been investigated

in many papers (see [20], [21], etc). For example, [21] renders

a linear system PR and this result is then generalized to non-

linear systems in [22] using passivity theory. Further nonlinear

generalizations of these ideas are presented in the papers [23]–

[26]. In these papers, such PR or passivity state feedback

equivalence results are then applied to stabilize systems with

specific nonlinearities. One of the necessary and sufficient

conditions for state feedback equivalence to a passive or PR

system is that the original system must have relative degree

one. This restriction stems from the nature of passivity and PR

systems and, as a result, rules out a wide variety of control

systems with relative degree two, such as mechanical systems

with force actuators and position sensors. To overcome this

limitation and to complement the existing results that are based

on passivity and PR systems theory, we consider the problem

of state feedback equivalence to NI systems.

In this paper, we investigate the conditions under which a

linear system with the minimal realization (A,B, C) is state

feedback equivalent to an NI system. Suppose the system has

no zeros at the origin. We show that such a system can be

rendered NI via the use of state feedback if and only if (a) it

can be output transformed into a system with relative degree

less than or equal to two; and (b) the transformed system

is weakly minimum phase (see for example [27] for details

of the terminology in feedback stabilization). The idea of

applying an output transformation comes from the fact that

the system in question does not always have a relative degree

vector in general and hence does not always have a normal

form. However, we show that the property of NI state feedback

equivalence is invariant to a nonsingular output transformation

because its effect can be compensated by an additional input

transformation. Moreover, we show that a system can be

rendered output strictly negative imaginary (OSNI) if and

only if it can be rendered NI. In particular, we show that a

system is state feedback equivalent to a strongly strict negative

imaginary (SSNI) system if and only if it has a relative degree

vector {1, · · · , 1} and is minimum phase. The proposed NI

state feedback equivalence results are then applied to robustly

stabilize an uncertain system with SNI uncertainty.

The contribution of this paper is to provide conditions under

which a system is state feedback equivalent to an NI system, an

OSNI system or an SSNI system. This work, together with the

preliminary conference paper [28], is the first in the literature

where NI state feedback equivalence is investigated. In [28],
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we consider cases where a system has relative degree of either

one or two, which rules out the case that a system has mixed

relative degrees one and two. In this paper, we consider the

general case which allows the system to have mixed relative

degrees. Also, the relative degree condition is an assumption in

[28], while it is a part of the necessary and sufficient conditions

in this paper. This makes the present paper a complete result

for the NI state feedback equivalence problem. This paper also

contributes to the literature by providing a method to stabilize

systems with relative degree less than or equal to two.

This paper is organised as follows: Section II provides

the essential background on NI systems theory. Section III

contains the main results of this paper, where we derive

necessary and sufficient conditions under which it is possible

to render a system NI using state feedback control. Formulas

for the required state feedback matrices are provided in the

proofs. In Section IV, an SSNI state feedback equivalence

result is also provided. Section V applies the NI state feedback

equivalence results presented in Section III in stabilizing an

uncertain system with SNI uncertainty. Section VI illustrates

the presented results with a numerical example. Section VII

concludes the paper.

Notation: The notation in this paper is standard. R and C

denote the fields of real and complex numbers, respectively.

N denotes the set of nonnegative integers. jR denotes the set

of purely imaginary numbers. Rm×n and Cm×n denote the

spaces of real and complex matrices of dimension m × n,

respectively. ℜ[·] is the real part of a complex number. AT

and A∗ denote the transpose and complex conjugate transpose

of a matrix A, respectively. A−T denotes the transpose of

the inverse of A; i.e., A−T = (A−1)T = (AT )−1. ker(A)
denotes the kernel of A. spec(A) denotes the spectrum of A.

λmax(A) denotes the largest eigenvalue of a matrix A with

real spectrum. For a symmetric or Hermitian matrix P , P >
0 (P ≥ 0) denotes the property that the matrix P is positive

definite (positive semidefinite) and P < 0 (P ≤ 0) denotes

the property that the matrix P is negative definite (negative

semidefinite). For a positive definite matrix P , we denote by

P
1

2 , the unique positive definite square root of P . OLHP
and CLHP are the open and closed left half-planes of the

complex plane, respectively.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Definition 1: (Negative Imaginary Systems) [3] A square

real-rational proper transfer function matrix R(s) is said to be

negative imaginary if:

1. R(s) has no poles at the origin and in ℜ[s] > 0;

2. j[R(jω) − R∗(jω)] ≥ 0 for all ω ∈ (0,∞) except for

values of ω where jω is a pole of R(s);
3. if jω0 with ω0 ∈ (0,∞) is a pole of R(s), then it is

a simple pole and the residue matrix K0 = lims→jω0
(s −

jω0)jR(s) is Hermitian and positive semidefinite.

Definition 2: (Strictly Negative Imaginary Systems) [3]

A square real-rational proper transfer function matrix R(s)
is said to be strictly negative imaginary if the following

conditions are satisfied:

1. R(s) has no poles in ℜ[s] ≥ 0;

2. j[R(jω)−R∗(jω)] > 0 for all ω ∈ (0,∞).
Definition 3: (Output Strictly Negative Imaginary Systems)

[29] A square real-rational proper transfer function matrix

R(s) is said to be output strictly negative imaginary if there

exists a scalar ǫ > 0 such that

jω[R(jω)−R(jω)∗]− ǫω2R̄(jω)∗R̄(jω) ≥ 0

∀ω ∈ R ∪ ∞ where R̄(jω) = R(jω) − R(∞). In this case,

we say R(s) is OSNI with a level of output strictness ǫ.
Definition 4: (Strongly Strictly Negative Imaginary Sys-

tems) [30] A square real-rational proper transfer function

matrix R(s) is said to be strongly strictly negative imaginary

if the following conditions are satisfied:

1. R(s) is SNI.

2. limω→∞ jω[R(jω) − R∗(jω)] > 0 and

limω→0 j
1
ω
[R(jω)−R∗(jω)] > 0.

Lemma 1: (NI Lemma) [3] Let (A,B,C,D) be a minimal

state-space realisation of an p× p real-rational proper transfer

function matrix R(s) where A ∈ R
n×n, B ∈ R

n×p, C ∈
Rp×n, D ∈ Rp×p. Then R(s) is NI if and only if:

1. det(A) 6= 0, D = DT ;

2. There exists a matrix Y = Y T > 0, Y ∈ Rn×n such that

AY + Y AT ≤ 0, and B +AY CT = 0.

Lemma 2: (SSNI Lemma) [30] Given a square transfer

function matrix R(s) ∈ Rp×p with a state-space realisation

(A,B,C,D), where A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×p, C ∈ Rp×n and

D ∈ Rp×p. Suppose R(s) + R(−s)T has normal rank p and

(A,B,C,D) has no observable uncontrollable modes. Then

A is Hurwitz and R(s) is SSNI if and only if D = DT and

there exists a matrix Y = Y T > 0 that satisfies conditions

AY + Y AT < 0, and B +AY CT = 0.

Lemma 3: (OSNI Lemma) [29] Let (A,B,C,D) be a

minimal state-space realisation of an p×p real-rational proper

transfer function matrix R(s) where A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×p,

C ∈ Rp×n, D ∈ Rp×p. Let ǫ > 0 be a scalar. Then R(s) is

OSNI with a level of output strictness ǫ if and only if D = DT

and there exists a matrix Y = Y T > 0, Y ∈ Rn×n such that

AY + Y AT + ǫ(CAY )TCAY ≤ 0, and B+AY CT = 0.

Definition 5: (Lyapunov Stability) [31] A square matrix A
is said to be Lyapunov stable if spec(A) ⊂ CLHP and every

purely imaginary eigenvalue of A is semisimple.

Lemma 4: (Lyapunov Stability Theorem - Asymptotic Sta-

blity) [32] Consider a continuous-time homogeneous linear

time-invariant (LTI) system

ẋ = Ax, x ∈ R
n, (1)

the following statements are equivalent:

1. The system (1) is asymptotically stable.

2. All of the eigenvalues of A have strictly negative real

parts.

3. For every symmetric positive definite matrix Q, there

exists a unique solution P to the following Lyapunov equation

ATP + PA = −Q (2)



such that P is symmetric and positive definite.

4. There exists a symmetric positive definite matrix P for

which the following Lyapunov matrix inequality holds:

ATP + PA < 0.

Lemma 5: (Lyapunov Stability Theorem - Lyapunov Sta-

blity) [31] Let A ∈ Rn×n and assume there exists a positive

semidefinite matrix Q ∈ Rn×n and a positive definite matrix

P ∈ R
n×n such that (2) is satisfied, then A is Lyapunov stable.

Lemma 6: (Eigenvector Test for Controllability) [32] The

pair (A,B) is controllable if and only if there is no eigenvector

of AT in the kernel of BT .

Lemma 7: (Eigenvector Test for Observability) [32] The pair

(A,C) is observable if and only if no eigenvector of A is in

the kernel of C.

Lemma 8: (Internal Stability of Interconnected NI Systems)

[3] Consider an NI transfer function matrix R(s) and an SNI

transfer function matrix Rs(s) that satisfy R(∞)Rs(∞) =
0 and Rs(∞) ≥ 0. Then the positive feedback inter-

connection [R(s), Rs(s)] is internally stable if and only if

λmax(R(0)Rs(0)) < 1. (e.g., see [1] for the definition of

internal stability and positive feedback interconnection.)

III. STATE FEEDBACK EQUIVALENCE TO AN NI

SYSTEM

Consider a system with the state-space model:

ẋ = Ax+ Bu, (3a)

y = Cx, (3b)

where x ∈ Rn is the state, u ∈ Rp is the input and y ∈ Rp is

the output. Here, A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×p and C ∈ Rp×n. We

assume that rank(B) = rank(C) = p.

For the system (3), we provide the following definitions.

Definition 6: (see also [27], [33]) A vector r =
{r1, · · · , rp} ∈ Np is called the relative degree vector of

system (3) if the following conditions are satisfied.

1. For all i = 1, · · · , p,

CiAjB = 0 for j = 0, · · · , ri − 2;

and H(r)i := CiAri−1B 6= 0. (4)

2. det(H(r)) 6= 0.

Here Ci denotes the i-th row of the matrix C ∈ Rp×n and

H(r) =







C1Ar1−1B
...

CpArp−1B






. (5)

Condition 1 in this definition indicates that the i-th output has

its ri-th time derivative depending explicitly on the inputs.

As is explained in [33], in the case that (3) is a MIMO

system; i.e., p ≥ 2, Condition 2 in Definition 6 is not always

satisfied. The components in the relative degree vector r are

invariant under a nonsingular state transformation. However, a

nonsingular output transformation can change the components

in the vector r and in some cases transform the realization

(A,B, C) to (A,B, C̃), where C̃ = TyC, Ty ∈ Rp×p and

det(Ty) 6= 0, which satisfies Condition 2 in Definition 6.

Note that there does not always exist such an output

transformation that transforms the system (3) into a form

with a relative degree vector. In [33], the notion of a leading

incomplete relative degree vector is introduced as follows.

Definition 7: [33] A vector r = {r1, ..., rp} ∈ N
p is called a

leading incomplete relative degree (LIRD) vector of the system

(3) if the following conditions are satisfied.

1. For all i = 1, · · · , p,

CiAjB = 0 for j = 0, · · · , ri − 2;

and CiAri−1B 6= 0.

2. ri ≤ ri+1 for i = 1, · · · , p− 1.

3. For any set of pairwise distinct indices i1, · · · , iq ∈
{1, 2, · · · , p} such that ri1 = ri2 = · · · = riq , the rows

H(r)i1 , · · · , H(r)iq are linearly independent, where H(r) is

defined in (5) and H(r)i is defined in (4).

As is explained in [33] and [34], if a LIRD vector is such

that all rows in H(r) are linearly independent, then this LIRD

vector is a relative degree vector as defined in Definition 6.

This relationship can also be observed by comparing Defini-

tions 6 and 7.

Lemma 9: [34] For any controllable system with the realiza-

tion (A,B, C), there exists a nonsingular output transformation

such that the transformed system has an LIRD vector.

Proof: This follows directly from Remark 4 and Lemma

4 in [34].

In this paper, we derive conditions for the NI state feedback

equivalence of the system (3) by investigating the normal

form of an auxiliary system, which is obtained by applying

an output transformation to the original system. This leads

to a transformed system with a relative degree vector. We

show later in this paper that the existence of such an output

transformation is one of the necessary conditions for NI state

feedback equivalence. First, let us provide the definition for

state feedback equivalence to an NI system.

Definition 8: A system in the form of (3) is said to be state

feedback equivalent to an NI system if there exists a state

feedback control law

u = Kxx+Kvv,

where Kx ∈ Rp×n and Kv ∈ Rp×p, is such that the resulting

closed-loop system with the new input v ∈ Rp, is minimal

and NI.

Note that state feedback equivalence problems do not allow

for a change of output. However, they allow for a free change

of inputs. We show in the following two lemmas that for a

system of the form of (3), its NI state feedback equivalence

property is invariant to a nonsingular output transformation.

Lemma 10: Suppose T ∈ Rp×p is nonsingular. Then the

transfer matrix TR(s)T T is NI if and only if R(s) is NI.

Proof: The proof is based on Definition 1. R(s) is NI if

and only if Conditions 1, 2 and 3 in Definition 1 are satisfied.

However, the positive definiteness (semi-definiteness) of the

matrices in Conditions 1, 2 and 3 in Definition 1 is invariant

to the transformation TR(s)T T . This completes the proof.

Lemma 11: Consider the system (3) and the state, input and

output transformations x̃ = Txx, ũ = Tuu and ỹ = Tyy,

where Tx ∈ Rn×n, Tu ∈ Rp×p and Ty ∈ Rp×p are



nonsingular. Then the system (3) is state feedback equivalent

to an NI system if and only if the transformed system is also

state feedback equivalent to an NI system.

Proof: If the transformed system with state x̃, input ũ
and output ỹ is state feedback equivalent to an NI system,

then there exists a control law

ũ = Kxx̃+Kvṽ,

under which the system with input ṽ and output ỹ is minimal

and NI. According to Lemma 10, now the system with output

y = T−1
y ỹ and input v = T T

y ṽ is also minimal and NI.

This means that the original system with state x, input u and

output y is also state feedback equivalent to an NI system. The

corresponding feedback control law can be derived as shown

in the following:

u = T−1
u ũ = T−1

u (Kxx̃+Kvṽ) = T−1
u (KxTxx+KvT

−T
y v).

This completes the sufficiency part of the proof. Since the

state, input and output transformation matrices Tx, Tu and Ty

are all nonsingular, the necessity part of the proof follows in

the same manner as the sufficiency part with the inverses of

the transformations considered.

In this paper, we consider systems whose relative degree

vector only consists of numbers less than or equal to two, as

we show later that this is one of the necessary conditions for

state feedback equivalence to NI systems.

Definition 9: The system (3) is said to have relative degree

less than or equal to two if it has a relative degree vector

r = {r1, · · · , rp}, where 1 ≤ ri ≤ 2 for all i = 1, · · · , p.

Consider the case that there exists an output transformation

ỹ = Tyy, where Ty ∈ R
p×p and det(Ty) 6= 0, that transforms

the system (3) into a form with a relative degree vector r =
{r1, · · · , rp}. Let C̃ = TyC ∈ Rp×n, then the transformed

system takes the form:

ẋ = Ax+ Bu, (6a)

ỹ = C̃x, (6b)

where rank(B) = rank(C̃) = p.

Lemma 12: Suppose the system (6) has relative degree

less than or equal to two. Then there exist input and state

transformations that transform (6) into the following normal

form:

ż = A00z +A01x1 +A02x2 +A03x3, (7a)

ẋ1 =A10z +A11x1 +A12x2 +A13x3 + u1, (7b)

ẋ2 =x3, (7c)

ẋ3 =A30z +A31x1 +A32x2 +A33x3 + u2, (7d)

ỹ =

[

x1

x2

]

. (7e)

where x̃ =









z
x1

x2

x3









∈ Rn is the state, ũ =

[

u1

u2

]

∈ Rp is the

input and ỹ ∈ Rp is the output of the transformed system.

Here, x1, u1 ∈ Rp1 and x2, x3, u2 ∈ Rp2 , where 0 ≤ p1 ≤ p
and p2 := p− p1. Also, z ∈ Rm, where m := n− p− p2.

Proof: Without loss of generality, suppose the compo-

nents in the relative degree vector r of the system (6) are sorted

in nondecreasing order, i.e., r = {1, · · · , 1, 2 · · · , 2}. Let p1
(0 ≤ p1 ≤ p) be the number of ones in r and p2 = p− p1 be

the number of twos in r. Also, define the following matrices:

C̃O =







C̃1
...

C̃p1






∈ R

p1×n, and C̃T =







C̃p1+1

...

C̃p






∈ R

p2×n,

where C̃i is the i-th row in the matrix C̃. Hence, C̃O is the block

matrix in C̃ which determines the output entries corresponding

to the ones in r. C̃T is the block matrix in C̃ which determines

the output entries corresponding to the twos in r. According

to Definition 6, we have that rank(C̃OB) = p1, C̃TB = 0 and

rank(C̃TAB) = p2. Also, Condition 2 in Definition 6 implies

that

det

[

C̃OB
C̃TAB

]

6= 0. (8)

Therefore, the rows of the matrix

[

C̃O
C̃TA

]

are linearly indepen-

dent. Since rank(C) = p and detTy 6= 0, then rank(C̃) = p.

Hence, C̃T has full row rank. Also, according to Condition 1

in Definition 6, we have that C̃TB = 0. Then we can prove by

contradiction that the rows of C̃T are linearly independent of

the rows of

[

C̃O
C̃TA

]

. Indeed, suppose there exists a row (C̃T )κ

of C̃T , which is a linear combination of the rows of

[

C̃O
C̃TA

]

.

Then (C̃T )κB 6= 0 according to (8), which contradicts the

equation C̃TB = 0. Therefore, the matrix





C̃O
C̃T
C̃TA



 has full

row rank. Define the new state as

x1 = C̃Ox,
x2 = C̃Tx,
x3 = ẋ2 = C̃TAx.

We also need a complementary state z ∈ Rm where m :=
n− p− p2 ≥ 0. Let z = C̃zx, where C̃z is such that

Tx =









C̃z
C̃O
C̃T
C̃TA









is nonsingular, and also C̃zB = 0. Let x̃ = Txx be the new

state. Also, let

ũ =

[

u1

u2

]

=

[

C̃O
C̃TA

]

Bu.

According to (8), the input transformation matrix Tu =
[

C̃O
C̃TA

]

B is nonsingular. The new system has a state-space



model

d

dt









z
x1

x2

x3









=TxAT−1
x









z
x1

x2

x3









+









0
u1

0
u2









, (9a)

ỹ =

[

0 I 0 0
0 0 I 0

]









z
x1

x2

x3









. (9b)

By considering the blocks of TxAT−1
x including the relation

ẋ2 = x3, we can write (9) in the form (7). This completes the

proof.

We now consider necessary and sufficient conditions under

which the system (7) is state feedback equivalent to an NI

system. For the system (7), choose the control inputs u1 and

u2 to be

u1 = v1 + (K10 −A10)z + (K11 −A11)x1

+ (K12 −A12)x2 + (K13 −A13)x3, (10)

and

u2 = v2 + (K20 −A30)z + (K21 −A31)x1

+ (K22 −A32)x2 + (K23 −A33)x3, (11)

which allows the system (7) to be represented in the form

˙̃x = Ax̃+Bṽ, (12a)

ỹ = Cx̃, (12b)

where ṽ =

[

v1
v2

]

is the new input and

A =









A00 A01 A02 A03

K10 K11 K12 K13

0 0 0 I
K20 K21 K22 K23









, (13)

B =









0 0
I 0
0 0
0 I









, (14)

C =

[

0 I 0 0
0 0 I 0

]

. (15)

We need to find the state feedback matrices

K10 ∈ R
p1×m,K11 ∈ R

p1×p1 ,K12 ∈ R
p1×p2 ,

K13 ∈ R
p1×p2 ,K20 ∈ R

p2×m,K21 ∈ R
p2×p1 ,

K22 ∈ R
p2×p2 , and K23 ∈ R

p2×p2 (16)

such that the system (12) is minimal and NI. The following

lemma provides necessary and sufficient conditions for such

state feedback matrices to exist.

Lemma 13: Suppose the system (7) satisfies detA00 6= 0.

Then it is state feedback equivalent to an NI system if and

only if it is controllable and A00 is Lyapunov stable.

Proof: The system (7) is state feedback equivalent to an

NI system if and only if there exist state feedback matrices (16)

such that the system (12) is NI and the realization (A,B,C)
in (13)-(15) is minimal.

First, we prove that the controllability of the system (7) is

equivalent to the controllability of the system (12). Define

Ă =









A00 A01 A02 A03

A10 A11 A12 A13

0 0 0 I
A30 A31 A32 A33









.

Then we need to prove that the controllability of (Ă, B) is

equivalent to that of (A,B). According to Lemma 6, the

controllability of (Ă, B) implies that any non-zero vector in

the kernal of BT is not an eigenvector of ĂT . Considering the

structure of B in (14), a non-zero vector η ∈ ker(BT ) must

take the form η =







η1
0
η3
0






, where η1 6= 0 or η3 6= 0. Therefore,

for any scalar λc, we have that ĂT η 6= λcη. Substituting for

Ă, we obtain








AT
00η1

AT
01η1

AT
02η1

AT
03η1 + η3









6= λc









η1
0
η3
0









(17)

for any scalar λc. This condition depends only on the matrices

A00, A01, A02 and A03, which forms the common first block

row of the matrices Ă and A. Hence, the controllability of

(Ă, B) is equivalent to that of (A,B).
Sufficiency. According to Lemma 6, (17) is satisfied if

and only if for any eigenvector η1 of AT
00 with eigenvalue

λc, AT
01η1 6= 0 or

[

AT
02η1

AT
03η1 + η3

]

6= λc

[

η3
0

]

. The condition

AT
01η1 6= 0 holds if and only if (A00, A01) is controllable. The

condition

[

AT
02η1

AT
03η1 + η3

]

6= λc

[

η3
0

]

holds if and only if for any

η3 = −AT
03η1, we have that AT

02η1 6= λcη3 = −λcA
T
03η1 =

−AT
03A

T
00η1. That is (AT

03A
T
00 + AT

02)η1 6= 0, which holds if

and only if (A00, A00A03+A02) is controllable. Therefore, we

conclude that (A,B) is controllable if and only if (A00, A01)
or (A00, A00A03 +A02) is controllable.

We now derive necessary and sufficient conditions under

which (A,C) is observable. Given the structure of C in (15),

any non-zero vector σ ∈ ker(C) must take the form σ =






σ1

0
0
σ4






, where σ1 6= 0 or σ4 6= 0 . According to Lemma 7,

(A,C) is observable if and only if Aσ 6= λoσ for any scalar

λo. Substituting A from (13), we obtain








A00σ1 +A03σ4

K10σ1 +K13σ4

σ4

K20σ1 +K23σ4









6= λo









σ1

0
0
σ4









. (18)

When σ4 6= 0, (18) is always true. Now we consider the case

that σ1 6= 0 and σ4 = 0. In this case, (18) becomes








A00σ1

K10σ1

0
K20σ1









6= λo









σ1

0
0
0









,



which holds if and only if for any vector σ1 that is an

eigenvector of A00, K10σ1 6= 0 or K20σ1 6= 0. Therefore,

according to Lemma 7, we conclude that (A,C) is observable

if and only if (A00,K10) or (A00,K20) is observable.

The nonsingular matrix A00 is Lyapunov stable (see Def-

inition 5) if and only if there exists a state transformation

A00 7→ SA00S
−1 which allows A00 to be represented, without

loss of generality, as A00 = diag(Aa
00, A

b
00), where

spec(Aa
00) ⊂ jR\{0}, spec(Ab

00) ⊂ OLHP,

and Aa
00 + (Aa

00)
T = 0.

(19)

Here Aa
00 ∈ Rma×ma and Ab

00 ∈ Rmb×mb , where 0 ≤
ma ≤ m and mb := m − ma. The conditions in (19) are

achievable according to the proof of Proposition 11.9.6 in [31].

Decomposing A01, A02, A03, K10 and K20 accordingly using

the same state-space transformation, we can write (12) as

ż1 = Aa
00z1 +Aa

01x1 +Aa
02x2 +Aa

03x3, (20a)

ż2 = Ab
00z2 +Ab

01x1 +Ab
02x2 +Ab

03x3, (20b)

ẋ1 = Ka
10z1 +Kb

10z2 +K11x1 +K12x2 +K13x3 + v1,
(20c)

ẋ2 = x3, (20d)

ẋ3 = Ka
20z1 +Kb

20z2 +K21x1 +K22x2 +K23x3 + v2,
(20e)

y = C













, z1
z2
x1

x2

x3













, C =

[

0 0 I 0 0
0 0 0 I 0

]

. (20f)

Since Ab
00 is Hurwitz, there exist Yb

1 = (Yb
1)

T > 0 and Qb =
QT

b > 0 such that

Ab
00Yb

1 + Yb
1(A

b
00)

T = −Qb.

Let K20 be defined as

K20 =
[

Ka
20 Kb

20

]

, (21)

where

Ka
20 = −Aa

02
T (Aa

00)
−T − (Aa

03)
T , (22)

and

Kb
20 =

(

−Ab
02

T
(Ab

00)
−T − (Ab

03)
T +H

)

(Yb
1)

−1. (23)

Here, H is contained in the set

SH = {H ∈ R
p2×mb : HTH ≤ Qb}. (24)

If (A00, A00A03 + A02) is controllable, we can always

find H such that (A00,K20) is observable. This is proved

in the following. According to Lemma 6, the control-

lability of (A00, A00A03 + A02) implies that no eigen-

vector of diag
(

(Aa
00)

T , (Ab
00)

T
)

is in the kernel of
[

(Aa
03)

T (Aa
00)

T + (Aa
02)

T (Ab
03)

T (Ab
00)

T + (Ab
02)

T
]

. This

implies that both (Aa
00, A

a
00A

a
03 + Aa

02) and (Ab
00, A

b
00A

b
03 +

Ab
02) are controllable, which can be proved by applying the

eigenvector tests in Lemma 6 to the vectors

[

ηa
0

]

and

[

0
ηb

]

,

where ηa and ηb are eigenvectors of (Aa
00)

T and (Ab
00)

T ,

respectively. According to Lemma 7, (A00,K20) is observable

if and only if for any non-zero vector δK =

[

δa
δb

]

, which is

an eigenvector of A00, we have K20δK 6= 0. Since Aa
00 and

Ab
00 have no common eigenvalues, then δK is an eigenvector

of A00 only if δa = 0 or δb = 0. We consider two cases:

Case 1. δa 6= 0 and δb = 0. In this case, δa is an

eigenvector of Aa
00; i.e., Aa

00δa = λaδa for some scalar λa.

Since Aa
00+(Aa

00)
T = 0, we have (Aa

00)
T δa = −λaδa. Hence,

(Aa
00)

−T δa = − 1
λa

δa. Also, because (Aa
00, A

a
00A

a
03 +Aa

02) is

controllable,
(

(Aa
03)

T (Aa
00)

T + (Aa
02)

T
)

δa 6= 0. Therefore,

K20δK = Ka
20δa =

(

−(Aa
02)

T (Aa
00)

−T − (Aa
03)

T
)

δa

=−
(

(Aa
03)

T (Aa
00)

T + (Aa
02)

T
)

(Aa
00)

−T δa

=
1

λa

(

(Aa
03)

T (Aa
00)

T + (Aa
02)

T
)

δa 6= 0.

Case 2. δa = 0 and δb 6= 0. In this case, δb is an eigenvector

of Ab
00. Because −(Ab

02)
T (Ab

00)
−T − (Ab

03)
T in (23) is fixed,

and SH has nonempty interior due to the positive definiteness

of Qb, then we can always find H such that

K20δK = Kb
20δb

=
(

−(Ab
02)

T (Ab
00)

−T − (Ab
03)

T +H
)

(Yb
1)

−1δb

6= 0,

for all δb that are eigenvalues of Ab
00. We conclude that there

exists H such that (A00,K20) is observable. We will choose

such a matrix H in the following proof.

Let K10 be defined as

K10 =
[

Ka
10 Kb

10

]

, (25)

where

Ka
10 = −Aa

01
T (Aa

00)
−T , (26)

and

Kb
10 =

(

−Ab
01

T
(Ab

00)
−T −K13H

)

(Yb
1)

−1. (27)

Here K13 is contained in the set

SK = {K13 ∈ R
p1×p2 : K13K

T
13 ≤ 2I}. (28)

If (A00, A01) is controllable, we can always find K13 such

that (A00,K10) is observable. This is proved in the following.

According to Lemma 6, the controllability of (A00, A01)
implies that no eigenvector of diag

(

(Aa
00)

T , (Ab
00)

T
)

is in

ker
([

(Aa
01)

T (Ab
01)

T
])

. This implies that both (Aa
00, A

a
01)

and (Ab
00, A

b
01) are controllable, which can be proved by

applying the eigenvector tests in Lemma 6 to the vectors

[

ηa
0

]

and

[

0
ηb

]

, where ηa and ηb are eigenvectors of (Aa
00)

T and

(Ab
00)

T , respectively. According to Lemma 7, (A00,K10) is

observable if and only if for any non-zero vector φK =

[

φa

φb

]

,

which is an eigenvector of A00, we have that K10φK 6= 0.

Since Aa
00 and Ab

00 have no common eigenvalues, then φK is

an eigenvector of A00 only if φa = 0 or φb = 0. We consider

two cases:

Case 1. φa 6= 0 and φb = 0. In this case, φa is an

eigenvector of Aa
00; i.e., Aa

00φa = µaφa for some scalar µa.



Since Aa
00 + (Aa

00)
T = 0, we have (Aa

00)
Tφa = −µaφa.

Hence, (Aa
00)

−Tφa = − 1
µa

φa. Also, because (Aa
00, A

a
01) is

controllable, (Aa
01)

Tφa 6= 0. Therefore,

K10φK = Ka
10φa = −(Aa

01)
T (Aa

00)
−Tφa =

1

µa

(Aa
01)

Tφa 6= 0.

Case 2. φa = 0 and φb 6= 0. In this case, φb is an

eigenvector of Ab
00. Because −(Ab

01)
T (Ab

00)
−T is fixed and

the set SK has a nonempty interior, then we can always find

K13, together with an H that makes (A00,K20) observable,

such that

K13φK =Kb
13φb

=
(

−Ab
01

T (

Ab
00

)−T −K13H
)

(Yb
1)

−1φb 6= 0,

for all φb that are eigenvectors of Ab
00. Therefore, with

this particular choice of K13, we have that (A00,K10) is

observable.

Now recall that (A,B) is controllable if and only if

(A00, A01) or (A00, A00A03 + A02) is controllable. Also,

(A,C) is observable if and only if (A00,K10) or (A00,K20)
is observable. Since the controllability of (A00, A01) implies

the observability of (A00,K10) and the controllability of

(A00, A00A03+A02) implies the observability of (A00,K20),
then the controllability of (A,B) implies the observability of

(A,C), when suitable H and K13 are chosen.

Therefore, with those choices of H and K13, the controlla-

bility of the system (7) implies that the realisation (A,B,C)
in (13), (14) and (15) is minimal.

Choose the other state feedback matrices as follows:

K11 =K10A
−1
00 A01 − Y−1

2 , (29)

K12 =K10A
−1
00 A02, (30)

K21 =K20A
−1
00 A01, (31)

K22 =K20A
−1
00 A02 − Y−1

3 , (32)

K23 =− 1

2
I, (33)

where Y2 ∈ Rp1×p1 and Y3 ∈ Rp2×p2 can be any symmetric

positive definite matrices; i.e., Y2 = YT
2 > 0 and Y3 = YT

3 >
0. We will apply Lemma 1 in the following in order to prove

that the system (12) is an NI system. We construct the matrix

Y as follows:

Y =









Y11 −A−1
00 A01Y2 −A−1

00 A02Y3 0

−Y2A
T
01A

−T
00 Y2 0 0

−Y3A
T
02A

−T
00 0 Y3 0

0 0 0 I









,

(34)

where Y11 = Y1+A−1
00 A01Y2A

T
01A

−T
00 +A−1

00 A02Y3A
T
02A

−T
00 .

Here, Y1 = diag(ya1I,Yb
1) with ya1 > 0 being a scalar. It can

be verified that Y > 0 using the Schur complement theorem.

In order to verify Condition 1 in Lemma 1, we note that

for the determinant of the matrix A in (13) we have

(−1)p2 detA = det









A00 A01 A02 A03

K10 K11 K12 K13

K20 K21 K22 K23

0 0 0 I









=det





A00 A01 A02

K10 K11 K12

K20 K21 K22





=detA00 det

([

K11 K12

K21 K22

]

−
[

K10

K20

]

A−1
00

[

A01 A02

]

)

=detA00 det

[

−Y−1
2 0
0 −Y−1

3

]

=detA00 det(−Y−1
2 ) det(−Y−1

3 )

6= 0,

where the equalities also use (29)-(32). Also, the input

feedthrough matrix in the system (12) is zero, and hence

symmetric. Hence, Condition 1 in Lemma 1 is satisfied. For

Condition 2 in Lemma 1, with Y defined in (34), we have

AY =













ya1A
a
00 0 0 0 Aa

03

0 Ab
00Yb

1 0 0 Ab
03

0 −K13H −I 0 K13

0 0 0 0 I
−(Aa

03)
T H− (Ab

03)
T 0 −I K23













. (35)

Therefore, we have that

AY CT = −B, (36)

and

AY + Y AT =













0 0 0 0 0
0 −Qb −HTKT

13 0 HT

0 −K13H −2I 0 K13

0 0 0 0 0
0 H KT

13 0 K23 +KT
23













.

Let

M =





−Qb −HTKT
13 HT

−K13H −2I K13

H KT
13 K23 +KT

23





=





−Qb −HTKT
13 HT

−K13H −2I K13

H KT
13 −I



 ,

where (33) is used. For the matrix −M , we have that I > 0
and the Schur complement of the block I is

(−M)/I =

[

Qb HTKT
13

K13H 2I

]

−
[

HT

K13

]

[

H KT
13

]

=

[

Qb −HTH 0
0 2I −K13K

T
13

]

≥ 0,

where (24) and (28) are also used. Therefore, we have that

M ≤ 0. Hence AY + Y AT ≤ 0, and Condition 2 in Lemma

1 is satisfied. Hence, the system (12) is an NI system with a

minimal realisation.



Necessity. If the realisation (A,B,C) in (13), (14) and (15)

is minimal and NI, then according to the proof of Lemma 1

(see Lemma 7 in [3]), there exists an X = XT > 0 such that
[

XA+ATX XB −ATCT

BTX − CA −(CB +BTCT )

]

≤ 0.

Therefore, for any z, x1, x2, x3 and v, we have













z
x1

x2

x3

v













T

[

XA+ATX XB −ATCT

BTX − CA −(CB +BTCT )

]













z
x1

x2

x3

v













≤ 0. (37)

Let X =







X11 X12 X13 X14

XT
12 X22 X23 X24

XT
13 XT

23 X33 X34

XT
14 XT

24 XT
34 X44






and substitute (13), (14)

and (15) into (37). Also, take x1 = 0, x2 = x3 = 0 and

ṽ =

[

−K10

−K20

]

z. We get

zT (X11A00 +AT
00X11)z ≤ 0

for any z, which implies that X11A00 + AT
00X11 ≤ 0.

Considering X = XT > 0, we have X11 > 0. Also, since

detA00 6= 0, then according to Lemma 5, A00 is Lyapunov

stable. This completes the proof.

To facilitate the description of the necessary and sufficient

conditions for state feedback equivalence to a system in the

general form (3), we recall the following terminology (see

[27], [35]). In the case when the system (6) has relative

degree less than or equal to two, the system (7) is said to

be the normal form of (6). The dynamics (7a), which are not

controlled by the input u directly or through chains of inte-

grators, are called the internal dynamics. The other part of the

state, described by (7b)-(7d), are called the external dynamics.

Setting the states described by the external dynamics to be zero

in the internal dynamics, we obtain the zero dynamics:

ż = A00z. (38)

We now provide the definition of the weakly minimum phase

property.

Definition 10: (Weakly Minimum Phase) [21], [22] The

system (6) of relative degree less than or equal to two is said

to be weakly minimum phase if its zero dynamics (38) are

Lyapunov stable.

Theorem 1: Suppose the system (3) satisfying rank(B) =
rank(C) = p is minimal with no zero at the origin. Then it is

state feedback equivalent to an NI system if and only if there

exists an output transformation ỹ = Tyy, where Ty ∈ Rp×p

and detTy 6= 0, such that the transformed system has relative

degree less than or equal to two, and the transformed system

is weakly minimum phase.

Proof: Sufficiency. The sufficiency part of the proof

directly follows from Lemmas 11, 12 and 13. According

to Lemma 12, the system (3) can always be transformed

into the form (7) using nonsingular input, output and state

transformations. Since the system (3) has no zero at the origin,

then detA00 6= 0 because nonsingular input, output and state

transformations do not change the zeros of a system. Also,

since the transformed system is weakly minimum phase, then

A00 is Lyapunov stable. Since the input, output and state

transformations are all nonsingular, the minimality of the

system (3) is preserved in (7). According to Lemma 13, the

output transformed system (7) is state feedback equivalent to

an NI system. According to Lemma 11, the original system

(3) is also state feedback equivalent to an NI system. This

completes the sufficiency part of the proof.

Necessity. We first prove that if the system (3) is state

feedback equivalent to an NI system, then there exists an

output transformation ỹ = Tyy that transforms the system (3)

into a system with relative degree less than or equal to two.

If the system (3) is state feedback equivalent to an NI

system, then according to Lemma 10, it is still feedback

equivalent NI after a nonsingular output transformation. We

apply an output transformation to the system (A,B, C) in order

that the transformed system has a leading incomplete relative

degree vector. Since the output transformed system is feedback

equivalent to an NI system, then under a state feedback control

law, we can make it NI with a minimal realization (Â, B̂, Ĉ).
Since the system with realization (Â, B̂, Ĉ) has a leading

incomplete relative degree vector r, we denote by p1 ≥ 0
the number of components in r that equal to one; i.e.,

r1, · · · , rp1
= 1, and rp1+1, · · · , rp ≥ 2. We decompose the

matrix Ĉ as

Ĉ =

[

ĈO

ĈG

]

,

where ĈO ∈ Rp1×n and ĈG ∈ R(p−p1)×n. Here, ĈO

determines the output entries corresponding to the ones in r,

and ĈG determines the output entries corresponding to the

components greater than one in r. According to Definition 7,

rank(ĈOB̂) = p1 and ĈGB̂ = 0.

According to the proof of Lemma 1 (see [3]), the fact that

(Â, B̂, Ĉ) is NI implies that there exists X = XT > 0 such

that
[

XÂ+ ÂTX XB̂ − ÂT ĈT

B̂TX − ĈÂ −(ĈB̂ + B̂T ĈT )

]

≤ 0. (39)

Decomposing B̂ accordingly as B̂ =
[

B̂O B̂G

]

where

B̂O ∈ Rn×p1 and B̂G ∈ Rn×(p−p1), the inequality (39) can

be expanded to be




XÂ+ ÂTX XB̂O − ÂT ĈT

O XB̂G − ÂT ĈT

G

B̂T

OX − ĈOÂ −(ĈOB̂O + B̂T

OĈT

O) −ĈOB̂G

B̂T

GX − ĈGÂ −B̂T

GĈ
T

O 0



 ≤ 0,

(40)

where the condition ĈGB̂ = 0 is also used. The condition (40)

implies that ĈOB̂G = 0 and B̂T
GX − ĈGÂ = 0. We have that

rank(B̂G) = p−p1 because rank(B̂) = rank(B) = p. Then,

B̂T
GX − ĈGÂ = 0 implies that ĈGÂB̂G = B̂T

GXB̂G > 0.

The positive definiteness of ĈGÂB̂G implies that the largest

component in the leading incomplete relative degree vector r
of the system is two. Moreover, we have that

[

ĈOB̂

ĈGÂB̂

]

=

[

ĈOB̂O 0

ĈGÂB̂O ĈGÂB̂G

]

. (41)

Since ĈOB̂G = 0 and rank(ĈOB̂) = p1, we have that

det(ĈOB̂O) 6= 0. Considering that ĈOB̂O and ĈGÂB̂G in



(41) are both nonsingular, we have that det

[

ĈOB̂

ĈGÂB̂

]

6= 0.

This implies that the leading incomplete relative degree vector

r of the realization (Â, B̂, Ĉ) is indeed a relative degree

vector, whose components are either one or two. Therefore, we

conclude that the system (3) can be output transformed into

a system with a relative degree vector r = {r1, · · · , rp} with

1 ≤ ri ≤ 2 for all i = 1, · · · , p. Therefore, the system (3) can

be transformed into the form (7) using input, output and state

transformations. The necessity part of Lemma 13 implies that

the weakly minimum phase property of the output transformed

system is another necessary condition. This completes the

necessity part of the proof.

We also derive necessary and sufficient conditions under

which the system (3) can be rendered OSNI.

Definition 11: A system in the form of (3) is said to be state

feedback equivalent to an OSNI system if there exists a state

feedback control law

u = Kxx+Kvv,

where Kx ∈ Rp×n and Kv ∈ Rp×p, such that the closed-loop

system with the new input v ∈ Rp is minimal and OSNI.

Lemma 14: If the transfer matrix R(s) is OSNI, then

TR(s)T T is also OSNI, where T ∈ Rp×p and detT 6= 0.

Proof: The proof follows from Definition 3. If R(s) is

OSNI, then we have that

jω[R(jω)−R(jω)∗]− ǫω2R̄(jω)∗R̄(jω) ≥ 0,

∀ω ∈ R ∪∞ where R̄(jω) = R(jω) − R(∞). We have that

T TT ≤ λmax(T
TT )I . Therefore,

jω[R(jω)− (R(jω))∗]− ǫ

λmax(T TT )
ω2R̄(jω)∗T TT R̄(jω)

≥ jω[R(jω)− (R(jω))∗]− ǫ

λmax(T TT )
ω2R̄(jω)∗T TT R̄(jω)

+
ǫ

λmax(T TT )
ω2R̄(jω)∗(T TT − λmax(T

TT )I)R̄(jω)

= jω[R(jω)−R(jω)∗]− ǫω2R̄(jω)∗R̄(jω) ≥ 0. (42)

The transfer matrix TR(s)T T satisfies Definition 3 via (42).

Therefore, the transformed system TR(s)T T is OSNI with the

output strictness ǫ
λmax(TTT ) .

We show in the following that the same conditions in

Theorem 1 also lead to state feedback equivalence to an OSNI

system.

Lemma 15: Suppose the system (7) has detA00 6= 0. Then

it is state feedback equivalent to an OSNI system if and only

if it is controllable and A00 is Lyapunov stable.

Proof: The necessity part this lemma follows from the

necessity part of Lemma 13 because OSNI systems belong to

the class of NI systems.

For the sufficiency part, we need to show that the condition

AY + Y AT + ǫ(CAY )TCAY ≤ 0

in Lemma 3 is satisfied for some scalar ǫ > 0 in addition

to what is shown in the sufficiency proof of Lemma 13.

Following from the sufficiency proof of Lemma 13, we add a

restriction on the choice of K13 such that KT
13K13 = I . Note

that this additional restriction does not change the results in

Lemma 13. Using C and AY in (20f) and (35), we have that

CAY =

[

0 −K13H −I 0 K13

0 0 0 0 I

]

.

Therefore,

(CAY )TCAY =













0 0 0 0 0
0 HTH HTKT

13 0 −HT

0 K13H I 0 −K13

0 0 0 0 0
0 −H −KT

13 0 2I













.

Hence,

AY + Y AT + ǫ(CAY )TCAY

=













0 0 0 0 0
0 −Qb + ǫHTH −(1− ǫ)HTKT

13 0 (1− ǫ)HT

0 −(1− ǫ)K13H −(2− ǫ)I 0 (1− ǫ)K13

0 0 0 0 0
0 (1− ǫ)H −(1− ǫ)KT

13 0 (1 − 2ǫ)I













.

Let

M̃ =





−Qb + ǫHTH −(1− ǫ)HTKT
13 (1− ǫ)HT

−(1− ǫ)K13H −(2− ǫ)I (1 − ǫ)K13

(1 − ǫ)H (1− ǫ)KT
13 −(1− 2ǫ)I



 .

We apply the Schur complement theorem in the following to

find the range of ǫ. We choose ǫ ∈ (0, 12 ) and therefore −(1−
2ǫ)I < 0. The Schur complement of the block (1 − 2ǫ) of

−M̃ is

(−M̃)/[(1 − 2ǫ)I]

=

[

Qb − ǫHTH (1− ǫ)HTKT
13

(1− ǫ)K13H (2− ǫ)I

]

− (1 − ǫ)4

1− 2ǫ

[

HT

K13

]

[

H KT
13

]

=





Qb −
(

ǫ + (1−ǫ)4

1−2ǫ

)

HTH
(

1− ǫ− (1−ǫ)4

1−2ǫ

)

HTKT
13

(

1− ǫ− (1−ǫ)4

1−2ǫ

)

K13H
(

2− ǫ− (1−ǫ)4

1−2ǫ

)

I



 ,

which is positive semi-definite when ǫ ∈
(

0, 12
(

3−
√
5
)]

. In

this case, AY + Y AT + ǫ(CAY )TCAY ≤ 0. Therefore, the

system with the realization (A,B,C) in (13), (14) and (15) is

OSNI.

Theorem 2: Suppose the system (3) is minimal with no zero

at the origin. Then it is state feedback equivalent to an OSNI

system if and only if there exists an output transformation

ỹ = Tyy, where Ty ∈ Rp×p and detTy 6= 0, such that the

transformed system has relative degree less than or equal to

two, and the transformed system is weakly minimum phase.

Proof: This proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 1

except that Lemmas 14 and 15 are used instead of Lemmas

10 and 13.

Considering the results in Theorem 1 and 2, we have the

following corollary.

Corollary 1: Suppose the system (3) is minimal with no zero

at the origin. Then the following statements are equivalent:

1. The system (3) is state feedback equivalent to an NI

system;



2. The system (3) is state feedback equivalent to an OSNI

system;

3. There exists an output transformation ỹ = Tyy, where

Ty ∈ Rp×p and detTy 6= 0, such that the transformed

system has relative degree less than or equal to two, and the

transformed system is weakly minimum phase.

IV. STATE FEEDBACK EQUIVALENCE TO AN SSNI

SYSTEM

In this section, we derive necessary and sufficient conditions

under which a system in the form of (3) is state feedback

equivalent to an SSNI system. First, we define state feedback

equivalence to an SSNI system as follows.

Definition 12: A system in the form of (3) is said to be state

feedback equivalent to an SSNI system if there exists a state

feedback control law

u = Kxx+Kvv,

where Kx ∈ Rp×n and Kv ∈ Rp×p, such that the closed-loop

system with the new input v ∈ R
p is SSNI.

It will be shown later in this section that having a relative

degree vector r = {1, · · · , 1} is one of the necessary con-

ditions for this system to be state feedback equivalent to an

SSNI system. Therefore, we start with the derivation of the

normal form for the system (3) with a relative degree vector

r = {1, · · · , 1}.

Lemma 16: Suppose the system (3) satisfying rank(B) =
rank(C) = p has a relative degree vector r = {1, · · · , 1}.

Then there exists input and state transformations such that the

resulting transformed system is of the form

ż = A00z +A01y, (43a)

ẋ1 = A10z +A11x1 + ũ, (43b)

y =
[

0 I
]

[

z
x1

]

. (43c)

Proof: If (3) has a relative degree vector r = {1, · · · , 1},

then det(CB) 6= 0. The rest of the proof follows from Lemma

12 with p1 = p and p2 = 0.

Choose the input u to be

ũ = (v + (K1 − A10)z + (K2 −A11)y) ,

and the system (43) takes the form

ż = A00z +A01y, (44a)

ẏ = K1z +K2y + v, (44b)

y = [0 I]

[

z
y

]

. (44c)

We need to find the state feedback matrices K1 ∈ R
p×m and

K2 ∈ Rp×p such that the system (44) is SSNI.

Lemma 17: [28] Suppose the system (44) has (A00, A01)
controllable. Then the following statements are equivalent:

1. A00 is Hurwitz;

2. There exist K1 and K2 such that the system (44) is an

SSNI system with realisation (A,B,C), where A is Hurwitz,

and the transfer function R(s) := C(sI −A)−1B is such that

R(s) +R(−s)T has full normal rank.

Proof: Let us define the following:

A =

[

A00 A01

K1 K2

]

, (45)

B =

[

0
I

]

, (46)

C =
[

0 I
]

. (47)

From the proof of Lemma 13, (A,B) is controllable if and

only if (A00, A01) is controllable. Therefore, there are no

observable uncontrollable modes in this system.

Sufficiency. Let A00 be Hurwitz. Then according to Lemma

4, we can always find a matrix Y1 > 0 such that

A00Y1 + Y1A
T
00 +

1

2
A−1

00 A01A
T
01A

−T
00 < 0

is satisfied. In the sequel, we will find a matrix K1 such that

A00Y1+Y1A
T
00+

1

2
(Y1K

T
1 +A−1

00 A01)(K1Y1+AT
01A

−T
00 ) < 0

(48)

is satisfied. One possible choice is K1 = −AT
01A

−T
00 Y−1

1 ,

which simplifies (48) to be A00Y1 + Y1A
T
00 < 0. Let

K2 = K1A
−1
00 A01 − Y−1

2 , where Y2 ∈ Rp×p can be any

symmetric positive definite matrix; i.e., Y2 = YT
2 > 0. We

apply Lemma 2 in the following to prove that the system (44)

is an SSNI system. We construct the matrix Y as follows:

Y =

[

Y1 +A−1
00 A01Y2A

T
01A

−T
00 −A−1

00 A01Y2

−Y2A
T
01A

−T
00 Y2

]

.

We have Y > 0 because Y2 > 0 and the Schur complement of

the block Y2 is Y1, which is positive definite. Now, we have

B +AY CT = 0 and

AY + Y AT =

[

A00Y1 + Y1A
T
00 Y1K

T
1 +A−1

00 A01

K1Y1 +AT
01A

−T
00 −2I

]

.

We have −2I < 0 and the Schur complement of the block 2I
in the matrix −(AY + Y AT ) is

(−(AY + Y AT ))/(2I)

=−A00Y1 − Y1A
T
00

− 1

2
(Y1K

T
1 +A−1

00 A01)(K1Y1 +AT
01A

−T
00 ) > 0,

according to (48). Hence AY + Y AT < 0. According to

Lemma 4, AT is Hurwitz. Therefore A is Hurwitz. Now we

prove that R(s)+R(−s)T has full normal rank. For A, B and

C given by (45)-(47), we have

R(s) = C(sI −A)−1B

=
[

0 I
]

[

sI −A00 −A01

−K1 sI −K2

]−1 [
0
I

]

=
(

sI −K1(sI −A00)
−1A01 −K2

)−1
. (49)

Substituting s = 0 in (49), we have

R(0) = (K1A
−1
00 A01 −K2)

−1 = Y2 > 0.

Hence R(s)+R(−s)T must have full normal rank. Therefore,

according to Lemma 2, the system (44) is SSNI.

Necessity. If A is Hurwitz, R(s)+R(−s)T has full normal

rank and the system (44) is SSNI, then according to Lemma



2, there exists a matrix Y = Y T > 0 such that B = −AY CT

and AY + Y AT < 0.

Letting X = Y −1, then X = XT > 0. Also letting

Q = −(AY + Y AT ), then we have Q = QT > 0 and

XA + ATX = −XQX < 0. Since B = −AY CT , we

have CB + BTCT = −CAY CT − CY ATCT = CQCT .

Also, XB − ATCT = −XAX−1CT − ATCT = −(XA +
ATX)X−1CT = XQXX−1CT = XQCT . Since Q =
QT > 0, let H := Q

1

2 . Hence H = HT > 0. We have
[

XA+ATX XB −ATCT

BTX − CA −(CB +BTCT )

]

=−
[

LT

WT

]

[

L W
]

≤ 0, (50)

where L = HX and W = −HCT . (50) implies that for any

z ∈ R
m, y ∈ R

p and v ∈ R
p, we have

[

zT yT vT
]

[

XA+ATX XB −ATCT

BTX − CA −(CB +BTCT )

]





z
y
v





= −
[

zT yT vT
]

[

LT

WT

]

[

L W
]





z
y
v



 ≤ 0, (51)

where equality holds if and only if [L W ]

[

z
y
v

]

= 0.

That is L

[

z
y

]

+ Wv = 0, which is equivalent to

H

(

X

[

z
y

]

− CT v

)

= 0. Because H > 0, this equation holds

if and only if

X

[

z
y

]

− CT v = 0. (52)

Let X =

[

X11 X12

XT
12 X22

]

and choose y = 0 and v = −K1z.

With C given by (47), (52) becomes
[

X11

XT
12 +K1

]

z = 0,

which holds only if X11z = 0. Since X = XT > 0, X11 =
XT

11 > 0. Hence X11z = 0 ⇐⇒ z = 0. This implies that

with the choice y = 0 and v = −K1z, strict inequality holds in

(51) for all z 6= 0. Substituting (45)-(47) together with y = 0
and v = −K1z into (51), we obtain

zT (X11A00 +AT
00X11)z < 0

for all z 6= 0. This implies that X11A00 + AT
00X11 < 0.

Therefore, according to Lemma 4, A00 is Hurwitz.

Definition 13: (Minimum Phase) [22], [35] A system (3)

satisfying rank(B) = rank(C) = p with relative degree

vector {1, · · · , 1} is said to be minimum phase if its zero

dynamics ż = A00z are asymptotically stable.

Theorem 3: Suppose the system (3) satisfying rank(B) =
rank(C) = p is minimal. Then the following statements are

equivalent:

1. The system has a relative degree vector r = {1, · · · , 1}
and is minimum phase;

2. The system is state feedback equivalent to an SSNI

system with realisation (A,B,C), where A is Hurwitz, and

the transfer function R(s) := C(sI − A)−1B is such that

R(s) +R(−s)T has full normal rank.

Proof: The proof from Statement 1 to Statement 2 follows

directly from Lemmas 16 and 17. Note that the minimum

phase condition is equivalent to the condition that A00 is

Hurwitz in Lemma 17. Now we prove that Condition 2 implies

that the system has a relative degree vector r = {1, · · · , 1}.

SSNI systems form a subclass of all NI systems according to

Definition 4. The analysis in the necessity proof of Theorem 1

also holds for SSNI systems except that strict inequalities hold

for both (39) and (40), where this additional restriction comes

from the strict inequality in Lemma 2. Strict inequality for

(40) holds only if the zero block matrix has zero dimension,

which is true only if p2 = 0. This implies that statement

2 is true only if the original system (3) with realization

(A,B, C) can be output transformed by a nonsingular matrix

Ty ∈ Rp×p into a system with a relative degree vector

r = {1, · · · , 1}. According to Definition 6, that is, the output

transformed system satisfies det(C̃B) 6= 0, where C̃ = TyC.

Since detTy 6= 0, we have that det(CB) 6= 0. This means

that the original system (3) itself is already in a form with a

relative degree vector r = {1, · · · , 1}. Therefore, according

to Lemma 16, (43) is the normal form of the system (3). The

rest of the proof follows directly from Lemma 17.

V. CONTROL OF SYSTEMS WITH SNI

UNCERTAINTY

PSfrag replacements

∆(s)∆(s)

NominalNominal
Plant

Controller

Closed-Loop

ww

x

yy

u R(s)

+

Fig. 1. A feedback control system. The plant uncertainty ∆(s) is SNI and
satisfies λmax(∆(0)) ≤ γ and ∆(∞) ≥ 0. Under some assumptions, we
can find a controller such that the closed-loop transfer function R(s) is NI
with R(∞) = 0 and λmax(R(0)) < 1/γ. Then the closed-loop system is
robustly stable.

One useful application of state feedback equivalence to NI

systems is to robustly stabilize systems for a class of uncer-

tainties. More precisely, for a system having SNI uncertainty,

we can render the nominal closed-loop system NI with the DC

gain condition satisfied when full state measurement is avail-

able. A similar controller synthesis problem is investigated in

[2], where the robust stabilzability depends on the solvability

of a series of LMIs. However, in this paper, the LMI conditions

in [2] are replaced by some simpler conditions with respect

to the relative degree vector and the weakly minimum phase

property.

Consider the uncertain feedback control system in Fig. 1 and

suppose that full state feedback is available. Then Theorem 1

can be used in order to synthesize a state feedback controller



such that the nominal closed-loop system is NI. Suppose the

state-space model of the uncertain system in Fig. 1 is

ẋ = Ax+ B(u+ w), (53a)

y = Cx, (53b)

w = ∆y, (53c)

where x ∈ Rn, u ∈ Rp and y ∈ Rp are the state, input

and output of the nominal plant. Here, (53c) models the

uncertainty, and the uncertainty transfer function ∆(s) is

assumed to be SNI with ∆(∞) ≥ 0 and λmax(∆(0)) ≤ γ
for some constant γ > 0.

The general idea used to stabilize the system (53) is to

choose a control law u such that the system described by

(53a) and (53b) is NI with input w and output y. Therefore,

since ∆(s) is SNI, the system (53) forms a positive feedback

interconnection of an NI system and an SNI system, whose

equilibrium is asymptotically stable if the DC gain condition

in Lemma 8 is satisfied.

Theorem 4: Consider the uncertain system (53). Suppose

the realization (A,B, C) is minimal with no zero at the origin.

If there exists an output transformation ỹ = Tyy, where Ty ∈
Rp×p and detTy 6= 0, such that the realization (A,B, TyC)
has relative degree less than or equal to two and is weakly

minimum phase, then there exist Kx ∈ Rp×n and Kw ∈ Rp×p

such that the control law

u = Kxx+Kww

stabilizes the system (53).

Proof: According to Theorem 1 and its proof, the con-

ditions here imply that the nominal plant in (53), described

by

ẋ = Ax+ Bu,
y = Cx,

is state feedback equivalent to an NI system. Suppose the

corresponding state feedback control law is

u = Kxx+Kvv.

Therefore, the nominal plant, described by (53a) and (53b), is

NI with input w and output y under the control law

u = Kxx+Kww,

where Kw = Kv − I . Now the system (53) is an intercon-

nection of the nominal closed-loop NI system and the SNI

uncertainty. To stabilize this interconnection, we investigate

the DC gain conditions of Lemma 8. As is shown in the proof

of Theorem 1, the output transformed system (A,B, TyC) is

rendered NI with a transfer function R̂(s) where R̂(s) =
C(sI−A)−1B with A, B and C given by (13), (14) and (15).

We have that R̂(∞) = 0. With the state feedback matrices

given in the proof of Theorem 1, we also have that

R̂(0) = −CA−1B = CA−1AY CT = CY CT =

[

Y2 0
0 Y3

]

,

where we also use (34) and (36). Since the NI state feedback

equivalence of the realization (A,B, C) follows from the NI

state feedback equivalence of the output transformed system

(A,B, TyC), using Lemma 10, then the nominal closed-loop

system can be rendered to be an NI system whose transfer

function is R(s) = T−1
y R̂(s)T−T

y . Since Y2 and Y3 can be

any positive definite matrices, we choose them to be such that

λmax

(

T−1
y

[

Y2 0
0 Y3

]

T−T
y

)

<
1

γ
. (54)

Therefore, λmax(R(0)) < 1
γ

. Hence, λmax(R(0)∆(0)) < 1.

According to Lemma 8, it now follows that the system (53)

is asymptotically stable. This completes the proof.

Remark 1: In the case that the uncertainty (53c) in the

system (53) is NI, we can render the nominal closed-loop

system (53a) and (53b) OSNI using the results of Theorem

2 in order to achieve stabilization (see [8], [29] for the

corresponding OSNI stability results).

VI. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE

In this section, we demonstrate the procedure of stabilizing

an uncertain system by rendering the nominal closed-loop

system NI with the DC gain conditions of Lemma 8 satisfied.

Consider an uncertain system with the following state-space

model:

ẋ =









−1 0 1 1
1 −1 0 1
1 −1 1 0
0 1 −1 1









x+









0 0
1 0
1 0
1 1









(w + u), (55a)

y =

[

0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0

]

x, (55b)

w = ∆y, (55c)

where x ∈ R4, u ∈ R2 and y ∈ R2 are the state, input

and output of the nominal plant. Here, (55c) models the

uncertainty, and the uncertainty transfer function ∆(s) is

assumed to be SNI with ∆(∞) ≥ 0 and λmax(∆(0)) ≤ 1. We

aim to find a state feedback control law such that the system

(55) is asymptotically stable. Let us define the following:

A =









−1 0 1 1
1 −1 0 1
1 −1 1 0
0 1 −1 1









,

B =









0 0
1 0
1 0
1 1









,

C =

[

0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0

]

.

We have that CB =

[

1 0
1 0

]

, which is singular. However, the

system can be output transformed into a form with a relative

degree vector. We use the output transformation ỹ = Tyy with

Ty =

[

1 0
−1 1

]

. The transformed system has a relative degree

vector r = {1, 2}. To transform the system into its normal

form as shown in (7), we also use a state transformation



x̃ = Txx with Tx =









1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 −1 1 0
0 0 1 −1









and an input

transformation ũ = Tuu with Tu =

[

1 0
0 −1

]

. Letting w = 0,

the transformed system has the state-space realization:

x̃ =









−1 2 2 −1
1 0 1 −1
0 0 0 1
1 −1 1 1









x̃+









0 0
1 0
0 0
0 1









ũ, (56a)

ỹ =

[

0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0

]

x̃, (56b)

where x̃ =









z
x̃1

x̃2

x̃3









is the state, ũ =

[

ũ1

ũ2

]

is the input and

ỹ =

[

ỹ1
ỹ2

]

is the output. The system (56) is in a normal form

and it can be verified that it is minimal. It can be also observed

that it has no zero at the origin and is weakly minimum phase.

Therefore, according to Theorem 4, the uncertain system (53)

is stabilizable. We construct the state feedback control law

according to the proof in Theorem 1. Comparing the normal

form (56) of the example to the general normal form (7), we

have that A00 = −1, A01 = 2, A02 = 2 and A03 = −1 in the

system (56). Then, using the formulas (21)-(23), (25)-(27) and

(29)-(33) with Yb
1 = 1, H = 1 and K13 = 1, we obtain that

K10 = 1, K11 = −2− 1
Y2

, K12 = −2, K20 = 4, K21 = −8,

K22 = −8 − 1
Y3

and K23 = − 1
2 . Then, choose the control

inputs ũ1 and ũ2 as given in (10) and (11). That is

ũ1 = ṽ1 + (K10 − 1)z +K11x̃1 + (K12 − 1)x̃2

+ (K13 + 1)x̃3,

= ṽ1 −
(

2 +
1

Y2

)

x̃1 − 3x̃2 + 2x̃3,

where Y2 > 0 is a scalar, and

ũ2 = ṽ2 + (K20 − 1)z + (K21 + 1)x̃1 + (K22 − 1)x̃2

+ (K23 − 1)x̃3,

= ṽ2 + 3z − 7x̃1 −
(

9 +
1

Y3

)

x̃2 −
3

2
x̃3,

where Y3 > 0 is a scalar. Here, ṽ =

[

ṽ1
ṽ2

]

is the new input of

the output transformed system such that the transfer function

from ṽ to ỹ is NI. To ensure that the DC gain of the closed-

loop system (55) is less than unity, we need to satisfy (54).

A suitable choice is Y2 = 1
4 and Y3 = 1

4 . Therefore, we have

that

ũ =

[

0 −6 −3 2
3 −7 −13 − 3

2

]

x̃+ ṽ.

According to Lemma 11, the NI property of the system from

input ṽ to output ỹ implies that the system from input v = T T
y ṽ

to y is also NI. Therefore, we choose the control input of the

nominal plant (55a) and (55b) to be

u = T−1
u ũ

= T−1
u

[

0 −6 −3 2
3 −7 −13 − 3

2

]

x̃+ T−1
u ṽ

= T−1
u

[

0 −6 −3 2
3 −7 −13 − 3

2

]

Txx+ T−1
u T−T

y v

=

[

0 −3 −1 −2
−3 −6 14.5 −1.5

]

x+

[

1 1
0 −1

]

v.

Under this input, the nominal plant given in (55a) and (55b)

with w = 0 is NI. In the case that w is regarded as the external

input of the nominal plant (55a) and (55b), following the proof

of Theorem 4, let

u =

[

0 −3 −1 −2
−3 −6 14.5 −1.5

]

x+

([

1 1
0 −1

]

− I

)

w

=

[

0 −3 −1 −2
−3 −6 14.5 −1.5

]

x+

[

0 1
0 −2

]

w.

With this control input, the uncertain system (55) becomes

ẋ =









−1 0 1 1
1 −4 −1 −1
1 −4 0 −2
−3 −8 12.5 −2.5









x+









0 0
1 1
1 1
1 0









w, (57a)

y =

[

0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0

]

x, (57b)

w = ∆y. (57c)

The transfer function matrix of the nominal closed-loop system

(57a) and (57b) is

R(s) =
1

2s4 + 15s3 + 63s2 + 156s+ 32
×

[

2s3 + 3s2 + 33s+ 8 2s3 + 5s2 + 29s+ 8
2s3 + 3s2 + 17s+ 8 2s3 + 7s2 + 27s+ 16

]

.

It can be verified that all poles of this transfer function matrix

have negative real parts. Also, we have j[R(jω)−R(jω)∗] ≥ 0
for all ω > 0. Therefore, the nominal closed-loop system (57a)

and (57b) is NI. In addition, we have that

R(0) =

[

0.25 0.25
0.25 0.5

]

.

Hence, λmax(R(0)) = 0.6545. Therefore,

λmax(R(0)∆(0)) ≤ λmax(R(0))λmax(∆(0)) < 1. Hence,

according to Lemma 8, the system (57) is asymptotically

stable.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have provided necessary and sufficient

conditions under which a linear system can be rendered NI.

As stated in Theorem 1, a minimal linear system (3) with

no zeros at the origin is state feedback equivalent to an

NI system if and only if it can be output transformed to a

system, which has relative degree less than or equal to two

and is weakly minimum phase. Similar OSNI and SSNI state

feedback equivalence results are presented in Theorems 2 and



3. The NI state feedback equivalence results are then applied to

robustly stabilize a system with SNI uncertainty. An example

is also provided to illustrate the process of rendering a system

NI in order to stabilize an uncertain system.
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