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1. INTRODUCTION

We consider the stability analysis of a loop with a discrete-
time linear time-invariant (LTI) system

xt+1 = Axt +Bwt, zt = Cxt +Dwt (1)

(were A ∈ Rn×n) in feedback with a gradient nonlinearity

wt = ∇f(zt) (2)

with a differentiable function f : Rd → R and for t ∈ N0.
It is by now well-established how the stability properties of
such interconnections relate to the convergence analysis of
optimization algorithms (Lessard et al., 2016) or the safety
verification of neural networks (Fazlyab et al., 2019).

The general goal in this paper is to characterize robust
exponential stability for the state as well as ellipsoidal
invariance for the output of (1) if the gradients are slope-
restricted to [m,L] ⊂ R (Freeman, 2018; Gramlich et al.,
2022; Rotaru et al., 2022). With the left-shift operator
(σx)(t) := x(t + 1), systems like (1) are also described as
σx = Ax + Bw, z = Cx + Dw. Similarly, (2) reads as
w = ∇f(z) with ∇f(z)t := ∇f(zt) for t ∈ N0.

We rely on a discrete-time version of the stability results
based on integral quadratic constraints (IQCs) as surveyed
in Scherer (2022a). This proceeds as follows. With a filter

σξ = AΨξ +BΨ

(
z
w

)
, v = CΨξ +DΨ

(
z
w

)
, ξ0 = 0 (3)

and a symmetric matrix P , one assures that the response
of (3) driven by the trajectories of (2) satisfies the IQC

T−1∑
t=0

v⊤t Pvt ≥ 0 for all T ∈ N. (4)

In addition, one verifies that the series interconnection of
the given system (1) and the filter (3) is strictly dissipative
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with respect to the supply rate v 7→ −v⊤Pv and with
a positive definite storage function. Classical dissipativity
arguments then guarantee the existence of a constant c
such that

T−1∑
t=0

∥xt∥2 ≤ c2∥x0∥2 for all T ∈ N, (5)

uniformly for all trajectories of the interconnection (1)-(2).
If Ψ is the transfer matrix of (3), Ψ∗PΨ is then said to be
the dynamic multiplier which assures stability of the loop.

Specifically, we use general O’Shea-Zames-Falb (OZF)
multipliers (Willems and Brockett, 1968; Fetzer and
Scherer, 2017a; Carrasco et al., 2020) and their extension
to prove exponential stability (Boczar et al., 2015; Hu and
Seiler, 2016; Freeman, 2018; Michalowsky et al., 2021).
The paper by Hu and Seiler (2016) nicely emphasizes the
discrepancy between time-domain and frequency domain
proofs (and the underlying technical delicacies), related to
the fact that storage functions as emerging from frequency
domain conditions through the application of the Kalman-
Yakubovich-Popov Lemma are in general not sign-definite.

The specific technical contribution of this paper is to
overcome this discrepancy. We propose novel IQCs for
slope-restricted gradients, which extends (4) to include,
on the right, a nontrivial terminal cost ξ⊤T ZξT involv-
ing the filter’s state at the end time of the interval
[0, T ] ∩ N0. As argued by Scherer and Veenman (2018)
and Scherer (2022a,b), this concept leads to a complete
(non-conservative) resolution of the dichotomy between
time-domain and frequency-domain IQC results, which
involves a storage function with a positivity condition that
is coupled to the terminal cost matrix Z. It is beyond the
scope of this paper to prove that our construction is tight.

Another goal of the paper is to build these IQCs in a direct
insightful fashion, even for gradients of functions that are
not necessarily convex. We avoid technical delicacies about
smoothness or invertibility of gradient maps (Freeman,
2018), or about unboundedness of multipliers, which pre-
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vents the use of standard IQC results (Michalowsky et al.,
2021). This paper extends the results in (Scherer, 2022b)
that were confined to merely convex functions, and resolves
the troubles that emerge in the continuous-time setting as
discussed by Fetzer and Scherer (2017b).

One way to investigate exponential convergence properties
of feedback loops uses the exponential weighting map

Tρ(z0, z1, z2, . . .) = (ρ0z0, ρ
1z1, ρ

2z2, . . .).

for some ρ ∈ (0, 1) (Desoer and Vidyasagar, 1975). Clearly,
Tρ is linear and invertible with T−1

ρ = Tρ−1 . It is easily
checked that the set of trajectories (x,w, z) of (1) are in
one-to-one correspondence with trajectories (x̄, w̄, z̄) of

σx̄ = (ρ−1A)x̄+ (ρ−1B)w̄, z̄ = Cx̄+Dw̄ (6)

under the transformations x̄ = Tρ−1x, w̄ = Tρ−1w, and
z̄ = Tρ−1z. Similarly, (2) translates into

w̄ = ∆f
ρ(z̄) (7)

with the static time-varying operator defined as

∆f
ρ(z̄)t := (ρ−t∇f(ρtz̄t))t for t ∈ N0. (8)

Ensuring (5) for the transformed loop then guarantees that
the state-trajectory of the original loop (1)-(2) converges
exponentially to zero with rate ρ. Additional ellipsoidal in-
variance properties can be assured by suitable dissipativity
arguments.

The remaining paper is structured as follows. In Sec-
tion 2, we introduce the subdifferential of non-convex
slope-restricted functions and a key dissipation inequality.
In Section 3, this is used to propose static quadratic
constraints for lifted functions, which leads to dynamic
IQCs with a non-zero terminal cost as seen in Section 4.
In Section 5, these are used to demonstrate how to ro-
bustly guarantee amplitude bounds for signals in feedback
interconnections, while Section 6 exhibits the benefit over
existing results with a concrete numerical example.

Notation. Any tupel x ∈ (Rn)p is represented as x =
(x1, . . . , xp) and col(x) = col(x) := (x⊤1 , . . . , x

⊤
p )

⊤ stacks
the entries of the tupel into a column vector. A matrix
A ∈ Rn×n is doubly hyperdominant (d.h.d.) if all its off-
diagonal elements are non-positive and if Ae ≥ 0 and
e⊤A ≥ 0 holds, where e ∈ Rn is the the all-ones vector
(Willems and Brockett, 1968). For A,B ∈ Rn×n, A ≺ B
means that A and B are symmetric and B −A is positive
definite. We denote by ∥x∥2 := x⊤x the Euclidean norm
of x ∈ Rd. Moreover, ld2e is the space of all sequences
x : N0 → Rd, with ld2 denoting the subspace of all x ∈ ld2e
with ∥x∥22 :=

∑∞
t=0 ∥xt∥2 < ∞. For h ∈ N, the truncation

and lifting operation of some signal x = (x0, x1, . . .) ∈ ld2e
is defined and denoted as xh := col(x0, . . . , xh−1).

2. ON SLOPE-RESTRICTED MAPS

Recall that f : Rd → R is m-strongly convex for m > 0 if
f − mq is convex where q(x) = 1

2∥x∥
2. For d = 1 and if

f is two times continuously differentiable, this means that
the slope of f ′ is bounded from below as f ′′(x) ≥ m for all
x ∈ R. It is natural to extend this definition to nonpositive
values of m and to upper bounds on the slope as follows.

Definition 1. Let σ ∈ R and f : Rd → R be any function.
Then f is called σ-convex if fσ := f − σq is convex.

Moreover, f is called σ-concave if fσ := σq − f is convex.
The set of functions f : Rd → R which are both m-convex
and L-concave is denoted by Sm,L.

For smooth functions, this class has been also considered
by Freeman (2018); Gramlich et al. (2022); Rotaru et al.
(2022). In the sequel, we collect some observations without
assumptions on differentiability.

For σ1, σ2 ∈ R, we will tacitly use the properties

fσ1
− fσ2

= fσ1
+ fσ2 = fσ2 − fσ1 = (σ2 − σ1)q. (9)

If f ∈ Sm,L, then fm + fL = (L −m)q is convex, which
implies L ≥ m.

We extend the notation in Definition 1 to the sets Sm,∞
(or S−∞,L) of functions that are merely m-convex (or L-
concave). Then S0,∞ just is the set of convex functions and
the following properties hold:

Sm,∞ ∩ S−∞,L = Sm,L ⊂ Sσ,µ if σ ≤ m ≤ L ≤ µ.

Indeed, if f ∈ Sm,L and σ ≤ m, then fσ equals fm +(m−
σ)q and is convex, i.e., f ∈ Sσ,∞. If L ≤ µ, concavity of fµ

(and thus f ∈ S−∞,µ) follows from fµ = fL + (µ− L)q.

The definition of the subdifferential ∂f for a convex
function f ∈ S0,∞ can be seamlessly extended as follows.

Definition 2. For f ∈ Sm,∞, the subdifferential of f is
defined with any σ ∈ (−∞,m] as

∂f := ∂fσ + σI. (10)

For f ∈ S−∞,L, it is given for any µ ∈ [L,∞) by

∂f := µI − ∂fµ. (11)

On the right in (10) and (11), the usual subdifferential
for convex functions appears. These definitions make sense
since they are invariant under the choice of σ, µ, respec-
tively. For (10) and with σ1 < σ2 ≤ m, this follows from

∂fσ1
= ∂(fσ2

+ (σ2 − σ1)q) = ∂fσ2
+ (σ2 − σ1)I,

by using (9) and standard rules for the subdifferential of
convex functions. For (11) and L ≤ µ1 < µ2, one relies on

µ2I − ∂fµ2 = µ2I − ∂(fµ1 + (µ2 − µ1)q) = µ1I − ∂fµ1 .

Lemma 3. For the extended subdifferential, (10) and (11)
hold as equalities for all σ ∈ R and µ ∈ R, respectively.
Moroever, any function f ∈ Sm,L with −∞ < m ≤ L <∞
is differentiable and ∂f is equal to the gradient ∇f of f .

Proof. Let σ > m. Then fσ − (m − σ)q = fm is convex,
implying fσ ∈ Sm−σ,∞. By (10) applied to fσ, we infer
∂fσ = ∂(fσ − (m − σ)q) + (m − σ)I = (∂fm + mI) −
σI = ∂f − σI. Hence ∂fσ + σI = ∂f , which is (10) for
σ > m. The proof of (11) for µ < L proceeds analogously.

In case of f ∈ Sm,L and with the standard subdifferential,
fm+ fL = (L−m)q implies ∂fm(x)+∂fL(x) = (L−m)x
for x ∈ Rd. Therefore, ∂fm(x) is a singleton for every
x ∈ Rd and, thus, fm is differentiable. Then the same
holds for f = fm +mq, and standard calculus rules show
∇f = ∇fσ + σI = µI −∇fµ for all σ, µ ∈ R. ■

The following alternative characterizations of vectors in
the subdifferentials in terms of quadratic lower and upper
bounding functions extend to any parameters m,L ∈ R.
Lemma 4. Let x ∈ Rd. If f ∈ Sm,∞, then d ∈ ∂f(x) iff

f(x) + dTh+mq(h) ≤ f(x+ h) for all h ∈ Rd. (12)



If f ∈ S−∞,L, then d ∈ ∂f(x) iff

f(x+ h) ≤ f(x) + dTh+ Lq(h) for all h ∈ Rd. (13)

Proof. If f ∈ S−∞,m, fm is convex and by definition of
the standard subdifferential, z ∈ ∂fm(x) holds iff

fm(x) + zTh ≤ fm(x+ h) for all h ∈ Rd. (14)

Since q(x+ h)− q(x) = xTh+ q(h), this is equivalent to

f(x) + (z +mx)Th+mq(h) ≤ f(x+ h) for all h ∈ Rd.

The first statement follows from ∂fm(x) +mx = ∂f(x).

For the second, note that −f ∈ S−L,0 ⊂ S−L,∞. Hence,
d ∈ ∂f(x) iff −d ∈ ∂(−f)(x) iff (as just proven)

−f(x+ h) ≥ −f(x) + (−d)Th+ (−L)q(h) for all h ∈ Rd

iff (13) is valid.

From now on we tacitly assume −∞ < m < L < ∞ and
prove a key inequality for functions in the class Sm,L.

Theorem 5. Let f ∈ Sm,L. Then

V (u)− V (y) ≤ S(u, y) for all u, y ∈ Rd (15)

is satisfied with

V (x) := (L−m)fm(x)− q(∇fm(x)), (16)

S(u, y) := ∇fm(u)⊤[∇fL(u)−∇fL(y)]. (17)

Proof. Let α := L − m > 0. With u ∈ Rd and
d := ∇fm(u), define the convex function

g(x) := fm(x)− d⊤x for x ∈ Rn.

Then g is α-concave, since it differs from fm by an affine
function and αq − fm = (L −m)q − fm = fL is convex.
Hence g ∈ S0,α. For any y ∈ Rd, Lemma 4 then implies

inf
z∈Rd

g(z) ≤ g(y) +∇g(y)Th+ αq(h) for all h ∈ Rd.

One the one hand, the minimum of the quadratic function
in h on the right is g(y)− 1

2α∥∇g(y)∥
2 = g(y)− 1

αq(∇g(y)).
On the other hand, ∇g(u) = ∇fm(u)− d = 0 implies that
the left-hand side equals g(u). Hence

αg(u)− αg(y) ≤ −q(∇g(y)).
With e := ∇fm(y) and since ∇g(y) = e− d, we infer

αfm(u)−αfm(y)−αdT (u−y) ≤ −q(e)−dT (d−e)+q(d).
This gives

[αfm(u)− q(d)]− [αfm(y)− q(e)] ≤ dT [α(u− y)− (d− e)].
The left-hand side just reads V (u) − V (y) by (16). The
right-hand is S(u, y) in (17), since α(u−y)−(d−e) = (L−
m)(u − y) + m(u − y) − (∇f(u) − ∇f(y)) = L(u − y) −
(∇f(u)−∇f(y)). This proves (15) for (16)-(17).
We emphasize that (15) can be interpreted as a dissipation
inequality as addressed in detail in Scherer (2022b) for the
class S0,∞. This is not pursued any further in this paper.

3. STATIC QUADRATIC CONSTRAINTS

For stability analysis, we now focus on f ∈ Sm,L with
∇f(0) = 0, the class of which is denoted by S0

m,L. Note

that any f ∈ S0
m,L satisfies ∇fm(0) = 0 and ∇fL(0) = 0.

If h ∈ N, we further introduce the h-lift of f as

f̃(x) := f(x1) + · · ·+ f(xh) for x ∈ (Rd)h. (18)

Since ∇f̃(x) = col(∇f(x1), . . . ,∇f(xh)), we clearly have

f̃ ∈ S0
m,L and infer that ∇f̃ is diagonally repeated.

Similarly, if defining Ṽ , S̃ for f̃ as in Theorem 5, we get

Ṽ (u)− Ṽ (y) ≤ S̃(u, y) for all u, y ∈ (Rd)h. (19)

Note that Ṽ , f̃m, and f̃L turn out to be the h-lifts of V ,
fm, and fL, respectively.

If P ∈ Rh×h is any permutation matrix and if using

y := (P⊗Id)u in (19), we can hence conclude Ṽ (y) = Ṽ (u)

and ∇f̃L(y) = (P ⊗ Id)∇f̃L(u). Therefore, (19) implies

0 ≤ ∇f̃m(u)⊤[(I − P )⊗ Id]∇f̃L(u) for all u ∈ (Rd)h.

The arguments in (Mancera and Safonov, 2005; Fetzer and
Scherer, 2017a) then lead to the following result.

Corollary 6. Let f ∈ S0
m,L. If M ∈ Rh×h is doubly

hyperdominant, then

0 ≤ ∇f̃m(u)⊤(M ⊗ Id)∇f̃L(u) for all u ∈ (Rd)h. (20)

4. IQCS WITH TERMINAL COST

On the basis of Corollary 6 we are now in the position
to construct so-called dynamic IQCs with a nontrivial
terminal cost for the uncertainty ∆f

ρ in (8).

First, we construct the filter (3) driven by col(z, w). With

Sm,L :=
(

L −1

−m 1

)
∈ R2×2, we apply a static transformation(

u1
u2

)
:=

(
Lz − w
−mz + w

)
= (Sm,L ⊗ Id)

(
z
w

)
. (21)

This results in u1 = ∇fL(z) and u2 = ∇fm(z) in case
of w = ∇f(z), which motivates (21). Then the response
v=col(y1, u1, y2, u2) of (3) is defined by filtering u1, u2 as(

y1
u1

)
=

(
ψ1Id
Id

)
u1 and

(
y2
u2

)
=

(
ψ2Id
Id

)
u2 (22)

with the FIR transfer functions ψ1(z) = λ0 +
∑ν1

k=1 λk
1
zk
,

and ψ2(z) =
∑ν2

k=1 λ−k
1
zk
, respectively. The coefficients of

these filters of lengths ν1, ν2 ∈ N0 are collected as

λ := (λν1 · · · λ1 λ0 λ−1 . . . λ−ν2) =:
(
λ1 λ0 λ2

)
.

To construct the resulting overall realization (3), let Jν ∈
Rν×ν be the upper Jordan block with eigenvalue zero and
e1, eν ∈ Rν the first, last standard unit vectors. Then it is
easy to check that the matrices in (3) can be taken as

AΨ :=

(
Jν1 0
0 Jν2

)
⊗ Id, BΨ :=

[(
eν1 0
0 eν2

)
Sm,L

]
⊗ Id,

Cλ
Ψ :=

λ
1 0
0 0
0 λ2

0 0

⊗ Id, D
λ
Ψ :=


λ

0 0
1 0
0 0
0 1

Sm,L

⊗ Id.

We further introduce the Toeplitz matrix Th(λ) ∈ Rh×h

with the first column col(λ0, . . . , λν1 , 0, . . .) and the first
row (λ0 λ−1 · · · λ−ν2 0 · · · ). For h = ν1 + 1 + ν2 and in
the row and column partition (ν1 + 1) + ν2, (ν2 + 1) + ν1,
respectively, its sub-blocks are denoted as

T ν1+1+ν2(λ) =

(
T12(λ) T11(λ)
T22(λ) T21(λ)

)
. (23)

Finally, we set Fh
ρ−1 := diag(1, ρ−1, . . . , ρ−(h−1)) ∈ Rh×h.

Theorem 7. Let f ∈ S0
m,L for L > m and fix ρ > 0. Then

the response of the filter (3) driven by w = ∆f
ρ(z) satisfies

the integral quadratic constraint



T−1∑
t=0

vTt Pvt ≥ ξTTZ(E)ξT for all T ∈ N (24)

with the running and terminal cost matrices

P :=

 0
(
0 1

1 0

)
⊗Id(

0 1

1 0

)
⊗Id 0

 , Z(E) :=

(
0 E⊤⊗ Id

E⊗Id 0

)
,

if the constraints

F ν1+1+ν2

ρ−1

(
T12(λ) T11(λ)
T22(λ) T21(λ)− E

)
F ν1+1+ν2

ρ−1 is d.h.d.

(25)
and

ν1∑
k=−ν2

λkρ
k ≥ 0,

ν1∑
k=−ν2

λkρ
−k ≥ 0 (26)

hold for λ = (λ1, λ0, λ2) ∈ Rν1+1+ν2 and E ∈ Rν2×ν1 .

Proof. Let w = ∆f
ρ(z) for z ∈ ld2e and consider the

response v of (3). Recall that v = col(y1, u1, y2, u2) with
the signals defined by (21)-(22). We also partition the
filter’s state-trajectory as ξ = (ξ1, ξ2) according to AΨ.
With the truncation and lifting operation for signals as in
the notation section, it is easy to check that(ξj)h

yhj
uhj

 =

Bh
j ⊗ Id

Dh
j ⊗ Id
I

uhj (27)

holds, where Bh
j := (Jh−1

νj
eνj
, . . . , Jνj

eνj
, eνj

), Dh
1 :=

Th(λ1, λ0, 0), and Dh
2 := Th(λ2, 0, 0) (and since ξ0 = 0).

With the structure of P , the representation (27) shows

1

2

h−1∑
t=0

v⊤t Pvt =

h−1∑
t=0

(
(y2)t
(u2)t

)⊤((
0 1
1 0

)
⊗ Id

)(
(y1)t
(u1)t

)
=

=

h−1∑
t=0

(
(y2)

⊤
t (u1)t+(u2)

⊤
t (y1)t

)
= (yh2 )

⊤uh1 + (uh2 )
⊤yh1 =

= (uh2 )
⊤ [(Dh

2 ⊗ Id)
⊤ + (Dh

1 ⊗ Id)
]
uh1 =

= (uh2 )
⊤[Th(λ)⊗ Id]u

h
1 , (28)

where we exploited (Dh
2 )

⊤ + Dh
1 = Th(λ). Due to the

structure of Z(E), we infer

1

2
ξ⊤h Z(E)ξh = (ξ2)

⊤
h (E ⊗ Id)(ξ1)h =

= (uh2 )
⊤(Bh

2 ⊗ Id)
⊤(E ⊗ Id)(B

h
1 ⊗ Id)u

h
1 =

= (uh2 )
⊤ [((Bh

2 )
⊤EBh

1 )⊗ Id
]
uh1 . (29)

We now exploit w = ∆f
ρ(z) to conclude that (21) leads to

(u1)t = ρ−t∇fL(ρtzt) and (u2)t = ρ−t∇fm(ρtzt). With
zhρ := (Fh

ρ ⊗ Id)z
h, we then get

uh1 = (Fh
ρ−1 ⊗ Id)∇f̃L(zhρ ), uh2 = (Fh

ρ−1 ⊗ Id)∇f̃m(zhρ ).

If combining with (28)-(29), (24) is guaranteed in case that

∇f̃m(zTρ )
⊤
(
MT

ρ−1 ⊗ Id

)
∇f̃L(zTρ ) ≥ 0 for all T ∈ N,

where we use the abbreviation

Mh
ρ−1 := Fh

ρ−1

[
Th(λ)− (Bh

2 )
⊤EBh

1

]
Fh
ρ−1 . (30)

By Corollary 6, it suffices to show that (30) is a d.h.d.
matrix in order to conclude the proof.

Let h = h0 := ν1 +1+ ν2. By B
h0
j =

(
0 Iνj

)
, observe that

Th0(λ)− (Bh0
2 )⊤EBh0

1 =

(
T12(λ) T11(λ)
T22(λ) T21(λ)− E

)
. (31)

Hence Mh0

ρ−1 just equals (25) and is, by assumption, d.h.d.

As a first consequence, (31) has non-positive off-diagonal

entries, because the diagonal entries of Fh0

ρ−1 are positive.

In particular, if recalling (23), we can conclude λk ≤ 0 for
k = −ν2, . . . ,−1, 1, . . . , ν1. With (26), we hence infer that

Fh
ρ−1Th(λ)Fh

ρ−1 is d.h.d. for all h ∈ N. (32)

Now let h < h0. Then Th(λ) − (Bh
2 )

⊤EBh
1 is the right

lower h×h sub-matrix of Th0(λ)−(Bh0
2 )⊤EBh0

1 . Moreover,

Fh
ρ−1 is the right-lower h×h sub-block of ρh0−hFh0

ρ−1 . Since

principal sub-matrices and positive multiples of d.h.d.
matrices are d.h.d., we infer that Mh

ρ−1 is a d.h.d. matrix.

Finally let h > h0. With ν := h − h0 and by inspection,
we extract the structure

Th(λ)−(Bh
2 )

⊤EBh
1 =

(
T ν(λ) ≤ 0 0
≤ 0 T12(λ) T11(λ)
0 T21(λ) T22(λ)−E

)
(33)

in the partition (ν+(ν1+1)+ ν2)× (ν+(ν2+1)+ ν1). In
particular, all off-diagonal entries of (33) are nonpositive,
which implies the same for Mh

ρ−1 . Since E does not affect

the first ν+ ν1 +1 rows of (33), the first ν+ ν1 +1 entries
of the column vectors Mh

ρ−1e and Fh
ρ−1Th(λ)Fh

ρ−1e are

identical. Due to (32), these are nonnegative. Moreover,
by (31) and (33), each of the last ν2 entry of Mh

ρ−1e

differs from the corresponding one of Mh0

ρ−1e by a positive

multiple, which shows that it is nonnegative. In total,
we infer Mh

ρ−1e ≥ 0. Since analogous arguments lead to

eTMh
ρ−1 ≥ 0, we have proven thatMh

ρ−1 is a d.h.d. matrix.

5. GUARANTEEING STABILITY AND
PERFORMANCE

Now we showcase a typical result that can be formulated
with Theorem 7 in order to guarantee robust exponential
stability and performance for the trajectories of the feed-
back loop (1)-(2); from now on we assume D = 0 which
assures that this loop is well-posed.

To this end, we transform (1)-(2) into (6)-(7) by exponen-
tial signal weighting as discussed in Section 1. If the filter
(3) is driven by the signals z̄ and w̄ in the loop, we obtain
a trajectory of

ση = Aη + Bw̄, v = Cη +Dw̄, z̄ = Cpη +Dpw̄ (34)

with η = col(ξ, x̄) and the series interconnection matricesA B
Cλ Dλ

Cp 0

 :=


(
AΨ BΨ

(
C

0

)
0 ρ−1A

) (
BΨ

(
0

I

)
ρ−1B

)
(
Cλ

Ψ Dλ
Ψ

(
C

0

))
Dλ

Ψ

(
0

I

)
(0 C) 0

 . (35)

Recall the definition of the fixed matrix P and the function
Z(E) of E in Theorem 7 and introduce the abbreviation

Z(E) :=

(
Z(E) 0
0 0

)
∈ R(nΨ+n)×(nΨ+n)



for a more compact formulation of the following result.

Theorem 8. For fixed α, β ≥ 0, let X = X⊤, E and λ
satisfy (25), (26) and(

A⊤XA−X A⊤XB
B⊤XA B⊤XB

)
+

(
Cλ Dλ

Cp 0

)⊤(
P 0
0 αI

)(
Cλ Dλ

Cp 0

)
≺ 0,

βC⊤
p Cp ≺ X + Z(E).

(36)
Then, for any f ∈ S0

m,L and all initial conditions x0 ∈ Rn,

the state trajectory of (1)-(2) decays exponentially with
rate ρ and the following performance condition is satisfied:

T−1∑
t=0

α∥ρ−tzt∥2 + β∥ρ−T zT ∥2 ≤ x⊤0 Xx0 ∀T ∈ N. (37)

Due to the structure of P , we stress that (25), (26) and (36)
are indeed affine in all optimization variables, including λ.

Proof. Any trajectory of the loop (1)-(2) transforms it
into one of (6)-(7) with w̄ = ∆f

ρ(z̄), which drives (3)
to generate a trajectory of (34). By slightly perturbing
the first LMI in (36) and using v = Cη + Dw̄ as well as
z̄ = Cpη, right-multiplying col(ηt, w̄t) and left-multiplying
the transpose and summation for t = 0, . . . , T − 1 (which
are routine dissipation arguments (Scherer and Weiland,
2011)), we get

η⊤T XηT − η⊤0 Xη0+
T−1∑
t=0

v⊤t Pvt+

T−1∑
t=0

(α∥z̄t∥2 + ε∥x̄t∥2) ≤ 0

for all T ∈ N. Note that the perturbation with ε is
introduced to be able to show the exponential convergence
of the state-trajectory, as seen below. We can then exploit
(24) to bound the third term from below and infer, using
η0 = col(0, x0), that

T−1∑
t=0

(α∥z̄t∥2 + ε∥x̄t∥2) + η⊤T [X + Z(E)]ηT ≤ x⊤0 Xx0 (38)

for all T ∈ N. If left- and right-multiplying the second LMI
in (36) with η⊤T and ηT and again using z̄T = CpηT , (38)
implies

∑T−1
t=0 (α∥z̄t∥2+ε∥x̄t∥2)+β∥z̄T ∥2 ≤ x⊤0 Xx0 for all

T ∈ N. Since z̄t = ρ−tzt and x̄t = ρ−txt, this proves the
exponential decay of x with rate ρ and (37).

6. AN ILLUSTRATIVE NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

Let us only partially illustrate the benefit of our main
results for a scenario with d = 1. Specifically, we reveal how
to combine time-domain results using generalized sector
conditions with Theorem 8 involving the constructed OZF
multipliers from absolute stability theory in the frequency-
domain. We are aware of such attempts undertaken in
Fang et al. (2008), but the seamless integration into
dissipativity theory is new.

For positive l, L ∈ R consider the deadzone nonlinearity

dznl,L(x) =

{
0 for −l ≤ x ≤ l,

L(x− l) for l ≤ x,
L(x+ l) for x ≤ −l,

(39)

which is the gradient of a function in S0
0,L. Therefore,

it is possible to use our results for analyzing the stabil-
ity/performance properties of (1) in feedback with (39).

Since this nonlinearity is more specific, additional IQCs
can be incorporated to potentially improve such tests.
A particularly often studied one is based on the so-
called generalized sector condition, as introduced for the
saturation function satl,L(x) = Lx − dznl,L(x); from
the very broad range of references, we only mention the
books by Hu et al. (2006); Tarbouriech et al. (2011) for
comprehensive discussions. The key is the observation that(

z − y
dznl,L(z)

)⊤
PL

(
z − y

dznl,L(z)

)
≥ 0 with PL :=

(
0 L
L−2

)
(40)

holds for all z, y ∈ R with |y| ≤ l. Indeed, dznl,L(z) is a
convex combination of L(z − y) and 0; hence dznl,L(z) =
δ(z − y) holds for some δ = δ(y, z) ∈ [0, L]; then (40)
follows since col(z−y,dznl,L(z))⊤PLcol(z−y,dznl,L(z)) =
(z − y)2col(1, δ)⊤PLcol(1, δ) = (z − y)22δ(L− δ) ≥ 0.

With the new output y = Hx for (1) and by guaranteeing
the bound supt≥0 |yt| ≤ l, (40) leads to a valid IQC for
the signals z− y and dznl,L(z) along the loop trajectories.
This can be conically incorporated into the first LMI in
(36) to obtain the subsequent inequality (41), while the
amplitude bound on y is guaranteed by (43).

Corollary 9. For fixed α, β ≥ 0 and positive l, L > 0, let
X = X⊤, E, λ, H and µ ≥ 0 satisfy the constraints (25),
(26) together with(

A⊤XA−X A⊤XB
B⊤XA B⊤XB

)
+

(
Cλ Dλ

Cp 0

)⊤(
P 0
0 αI

)(
Cλ Dλ

Cp 0

)
+

+ µ

(
0 C−H 0
0 0 1

)⊤
PL

(
0 C−H 0
0 0 1

)
≺ 0, (41)

βC⊤
p Cp ≺ X + Z(E), (42)

(0 H)
⊤
(0 H) ≺ l2(X + Z(E)). (43)

Then the same conclusions as in Theorem 8 can be
drawn for the interconnection of (1) with the deadzone
nonlinearity (39), if the system’s initial condition satisfies

x0 ∈ EX := {ξ ∈ Rn | ξ⊤Xξ ≤ 1}. (44)

Proof. We follow the dissipativity proof of Theorem 8.
Given any exponentially weighted trajectory of the loop,
we first note that (43) implies

|Hx̄t|2 ≤ l2η⊤t (X + Z(E))ηt for all t ∈ N0. (45)

This permits to show |Hx̄t| ≤ l for all t ∈ N0 by induction.
Indeed, we have η⊤0 (X + Z(E))η0 = x⊤0 Xx0 ≤ 1 and thus
|Hx̄0| ≤ l. Then assume that |Hx̄t| ≤ l for all t ≤ T − 1.
For these times t, we get |ρtHx̄t| ≤ l (since ρ ≤ 1) and we
also recall w̄t = ρ−tdznl,L(ρ

tz̄t). Then (40) implies(
ηt
w̄t

)⊤(
0 C −H 0
0 0 1

)⊤
PL

(
0 C −H 0
0 0 1

)(
ηt
w̄t

)
=

= ρ−2t

(
ρtz̄t − ρtHx̄t
dznl,L(ρ

tz̄t)

)⊤
PL

(
ρtz̄t − ρtHx̄t
dznl,L(ρ

tz̄t)

)
≥ 0 (46)

for all t ≤ T − 1. Therefore, the dissipation arguments in
the proof of Theorem 8 and applied to (41) lead to (38).
Since x⊤0 Xx0 ≤ 1, this shows η⊤T (X + Z(E))ηT ≤ 1 and
thus |Hx̄T | ≤ l by (45), which finishes the induction step.

We can now draw the conclusion that (46) is valid for all
t ∈ N0. Despite the new term in the LMI (41) if compared
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Fig. 1. Sizes of ellipsoids EX∗ for the generalized sector
condition without (blue) and in combination with
(red) O’Shea-Zames-Falb multipliers.

to the first one in (36), exactly the same dissipation
arguments conclude the proof as for Theorem 8.

For reasons of space, we only exhibit one simple numerical
experiment if (1) is defined with

A =

(
0.8 0.5

−0.4 1.2

)
, B =

(
−0.18

1

)
, C = (0.3 −1.8)

and D = 0, interconnected with w = sat0.1,L(z) for
L ∈ [0, 1.3]. We choose ρ = 1, α = 0, β = 1 and note that

1/
√
trace(X) can be considered as a measure for the size

of the ellipsoid (44). This motivates to compute the infimal
γ∗ (with an approximately optimal X∗ ≻ 0) such that the
constraints in Corollary 9 in addition to trace(X) ≺ γ2I
hold (by using a line-search over µ and the LMI-solver of
MATLAB (2020) with Yalmip (Lofberg, 2004).)

For all x0 ∈ EX∗ , Corollary 9 then guarantees the bound
supt≥0 ∥zt∥ ≤ 1. The sizes 1/γ∗ of EX∗ for the generalized
sector condition from (Hu et al., 2006; Tarbouriech et al.,
2011) depending on L are depicted in blue in Fig. 1. The
inclusion of dynamic multipliers of length ν = ν̃ = 1 leads
to an increase of the size of the ellipsoid (i.e. a reduction
of conservatism) as shown by the red curve in Fig. 1.

7. CONCLUSIONS

We have given new time-domain IQCs with a terminal cost
for exponentially weighted slope-restricted nonlinearities.
For linear saturated systems, it has been demonstrated
how these results permit to reduce conservatism by seam-
lessly merging local time-domain and frequency-domain
techniques. The impact on the analysis of optimization
algorithms or the safety verification of linear systems in-
terconnected with neural networks is left for future work.
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