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ANALYTIC MATRIX DESCRIPTIONS WITH APPLICATION TO
TIME-DELAY SYSTEMS

RAFIKUL ALAM * AND JIBRAIL ALI 1

Abstract. A polynomial matrix description(PMD) of a rational matrix G(\) is a matrix poly-
nomial of the form
AR | B

= suc a = -1
P()\) = [ s SYRI IO ] h that G(A) = D(A) + C(A)AN) "' B(N),

where A()) is regular and called the state matrix. PMDs have been studied extensively in the
context of higher order linear time-invariant systems. An analytic matrix description(AMD) of a
meromorphic matrix M () is a holomorphic matrix (i.e., a holomorphic matrix-valued function) of
the form

AN | B(Y)

H()) := { SOV ] such that M()\) = D(A) + C(A\)A(N)"1B()),

where A(X) is regular and called the state matrix. AMDs arise in the study of linear time-invariant
time-delay systems (TDS). Our aim is to develop a framework for analysis of AMDs analogous to
the framework for PMDs and discuss the extent to which results of PMDs can be generalized to
AMDs. We show that important results (e.g., coprime matrix-fraction descriptions (MFDs), least
order PMDs, equivalence of PMDs, canonical forms, characterization of PMDs by transfer functions,
structural indices of zeros and poles) which hold for PMDs can be generalized to AMDs which in
turn can be utilized to analyze time-delay systems.
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1. Introduction. A polynomial matrix description(PMD) of a rational matrix
G(A) € C(A)™*™ is an (r +m) X (r + n) matrix polynomial P()\) of the form

_ | AN | B _ 1
PN = [ —COv [ DY such that G(A) = D(A) + C(N)A(N)™"B(A),  (1.1)
where A(M\) € C[A\]"*" is a regular matrix polynomial and called the state matrix.
PMDs have been studied extensively in the context of higher order linear time-
invariant systems; see [15, 22, 20]. In fact, P(\) is a system matrix of the linear
time-invariant (LTT) system

(1.2)

with state matrix A(\) and transfer function G()), where x(t) € C" is a vector of
state variables and u(t) € C” is a vector of control variables. In this context, the
system matrix P(\) is referred to as Rosenbrock system matrix and the quadruple
[A, B,C, D] is referred to as PMD [15, 22]. We make no such distinction and refer to
P()\) is a PMD. The system matrix P()) and the transfer function G(\) play crucial
roles in the analysis of the LTT system (1.2); see [15, 22, 20].
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Now, consider the LTI time-delay system (TDS) [7, 8, 23, 24, 16, 25, 18, 21]

N N.
= AoXJE[) 200 Agx(t — JTVj) + 2252 Bjalt =),
Y6 = S0 Coxlt — )+ S04 Dyt — i)
where x(t) € C" is a vector of state variables and u(t) € C" is a vector of control
variables. Further, 0 <7 < - <7n,, 0 < ¢ < -+ <tpn,, 0 <851 < --- < sy, and
0 < hy < -+ < hy, are delay parameters. Furthermore, Ay,..., Ay, are matrices

in C"™*", By,..., By, are matrices in C"™*", C1,...,Cp, are matrices in C™*" and
Dy,..., Dy, are matrices C"*".

For the ansatz ng] = [xu} eM with x € C" and u € C*, the TDS yields

EORETST S U S B

and eliminating x(t), we have
[D(A) + C(NAMN) T B Jue™ =y (1),

where A(X) := M, —Ag— le Aje T B(A) = Y02 Bje ™M C(\) 1= Y00 Cie

and D()\) : ZN“ Dje 4 are holomorphic matrices (i.e., holomorphic matrix-
valued functlons) The holomorphic matrix

(1.3)

A | B

H()\) = { o0y (1.5)

:l (r+m)x(r+n)

is a system matrix of the TDS and the meromorphic matrix (i.e., meromorphic matrix-
valued function)

M(X) == D(A\) +C(NAN) BN

is the transfer function of the TDS. We refer to H()\) as an analytic matrix description
(AMD) and M()) as the transfer function of H(\).

It follows from (1.4) that y(¢) = 0 whenever H(X) _Xu = 0. Alternatively,
y(t) = 0 whenever M (A)u = 0, that is, when (A, u) is an eigenpair of M (z). This shows
that the zero output of the TDS can be analyzed via eigenvalues and eigenvectors of
the system matrix H(\) as well as eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the transfer function
M (). Thus, as in the case of LTI system (1.2), a system matrix H()) and the transfer
function M (X) are expected to play crucial roles in the analysis of the TDS (1.3).

Notice that M()\) is a transcendental meromorphic matrix and hence has an
essential singularity at infinity whereas the transfer function G(A) of the PMD P())
is a rational matrix and has a pole at infinity. Therefore, important concepts such as
the least order (i.e., total number of finite poles counting multiplicity) and McMillan
degree (i.e., total number of finite and infinite poles counting multiplicity) of G(A),
which play important roles in the analysis of the LTI system (1.2), are well defined
for PMDs. By contrast, M (\) has either a finite number of poles in C and an isolated
essential singularity at infinity or an infinite number of poles in C and a non-isolated
essential singularity at infinity.



For instance, the LTI system with a single control delay given by

dx
il Ax(t)+ Bu(t —7), t >0
y(t) = Ox(?)

has been studied in [25]. The system matrix and the transfer function are given by

| 2, A ‘ Be 7%

H(z) := e, ‘ 0

and M(z) = C(zI, — A)"'Be . (1.6)

In this case, M(z) is a transcendental meromorphic matrix with a finite number of
poles in C and an isolated essential singularity at infinity. On the other hand, the
LTT system with a single state delay given by

%’t‘ —  Ax(t) + AX(t —7) + Bu(t), t >0
y(t) = Ox()

has been studied in [24] using matrix Lambert W-function. The system matrix and
the transfer function are given by

I,—A— Age~™ | B
H(z) = |2 — dc -

and M(z) = C(zI, — A— Age” ™) 'B. (1.7)

In this case, M (z) is a transcendental meromorphic matrix with an infinite number
of poles in C and a non-isolated essential singularity at infinity.

The TDS (1.3) is analyzed in [7, 8] in the special case when 7; = t; = s; = jh
and D(A\) = 0. Introducing a new variable y := e~ so that u/ = e=9"*, the system
matrix H()\) is considered as a matrix polynomial in two variables H(A, ), which
introduces its own complexity, and utilized Smith form of H(A, ) for analyzing the
TDS.

Motivated by the TDS (1.3), we undertake a comprehensive analysis of AMDs
and matrix-fraction descriptions (MFDs) of meromorphic matrices. PMDs and MFDs
of rational matrices provide a powerful framework for analysis of LTI systems; see [20,
15, 22]. Our aim is to develop an analogous framework for TDS and discuss the extent
to which results of PMDs can be generalized to AMDs. We show that important re-
sults (e.g., coprime MFDs; least order PMDs, equivalence of PMDs, canonical forms,
characterization of PMDs by transfer functions, structural indices of zeros and poles)
which hold for PMDs can be generalized to AMDs. We mention that the general-
izations are not routine and some results require special care. For instance, we show
that the least order of G(X) can indeed be generalized to M () even when M (X) has
an infinite number poles and show that the least order of M () is directly related to
the minimality the AMD H(A). On the other hand, it is not clear how to generalize
McMillan degree of G(A) to M(A) and what implication it has on the TDS (1.3).
Further, the analysis of singular structures of M (\) and H()), namely, analogues of
minimal bases and minimal indices, remains an open problem.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is devoted to prelimi-
naries which are needed in the rest of the paper. Section 3 analyzes matrix-fraction
descriptions of meromorphic matrices and introduces least order of a transcendental
meromorphic matrix. Finally, Section 4 presents a detailed analysis of AMDs, their
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equivalence and characterization, canonical forms, zeros and poles including their
structural indices, and system of least order.

Notation: Let C[z] denote the ring of scalar polynomials with coefficients in C
and C(z) denote the field of rational functions of the form p(z)/q(z), where p(z) and
q(z) are polynomials in C[z]. We denote by C™*" C[z]™*" and C(z)™*", the set
of all m x n matrices with entries in C, C[z] and C(z), respectively. The elements
of C[z]™*™ are called matrix polynomials and the elements of C(z)™*" are called
rational matrices. The m X n zero matrix is denoted by 0y, as well as 0y, ,. The
n X n identity matrix is denoted by I,,.

2. Preliminaries. Let O C C be a domain, that is, O is a nonempty connected
open set. Let X be a complex Banach space. A function f : O — X is said to
be holomorphic (or analytic) in O if f is differentiable on O. We denote the set of
all X-valued holomorphic (resp., meromorphic) functions on O by H(O, X) (resp.,
M(0O)), that is,

H(O,X) = {f:0—X ’ f is holomorphic in O},
M(0,X) := {f:0— X | f is meromorphic in O}.

Let 2 C C be a region, that is, the interior of {2 is a domain and €2 possibly contains
a part or all of its boundary 9. A function f : Q — X is said to be holomorphic
(resp., meromorphic) in Q if f € H(O,X) (resp., f € M(O, X)) for some open set
O C C such that © C O. We denote the set of all X-valued holomorphic (resp.,
meromorphic) functions on © by H(Q, X) (resp., M(Q, X)).

For simplicity of notation, when X = C, X = C" and X = C™*", we set

H(Q) = H(Q,C), H(Q)" :=H(Q,C") and H(Q)™" := H(Q,C™*"),
M(Q) = M(Q,C), M(Q)" := M(Q,C") and M(©)™*" := M(Q,C™*™).

We refer to the elements of H(Q2)™ (resp., M(€2)™) as holomorphic (resp., meromor-
phic) vectors and the elements of H(Q)™*™ (resp., M(£2)™*") as holomorphic (resp.,
meromorphic) matrices. Note that H(Q) is a commutative ring with unity and H(£2)"
is a module over the ring H(2). On the other hand, M() is the quotient field of the
integral domain H(2) (see,[1, 2, 19]) and M(Q2)™ is a vector space over the field M(Q2).
The span of a subset {f1,..., fe} C H(Q)™ over H(Q) and M(Q2) are given by

spanH(Q)(fh...,fg) = {afi+--+gfe: 91,...,90 € HQ)},
SpanM(Q)(fh...,fe) {glfl+"‘+g£f€: glv"'aQEGM(Q)}'

Obviously, spangq) (f1, - -, fe) is a submodule of H(Q)™ and spany;q)(f1, -, f¢) is a
subspace of M(2)™. A subset {f1,..., fr} C H(Q)™ is said to be linearly independent
in H(Q)™ (resp., M(Q)™) if g1,...,g¢ in H(Q) (resp., M(Q)) and g1 f1+---+gefe =0
then g1 = -+ = g, = 0. It is easy to see [1, 2] that {f1,..., fe} C H(Q)™ is linearly
independent in H(Q)™ if and only if {f1,..., f¢} is linearly independent in M(Q)™.
Hence we have

dim spanH(Q)(fl, ooy fo) = dim spany o) (f1;- -, fo).

Thus, we can talk about linear independence of {f1,..., fo} C H(2)" without men-
tioning either H(2)™ or M(Q)™.



DEFINITION 2.1. Let V C M(2)" be a subspace. Then B C H()" is said to be an
analytic basis of V if B is linearly independent and SpanM(Q)(B) = V. The dimension
of V is the number of elements in B and is denoted by dimyyq) (V).

Let A € H(Q)™*™ or A € M(Q)™*™. Then A : M(Q)" — M(Q)™, f — Af, is
a linear transformation. The null space N(A) and range space R(A) are given by

N(A) :={feMQ)": Af =0} C M(Q)" and R(A) :={Af: f e M(Q)"} C M(Q)™.

Then rankyg)(A) := dimyyo)(R(A)) is called the normal rank of A and is denoted
by nrank(A). Equivalently, nrank(A) is the number of linearly independent columns
of A. Similarly, nullity(A) := dimyyq)(N(A)) is called the nullity of A. The matrix A
is said to be regular if nrank(A) = m = n. On the other hand, A said to be singular
if A is not regular. Hence A is singular when m # n or when nrank(A) < min(m,n).
In particular, if A € H(£2)"™*™ then nrank(A) = max{rank(4A(w)) : w € Q}.

DEFINITION 2.2. Let A € H(Q)"*™. Then A is said to be invertible if there
exists B € H(Q)™*™ such that AB = BA = I, that is, A(2)B(z) = B(2)A(z) =
I, for all z € Q. In such a case, B is called the inverse of A and is denoted as A™*.

Note that if A is invertible then A=!(z) = (A(z))~* for all z € Q. Let GL,,(H(2))
denote the group of invertible elements in H(Q)™*™, that is,

GL,(H(Q)) := {4 € H(Q)"*™ : A is invertible }.

The elements in GL,, (H(Q2)) C H(Q)™*™ are called units or unit elements of H(£2)"*"™.
Note that the unit elements of C[z]"*" are unimodular matrix polynomials. A matix
polynomial P(z) € C[z]™*™ is unimodular if det(P(z)) is a nonzero constant [11].

REMARK 2.3. Let B := [fl fg] € H(Q)"*t. Then {f1,..., fo} is linearly
independent <= nrank(B) = (. Hence B is an analytic ordered basis of R(B) <=
nrank(B) = {. Further, B is said to be an invertible basis of R(B) if B is left invertible,
that is, there exist By, € H(Q)**™ such that B, B = I, that is, Br(2)B(z) = I, for
all z € Q.

DEFINITION 2.4 (spectrum). Let A € H(Q)™*™. Then A € Q is said to be an
eigenvalue of A if rank(A(X)) < nrank(A). The spectrum oq(A) of A is given by

oa(A) :={\ € Q:rank(A(N\)) < nrank(A4)}.
The resolvent set po(A) is given by pa(A) := Q\ oq(A).

Note that if A is regular then oq(A) := {z € Q : det(A(z)) = 0}. Also, note
that A € GL,,(H(Q2)) <= oq(A) = 0. For a nonzero scalar function f € H(Q) the
spectrum oq(f) is the set of zeros of f, that is,

oa(f) = {z € Q: f(z) = 0}.

Thus 0 (f) = 0 <= [ is a unit element of H(Q) <= 1/f € H(Q). It is well known [4]
that oo (f) is at most a countable set with no accumulation points in Q. Consequently,
ca(A) is at most a countable set with no accumulation points in  when A € H(Q)"*"
is regular. In general, if A € H(Q)™*™ and nrank(A) = r then by considering common
zeros of all r X r minors of A, it is follows 0n(A) is at most a countable set with no
accumulation points in 2.



Let M € M(Q)™*™. We denote the set of poles of M by pq(M), that is,
pa(M):={X e Q: Xis apole of M(2)}.
Obviously pq(M) is at most a countable set with no accumulation points in €.

DEFINITION 2.5. Let M € M(Q)™*™. Then X € Q is said to be an eigenvalue of
M if X ¢ pa(M) and rank(M (X)) < nrank(M). The eigenspectrum eigq, (M) of M is
given by

eigo (M) :={A e Q: Aé¢ pa(M) and rank(M (\)) < nrank(M)}.

Let p € po(M). Then p said to be an eigenpole of M if there exists £ € H(Q)™
such that
f(u) #0,f ¢ N(M) and lim M(2)f(z) =0.
Z—
We denote the set of eigenpoles of M by eipg(M). Then the spectrum oq(M) of
M is given by oq(M) = eigq(M) Ueipg(M). If A € oo(M) then X is said to be a
zero of M in €.

Note that oq(A) is at most a countable set with no accumulation points in 2. We
now consider analytic equivalence of holomorphic/meromorphic matrices. See [9, 12]
for analytic equivalence of holomorphic operator-valued functions.

DEFINITION 2.6. (a) Let U C Q be open and A,B € M(Q)™*". Then A and
B are said to be equivalent on U and written as A ~y B or A(z) ~y B(z) if there
exist E € GL,,,(H(U)) and F € GL,(H(U)) such that A = EBF, that is, A(z) =
E(2)B(z)F(z) for all z € U.

(b) Let A € Q and A, B € M(Q2)"™*". Then A and B are said to be equivalent at
and written as A ~x B or A(z) ~x B(z) if there exists an open neighbourhood U C §)
of A such that A ~y B.

Observe that if A ~q B then nrank(B) = nrank(A). Hence A ~q B = 0q(A) =
oq(B) and pq(A4) = po(B).

Let f € H(Q) and A € oq(f). A positive integer £ is said to be the order of A
as a zero of fif fO(X\) # 0 and fU)(X\) =0 for j = 1: £ — 1. Also, £ is called the
multiplicity of A as a zero of f. On the other hand, if u € Q and f(u) # 0 then u is
said to be a zero of f of order 0. Thus p is a zero of f of order 0 <= p € pa(f).

We denote the set of integers by Z and the set of non-negative integers by Z. .
Let v : Q — Z. The support of v denoted by supp(v) is given by

supp(v) = {z € Q: v(z) # 0}.

The support of v is said to be locally finite if supp(r) N K is a finite set for every
compact set K C Q [19].

DEFINITION 2.7 (divisor,[19]). A function v : Q@ — Z is called a divisor on
Q if supp(v) is locally finite. A divisor v is called a principal divisor if there exists
feM(Q) such that

v(z) = p if p is the order of z as a zero of f,
| —p if pis the order of z as a pole of f.
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The set of all divisors on € is an additive abelian group [1, 2, 19]. Let f, g € H(Q).
Then f is called a divisor of g if g/f € H(Q), that is, there exist h € H(Q2) such that
g = fh. A nonzero non-unit v € H() is called a prime of H(Q) if « divides fg for
some f,g € H(Q) then u divides f or u divides g. The functions ¢y : z — (2 — A) for
A € Q, up to unit factors, are the primes of H((2).

REMARK 2.8. If v is the principal divisor of f € M(Q) then f is holomor-
phic <= v > 0. Further, if f1, fo € H(Q) with principal divisors v1 and vs, then
f2/f1 € H(Q) < 11 < va. Note that vmin := min(vy, v2) and Vmax := max(vy, va)
are divisors on Q. If f € H(Q) with the principal divisor Vmin = min(vq,vs) then
f = ged(f1, f2). Hence fi1 and fo are coprime <= vmin = 0 <= gcd(f1, f2) is a
unit in H(Q). Similarly, if g € H(Q) with the principal divisor vmax = min(vy, vs)
then g = lem(f1, f2). Further, f,g € M(Q) have the same principal divisor v on
O < g =uf for some unit element u of H(QY). See [1, 2, 19] for details.

DEFINITION 2.9. [19] An infinite product [[,2, fn with f, = 1+ g, € H(Q)
is said to be normally convergent in ) if the series Zf;l gn converges absolutely on
every compact set K C €.

THEOREM 2.10 (Smith form, [2]). Let A € H(Q)™*". Suppose that nrank(A) =

r. Then there exist holomorphic functions ¢1, ..., ¢, in H(Q) with principal divisors
Vi,...,Vp on 8 such that v; < --- < v, and
$1(2)
A(z) ~o =: Su(z).
or(2)

‘ Om—r,n—r

The functions ¢1, ..., ¢, are unique up to unit elements of H(Q) and ¢; divides ¢j41
for j =1:r—1. Further, let cq(A) = {z, : n € N}. Then

(z = 20)""Fuje(2) forallz€Qandj=1:r,

3

¢;(2) =

L

I
-

where uj, € H(Q) are unit elements, £ € N and [[;2,(z — 20)"*Duje(2) (possibly
empty product) converges normally in Q.

The diagonal matrix S4(z) is the Smith form of A(z) on §2. The functions ¢1, ..., ¢,
are the invariant functions of A(z) on Q. If ¢; is not a unit element then it is
called a non-unit invariant function or a non-unit invariant factor of A(z). Define
da(z) = H§:1 ¢j(z) for z € Q. Then ¢4 is unique up to a unit element of H(Q2) and
is called the zero function of A(z) on Q. It follows that A € Q is an eigenvalue value
of A(z) <= ¢(N\) = 0. Hence 0q(A) = {A € Q: ¢pa(\) = 0}. The tuple (v1,...,vy)
is the structural invariant of zeros of A(z) which yields the structural indices of zeros
of A(z).

Zero index: The tuple Indc(A, A) := (v1(A),..., v (X)) € Z, for X € 0q(A) is
called the zero index of A at A\. Observe that there exists 0 < £ < r such that

0=v1(N) = =ve(A) <ver1(A) <-+- <vp(A) and me(A) ;= v (A) + -+« + v (N)

partial multiplicities total multiplicity
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and v,.(\) is the ascent of X\. Thus (z— )"+ . (z—X\)**N) are elementary divisors
of A(2) at A. Moreover, A(z) ~x [(z = A" M & & (2 = NN & 0y per] -

Since A(z) ~q Sa(z), there exist E € GL,,(H(2)) and F € GL,, (H(Q)) such that
A(2)F(z) = E(2)Sa(z) forall z € Q.

Hence the last n — r columns of F(z) form a basis of N(A) and the first r columns of
E(z) form a basis of R(A). Indeed, let

F(z)=[v1(z) -+ wa(2)] and E(2) = [u1(2) -+ um(2)]

be column partitions of F'(z) and E(z). Then Av; = 0 for j = r + 1 : n which
shows that N(A) = spanyq)(Vr+1,---,vn) and {vp41,...,v,} is an invertible basis
of N(A). Next, note that Av; = ¢ju; for j = 1 : r which shows that R(A) =
spany(q) (U1, - - -, ur) and {ui, ..., u,} is an invertible basis of R(A).

THEOREM 2.11 (Smith-McMillan form, [2]). Let A € M(Q)™*™. Suppose that
nrank(A) = r. Then the following hold:
(a) There exist functions ¢1,. .., ¢, in H(Q) with principal divisors vy, ...,v, on
Q such that vy < --- < 1.
(b) There exist functions 1, ..., in H(Q) with principal divisors k1, ..., K, on
Q such that k1 > -+ > K.
(¢) ¢; and v; are relatively prime, that is, ged(¢j,v;) =1 for j=1:r and

$1(2)/91(2)

A(z) ~ =:Y4(2),
() ~a 6,(2) /1 (2) A1)

‘ Omfr,nfr

where ¢1, ..., ¢, and 1, .., U, are unique up to unit elements of H(Q).
(d) If oq(A) = {\, : n € N} and pa(A) = {un : n € N}, then

H —Xg)Vi Py, je(z) and ;(z H Z—pug) " )y je(z) forjg=1:r,

where wje,vje € H(Q) are unit elements, { € N and the infinite products
(possibly empty) converge normally in €.

The diagonal matrix X 4(2) is the Smith-McMillan form of A(z) on Q. The func-
tions ¢1,..., ¢, are called the invariant zero functions of A(z) and 1,...,1, are
called the invariant pole functions of A(z) on Q. Define ¢4(2) := [[;_; ¢;(2) and
Ya(z) = H] 1 ¥i(2). Then it follows that
pa(A) ={n € Q:Pa(p) =0} = oa(a) and og(A) = {A € Q: ¢a(A) = 0} = oa(da).
In fact, we have (see, [1, 2]) 0q(A) = oq(pa) = eigq(A) Ueip(4) and

eign(A) ={AeQ : ¢pa(N) =0 and Ya(X) # 0},
eipa(4) ={A e Q: ¢a(\) =0 and Ya(N) =0}.
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The tuple (v, ...,v,) is the structural invariant of zeros of A(z) and the tuple
(K1,...,Kr) 18 the structural invariant of poles of A(z) which yield the structural
indices of zeros and poles of A(z).

Zero index: The tuple Indc(A, A) := (v1(N),..., v (X)) € Z for X € gq(A) is
the zero index of A at A. Then there exists 0 < ¢ < r such that

O0=v1(A) = =v(N) <vepr1(N) < -+ <vp(A) and me(A) ;== v1(A) + -+ v (A)

partial multiplicities total multiplicity

and v,.(A) is the ascent of \.

Pole index: The tuple Ind,(A, A) := (k1(A),. ..,k (N)) € Z for X € pa(A) is
the pole index of A at A\. Observe that there exists 0 < ¢ < r such that

K1(A) > > ke(X) > kg1 (A) = -+ - = K (X)) = 0 and mp(A) = k1 (A) + - + K, (A)

partial multiplicities total multiplicity

and k1(A) is the order of the pole A.

Pole-Zero index: Ind., (A, A) :== (11(N),..., 7 (X)) € Z" for A € 0q(A) Upa(A)
is the pole-zero index of A at A, where 7;(A\) = vj(A) — k;j(A) for j =1 : r. If
A € eipg(A) then there exist positive integers 1 < ¢ < s < r such that

A <<\ <0=--=0< 7s(\) < <7 (M) .

pole partial multiplicities zero partial multiplicities

For A € C, we have A(z) ~y [(z = A" N @ @ (2 = \)" N @ 0, 5] Which
is the local Smith form of A. See [17, p.414] and [10] for local Smith form of a
holomorphic matrix.

3. Matrix-fraction description (MFD). MFDs of rational matrices are pow-
erful tools for analyzing PMDs. In this section, we develop analogous theory for MFDs
of meromorphic matrices.

Let A € H(Q)™*™ and D € H(Q)™*". Then D is said to be a right divisor of A if
there exists @ € H(2)™*"™ such that A = @QD. Let B € H(Q)P*™. If D is also a right
divisor of B € H(Q)P*™ then D is said to be a common right divisor of A and B.
Further, D is said to be a greatest common divisor (gerd) of A and B if N € H(2)"*"
is a common right divisor of A and B then N is a right divisor of D. Furthermore, A
and B are said to be right coprime if every gerd of A and B are invertible, that is,
if D is a gerd of A and B then D € GL, (H(?)). Left divisors, common left divisors,
greatest common left divisors, and left coprime matrices are defined similarly.

We mention that a common right divisor of A and B can be derived from the Smith
form. Indeed, let F(2)A(z)F(z) = Sa(z) be the Smith form of A(z). Then setting
D(z) := F(2)7! and Q(z) := E(2)"'Sa(z), we have A(z) = Q(z)D(z) which shows
that D is a right divisor of A. Next, let S(z) be the Smith form of W := ggz; . Then
W = E(2)S(2)F(z), for some E € GLy,1,(H(Q)) and F € GL,(H(Q)). Let Q:1(2)
(resp., @2(z)) denote the first m (resp., last p) rows of E(2)S(z). Set D(z) := F(z)
Then we have

A(z) = Qi(2)D and B(z) = Q2(2)D(2)
9



which show that D(z) is a common right divisor of A(z) and B(z). A gerd of two
holomorphic matrices can also be extracted from the Smith form.

Let Sa(z) be the Smith form of A. Then A(z) = E(z2)Sa(z)F(z) for some
E € GL,,(H(R?) and E € GL,(H()). We refer to the decomposition A(z) =
E(2)Sa(2)F(z) as the Smith decomposition of A(z). Now if nrank(A) = r then

sa = |7 1 = [6] e o,

where D(z) := diag(¢1(2), ..., ¢(2)) and ¢4, ..., @, are invariant functions of A. Con-

sider the conformal row and column partitions E = [El Eg] and F = {?1} . Then
2

we have A(z) = F1(2)D(2)F1(z), where E is left invertible and F} is right invertible,

that is, there exist Fy, € H(Q)"™*™ and Fr € H(Q)"*™ such that Er(z)Ei(z) = I,

and Fy(2)Fgr(z) = I, for all z € Q. Define Dg(z) := D(2)Fi(z). Then we have a

(non-unique) decomposition

A = £6) [PhO] = B0, (3.1)

where F (z) is left invertible. We refer to Dr(z) as a right-structure matriz of A(z).
Observe that the Smith forms of A(z) and Dg(z) have the same non-unit invariant
functions. Consequently, we have cq(A) = 0o(Dgr) and Ind.(A, A) = Ind.(\, Dr)
for all A € o0q(A). Thus A(z) and Dg(z) have the same spectral structure, that is,
A(z) and Dg(z) have the same eigenvalues including their partial multiplicities. This
proves the following result.

PROPOSITION 3.1. Let A € H(Q)™*™ be such that nrank(A) = r. Then A can be
decomposed as A(z) = E(z)Dg(z), where E € H(Q)™*" is left invertible and Dg €
H(Q)™™"™ is a right-structure matriz of A(z). Further, the Smith forms of A(z) and

Dg(2) have the same non-unit invariant functions. In particular, oco(A) = oq(Dgr)
and Ind.(\, A) = Ind.(\, D) for all X € oq(A).

The next result extracts a gerd of two holomorphic matrices.

THEOREM 3.2. Let A € H(Q)™ " and B € H(Q)P*". Set W(z [ z] .

Suppose that nrank(W) = n. Let Dg € H(Q)"*™ be a right-structure matriz of W(z)
Then Dgr(z) is a gerd of A(z) and B(z).
Proof. Note that there is a matrix E € GLy,4,(H(R?)) such that W(z) =

E(z) {D%(Z)] . Indeed, consider the Smith decomposition W(z) = E(z) [D(()Z)] F(z),

where D € H(Q)"*™ is given by D(z) := diag(¢1(2), ..., dn(2)). Then setting Dg(z) :=
D(z)F(z), we have the desired result.

Now consider the conformal partition F = gl gl , where E; € H(Q)™*™ and
2 G2
xn Ey El( ) :
E, € H(Q2)P*™. Then 1> is left invertible and W(z) = Fa(2) Dpr(z) which shows
2 2
that A(z) = E1(2)Dgr(z) and B(z) = E2(z)Dgr(z). Hence Dg(z) is a common right

divisor of A(z) and B(z).
10



X, X, - Dr
Y, Yg] Then E-'W = 0
yields X;(2)A(z) + X2(2)B(z) = Dg(z). If N(z) is a common right divisor of A(z)
and B(z) then A(z) = Q1(2)N(z) and B(z) = Q2(z)N(z). Consequently, we have
Dr(z) = X1(2)A(2) + X2(2)B(z) = (X1(2)Q1(2) + X2(2)Q2(2))N(z) showing that
N(z) is a right divisor of Dg(z). This proves that Dg(z) is a gerd of A(z) and B(z).
0

Next, consider the conformal partition E~' =

Recall that A(z) and B(z) are said to be right coprime if every gerd of A(z) and
B(z) is invertible. The next result characterizes right coprime matrices.

PROPOSITION 3.3. Let A € H(Q)™*" and B € H(Q)P*"™. Then A(z) and B(z)
are right coprime <= rank [A(Z)} =n for all z € QL.

B(z)
Proof. Suppose that A(z) and B(z) are right coprime. Let D be a gerd of A(z)
and B(z). Then D € GL,(H(£?)). Further, there exist @1 € H(Q)™*™ and Q2 €

H(Q)P*™ such that {Ql} is left invertible and [g] = [Ql] D. Now rank [A(Z)} =

Q2 Q2 B(z)
rank [g;giﬂ =n for all z € Q.
A(z) A
Conversely, suppose that rank B(2) =n for all z € Q. Set W := Bl Then

rank W(z) = n for all z € Q = nrank(W) = n. Let D be a right-structure matrix of
W(z). Then by Theorem 3.2, D(z) is a gcrd of A(z) and B(z). By Proposition 3.1, we
have 0q(D) = 0o(W) = () which shows that D is invertible, that is, D € GL,,(H()).
0

Further, we have following result which will play an important role in the subse-
quent development.

THEOREM 3.4. Let A € H(Q)™*™ and B € H(Q)P*™. Set W := [A

B] . Then the

following statements are equivalent.
(a) A(z) and B(z) are right coprime
(b) oa(W) = 0.

(c) There exists E € GLy1,(H(QY)) such that E(z)W(z) = [

Sw(z) is the Smith form of W(z).
(d) There exist X € H(Q)"*™ andY € H(Q)™*P such that X (2)A(2)+Y (2)B(z) =
I, for all z € Q2.
C

(e) There exist holomorphic matrices C(z) and D(z) such that [g D] € GLy4,(H()).

L,

O} = Sw(z), where

Proof. The proof follows from Smith form of W(z) and similar arguments as those
used in the proofs of Theorem 3.2 and Proposition 3.3. O

We now explore solution of a matrix equation of the form
A(z)
X(2)A(z) + Y (2)B(z) = C(z) or [X(2) Y(2)] = C(z),
where the matrices A € H(Q)™*" B € H(Q)?*™ and C € H(Q2)"*™ are given and the

matrices X € H(Q2)"™™ and Y € H(Q)"*™ are sought to be determined.
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THEOREM 3.5. Let A € H(Q)™ ", B € H(Q)P*" and C € H(Q)™". Then the

matriz equation X (z)A(2)+Y (2)B(z) = [X(z) Y(2)] {gg;] = C(2) has a solution

[X(2) Y(2)] <= every gerd of A(z) and B(2) is a right divisor of C(z).
In particular, if A(z) and B(z) are right coprime, then the matriz equation always
has a solution.

Proof. Suppose that a solution [X(z) Y(2)] exists. If D(z) is a gerd of A(z)
and B(z) then it follows that D(z) is a right divisor of C(z).
Conversely, suppose that every gerd of A(z) and B(z) is a right divisor of C’ (2)

Let D(z) be a gerd of A(z) and B(z). Then C(z) = R(z)D(z). Set W(z { ]
Then by (3.1), we have

0
where E is invertible. Consider the conformal partition E(z) = [ ((j)) %255))] .
2
Then Q1(2)A(2) +Q2(2)B(z) = D(z). Left multiplying on both side by R(z), we have

R(2)Q1(2)A(z) + R(2)Q2(2) B(z) = R(2)D(z) = C(2).
Setting X (z) := R(2)Q1(z) and Y (z) := R(2)Q2(z), we have
X(2)A(2) + Y (2)B(z) = C(z).
Hence [X(z) Y(z)] is a solution of the matrix equation.

Now, if A(z) and B(z) are right coprime then a gerd D(z) is invertible. Then
Q1(2)A(2)+Q2(2)B(2) = D(2) = D(2)7'Q1(2)A(2) + D(2)'Q2(2)B(2) = I,,. Left

multiplying on both sides by C(z), we have
C(2)D(2)7'Q1(2)A(2) + C(2)D(2)*Q2(2)B(2) = C(2).
Setting X (z) := C(2)D(2)7'Q1(2) and Y (2) := C(2)D(2)"1Qa(z), we obtain a solu-
tion [X(z) Y(z)] of the matrix equation. O
If f € M(Q) then there exist p, ¢ € H(2) such that p and ¢ are coprime and f =

see [1, 2, 19]. A similar matrix-faction description (MFD) holds for M € M(£2)™*
In fact, M(z) can be represented as

M(z) = Ng(2)Dr(z)"" = Dr(2) ' Ni(2),

b
q’
71

where Ny, Nr, D1, Dr are holomorphic and Dy, and Dp are regular. We discuss only
a right MFD as the case of a left MFD is similar.

DEFINITION 3.6 (Right MFD). Let M € M(Q)™*™. A right matriz-fraction de-
seription (MFD) of M (z) is a decomposition of M (2) of the form M(z) = N(z)D(z)7!,
where N € H(Q)™*™ and D € H(Q)™*™ with D(z) being regular.

A right MFD M (z) = N(2)D(2)~! is a said to be right coprime if N(z) and D(z)

N(z)

are Tight coprime, that is, if rank D(2)

]nforzE(C.
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A right coprime MFD of M (z) exists and can be deduced from the Smith-
McMillan form of M (z). Indeed, we have the following result.

PROPOSITION 3.7. Let M € M(Q)™*™. Then there exist non-unique pair (N, D) €
H(Q)™>™ x H(2)"*™ such that N(z) and D(z) are right coprime, D(z) is reqular, and

Proof. Let ¥p(2) = diag(¢1(2)/9¥1(2), ..., ¢r(2)/¢r(2), O—r n—r) be the Smith-
McMillan form of M(z). Then by Theorem 2.11, we have M (z) = E(2)Xy(2)F(z),
where E and F' are invertible. Define

N¢(Z) = diag(¢1 (Z)’ T 7¢T(z))@0m—T,n—T and Dl/)(z) = diag('(/Jl(Z)’ ) wr(z))@ln—r

Then Xp/(z) = Ng(2)Dy(2)~! is a right coprime MFD of £/(z). Since E and F
are invertible, setting N (z) := E(2)Ny(2) and D(z) := F(2) 7' Dy(z), it follows that
N(z) and D(z) are right coprime and that M(z) = E(2)Sx(2)F(2) = N(2)D(2)~ L.
Indeed,

N(z)} [ E(2)N, ( ) ] [N¢(Z)}
rank = rank = rank =n
{ F(2)7'Dy(2) Dy (2)
for all 2z € Q. Hence M(z) = N(2)D(z)~! is a right coprime MFD. O
We now show that a right coprime MFD of M (z) is unique up to a unit element.

THEOREM 3.8. Let M € M(Q)™*". If M(z) = N1(2)D1(2)"! = Na(2)D2(2)~!
are right coprime MFDs then there exists U € GL,,(H(Q)) such that N1(z) = No(2)U(z)
and D1(z) = Da(2)U(2).

In particular, if D1(z) and D2(z) are matriz polynomials then U(z) is a unimod-
ular matriz polynomial.

Proof. Note that po(M) = oq(D1) = 0q(D2). Since N1(2)D1(2)~1 = Na(2)Da(2) 7!

we have Ny(z) = Na(2)Da(2)"1D1(2) = Na(2)U(z), where U(z) := Da(2)"1Dy(2).
Then U € M(Q)"*". We show that U € GL,,(H(Q)) by proving that Dy(z)~tD;(2)
and its inverse D;(z)~!Dy(z) are both analytic in Q.

Since Ni(z) and D;(z) are right coprime, by Theorem 3.4(d), there exist analytic
matrices X € H(Q)"*™ and Y € H(Q)"*"™ such that X(2)N1(z) + Y (2)D1(z) = I,.
Inserting N1(z) = Na(2)U(z) we have

X(2)Na(2)U(2) + Y (2) D1(2) = In = [X(2)Na(2) + Y (2) D2(2)]U(2) = In.

This shows that U(z)™! = X (2)Na(2) + Y (2)Da(2) is analytic in 2.

Similarly, considering V' (z) := D1(2) 1 Da(2) and interchanging the role of D1( )
and Ds(z) in the above proof, it follows that V(z)~! is analytic in Q. Since V(2)~! =
U(z) and both U(z) and U(z)~! are analytic in €2, we have U € GL, (H(f2)). This
proves that Ni(z) = Na(2)U(z) and D4(z) = Dg(z)U(z).

Now, if D1(z) and Ds(2) are matrix polynomials, then U(z) = D;(2)Da(2)7! is
a rational matrix. Since both U(z) and U(z)~! are analytic, both U(z) and U(z)~!

must be matrix polynomials. In other words, U(z) is a unimodular matrix polynomial.
0
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In view of the proof of Proposition 3.7, we have the following result.

THEOREM 3.9. Let M € M(Q)™*". Let M(z) = N(2)D(z)~! be a right
coprime MFD. Let ¥p(z) = diag(¢1(2)/v1(2), ..., ér(2)/1r(2), Om—rn—r) be the
Smith-McMillan form of M(z). Then Sy(z) := diag(#1(2),-..,¢r(2),0m—rn—r) s
the Smith form of N(z) and Sp(z) := L,—, & diag(¥y(2), ¥r_1(2),...,91(2)) is the
Smith form of D(z). In particular, we have

oo(M) =0q(N), Inde(A, M) =Ind.(\,N) for \€oq(M),
pa(M) =o0q(D), Ind,(A, M) =1Ind.(\,D) for € po(M).

Proof. The proof of Proposition 3.7 shows that
M (z) = B(2)Y0(2)F(2) = B(2)Ng(2) Dy (2) 7' F(2) = N(2)D(2) ™"
are right coprime MFDs. Hence by Theorem 3.8, there exists U € GL,,(H(2)) such
that N(z) = E(2)Ng(2)U(z) and D(z) = F(2)"'Dy(2)U(z). Consequently,
Sn(2) = S, (2) = Ny(2) = diag(¢1(2), -, ¢ (2), Om—rin—r)
is the Smith form of N(z) and

Sp(z) = Sp,, (z) = diag(I—r, ¥r(2), Yr_1(2), ..., 9¥1(2))

is the Smith form of D(z).
Obviously, the zeros and poles of M (z) are given by the eigenvalues of Ny(z) and
Dy (z), respectively. In fact, we have

O'Q(M) = O’Q(N¢) = JQ(N) and pQ(M) = JQ(D¢) = O’Q(D)
Further, we have

Inde(\, M) = Inde(\, Ny) =Ind.(\,N) for A € (M),
Ind,(A, M) = Ind.(A\, Dy)=1Ind.(), D) for A € pa(M).

We mention that similar results hold for left coprime MFDs of M (z).

Least order: The least order of a rational matrix G(z) € C(2)™*"™ plays an
important role linear systems theory which is defined as follows; see [22, p.38]. Let
G(z) = N(2)D(2)~! be a right coprime MFD of G(z), where N(z) € C[z]™*" and
D(z) € C[z]™*™ is regular. Then U(G) := degdet(D(z)) is called the least order of
G(z). The least order U(G) is independent of a particular choice of right coprime
MFD of G(z). If G(z) = N(z)D(z)"! is a right MFD then 7(G) < degdet(D(z)).
Further, if G(2) = D (2) "' Np(z) is a left coprime MFD then 7(G) = deg det(Dy(2)).
Furthermore, if the Smith-McMillan form [15, 22, 20] of G(z) is given by

G(2) = ¢1(2)/P1(2) @ -~ @ 6r(2)/1hr(2) © Oy s

then 7(G) = deg (H;Zl wj(z)). Finally, if G(2) = P(z) + Gsp(z), where P(z) €
Clz)™*™ and Gsp(z) € C(2)™*™ is strictly proper, then the McMillan degree of G(z)
is defined as 0y (G) := V(Gsp) + U(P(1/2)). See [22, p.38-39] for further details.
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Now, we extend the notion of least order of a rational matrix to a meromorphic
matrix. Let M € M(Q)™*" and M(z) = N(z)D(z)~! be a right coprime MFD,
where N € H(Q)™*™ and D € H(Q)"*" is regular. Since degdet(D(z)) makes no
sense unless det(D(z)) is a polynomial, to overcome the difficulty we introduce the
notion of order of D(z) which, in a sense, generalizes the notion of degree of scalar
polynomial to a holomorphic function.

DEFINITION 3.10 (order). Let A € H()™*™ be regular. Let 04 denote that
principal divisor of det(A(z)) on Q. Then 04 is called the order of A(z) on Q.

Observe that if A € H(Q)"*™ is regular then 94 = 0 < A € GL,(H(Q)).
Further, if B € H(2)™*™ is regular then 045 = 04 + 0p. Hence

Oap =04 <= 0p=0«<= Bc GLH(H(Q)).

Thus, if A(z) ~q B(z) then 04 = 0p. Note that supp(da) = oq(A). Therefore, if
A(z) is a matrix polynomial and o¢c(A) = {A1,..., A¢} then supp(9a) = {A1,..., A¢}
and 04(\;) is the algebraic multiplicity of A; for j = 1: £. Consequently, we have

degdet(A(2)) = da(\) + -+ Ja(Ne).

Thus, in a sense, the order d4 generalizes the notion of degree of the polynomial
det(A(z)) when A(z) is a regular matrix polynomial to the holomorphic function
det(A(z)) when A(z) is a regular holomorphic matrix.

DEFINITION 3.11 (least order). Let M € M(Q)™*" and M(z) = N(z)D(z)~!
be a right coprime MFD, where N € H(Q)™*™ and D € H(Q)"*" is regular. Then
v(M) := Op 1s said to be the least order of M(z), where Op is the order of D(z).

Obviously, v(M) is independent of a particular choice of right coprime MFD of
M (z). Indeed, let M(z) = Ny(z)D1(z)~! = No(2)D2(2)~! be right coprime MFDs.
Then by Theorem 3.8, there exits U € GL,, (H(2)) such that Ny(z) = N2(2)U(z) and
D1(2) = Dy(2)U(2). Since 0y = 0, we have

I/(Ml) = aDl = 8D2U = 8D2 + 8U = aDQ = V(Mg).

Let M(z) = N(2)D(z)~! be aright coprime MFD. Also, let M(z) = Ng(z)Dg(z)*
be a right MFD. If Ni(z) and Dg(z) are not right coprime then in view of Theo-
rem 3.9, we have po(M) = 0q(D) C 0q(Dg) and v(M) = dp < Op,,. Further, if
M(2) = Dp(2)"'Np(2) = Ng(2)Dr(2)~! are left and right coprime MFDs then by
Theorem 3.9, we have v(M) = 0p, = 0p,, -

If My, My € M(Q)™*™ and My(z) ~q Ma(z) then v(M;) = v(Msz). Indeed,
let M1(z) = E(2)Ma(2)F(z), where E € GL,,(H(Q)) and F € GL,(H(Q)). Let
Ms(2) = N(2)D(2)~! be a right coprime MFD. Then v(Mz) = 0p. Now

My(z) = E(2)N(2)D(2) "' F(2) = (E(z)N(2))(F(2) "' D(2)) ™"

is a right coprime MFD of M;(z). Hence v(M;) = Op-1p = Op = v(Ms) since
F~! € GL,(H(Q)). Next, let

() = ¢1(2)/1(2) © - @ 60 (2) /97 (2) © Omrinr

be the Smith-McMillan form of M(z) and k1 > -+ > K, be the principal divisors of
the invariant pole functions 11, ...,%,, respectively. Let ¢(z) := H;Zl 1;(2). Then
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by Theorem 3.9, we have v(M) = 0p = k1 + - - - + K = vy, where vy, is the principal
divisor of ¥(z) on €. In particular, if M(z) is a rational matrix with right coprime
MFD M(z) = N(2)D(2)~! and pc(M) = {A1,..., ¢} then

V(M) = degdet(D(z)) = v(M)(A1) + -+ - + v(M)(Ar) = deg(¢))
is the least order of the rational matrix M (z). This proves the following result.

THEOREM 3.12. Let M € M(Q)™*™. Then the following results hold.

(a) Let M(z) = Dp(2)"*Np(2) = Ngr(2)Dgr(z)~! be left and right coprime
MFDs, where Np, Ngp € H(Q)™*"™ and (D, Dpr) € H(Q)™*™ x H(Q)"*™.
Then 1/( )=0p, =0p,-

(b) supp(v(M)) = po(M).

(c) If M(z) = N(2)D(2)~! is a right MFD then v(M) < Op.

(d) We have v(M) =v(UMV) for all U € GL,,,(H(R2)) and V € GL, (H()).

(e) Let Xp(z) = ¢1(2)/¢1(2) @ -+ B ¢r(2)/Ur(2) B Oy n—r be the Smith-
McMillan form of M (z) and K1, ..., Kk, be the principal divisors of 1, ..., ¢,
respectively. Let ¢(z) := [[j_, ’(/Jj( ) Thenv(M) = K1+ -+ K, = vy, where
vy 18 the principal divisor of ¢ on Q.

(f) If M(2) is a rational matriz with right coprime MFD M (z) = N(z)D(z)~!
and pc(M) = {A1,..., e} then

D(M) = degdet(D(2)) =v(M)(A1)+ -+ v(M)(A\)
= D (sah) o () = deg(y).

At this point one may ask: Is it possible to extend the notion of McMillan degree
of a rational matrix to a meromorphic matrix-valued function M : C — C"™*"?

To answer the question, let us look closely at the McMillan degree of a rational
matrix. Let G(z) € C(z)™*™. Then G(z) is meromorphic on the Riemann sphere
Cx := CU {oo} and the McMillan degree of G(z) is the total count (including
multiplicity) of finite and infinite poles of G(z). In contrast, a meromorphic matrix-
valued function M : C — C™*" may not be meromorphic on C, and can have
an essential singularity at infinity. For instance, M (z) := diag(z,(z — 1)/(e* — 1)) is
meromorphic on C but not on Co. Indeed, we have pc(M) = {2n7i : n € Z} and
M (z) has an essential singularity at infinity. A well known fact is that if f : C — C
is meromorphic on Co then f is a rational function [4]. Hence, if M : C — C™*" is
meromorphic on Cy, then M(z) is a rational matrix and in such a case the McMillan
degree is already defined. If M(z) is a transcendental meromorphic matrix, that is,
M (z) is meromorphic on C but not a rational matrix, then either (a) pc(M) is a
finite set and M (z) has an isolated essential singularity at infinity or (b) pc(M) is an
infinite set and there is a sequence (A,) in pc(M) such that A\, — oo and n — oo
in which case M(z) has a non-isolated essential singularity at infinity. Thus, for a
transcendental meromorphic matrix M(z), it is not clear how to define an analogue
of McMillan degree. Note that the transfer function associated with a TDS such as
(1.3) is a transcendental meromorphic matrix. So, it is an open problem to define
an analogue of McMillan degree for the transfer function of a TDS and analyze its
implications on the TDS.

Argument principle: We end this section with a proof of the argument principle
for a regular meromorphic matrix-valued function using MFD. The argument principle
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is a well known classical result in complex analysis [5, p.282]. Let f : @ — C be a
meromorphic and I' C Q be a rectifiable simple closed curve such that Int(I') C Q.
Here Int(I") denotes the interior of the region enclosed by I'. Suppose that f is analytic
and nonzero on I'. Let P be the number of poles and N be the number of zeros of f
inside T' counting multiplicities. Then [5, p.282]

1),

21 Jr f(2) i=N-F

We now use MFD to provide a proof of the argument principle for a meromorphic
matrix-valued function. See [13] for argument principle for holomorphic operator-
valued functions.

THEOREM 3.13 (argument principle). Let M € M(Q)"*" be regular. Let T' C Q
be a rectifiable simple closed curve such that Int(T) C Q. Suppose that M is analytic
on T and that T' does not pass through a zero of M(z). Let P be the number of poles
(counting multiplicities) and N be the number of zeros (counting multiplicities) of

M (z) inside T'. Then

1
i /- Tr (M(2)"'M'(z))dz = N — P,
where M'(z) is the derivative of M(z) with respect to z.
Proof. Let M(z) = N(2)D(z)~! be a right coprime MFD. By Theorem 3.9, the
number of eigenvalues of N(z) inside I' = the number of zeroes of M (z) inside I' = N.

Further, the number of eigenvalues of D(z) inside I"' = the number of poles of M (z)
inside I' = P.

Now, differentiating M (z) with respect to z, we have
M'(z) = N'(z)D(2) ™" + N(2)(D(2) ")
= N'(z2)D(2)"' + N(2) (—D(z)_lD’(z)D(z)_l) .
Hence
Tr (M (2) ' M'(z)) dz = Tr (D(2)N(2) " (N'(2)D(2) "' = N(2)D(2)"'D'(2)D(z)""))
=Tr (D(2)N(2)"'N'(2)D(z)"") = Tr (D' (2)(D(2) ™))
=Tr (N(z)_lN/(z)) —Tr (D/(z)(D(z)_l)) .

Consequently, we have

3t TG b= o [ (N TNGY) g [ T (D (0 a
' " 00
=N-P.

The last equality follows from the argument principle for the complex function
f(2) :=det(N(z)) and the Jacobi formula [14] f'(z)/f(z) = Tr(N(2)"*N'(2)). O

4. Analytic matrix description (AMD). We have seen in (1.3) that a TDS
gives an AMD as well as the associated transfer function. On the other hand, we
now show that a meromorphic matrix can be represented as the transfer function of
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an AMD. Our aim in this section is to undertake a comprehensive analysis of AMDs,
transfer functions and their canonical forms.

We first discuss transfer function realization of a meromorphic matrix and an
AMD associated with such a realization. The idea is to analyze zeros and poles of a
meromorphic matrix via zeros of appropriate holomorphic matrices. For instance, a
function f € M(Q) when represented as f = p/q, where p,q € H({2) are coprime, can

be studied by analyzing the matrix H(z) := [j}g'(z;) (1)} . Indeed, f(z) is the Schur
complement of ¢(z) in H(z) and det H(z) = p(z) = q(2) f(z). This shows that

aa(f) = oa(H) and pa(f) = ga(q).

We generalize the same idea to meromorphic matrices.

Realization theory for rational matrices is a well developed subject and has been
studied extensively [15, 22, 20]. We now define realization of a meromorphic matrix.

DEFINITION 4.1. Let M € M(Q)™*™. Then a representation of M(z) of the form
M(z) = D(2) + C(2)A(2) ' B(2)

is called a realization of M (z), where (C, A, B) € H(Q2)™*" x H(Q)™*" x H(Q)™*™ with
A(z) being regular and D € H(Q)™*". A realization (C, A, B, D) of M(z) is called
minimal if A(z),C(z) are right coprime and A(z), B(z) are left coprime, that is, if

A(z) = ran z z)| =r for all z
rank [C(z)} =rank [A(z) B(z)] for all z € Q.

We now associate a holomorphic matrix with a realization of M (z) which can be
gainfully utilized for analyzing zeros and poles of M (z).

DEFINITION 4.2 (AMD). Let (C, A, B) € H(Q)™*" x H(Q)"™*" x H(Q)"™*"™ with
A(z) being regular and D € H(Q)™*". A holomorphic matriz H € H(Q)r+m)x(r+n)
given by

He) = |25 D]

is called an analytic matriz description (AMD) associated with the transfer function
M(z) := D(2) + C(2)A(2) "1 B(z). The matriz A(z) is called the state matriz of the
AMD. The AMD H(z) is said to be irreducible if A(z),C(z) are right coprime and
A(z), B(z) are left coprime.

Observe that the transfer function M(z) is the Schur complement of A(z) in
H(z). Also note that H(%) is irreducible <= (C, A, B, D) is a minimal realization of
M (z). We mention that in the case of a rational matrix G(z) € C(z)™*", the matrix
polynomial P(z) in (1.1) is referred to as Rosenbrock system matriz and the quadruple
[A(z), B(2),C(2), D(z)] € C[z]"*" x C[z]"*™ x Clz]™*" x C[z]™*™ is referred to as
a PMD (polynomial matrix description) and A(z) is called the state matrix of the
PMD,; see [15, 22, 20]. See also [3, 6]. In this paper, we make no such distinction and
refer to the Rosenbrock system matrix P(z) as a PMD.
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REMARK 4.3. We mention that one can define multiple system matrices cor-
responding to a realization of a meromorphic matriz. Indeed, let (C,A,B,D) be a
realization of M € M(Q2)™*™. Then

e | [Faetao]

are AMDs with transfer function M(z) = D(z) + C(2)A(2) "1 B(z). Further,

] e [580

are AMDs with the same transfer function.

The existence of an AMD of a meromorphic matrix follows from an MFD.

THEOREM 4.4. Let M € M(Q)™*™. Then there exists an AMD H given by

o= [ 1] o
for some r € N such that M(z) = D(2) + C(2)(A(2)) ' B(z).

(Z) ‘ I
—N(2) | Omxn

Proof. Let M(z) = N(2)D(z)~! be an MFD. Then H(z) :=
is an AMD with the transfer function M (z) = N(2)D(z)~1.0

Rosenbrock [20, p.52] introduced the concept of strict system equivalence in order
to deal with multitude of PMDs associated with a rational transfer function. See
also [22, p.58]. The strict system equivalence is referred to as Rosenbrock’s system
equivalence (rse) in [15, Ch. 8].

DEFINITION 4.5 (Rosenbrock’s system equivalence, [20]). Let Py(z) and Pa(z)
be PMDs given by

Ai(2) | Bi(2)

P(z) == [ —Ci(2) | Di(2) ‘

—CQ(Z) ‘ Dg (Z)

and Po(z) = {

:| (r+m)x(r+n) :| (+m) x (€+n)

with state matrices A; € C[z]"*"and Ay € C[z]**¢. Let p > max(r, £). Then P1(2) and
P2 (z) are said to be Rosenbrock system equivalent and written as P1(z) ~pse Pa(2)
if there exist unimodular M, N € C[z]P*P, X € C[z]™*P and Y € C[z]P*"™ such that

T e o

[IPOEPQ()@) ]

We now extend Rosenbrock’s system equivalence of PMDs to AMDs and continue
to refer to the equivalence as Rosenbrock’s system equivalence (rse) of AMDs.

DEFINITION 4.6. Let Hy(z) and Hy(z) be AMDs given by

A1 (Z) ‘ Bl (Z)

Hy(z) = [ o |

—Cs(z) ‘ Ds(z2)

and Hy(z) := {

) :| (r+m)x(r+n) :| (t+m) x (¢+n)

I\
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with state matrices Ay € H(Q)"*"and Ay € H(Q)*¢. Let p > max(r,£). Then Hy ()
and Hy(2) are said to be Rosenbrock system equivalent and written as Hi(z) ~pge
Hj(2) if there exist M, N € GL,(H(Q)), X € H(Q)™*? and Y € H(Q)?*™ such that

T [t e = [ e

It is well known [20, 15, 22] that Rosenbrock’s system equivalence of a PMD
preserves the transfer function. It turns out that the same is true for an AMD.

THEOREM 4.7. Let Hy(z) and Hy(2) be AMDs given by

Az (2) ‘ B (z)
—Cs(2) ‘ Dy (z2)

Hl(z) - Ai(2) ‘ Bi(z)

=1 =ae ‘ Di(2) and Hy(z) :=

(r+m)x(r+n) (t+m)x (¢+n)

with state matrices Ay € H(Q)™"and Ay € H(Q)¥C. If Hy(2) ~pse Ha(2) then
Ml(z) = Dl(Z) + Cl(Z)Al(Z)_lB1(Z) = DQ(Z) + CQ(Z)AQ(Z)_lBQ(Z) = MQ(Z)

Proof. The proof is purely computational and follows from the same arguments
as given in the proof of [22, Theorem 2.13] keeping in mind that unimodular matrix
polynomials are replaced with invertible holomorphic matrices (unit elements) and
matrix polynomials are replaced with holomorphic matrices. O

The Rosenbrock’s system equivalence of irreducible PMDs can be characterized
by their transfer functions.

THEOREM 4.8 (Rosenbrock, [20]). Let Pi(z) and Py(z) be PMDs with state
matrices A1(z) and As(z), respectively. If P1(z) ~yse Pa(2) then P1(2) and Pa(2)
have the same transfer function and degdet(A;(z)) = degdet(Aa(2)).

Further, if P1(z) and Pa(z) are irreducible then P1(2) ~rse Pa(2) if and only if
P (2) and Po(z) have the same transfer function.

We show that an analogue of Theorem 4.8 holds for AMDs. For this purpose, we
need to extend Fuhrmann’s system equivalence (fse) [22, p.67] of PMDs to AMDs.

DEFINITION 4.9 (Fuhrmann’s system equivalence for PMD, [22]). Let P1(z) and
Py(z) be PMDs given by

Ai(2) | Bi(2)

L AQ(Z) BQ(Z)
P(z) = [ e |

_CQ(Z) ‘ D2 (Z)

and Py(z) := {

:| (r+m)x(r+n) :| (+m) x (€+n)

with state matrices Ay € C[z]"™*"and Ay € C[2]***. Then P1(2) and Py(z) are said
to be Fuhrmann system equivalent and written as P1(2) ~fse Pa(z) if there exist
M € C[z]?", X € C[z]™*" and N € C[z]**",Y € C[z]**"™ such that

T ST - e ] o]

0n><r ‘ n

and the following conditions hold:
(a) M(z) and As(z) are left coprime.
(b) Ai(z) and N(z) are right coprime.
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We now define Fuhrmann’s system equivalence of AMDs and refer to the equiva-
lence as Fuhrmann’s system equivalence (fse) of AMDs.

DEFINITION 4.10. Let Hy(z) and Hy(z) be AMDs given by

A1 (Z) ‘ Bl (Z)

H(z) := [ —Ci(2) | Di(z) |

—Cs(z) ‘ D5 (z)

and Hy(z) := {

:| (r+m)x(r+n) :| (l+m)x (€+n)

with state matrices Ay € H(Q)"™"and Ay € H(Q)*. Then Hy(2) and Ha(z) are
said to be Fuhrmann system equivalent and written as Hy(z) ~rse Ha(z) if there exist
M € H(Q)?", X € H(Q)™" and N € H(Q)**",Y € H(Q)*™ such that

ot Fetne ] - et ] T

and the following conditions hold:
(a) M(z) and As(z) are left coprime.
(b) Ai(z) and N(z) are right coprime.

Notice that the matrices M(z) and N(z) are non-square when r # ¢. Even when
r = £, unlike in the case of Rosenbrock’s system equivalence, the matrices M (z) and
N(z) need not be unit elements of H(Q)"*". It turns out that, as in the case of
PMDs (see,[22, Theorem 2.30]), Fuhrmann’s system equivalence and Rosenbrock’s
system equivalence are identical equivalence relations on AMDs. For completeness,
we provide a proof as appropriate modifications are needed in the proof for AMDs.

THEOREM 4.11. Let Hy(z) and Ha(z) be AMDs given by

Al(Z) ‘Bl(z)
—C4(z) ‘ D1 (2)

AQ(Z) ‘BQ(Z)
—Cs(z) ‘ Ds(z2)

Hl(Z) = and HQ(Z) =

(r+m)x (r+n) (£4+m) x (£4n)

with state matrices A; € H(Q)™*"and Ay € H(Q)**¢. Then

Hl(Z) ~fse HQ(Z) i Hl(Z) ~orse HQ(Z)

Proof. Suppose that H; (2) ~fs. Ha(2). By Definition 4.10, we have M (2)A;(z) =
Az(2)N(z). Further, since A and M (z) are left coprime, by Theorem 3.4 there exist
X € H(Q)¢ and Y € H(Q)"™*¢ such that Ay(z)X (2 ) + M(z )Y(z2) = Iy. Similarly,
since A;(z) and N(z) are right coprime, there exist X € H(Q)™¢ and Y € H(Q)"*"
such that X (2)N(z) + Y (2)A1(2) = I,. Consequently, we have

[X(z) FO [N X(zq:[b ")

Ax(2) M(2)| [Ai(z) Y (2) 0 L

where W (2) := —X(2) ¥(2)¥(2). Since {fr W(Z)] [Ir W(z)} _ [Ir 0]

X(2)+ 0 I, 0 I 0 I’
it follows that X(z) and Y (2) can be chosen such that W(z) = 0. Indeed, setting
X(2) < —(X(2) + W(2)Az(2)) and Y (2) « Y (2) — W(2)M (z), we have

(z)] [ N(z) {?(z)] _ [Ir 0} (4.1)

¥
A2<z M) |4z V()] T [0 L
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which shows that the block matrices in (4.1) are unit elements, that is, the block

matrices are holomorphic and invertible

Now the equality in Definition 4.10 can be rewritten as

[ —X(z) Y() | o0 0
Ag(z) M(2) | O Al Bl(z) =
L —CQ(Z) X(Z) ‘ Im —Cl Dl(z)
X(2) Iz@Hl(z)
[ I, 0 0 2)A1(z) | Y(2)Bz)
0 As(z) | Ba(2) N(z) Y(z)
| 0 —Ch(2) | Da(z) 0 ‘ I,
Y(2)

I, ®&H(2)
Hence it follows that H;(z) ~,s. Ha2(z) provided that X(z) and Y(z) are unit ele-
ments. It follows from (4.1) that X (z) is holomorphic and invertible, that is, X(z) a
unit element. On the other hand,
I, X(2)] [-X(2) Y(2)A1(2)
0 I 1, N(z)
shows that the block matrices in (4.2) are holomorphic and invertible which in turn
show that Y(z) is holomorphic and invertible, that is, J(z) is a unit element.
rse Ho(z). Then there exist M, N € GL,(H((2)),

RS

Conversely, suppose that H; (2)

X € H(Q)™ and Y € H(Q)P*™ such that
st [t ] - P e

{ X(2) ‘ Iy
Now taking conformal partitions of M(z), N(z), X(z) and Y (z), we have

[ Mu(z) M12 0 Ip,T 0 0
Ai(2) | Bi(z) | =

(2)
le Z) MQQ(Z) 0 0
Xl(Z) XQ(Z ‘ Im 0 —Cl(z) 1(2)
(4.3)
_Ip,g 0 0 Nu(z) N (2)3/1(2)
0 Ax(2) | Ba(2) Noi(z) Nm(2) | Ya(2) |,
0 0 | In

| 0 —Ca(2) | Da2(2)
where My, € H(Q)P=0x@=") My € H(Q)" and Ny € H(Q)P=0xE=7) Ny, €

] [ Naa(2) | Ya(2) } ’

H(Q)**". Now equating the blocks, we have

MZZ(Z) ‘ Oéxm :| |: A1(Z) ‘ Bl(Z) :| _ |: AQ(Z) ‘ BQ(Z)
X(z) | Inm ~C1(2) | Di(z) —Cs(2) | Da(2) Onxr | 1In
Mi2(2)A1(2) = Ni2(2) and May(z) = A2(2)N21(2z). Thus we have
_ [Mu(z) Mip(2)| _ | Mu(z) 12(2)
M(z) = [Mgl(z) Mgg(z)] = {AQ(Z)Nm(z) Mgz(z)}
Nui(z) Nia(2)| _ [Nu(z) Mia(2)A1(z)
N(z) = [N;l(z) sz(z)] = {Ngi(z) Noo(2) }
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Since M (z) and N(z) are unit elements, it follows that As(z) and Ma2(z) are left
coprime, and Nao(z) and A;(z) are right coprime, Indeed, let

= [} )] ma vt [0 et

be conformal partitions. Then

M(Z)M(Z)_l I, = AQ(Z)NQl(Z)XlQ(Z) + Moo (2)Xaa(2) = Iy
N(Z)ilN(Z) = Ip — Y’Ql(Z)M12(Z)A1(Z) + YQQ(Z)NQQ(Z) = Ir.

Hence by Theorem 3.4, As(z) and Maa(z) are left coprime, and A;(z) and Naa(z) are
right coprime. This proves that H;(z) ~ s Ha(z). O

Let P(z) be a PMD as in (1.1) with state matrix A(z) and rational transfer func-
tion G(z). Then deg det(A(z)) is called the order of the PMD P(z) [22, p.56]. Further,
P(z) is said to be a PMD of least order if P(z) is irreducible [22, p.81]. Theorem 4.8
shows that the order of a PMD is invariant under Rosenbrock’s system equivalence.
It can be shown that if S(z) is a PMD with state matrix A(z) € C[z]*** and the same
transfer function G(z) then degdet(A(z)) < deg det(//l\(z)) (see, Theorem 4.22).

We define least order of an AMD as follows. Recall from Definition 3.10 that if
A € H(Q)™*"™ is regular then d4 is the order of A, that is, 94 is the principal divisor
of det(A(z)) on Q.

DEFINITION 4.12. Let H € H(Q)Tm)X(+0) be an AMD with state matriz
A € H(Q)™ " and the same transfer function M € M(Q)™*™. Then the order of the
AMD H(z) is defined to be the order 0z of the state matriz A(z). Further, H(z) is
said to be an AMD of least order if H € H(Q)(Fm*E+n) s an AMD with state
matriz A € H(Q)* and the transfer function M(z) then 9 < 0;3-

We show that the least order AMD, irreducible AMD and AMD without decou-
pling zeros are equivalent concepts.
Let A, B € H(Q)™*"™ be regular. Then we have already seen that

A(Z) ~Q B(Z) — 8A = 83.

In particular, if A, B € C[z]™*" then the unit elements in C[z]"*™ are unimodular
matrix polynomials and in such a case A(z) ~¢ B(z) is the unimodular equivalence.
Consequently, 04 = 0p = degdet(A(z)) = degdet(B(z)).

THEOREM 4.13. Let Hy(z) and Ha(z) be AMDs given by

A2 (Z) ‘ BQ (Z)

H, () = |42 | Bi2) T

TGk | D)

and Hj(z) :=
(r+m)x(r+n)

(+m)x (€+n)

with state matrices Ay € H(Q)™"and Ay € H(Q)Y. If Hi(2) ~yse Ha(2) then the
following hold:
(a) 8,41 = 8A2-
(b) Dl(z) + Cl(Z)Al(Z)ilBl(Z) = DQ(Z) + OQ(Z)AQ(Z)ilBQ(Z).
(¢) The non-unit invariant functions in the Smith forms of A1(z) and Az(z) are
the same.
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(d) The non-unit invariant functions in the Smith forms of
[A1(z) Bi(z)] and [A2(z) Ba(z)]

are the same.

(e) The non-unit invariant functions in the Smith forms of [éi Ezg] and [ézgﬂ
are the same.

(f) The non-unit invariant functions in the Smith forms of Hy(z) and Ha(2) are
the same.

Proof. By Theorem 4.11 we have Hj(2) ~fse Ha(2) <= Hi(2) ~rse Ha(2).
Hence equating (1,1) blocks on both sides in (4.3), we have

M) (L @A (2)) = (I—e®As(2))N(2) = det(M(2)) det(A1(2)) = det(N(2)) det(As(2)).

Since det(M(z)) and det(NN(z)) are unit elements of H(Q2), we have d4, = Ja,.

Similarly, the remaining results follow from (4.3) by equating appropriate blocks
and their Smith forms. O

Let M € M(Q)™*™. Then we have seen that M(z) admits a right (resp., left)
MFD of the form M(z) = Ngr(2)Dgr(2)~! (resp., M(z) = Dr(2)"'Nz(z)), where
Np,Ng € H(Q)™*™ and, Dy, € H(Q)™*™ and Dg € H(Q)"*™ are regular. It follows
that M (z) is the transfer function of the AMDs given by

DR(Z) In

Hpg(z) := [—NR(Z) o Dr(z) Ni(z)

and Hp(z) :=
L( ) |: —Inm 0m><nj| (m+m) X (m+n)

] (n+m)x(n+n)

with state matrices Dg(z) and Dr,(z). An AMD of the form Hg(2) (or a block permu-
tation similarity transformation of Hg(2)) is called an AMD in right matriz-fraction
form which we refer to as RMF-system matriz. Similarly, an AMD of the form Hp (z)
(or a block permutation similarity transformation of Hy (z)) is called an AMD in left
matriz-fraction form which we refer to as LMF-system matrix.

THEOREM 4.14. Let Hy, Hy € H(Q)(tm)x(+n) pe RMFE-system matrices given
by

Hl(Z) o |:_N1(Z) Omxn:| and HQ(Z) T |:_N2(Z) 0m><n '
Then Hi(2) ~fse Hao(2) <= there exist Tr € GL,, (H(Q2)) such that

N B e | A

Proof. We only need to prove the implication (=). Suppose that Hi(z) ~fse
Hj(z). Then there exist M, N,Y € H(Q)"*" and X € H(2)™*" such that

e O] [l I ][ B B [N V)
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and M(z), Da(z) are left coprime and D;(z), N(z) are right coprime. Multiplying

both sides of (4.4) from the right by [ l§“(z) O’F"
-D, a

- {1?\2752) off;n] [Tgfz) Yf(f)}’ (4.5)

} we have

Y % o)

where Tr(z) := N(z) — Y(2)D1(z). Now, equating (1, 1) and (2, 1) blocks on both
sides of (4.5), we have D;(z) = Da(2)Tr(z) and N1(z) = N2(2)Tr(z). This shows
that

S R A |

It remains to show that Tr € GL, (H(2)). Since D;(z) = D2(2)Tr(z), it follows that
Tr(z) is regular and 0p, = dp, + Or,, where dp,,Op, and Or,, respectively, are the
principal divisors of D;(z), D2(z) and Tgr(z) on 2. By Corollary 4.13, dp, = Op,.
Hence we have dr, = 0. In other words, det(Tr(z)) is a unit element of H(2) which
in turn shows that Tr € GL,,(H(2)). O

By similar arguments, we have the following result.

COROLLARY 4.15. Let Hy,Hy € H(Q)mTm)x(m+n) pe [ MF-system matrices
given by

D1 (Z) N1 (Z)

R

} and Hy(z) = [DQ(Z) NQ(Z)].

mXxn _Im Omxn

Then Hy(z) ~rse Ho(z) <= there exist Ty, € GL,, (H(Q)) such that

Di(z) Ni(z)| _ |Te(z) 0] [D2(2) Na(2)
*Im Omxn 0 Im *Im Omxn ’
We now show that an AMD, under appropriate assumption, is Fuhrmann system
equivalent to an RMF-system matrix.

THEOREM 4.16. Consider the AMD given by

A(z)  B(z)

2) = (r+m)x(r+n)
H,(2) {_C(z) D@)} € H(Q) X+

with state matric A € H(Q)™*". If A(z) and B(z) are left coprime then there exists
an RMF-system matriz

L DR(Z) I (n+m)x (n+n)
Ha(z) = [NR<z) O] & HE)

such that Hy(z) ~fse Ha(2). Further, if A(z) and C(z) are right coprime then Ng(z)

and Dgr(z) are right coprime.

Proof. Since A(z) and B(z) are left coprime, by an analogue of Theorem 3.4(e),
there exists N € H(Q)"*" and Y € H(Q)"*™ such that
A

_ | A(z)  B(?)
T(2) = [_ N _Y(Z)] € GL, ., (H(0)).

25



Consider the conformal partition of T'(2)~! given by

1) = [ PO € L),

where with 77 € H(Q)"*" and D € H(2)"*™. Then

HEE | L ) IR o R

gives M (2)A(z) = Dr(2)N(z) and M (2)B(z) = Dg(z)Y (2)+1, which can be written
together as

ME[AE) B = [Da) 5] [0 ). (7)

Again using the fact that T(2)T(z)~! = I,4,, we have

[A(z) B(z)} {sz) Tz(Z)]:[_Ir OW]_{_)? o} {Ir 0

—C(2) D(2)| |[M(2) Dr(2) X(z) Nr(2) (2)  Im | |0 Ng(2)
where X (z) := C(2)T1(2) — D(2)M(z) and Ng(z) := D(z)Dg(z) — C(2)T2(z). Hence
{ I, orxm} { A(z) B(z)] _ [Ir 0 ] [Tl(z) TQ(Z)}1

X(z) I, ||-C(2) D(z) 0 Ng(2)| |[M(z) Dgr(z)
_ [IT 0 ] [A(z) B(z)]
0 Ng(z)| |-N(z) -Y(2)
yields (by equating the last block row)
X(2)[A(z) B(2)]+ [-C(2) D(2)] = —Ngr(2) [N(2) Y(z)]. (4.8)

Now writing (4.7) and (4.8) together we have
e | gl R O | S

It follows from (4.6) that A(z) and N(z) are right coprime and M (z) and Dg(z) are
left coprime. It remains to show that Dg(2) is regular. Let f € H(Q)™ and Dgf = 0.
Now T'(2)T(z)~! = I, ® I, gives ATof + BDrf = 0 = ATof = 0 = Tof =0

since A(z) is regular. This shows that {52] f=0= f=0since T(z)"! is a unit
R

element. Hence Dg(z) is regular. This proves that Hi(z) ~ s Ha(2).

49 [ 222

—C(2) —Np(z)
unit invariant functions in their Smith forms. Thus if A(z) and C(z) are right coprime

then { L ] is the Smith form of { A(z) } . Consequently, { In ] is the Smith form

By Theorem 4.13, the matrices [ } have the identical non-

Omxr _C(Z) Omxn

of { Drg(z)

N (z)} which in turn shows that Dg(z) and Ng(z) are right coprime. O
—Ngr

We mention that our proof of Theorem 4.16 is concise and simpler than the proof
given for PMDs in [22, Theorem 2.40].
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We have the following result whose proof is similar to that of Theorem 4.16.
THEOREM 4.17. Consider an AMD given by

A(z)  B(z)

0= |0 ey eme e

with state matriz A € H(Q)™*". If A(z) and C(z) are right coprime then there exists
an LMF-system matriz

HQ(Z) — |:DL(Z) NL(Z)] c H(Q)(m+m)x(m+n)

_Im Omxn

such that Hy(z) ~se Ho(z). Further, if A(z) and B(z) are left coprime then Dr(z)
and Np(z)are left coprime.

We are now ready to prove that two irreducible AMDs are Rosenbrock system
equivalent (Fuhrmann system equivalent) if and only if they have the same transfer
function.

THEOREM 4.18. Let Hy € H(Q)r+m)x(+n7) gnd Hy € H(Q)EHm X)) be jrpe-
ducible AMDs given by

A1(2) | Bi(2)
—C1(z) | D1(2)

Ay(z) | Ba(2)

Hy(z):=
1 (2) —Ca(z) | Ds(2) (6-+m) x (£+n)

and H(z) :=
(r+m)x(r+n)

with transfer functions M;(z) = D;(z) + C;(2)Ai(2) "' Bi(2), i = 1,2, where A; €
H(Q)™"and Ag € H(Q)*! are state matrices. Then

Hl(Z) ~orse HQ(Z) A Hl(z) ~fse HQ(Z) <~ Ml(Z) = MQ(Z)

Proof. We have already seen that H;(2) ~psc Ha(2) <= Hi(2) ~f5c Ha(2) and
in such a case, by Theorem 4.7 and Theorem 4.13(b), we have M;(z) = Ma(z).

Conversely, if M;(z) = Mz(z) then we now show that H;(z) ~fs Ha(z). By
Theorem 4.16, there exist RMF-system matrices

) o (n+m)x(n+n)
S, (z) = [ M Omm] € H(Q)

with transfer function N;(2)D;(z)~! such that H;(z) ~fs. Si(z) for i = 1,2. Hence
by Theorem 4.13(b), M;(z) = N;(2)D;(z)~! for i = 1,2. Now
Ml(Z) = MQ(Z) - Nl(Z)D1(2)71 = NQ(Z)DQ(Z)il.

Since H;(z) is irreducible, by Theorem 4.16 the MFD N;(z)D;(2z)~! is right coprime
for i = 1,2. Hence by Theorem 3.8, there exist T € GL,, (H(f2)) such that

Ni(2) = No(2)Tr(2) and Di(2) = Dy(2)Tr(2).
This shows that
[Dl(z) I, ] {Dg(z) I, HTR(Z> 0]

_Nl(z) Omxn _N2(Z) Omxn 0 In ’
27



Now, by Theorem 4.14, we have S1(z) ~fse S2(z). Consequently, we have
H(2) ~fse S1(2) ~fse S2(2) ~fse Ha(2),
that is, H;(2) ~fsc Ha(2). This completes the proof. O

We now examine the conditions under which an LMF-system matrix is Fuhrmann
system equivalent to an RMF-system matrix.

THEOREM 4.19. Consider the LMF-system matriz Hy(z) € H(Q)m+m)x(m+n)
and the RMF-system matriz Hy(z) € H(Q)( > (+1) gipen by

Hy(2) = [D_L}j) Oi\gn} and Hp(z) = {3@(2) Oi”n}
Then

a) Dp(2)"'Np(2) = Np(2)Dp(2) "
,NL(z) are left coprime
), Nr(2) are right coprime.

Hi(2) ~fse HR(Z) —

N

A~~~
=
~
~
—
N
~—

¢) Dr(

Proof. First, note that Dy (z) "N (z) is the transfer function of Hy(z) and
Ng(2)Dp(z)! is the transfer function of Hg(z). Thus, if the conditions (a), (b) and
(c) hold then Hy(z) and Hi(z) are irreducible and have the same transfer function.
Hence by Theorem 4.18, we have Hy (2) ~sc Hg(2).

Conversely, suppose that Hy(2) ~fse Hgr(z). Then by Theorem 4.13, the non-
unit invariant functions in the Smith forms of [Dr(z) Np(z)] and [Dg(z) I,]

are identical. Also, the non-unit invariant functions in the Smith forms of {DIL}
—im

and [ ]é) R(z)} are identical. Since Dpr(z) and I, are left coprime, the invariant
—INR

functions in the Smith form of [D r(2) I,J are all unit elements. This implies that
the invariant functions in the Smith form of [Dr(z) Np(z)] are all unit elements.
Hence Dr(z) and Np(z) are left coprime. Similarly Dy (z) and I,,, are right coprime
which implies that Dr(z) and Ng(z) are right coprime. Again, by Theorem 4.13, we
have D;*Np(z) = Ng(2)Dg(z)~'. O

We now examine relationships between canonical forms of AMD), state matrix
and the transfer function.

THEOREM 4.20. Consider an irreducible AMD given by
He = |8 B
with transfer function M(z) := D(z)+C(2)A(2) "' B(z) € H(Q)™*"™ and state matriz
A € H(Q)"™ . Suppose that nrank(M) = p. Let
Enm(2) = 01(2)/1h1(2) @ -+ © 0p(2)/1p(2) S Om—pin—p
be the Smith-McMillan form of M(z). Then
Sa(z) = IL—p ®diag(Yp(2), p-1(2),91(2))

Su(z) I & diag(¢1(2), ..., ¢p(2)) ® Opp—pn—p
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are the Smith forms of A(z) and H(z), respectively. In particular, we have

(a) oo(M) =ocq(H) and Ind. (A, M) = Ind.(A\, H) for all A € o(M).

(b) pa(M) =oa(A) and Ind, (A, M) = Ind.(\, A) for all A € po(M).

Proof. Since H(z) is irreducible, by Theorem 4.16 there exists an irreducible
RMF-system matrix (with Dg(z) and Ng(z) are right coprime)

Dg(z)  In (ntm) x (ntn)
S(z) = € H(Q) )<
(Z) |:_NR(Z) Om><n:| ( )

such that H(z) ~fse S(z). By Theorem 4.13, M(z) = Ng(z)Dg(z)~! is a right
coprime MFD. Now by Theorem 3.9, Sp,(2) := I,,—, ® diag(¥p,(2), ¥p_1(2),¥1(2))
is the Smith form of Dg(z) and Sy, (z) := diag(¢1(2),...,¢p(2)) ® Opm—p n—p is the
Smith form of Ng(z).

By Theorem 4.13, the non-unit invariant functions in the Smith forms of A(z)
and Dg(z) are the same. Hence Sa(z) = I,—, ® diag(y,(2), ¥p—1(2),9¥1(2)) is the
Smith form of A(z). Next, we have

[3@52) ojln} {OK" D;%] = {oj;n JS’;*(Z)} = H, (2),

where the second matrix on the left hand side is a unit element. This shows that S(z)
and H;(z) have the same Smith form and Su,(z) = I, ® diag(é1(2),...,dp(2)) &
Om—p,n—p is the Smith form of H;(z). By Theorem 4.13, the non-unit invariant func-
tions in the Smith forms of H(z) and S(z) are the same. Consequently,

Su(2) = I @ diag(¢1(2), - .-, 6p(2)) © Om—p,n—p
is the Smith form of H(z). The proofs of the remaining results are immediate. O

Finally, we have the following result that establishes equivalence between an irre-
ducible AMD and an irreducible RMF system matrix. Obviously, similar result holds
for an irreducible LMF-system matrix.

THEOREM 4.21. Let M € M(Q)™*"™. Let M(z) = Ng(z)Dgr(z)™! be a right
coprime MFD, where Dg(z) is regqular and (Ngr, Dg) € H(Q)™*™ x H(2)"*™. Let

M(z) = D(2) + C(2)A(2) "' B(2)

be a minimal realization, where (C, A, B,D) € H(Q)™*" x H(Q)™*" x H(Q)™*"™ x
H(Q)™*™ and A(z) is regular. Consider the AMD H(z) and the RMF-system matriz
S(z) given by

H(z) = {—“‘é& 58] and §(z) = [—Df@i& Oi}

Let p > max(r,n). Then the following hold:

(a) H(z) ~fse S(2) or equivalently H(z) ~yse S(2).

(b) Ipr @ H(=) ~rac Iy ® S(2) ~a I @ Nalz).

(¢) Ip—r ® A(2) ~q Ip—n ® Dr(2).
Let Su(z),Ss(z) and Sy, (z) be the Smith forms of H(z),S(z) and Ngr(z), respec-
tively. Then we have I,_, & Sa(z) = I—n, ® Spy(2) and

Lyr ® Su1(2) = Iy ® S5(2) = I, ® Snp (2):
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In particular, cq(M) = cq(H) = 0q(S) = 0a(Ng) and pa(M) = 0q(A) = 0a(DRg).
Further, Ind.(A, M) = Ind.(A\,H) = Ind.(\,S) = Ind.(\, Ng) for A € 0o(M) and
Ind, (A, M) = Ind.(\, A) = Indc (X, Dg) for A € pa(M).

Proof. Since H(z) and S(z) are irreducible AMDs having the same transfer
function, by Theorem 4.18, we have H(z) ~yse S(z). By Theorem 4.11, we have
H(z) ~rse S(2). Since H(z) ~,se S(2), there exist M, N € GL,(H(Q?)), X € H(Q)™*?
and Y € H(Q)P*™ such that

0] [l 0 N [NCUYC) (bl 07 g

This shows that I,_, ® H(2) ~pse Ip—r @ S(2). Now elementary block column opera-
tions show that

S(z) := {_D]\z]zéz) . in n] ~q [{’; N}S(zﬂ = I, ®S(2) ~a I, ® Ni(2).

Now equating (1, 1) block on both sides of (4.9), we have
M(2)(Ip—r ® A(2))N(2) = Ip—n ® Dr(2) = Ip—r ® A(z) ~q Ip—n ® Dp(2).

The proofs of remaining assertions follow immediately from Theorem 3.9 and Theo-
rem 4.20. O

The next results characterizes least order AMDs. It shows that the least order
and irreduciblity of an AMD and least order of the associated transfer function are
equivalent concepts. This result may be new for PMDs as well.

THEOREM 4.22 (least order AMD). Consider an AMD given by

Py— A(Z) B(Z) T+m)X(r+—n

H(z) = [_C(Z) D(Z)} € H(Q) ()
with transfer function M(z) := D(z) + C(2)(A(2)) "1 B(2). Then the following state-
ments are equivalent.

(a) The AMD H(z) is of least order.

(b) The order 04 of the AMD H(z) = the least order v(M) of M(z).

(¢) The AMD is irreducible.

Proof. Suppose that (a) holds. Let M(z) = Ngr(2)Dgr(2)~! be a right coprime
MFD. Then v(M) = Op is the least order of M(z). Now, consider the RMF system

matrix

S(z) == {_D]\'féfi) OiZn] '

Since S(z) is an AMD with state matrix Dgr(z) and the transfer function M(z), we
have 04 < Op,, and supp(94) C supp(9p,). By Theorem 3.9, we have supp(dp,) =
pa(M) C oq(A) = supp(da) and dp, < 4 which shows that supp(94) = supp(dp,,)
and 04 = Op,, = v(M). This proves (b).

Next, suppose that 94 = v(M). Then po(M) = supp(da) = 0q(A4) and Ja(N)
is the multiplicity of the pole A of M(z). We show that A(z),C(z) are right co-
prime and A(z), B(z) are left coprime. Let Q(z) be a gerd of A(z) and C(z). Then
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A(z) = Ar(2)Q(z) and C(z) = Cr(2)Q(2), where Ar(z) and Cr(z) are right co-
prime. Now M(z) = D(z) + C(2)(A(2))"'B(2) = D(z) + Cr(2)(Ar(2))"'B(z)
shows that 0q(A) = pa(M) C ca(Ar) and 94,(X) > 0a(A) for A € pq(M). Since
A(z) = Ar(2)Q(z), we have 0q(AR) C 0q(A) and J4 = 94, + g which implies that
04 > Oay. This shows that 04 = da,. Consequently, g = 0 which implies that Q(z)
is a unit element, that is, @ € GL,(H(Q2)). Hence A(z) and C(z) are right coprime.
A similar proof shows that A(z) and B(z) are left coprime. Consequently the AMD
H(z) is irreducible. This proves (c).

Finally, assume that (c¢) holds. By Theorem 4.20, po(M) = cq(A) = supp(da)
and 94(A) is the multiplicity of the pole A of M (z). Let

R Al(z) Bl(z) l4+m)x (£+n
Hi(2) = [—ca(z) Dl(Z)} € M)
be an AMD with state matrix A;(z) and the transfer function M(z). Then we have
M(z) = D1(z) + C1(2)(A1(2)) "1 B1(2) which shows that oq(A) = pa(M) C oq(A1).
Further, if A is a pole of M(z) then the multiplicity of A as a zero of det(A;(z)) is at
least 04(A). This shows that 04 < 04,. Hence H(z) is an AMD of least order. This
proves (a). O

Decoupling zeros of AMD: As in the case of PMDs, we now show that if
an AMD is not irreducible then an irreducible AMD can be extracted by removing
decoupling zeros. Consider an AMD

w2 5] emareee
with state matrix A(z) and transfer function M (z) = D(z) + C(2)(A(2)) ' B(2). Let
Q1(z) be a greatest common left divisor of A(z) and B(z). Then A(z) = Q. (z)A(z)
and B(z) = Q1 (2)B(z), where A(z) and B(z) are left coprime. Next, let Qr(z) be a
gerd of A(z) and C(2). Then A(z) = A(2)Qr(2) and C(z2) = C(2)Qr(z), where A(z)
and C(z) are right coprime. Note that A(z) = Q1 (2)A(2)Qr(z). Consider the AMD

iz)  B)
—-C(z) D

H(z) := -

e H(Q)(T+m) x (r+n)

with transfer function D(z)+C(2)(A(z)) "' B(z) = D(2)+C(2)(A(z)) "' B(z) = M(z)
and state matrix A(z). The AMD H(z) is irreducible. Indeed, since A(z) and 6(,2)
are right coprime, we need to show that A(z) and B(z) are left coprime. Let Dy (z)
be a greatest common left divisor of A(z) and B(z). Then Dy (z) is a common left
divisor of A(z) = A(z)Qg(z) and B(z). Since A(z) and B(z) are left coprime, Dy (z)
is a unit element. This shows that A\(z) and B (z) are left coprime. Hence ﬁ(z) is
irreducible and by Theorem 4.22 ﬁ(z) is an AMD of least order. Note that 04 is the
order of H(z) and 03 is the order of ﬁ(z) Since A(z) = QL(Z)A\(Z)QR(Z), we have
0a = 0q, + 03 + 0qy which shows that 03 < 04 and the equality holds when Qr(z)
and Qr(z) are unit elements, that is, when H(z) is irreducible.

Define o (H) := 00 (Qr)Ucq(Qr). Then od (H) is called the decoupling zeros of
H(z). The spectrum o (H) := 0o(Qyr) is called the input-decoupling zeros of H(z).
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Let Dg(2) be a gerd of A(z) and C(z). Then 08¢(H) := 0q(Dg) is called the output-
decoupling zeros of H(z) and oc¥4(H) := 0q(DRr) \ 0a(Qr) is called the input-output
decoupling zeros of H(z). Therefore, we have

oi(H) = off (H) Uog!(H) \ o (H).

Note that og(A) = 0a(QL) Uoa(A) Uoa(Qr) = pa(M) U od(H). The spectrum
o0 (A) = po(M)Ucd (H) is called the poles of the AMD H(z) and oq(H)Uod(H) is
called the zeros of the AMD H(z). Observe that H(z) is irreducible <= o3 (H) = 0.

Finally, consider an LTI system with a single control delay and a single state
delay given by [24, 25]

dx
= = Ax(t)+ Bu(t —7), t >0
y(t) = Cx(t—h).

Then system matrix H(z) and the transfer function M(z) are given by

H(z) := { ilg'@_—’é Beo_ } and M(z) = e "*C(2I, — A)"1Be™ 7.

In this case, M(z) is a transcendental meromorphic matrix with a finite number of
poles in C and an isolated essential singularity at infinity. Further, we have

| ey —A ‘ Be 7% zI, — A ‘ B

and M(z) = e "*C(zl, — A)"1Be ™ ~¢ C(zI, — A)"'B =: G(z). This shows
that H(z) and S(z) have the same Smith form and M (z) and G(z) have the same
Smith-McMillan form. Further, H(z) and S(z) have the same decoupling (resp.,
input-decoupling, out-put decoupling, input-output decoupling) zeros. In other words,
zeros and poles of the AMD H(z) and PMD S(z) are the same. Also, pointwise
controllability [24, 25] (resp., observability) of the LTI time-delay system follow from
controllability (resp., observability) of the pair (A, B) (res., (A,C)). In particular,
H(z) is irreducible if and only if S(z) is irreducible.

Conclusion: We have presented a theoretical framework for analyzing MFDs and
AMDs of a meromorphic matrix. We have generalized important results which hold for
MFDs and PMDs of a rational matrix to MFDs and AMDs of a meromorphic matrix.
We have analyzed system equivalence, AMDs of least order and their characterization
by their associated transfer functions. We have presented canonical forms of transfer
functions, AMDs and state matrices and established relationship between them. We
have also investigated zeros and poles including structural indices of transfer functions
and AMDs. The framework so presented can be utilized to analyze LTI dynamical
systems such as LTI time-delay systems whose system matrix is holomorphic and
transfer function is a (transcendental) meromorphic matrix.
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