arXiv:1810.09117v2 [math.OC] 26 Oct 2020

Uniform and L^q-Ensemble Reachability of Parameter-dependent Linear Systems

Gunther Dirr and Michael Schönlein^a

aInstitute for Mathematics, University of Würzburg, Emil-Fischer Straße 40, 97074 Würzburg, Germany (e-mail: {dirr,schoenlein}@mathematik.uni-wuerzburg.de).

Abstract

In this paper, we consider families of linear systems (linear ensembles) defined by matrix pairs ( A(θ), B(θ) ) depending on a parameter θ ∈ P that is varying over a compact subset P of the complex plane. In particular, we investigate the following control task: Find an open-loop control which is independent of the parameter θ ∈ P and steers a given family of initial states x_0(θ) arbitrarily close to a desired family of terminal states f(θ) in finite time. Here, the maps θ → x_0(θ) and θ → f(θ) are assumed to lie in a common appropriately chosen Banach space X_n(P) of C^n - valued functions. If this task is solvable for all initial and terminal states, the pair ( A(θ), B(θ) ) is called (completely) ensemble controllable with respect to X_n(P).

Using a well-known infinite-dimensional version of the Kalman rank condition for systems on Banach spaces, we derive sufficient conditions for cascade and parallel connections linear ensembles. Moreover, we prove an abstract decomposition theorem which results from a spectral splitting of the matrix family A(θ). Based on thses findings as well as approximation theory and cyclicity conditions of multiplications operators, we obtain necessary and sufficient conditions for ensemble controllability (reachability) with respect to the Banach spaces of continuous functions and L^qfunctions. In the last section, results on averaged controllability (reachability) for linear families ( A(θ), B(θ), C(θ) ) are presented.

Keywords: parameter-dependent systems, ensemble reachability, infinite-dimensional systems, 2010 MSC: 30E10, 47A16, 93B05

1. Introduction

In recent years the task of controlling a large, potentially infinite, number of states or systems at once using only a single open-loop input or a single feedback controller has posed a challenge in mathematical systems and control theory. Nowadays the term ensemble control has been established to refer to this area of research, cf. [9, Section 2.4], but simultaneous control or control of families of systems are also common, see [11, 21, 23, 38, 51]. Closely related topics are robust control [2] and the blending problem as considered in [52].

Of course, there are a lots different scenarios which require to control a large or even an infinite number of states: (i) First, think of a system which is composed by a tremendous number of subsystems, like a flock of birds or a swarm of bees [10]. (ii) An other reason for a huge state space could result from uncertainties in the initial data. For instance, if only a probability distribution of the initial states is known then the ensemble control problem leads to a transport problem in terms of density functions and therefore to controllability and observability issues of the Liouville and the Fokker-Plank equation [9, 12, 17, 58, 59]. (iii) A third setting arises again from uncertainties but now with respect to the model parameters. In this case, the system depends on parameters and the goal is to achieve a control task by using only a single or a few open-loop inputs which are independent of the (usually unkonwn) model parameters [36]. In this paper, we focus on linear systems which arise from scenario (iii).

For recent contributions to the linear ensemble control problem we refer to, e.g. [35] and [37]. For nonlinear parameter-dependent systems results have been obtained in [5, 36] and [1]. A monemtbased approach to ensemble control, in particular for linear systems, is considered in [38] and [57]. Another aspect within this context is to steer the average of the ensemble states towards a desired

Preprint submitted to Elsevier December 18, 2020

terminal value, cf. [39, 61]. This will be discussed in Section 5. We also point out the work [13] that investigates asymptotic ensemble stabilizability. Moreover, we notice that all of the contributions mentioned above treat continuous-time systems.

In the sequel, we introduce our precise model which consists of a family of parameter-dependent linear control systems ∂x ∂t (t, θ) = A(θ)x(t, θ) + B(θ)u(t), x(0, θ) = x_0(θ) ∈ C^n . (1) While the matrix A(θ) ∈ C^{n×n} is assumed to depend continuously on the parameter θ ∈ P, which varies over a nonempty compact set P ⊂ C , the regularity of the input matrix B(θ) ∈ C^{n×m} is subject to the particular case under consideration and will be specified later. Controls u(t), however, are independent of θ and complex-valued throughout the paper. The latter assumption allows complex state spaces and thus simplifies later spectral analysis. Nevertheles, the “real case” is covered by this approach as well, cf. Lemma 1. Moreover, we emphasize that the results of this paper also apply to discrete-time systems

x(k + 1, θ) = A(θ)x(k, θ) + B(θ)u(k), x(0, θ) = x_0(θ) ∈ C^n . (2)

For u ∈ L^1([0, T ], C^m ) or u= (u(0), ..., u(T − 1)) ∈ C^m × · · · × C^m , let φ ( T, u, x_0(θ), θ ) denote the solution to (1) or (2), i.e. φ ( T, u, x_0(θ), θ ) = e^{T A(θ)}x_0(θ) + ∫_T 0 e^{(T −τ )A(θ)}B(θ)u(τ) dτ or φ ( T, u, x_0(θ), θ ) = ( A(θ) )_T x_0(θ) + T −1∑

k=0 ( A(θ) )_{T −1−k} B(θ)u(k) . To handle the continuous and discrete-time case at the same time we will denote for T ≥ 0 the set of inputs by U(T ). That is, in continuous-time one has U(T ) := L^1([0, T ], C^m ) and in discrete-time U(T ) := C^m × · · · × C^m . From now on T ≥ 0 is either a nonnegative real or a natural number depending on the system under consideration.

The central problem can be sketched as follows: Given a family of initial states x_0(θ) and a family of terminal states f(θ). Find T ≥ 0 and u ∈ U(T ) such that

φ(T, u, x_0(θ), θ) = f(θ) for all θ ∈ P.

In linear control theory, this property is usually called (complete) controllability, cf. e.g. [53, Section 3.2]. Note that for finite P = {θ_1, ...., θ_N } the ensemble control problem reduces to the classical problem of controlling a parallel connection of finitely many linear systems. In this case the state space remains finite-dimensional and the situation is well-understood, cf. [20]. Therefore, we assume here and henceforth that P is infinite. The key point in ensemble control is—as mentioned above—that the input u has to be independent of the system parameter θ ∈ P. Without this crucial requirement the controllability analysis of (1) and (2) would be much simpler, cf. [14]. But due to its special structure this problem is so far not covered by standard textbooks on infinite dimensional linear systems such as [15, 19]. All what is known from infinite dimensional systems theory is that for infinite parameter spaces P both equations (1) and (2), are never (completely) controllable, cf. [54, Theorem 3.1.1] and [19, p. 244]. Hence, only weaker notions of controllability are reasonable and thus we will focus on an approximate version of the above controllability concept.

For making this statement precise we have to fix some notation that will be used in the sequel. Let X(P) denote an arbitrary separable Banach spaces of functions defined on P with values in C and let X_{n,m}(P) consist of all (n × m)-matrices with entries in X(P). Furthermore, set X_n(P) := X_{n,1}(P). Thus X_n(P) is simply the n-fold cartesian product of X(P) and therefore again a Banach space^1. In particular, the corresponding spaces of continuous and L^q-functions will

1In general, we assume that X_n(P) is equipped with the maximum norm, i.e. ‖x‖_{Xn(P)} := max_{1≤i≤n} ‖x_i‖_{X(P)}. However, for the special case X_n(P) := L^q_n(P) the corresponding L^q -construction lends itself as better choice.

be denoted by C_n(P), C_{n,m}(P) and L^q_n(P), L^q_{n,m}(P), respectively. Moreover, for fixed A ∈ C_{n,n}(P) we always assume that the induced multiplication operator M_A : X_n(P) → X_n(P) given by M_Af(θ) := A(θ)f(θ) (3) is well-defined and bounded. If this holds for all A ∈ C_{n,n}(P) with ‖M_A‖ ≤ κ max_{θ∈P} 1≤i,j≤n |a_{ij} (θ)| , (4) for some constant κ > 0 independent of A then X_n(P) or actually X(P) is called a multiplication space (or for short M-space). Standard M-spaces are for instance C(P) and L^q(P) (with κ = 1 for n = 1). Important examples of non-M-spaces are provided by Hardy spaces H^p(D ) or the disc algebra A(D ) (cf. Example 1). Finally, for any B ∈ X_{n,m}(P) the input operator M_B : C^m → X_n(P), M_B v(θ) = B(θ)v is also well-defined and bounded as its domain C^m is finite dimensional.

By means of the above definitions, (1) and (2) are equivalent to the (infinite dimensional) linear control systems ẋ(t) = M_Ax(t) + M_Bu(t), x(0) = x_0 ∈ X_n(P) (5) and correspondingly x(k + 1) = M_Ax(k) + M_Bu(k), x(0) = x_0 ∈ X_n(P) . (6) Here and henceforth, we assume that X(P) is an infinite dimensional M-Banach space and introduce the notation φ(T, u, x_0)(θ) := φ(T, u, x_0(θ), θ) to express that solutions of (1) and (2) are regarded as functions of θ ∈ P. Moreover, we call R(A, B) := {φ(t, u, 0) | t ≥ 0, u ∈ U(t) } the reachability set (from zero).

Now the central notions of this paper read as follows: A pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × X_{n,m}(P) is called ensemble reachable (from zero) with respect to X_n(P), if for all f ∈ X_n(P) and ε > 0 there exist T ≥ 0 and an input u ∈ U(T ) such that ‖φ(T, u, 0) − f‖_{Xn(P)} < ε. (7) Similarly, a pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × X_{n,m}(P) is called ensemble controllable (to zero) with respect to X_n(P), if for all x_0 ∈ X_n(P) and ε > 0 there exist T ≥ 0 and an input u ∈ U(T ) such that ‖φ(T, u, x_0)‖_{Xn(P)} < ε. (8) With the above identification in hands, ensemble reachability (from zero) / ensemble controllability (to zero) of (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P)×X_{n,m}(P) on X_n(P) is equivalent to approximate reachablility (from zero) / approximate controllability (to zero) of the infinite-dimensional linear system (M_A, M_B ) on X_n(P). Moreover, for continuous-time linear systems ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t) , (9) where A and B are bounded operators on Banach spaces, one has the well-known identity R(A, B) = R_T (A, B) := {φ(T, u, 0) | u ∈ U(T )} for every T > 0. (10) as well as the equivalence of the following assertions [54, Theorem 3.1.1, Remark 3.1.2]:

(a) System (9) is approximately reachable (from zero). (b) System (9) is approximately controllable (to zero).

(c) System (9) is approximately completely controllable, i.e. for every ε > 0 and for every pair x_0, x_1 there are T ≥ 0 and u ∈ U(T ) such that ‖x_1 − φ(T, u, x_0)‖_{Xn(P)} < ε.

(d) There exists T ≥ 0 such that system (9) is approximately completely controllable on [0, T ], i.e. for every ε > 0 and for every pair x_0, x_1 there exists u ∈ U(T ) such that ‖x_1 − φ(T, u, x_0)‖_{Xn(P)} < ε. (e) For all T > 0, system (9) is approximately completely controllable on [0, T ].

However, in the discrete-time case Eq. (10) fails in general even for arbitrary large T . Moreover, the notion of approximate reachability (from zero) and approximate controllability (to zero) are independent of each other, cf. [18, Lemma 4.1] and none of both implies approximate (complete) controllability. This hinders us to treat the continuous-time and discrete-time case fully simultaneously. But in both cases reachability (from zero) is characterised by Eq. (11) and thus can be studied along the same lines. Therefore, we focus on reachability (from zero) and drop the addition “from zero” from now on. In the Sections 3 and 4, we pay special attention to the Banach spaces of continuous functions C_n(P) and integrable functions L^q_n(P). Hence, there we use the terms uniform ensemble reachability and L^q -ensemble reachability, respectively, to explicitly express the underlying function spaces. Finally, we point out that for continuous-time systems the concept of approximate simultaneous controllability as defined in [38] is equivalent to approximate complete controllability and therefore to approximate reachability, whenever A and B are bounded operators acting on some Banach spaces.

Main contributions

In Section 2, we provide sufficient condition for the general ensemble reachability problem. Our findings can be devided into two catagories: (i) structural results for cascade and parallel connections and (ii) a decompostion method based on a spectral splitting of the parameter dependent matrix family A(θ). Results of the first category exploit the particular structure of the matrix pair (A(θ), B(θ)) to reduced the reachability problem to several smaller and easier to solve problems: in the cascade scenario it is obviously sufficient to analyze the individual subsystems on the diagonal (cf. Proposition 1); the parallel connection is more difficult to handle and requires an additional subtle topological condition (cf. Theorem 1). The main contribuation of the second category (cf. Theorem 2) is based on a suitable spectral decomposition of the matrix-multiplication operator induced by A(θ) which allows to transform a given pair (A(θ), B(θ)) into a block-diagonal form such that the reachability analysis reduces again to a block diagonal structure. Both results of catagoriy (i) are in principle valid for general linear systems on Banach spaces.

In Section 3 and 4, the above described methods are applied to derive criteria for uniform ensemble reachability and L^q-ensemble reachability, respectively. More precisely, we provide complete characterizations for scalar pairs (a(θ), b(θ)) to be uniformly and L^q-ensemble reachable, cf. Propositions 3 and 7, respectively, and obtain necessary as well as sufficient conditions uniform ensemble reachability (Theorems 4, 5 and 6) and for L^q -ensemble reachability (Theorem 8 and Proposition 8). Moreover, we consider averaged reachability and apply our obtained results to get pointwise testable sufficient conditions for a triple (A, B, C) to be averaged reachable. This is presented in Section 5.

Further Notation and Definitions

For a matrix A ∈ C^{n×m} , we denote the complex conjugate by A^† := A^T and its kernel by ker A. For Ω ⊂ C we say that Ω does not separate the plane if C \ Ω is connected. Furthermore, let Ω^∘ denote the interior of Ω and Ω its closure. We say that a set C is properly contained in Ω if C ⊂ Ω^∘ holds. A compact connected set in the complex plane containing more than one point is called a continuum. A set Ω is locally connected if for every ω ∈ Ω and each neighborhood U⊂ Ω of ω there exists a connected neighborhood V ⊂ Ω of ω that is contained in U. A set Ω is called contractible if the identity map on Ω is homotopic to a constant mapping, i.e. for some p ∈ Ω there is a continuous map F : [0, 1] × Ω → Ω such that F (0, ω) = ω and F (1, ω) = p for all ω ∈ Ω. A C^k-path is a k-times continuously differentiable map of a compact interval into C and a Jordan curve is a homeomorphic image (within C ) of the unit circle ∂D . For simplicity, a C^0-path will be called simply a path. Morover, card Ω stands for the cardinality of Ω and F : U ⇝ V denotes a set-valued map from U to the power set of V . As usual for set-valued maps, the image of F is defined by F (U) := ⋃ x∈U F (x) ⊂ V .

2. Structural results

We shortly recap some relevant results on approximate reachability. Obviously, in terms of the reachable set approximate reachability holds if and only if R(A, B) = X_n(P). In [54, Theorem 3.1.1] it is shown that approximate reachability of (9) is equivalent to the density condition ∑ k∈N_0 im A^kB = X_n(P). (11)

Taking into account that A := M_A and B := M_B are multiplication operators, the latter density condition can be written as follows. Let b_1(θ), . . . , b_m(θ) denote the columns of B(θ) and let A^kb_j shortly denote the continuous functions θ → A(θ)^k b_j (θ) for k = 0, 1, 2, ... and j = 1, ..., m. Then, a pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × X_{n,m}(P) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P) if and only if the set L(A, B) := span{A^kb_j | 1 ≤ j ≤ m, k ∈ N_0 } is dense in X_n(P). Note that discrete-time systems are not considered in [54], but condition (11) as well as the latter equivalence also hold for discrete-time parameter-dependent systems, cf. [48, Theorem 1]. Moreover, we emphasize that L(A, B) is dense in X_n(P) if and only if for each ε > 0 and each f ∈ X_n(P) there exist complex polynomials p_1, . . . , p_m such that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ m∑ j=1 p_j (A) b_j − f ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Xn(P)} < ε. (12)

The latter condition links ensemble reachability to polynomial approximations as well as to the notion of cyclicity of the multiplication operators M_A. More precisely, a bounded linear operator T defined on a separable Banach space X is called l-multicyclic if there is an l-tuple (x_1, ..., x_l) ∈ X^l such that the closure of {_l ∑ k=1 p_k(T )x_k | | | p^1, . . . , p^k are complex polynomials }

coincides with X and l is minimal in terms of this property, cf. for instance [27]. That is, (A, B) is ensemble reachable if and only if im M_B is a cyclic subspace of im M_A, cf. [26, 42]. Moreover, if (A, B) is ensemble reachable then the matrix multiplication operator M_A is l-multicyclic with l ≤ m. Remark 1 Another quite general characterizations for approximate reachability/controllability is given by [15, Theorem 4.1.7 (b)] which is however often hard to check. In special cases, where additional spectral information on the operator A is available, more explicit condition can be derived. A standard assumption of this type is the existence of a Riesz basis of eigenvectors of the operator A, cf. [15, Section 4.2] and [31]. But except for some trivial cases where, e.g., A(θ) has constant eigenvalues, the multiplication operator M_A induced by A(θ) does not have a point spectrum and therefore these results are in general not applicable.

In [38], ensemble reachability (= approximate simultaneous controllability) for continuous-time systems is linked to an averaged reachablity problem^2 via a constrained optimal control problem including a L^2-penalty term. The authors show that by increasing the penalty parameter and solving the corresponding optimal control problem one gains a sequence of controls which drive the system (approximately) to the desired target state. However, the result does not provide any explicit conditions for ensemble reachability in terms of the matrix families A(θ) and B(θ).

We start off our further investigations with two auxiliary results. The first is devoted to the fact that previous works on ensemble reachability were often limited to pairs of real matrix

2A precise definition of averaged reachability is given in Section 5.

families (A(θ), B(θ)). The second characterizes how ensemble reachability behaves under restrictions. Let X^R(P) be a separable M-Banach space of real-valued functions. Then X^C (P) := {g + ih | g, h ∈ X^R(P)} denotes its complexification equipped with the norm ‖g + ih‖_X C_{(P)} := max_{t∈[0,2π]} ‖g cos(t) − h sin(t)‖_X R_{(P)}. For details we refer to [40].

Lemma 1 Let (A, B) be a real, i.e. (A, B) ∈ C^R_{n,n}(P) × X^R_{n,m}(P). Then (A, B) is ensemble reachable on X^C_n (P) if and only if (A, B) is ensemble reachable on X^R_n (P), i.e. if for all f ∈ X_n(P) and ε > 0 there exist T ≥ 0 and a R^m -valued input u ∈ U(T ) such that ‖φ(T, u, 0) − f‖_{Xn(P)} < ε. (13) Proof. Obviously, condition (11) applies to the real case as well and yields the following equivalent characterization of ensemble reachability on X^R_n (P): For each ε > 0 and for each f ∈ X^R_n (P) there are real polynomials p_1, ..., p_m such that ‖ ‖^m∑ j=1 p_j (A) b_j − f ‖ ‖ X^R_n(P) < ε.

For simplicity, let m = 1 in the sequel. First, suppose that (A, B) is ensemble reachable on X^C_n (P) and let ε > 0 and f ∈ X^R_n (P). Then, there is a complex polynomial p(z) = c_0 + c_1z + · · · + c_k z^k such that ‖p(A) b − f‖_X C_{n(P)} < ε In particular, for r(z) = Re(c_0) + Re(c_1) z + · · · + Re(c_k) z^k and q(z) = Im(c_0) + Im(c_1) z + · · · + Im(c_k) z^k it follows from [40, Proposition 1] ‖r(A) b − f‖_X R_{n(P)} ≤ ‖r(A) b − f + iq(A)b‖_X C_{n(P)} = ‖p(A) b − f‖_X C_{n(P)} < ε . Conversely, let ε > 0 and f = g + ih ∈ X^C_n (P). By assumption, there are real polynomials r and q such that

‖r(A) b − g‖_X R_{n(P)} <^ε_2 and ‖q(A) b − h‖_X R_{n(P)} <^ε_2 .

Thus, defining p(z) := r(z) + iq(z) we have ‖p(A) b − f‖_X C_{n(P)} < ε. This shows the assertion. □

Next, as mentioned before, we treat restrictions of parameter-dependent systems to subsets of the parameter space. For P_1 ⊂ P_2 we say that a pair ( X(P_2), X(P_1) ) has the restriction property if the restriction operator R: X(P_2) → X(P_1), f → Rf := f|_{P1} is well-defined, bounded and onto. This yields the following result.

Lemma 2 Let P_1, P_2 be compact with P_1 ⊂ P_2. If ( X(P_1), X(P_2) ) has the restriction property and (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P_2)×X_{n,m}(P_2) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P_2) then (RA, RB) ∈ C_{n,n}(P_1)× X_{n,m}(P_1) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P_1).

Proof. Let ε > 0 and f ∈ X_n(P_1). By assumption, the restriction operator R is onto, i.e. there exists f̃ ∈ X_n(P_2) with Rf̃ = f. Moreover, ensemble reachability of (A, B) on X_n(P_2) implies the existence of polynomials p̃_j such that ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑_m j=1 p̃_j (A)b_j − f̃ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Xn(P2 )} < ε holds. Hence, one has the estimate ‖ ‖ ‖ m∑ j=1 p̃_j (RA)Rb_j − f ‖ ‖ ‖_{Xn(P1 )} = ‖ ‖ ‖R (^m∑ j=1 p̃_j (A)b_j − f̃ )‖ ‖_{Xn(P1 )} ≤ η ‖ ‖ ‖ m∑ j=1 p̃_j (A)b_j − f̃ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Xn(P2)} < ηε, where η denotes the operator norm of R, and thus ensemble reachability of (RA, RB) follows. □

Remark 2 Two standard scenarios where the restriction property is satisfied are C- and L^q -spaces. More precisely, one has:

(a) If P_2 is compact and P_1 ⊂ P_2 is closed, then Tietze’s extensions theorem [46, Theorem 20.4] implies that the pair ( C(P_2), C(P_1) ) has the restriction property.

(b) If (P_2, μ) is a measure space and P_1 ⊂ P_2 a measurable subset then the pairs ( L^q(P_2), L^q(P_1) ) have obviously the restriction property for 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞.

2.1. Cascade structures

Here, we consider probably the most simplest case of an interconnected system: a cascade. Let (A_{ij} , B_{ij} ) ∈ C_{ni ,nj} (P) × X_{ni,mj} (P) with 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ N a finite collection of linear parameterdependent systems and set n := n_1 + · · · + n_N and m := m_1 + · · · + m_N . Moreover, define the associated upper triangular parameter-dependent pairs by

A :=

A_{11} · · · A_{1N} . . . . . 0 A_{NN} ∈ Cn,n(P), B := B_{11} · · · B_{1N} .. . . . 0 B_{NN} ∈ Xn,m(P). (14)

This upper triangular structure guarantees a straightforward sufficient reachability condition. We note that this result is not limited to ensembles, indeed it is a consequence of the cascade structure (cf. [50]) and holds for any linear system. Since the result will be used later in relation to Theorem 6 as well as Propositions 5 and 8 we provide a sketch of its straightforward proof.

Proposition 1 If the diagonal pairs (A_{ii}, B_{ii}) of the upper triangular pair (A, B) given by (14) are ensemble reachable on X_{ni} (P) for all i = 1, . . . , N then (A, B) is ensemble reachable on X_{n1} (P) × · · · × X_{nN} (P). Proof. Suppose the diagonal pairs (A_{ii}, B_{ii}) are ensemble reachable on X_{ni} (P) for all i = 1, ..., N. We start with the discrete-time case and assume N = 2 for simplicity. This fully captures the key idea. The general case can be treated by induction. Thus, we consider the discrete-time system

x_1(k + 1) = A_{11}x_1(k) + A_{12}x_2(k) + B_{11}u_1(k) + B_{12}u_2(k) x_2(k + 1) = A_{22}x_2(k) + B_{22}u_2(k).

(15)

Let ψ_1(t, u, 0) and ψ_2(t, u, 0) denote the solution of the systems defined by (A_{11}, B_{11}) and (A_{22}, B_{22}), respectively, i.e.

ψ_1(t, u, 0) = t−1∑ k=0 A^k_{11}B_{11}u(t − 1 − k) and ψ_2(t, u, 0) = t−1∑ k=0 A^k_{22}B_{22}u(t − 1 − k).

Let f = (_{f1} f_2 ) ∈ X_{n1+n2} (P) and let ε > 0. Then, ensemble reachability of (A_{22}, B_{22}) implies the existence of a time T_2 > 0 and an input v_2 ∈ C^{m2} × · · · × C^{m2} such that

‖ψ_2(T_2, v_2, 0) − f_2‖_{Xn2 (P)} < ε. Let f̃_2 :=^{T2 −1} ∑ k=0 A^k_{11} ( A_{12}ψ_2(T_2 − 1 − k, v_2, 0) + B_{12}v_2(T_2 − 1 − k) ) .

Then, since (A_{11}, B_{11}) is ensemble reachable, for f̃_1 := f_1 − f̃_2 and ε > 0 there is a time T_1 > 0 and an input v_1 ∈ C^{m1} × · · · × C^{m1} such that

‖ψ_1(T_1, v_1, 0) − f̃_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} < ε.

Finally, without loss of generality we may assume T_1 = T_2 =: T . Thereby, we can show that at time T ∈ N and for the input u = (_{v1} v_2 ) the solution φ = (_{φ1} φ_2 ) of (15) satisfies ‖φ(T, u, 0) − f‖_{Xn1 (P)×Xn2 (P)} < ε. Clearly, one has φ_2(T, u, 0) = ψ_2(T, v_2, 0). Also, note that for t ≤ T it holds

φ_1(t, u, 0) = ψ_1(t, v_1, 0) + t−1∑ k=0 A^k_{11} ( A_{12}ψ_2(t − 1 − k, v_2, 0) + B_{12}v_2(t − 1 − k) )

and therefore

φ_1(T, u, 0) − f_1 = ψ_1(T, v_1, 0) + f̃_2 − f_1 = ψ_1(T, v_1, 0) − f̃_1.

This shows the assertion in the discrete-time case. The continuous-time case follows mutatis mutandis. □

The latter statement is an extension and correction of [48, Proposition 2], where it was claimed that the reverse implication also holds. This, however, is false in general, see Remark 5.

2.2. Parallel structures

Next we want to analyse parallel connections of linear ensembles. Again, we want to emphasise that our result (Theorem 1) applies in principle to arbitrary linear systems on Banach spaces even though verifying the respective spectral conditions is in general very difficult. For linear ensembles, however, the spectral conditions often allow a simplified test. More on this issue can be found at the beginning of Subsection 2.3.

Before stating and proving our result we recall that a set Ω ⊂ C is non-separating if C \ Ω is connected and introduce the notation σ_{Xn(P)} ( M_A ) ⊂ C , for the spectrum of the multiplication operator M_A : X_n(P) → X_n(P).

Theorem 1 Let P ⊂ C be compact. Suppose the pairs (A_i, B_i) ∈ C_{ni,ni} (P) × X_{ni,m}(P), i = 1, . . . , N satisfy the following conditions:

(a) (A_i, B_i) are ensemble reachable on X_{ni} (P) for i = 1, . . . , N. (b) σ_{Xni (P)} ( M_{Ai} ) has only finitely many connected components for i = 1, . . . , N.

(c) σ_{Xni (P)} ( M_{Ai} ) is non-separating for i = 1, . . . , N.

(d) σ_{Xni (P)} ( M_{Ai} ) ∩ σ_{Xnj (P)} ( M_{Aj} ) = ∅ for i ≠ j.

Then, the parallel connection given by the pair

A_1 .. . A_N , B_1 . . B_N ∈ Cn̄,n̄(P) × Xn̄,m(P), n̄ = n1 + · · · + nN

is ensemble reachable on X_{n1} (P) × · · · × X_{nN} (P).

Proof. The proof will be given for the case N = 2, m = 1, i.e. for two single-input pairs (A_1, b_1) ∈ C_{n1 ,n1} (P) × X_{n1} (P) and (A_2, b_2) ∈ C_{n2 ,n2} (P) × X_{n2} (P). The arguments easily extend to the general case. Let ε > 0 and f = (_{f1} f_2 ) ∈ X_{n1} (P) × X_{n2} (P) be fixed. Since the pairs (A_1, b_1) and (A_2, b_2) are ensemble reachable there are polynomials p_1 and p_2 such that

‖p_1(A_1)b_1 − f_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} <^ε_2 and ‖p_2(A_2)b_2 − f_2‖_{Xn2 (P)} <^ε_2 .

By assumption the compact sets σ_{Xn1 (P)} ( M_{A1} ) and σ_{Xn2 (P)} ( M_{A2} ) are disjoint, do not separate the plane and have only finitely many pairwise disjoint connected components. Thus, an application of Lemma 8 (see Appendix 6.3) yields disjoint compact sets K_1 and K_2 which do not separate the plane and properly contain σ_{Xn1 (P)} ( M_{A1} ) and σ_{Xn2 (P)} ( M_{A2} ) , respectively. We note that, the polynomials p_1, p_2 and the compact sets K_1, K_2 are fixed from now on. Next, we consider the functions

h_1 : K_1 ∪ K_2 → C , h_1(z) = { 1 if z ∈ K_1 0 if z ∈ K_2

h_2 : K_1 ∪ K_2 → C , h_2(z) = { 0 if z ∈ K_1 1 if z ∈ K_2.

Then, for every ε̃ > 0, Lemma 9 (see Appendix 6.3) implies the existence of polynomials q_1 and q_2 such that

|h_1(z) − q_1(z)| < ε̃ and |h_2(z) − q_2(z)| < ε̃ for all z ∈ K_1 ∪ K_2.

In particular, one has

|q_1(z)| < (1 + ε̃) and |q_2(z)| < ε̃ for all z ∈ K_1.

Defining the polynomial

p(z) := q_1(z) p_1(z) + q_2(z) p_2(z)

we shall prove ‖ ‖ ‖ ( p(A_1)b_1 − f_1 p(A_2)b_2 − f_2 )‖ ‖ X_{n1} (P)×X_{n2} (P) ≤ ε. Without loss of generality we consider only the first component and show

‖p(A_1)b_1 − f_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} ≤ ε.

Obviously, one has the estimate

‖p(A_1)b_1 − f_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} = ‖q_1(A_1) p_1(A_1)b_1 + q_2(A_1) p_2(A_1)b_1 − f_1‖_{Xn1 (P)}

≤ ‖q_1(A_1) p_1(A_1)b_1 − p_1(A_1)b_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} + ‖p_1(A_1)b_1 − f_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} + ‖q_2(A_1) p_2(A_1)b_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} ≤ ‖(q_1(A_1) − I) p_1(A_1)‖ ‖b_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} + ‖p_1(A_1)b_1 − f_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} + ‖q_2(A_1) p_2(A_1)‖ ‖b_1‖_{Xn1 (P)},

where ‖(q_1(A_1)−I) p_1(A_1)‖ and ‖q_2(A_1) p_2(A_1)‖ denote the respective operator norms on X_{n1} (P). Using the Dunford-Taylor formula, cf. [33, Chapter 1, § 5, Section 6], for any polynomial q one has

q(A_1(θ)) = 1 2πi ∫ γ q(z)(zI − A_1(θ))^{−1} dz, where γ consists of finitely many positive oriented simple closed grid polygons in K_1\σ_{Xn1 (P)} ( M_{A1} ) and its trace is denoted by tr γ. Note that the polynomial q̃_1(z) := q_1(z) − 1 satisfies |q̃_1(z)| < ε̃ for all z ∈ K_1 and thus we have

‖(q_1(A_1) − I) p_1(A_1)‖ ≤ 1 2π ∫ γ |q̃_1(z)| |p_1(z)| ‖(zI − M_{A1} )^{−1}‖ dz ≤ ε̃ L_γ 2π max z∈tr γ |p_1(z)| ‖(zI − M_{A1} )^{−1}‖ . Similarly, it follows

‖q_2(A_1) p_2(A_1)‖ ≤ ε̃ L_γ 2π max z∈tr γ |p 2(z)| ‖(zI − M_{A1} )^{−1}‖ .

Then, setting α_1 := max_{z∈tr γ} |p_1(z)|‖(zI − M_{A1} )^{−1}‖, α_2 := max_{z∈tr γ} |p_2(z)|‖(zI − M_{A1} )^{−1}‖, and β_1 := ‖b_1‖_{Xn1 (P)}, we obtain

‖p(A_1)b_1 − f_1‖_{Xn1 (P)} ≤^{ε̃ Lγ}_{2π} α_1 β_1 +^ε_2 +^{ε̃ Lγ}_{2π} α_2 β_1.

Thus the claim follows by picking ε̃ <^{επ}_{Lγ β1(α1+α2 )} . □

A straightforward analysis of the above proof reveals that one can also allow P to depend on i. For simplicity of notation, we state the corresponding result only for N = 2.

Corollary 1 Let P_1, P_2 ⊂ C be compact. Suppose the pairs (A_1, B_1) ∈ C_{n1 ,n1} (P_1) × X_{n1 ,m}(P_1) and (A_2, B_2) ∈ C_{n2,n2} (P_2) × Y_{n2 ,m}(P_2) satisfy the following conditions:

(a) (A_1, B_1) and (A_2, B_2) are ensemble reachable on X_{n1} (P_1) and Y_{n2} (P_2), respectively. (b) σ_{Xn1 (P1 )} ( M_{A1} ) and σ_{Yn2 (P2)} ( M_{A2} ) have only finitely many connected components.

(c) σ_{Xn1 (P1 )} ( M_{A1} ) and σ_{Yn2 (P2)} ( M_{A2} ) are non-separating.

(d) σ_{Xn1 (P1 )} ( M_{A1} ) ∩ σ_{Xn2 (P2 )} ( M_{A2} ) = ∅.

Then, the parallel connection given by the pair (( A_1 0 0 A_2 ) , ( B_1 B_2 )) is ensemble reachable on

X_{n1} (P_1) × Y_{n2} (P_2).

Remark 3 (a) We note that the technique of the construction of the polynomial p = q_1p_1 + q_2p_2 is well-known in complex approximation, cf. e.g. [3]. This construction can also be extended such that interpolation properties of the polynomials p_1 and p_2 are transferred to the polynomial p.

(b) In the finite-dimensional case, a complete characterization for a parallel connection of reachable systems to be reachable is due to Fuhrmann in 1975. For a comprehensive exposition on this topic we refer to the textbook [20, Section 1.1] (and the references therein).

The following example illustrates the necessity of the spectral conditions of Theorem 1 and furthermore demonstrates that the spectrum of a multiplication operator M_A is not necessarily given by the union of all pointwise spectra σ(A(θ)).

Example 1 Consider P := ∂D and

A(θ) := ( θ 0 0^1_2 θ ) , b(θ) := ( 1 1 ) for θ ∈ P . (16)

Let D denote the unit disc and let A(D ) denote the disc algebra, that is f ∈ A(D ) if and only if f : D → C is holomorphic and f extends continuously to D . Moreover, let X_2(P) := X(P) × X(P), where X(P) is the space of boundary values of disc algebra functions, i.e. X(P) is the subspace of C(P) which can be associated with disc algebra functions in the sense X(P) := {f ∈ C(P) | ∃ g ∈ A(D ) : f = g | |_P} . (17)

Then, the subsystems (A_1, b_1) and (A_2, b_2) are ensemble reachable on X(P). However, (A, b) is not ensemble reachable on X_2(P). This can be seen as follows: Let f = (_{f1} f_2 ) ∈ X_2(P) be given. To prove ensemble reachability of (A_1, b_1) we exploit the fact that A(D ) coincides with the closure all complex polynomials with respect to the maximum norm, cf. [60, Sec. 6.2]. Hence, for f_1 ∈ X(P) and g ∈ A(D ) such that (17) holds we can find a sequence p_n of complex polynomials such that max_{z∈D} ‖p_n(z) − g(z)‖ → 0 as n → ∞ and, in particular

max_{θ∈P} ‖p_n(θ) − f_1(θ)‖ = max_{θ∈P} ‖p_n(θ) − g(θ)‖ → 0 for n → ∞ . (18)

This show that (A_1, b_1) is ensemble reachable. Moreover, the identities A_2 =^1_2 A_1 and b_2 = b_1 immediately imply that (A_2, b_2) is also ensemble reachable. It follows, however, by the maximum principle, that any sequence p_n which satisfies (18) has to converges uniformly on D to g ∈ A(D ). In particular, one has that p_n(^θ_2 ) converges uniformly to g(^θ_2 ) for all θ ∈ P, i.e. there is no degree of freedom for choosing f_2. Hence (A, b) is not ensemble reachable.

Now the question arises why ensemble reachability fails in the above example. First, one might think that the non-separating condition (c) is violated, because the union of the pointwise spectra σ(A_1(θ)) yields the unit circle ∂D which is obviously a separating subset of C . But a more thorough analysis shows that condition (d), the disjointness condition fails, because the spectra σ_{X(P)}(M_{A1} ) and σ_{X(P)}(M_{A2} ) coincide with D and^1_2 D , respectively. This follows straightforwardly from the maximum principle and the fact that the spectrum of the multiplication operator f(z) → zf(z) on the disc algebra A(D ) is given by the unit disc D .

2.3. Decomposition techniques

By the above example we have seen that the spectrum of M_A : X_n(P) → X_n(P) does not always coincide with the union ⋃ θ∈P σ (A(θ)) =: spec A(P) (19)

of all pointwise spectra σ (A(θ)). More precisely, it demonstrates that the inclusion

σ_{Xn(P)}(M_A) ⊂ ⋃ θ∈P σ (A(θ)) (20)

is in general false. However, if X_n(P) is a M-space M_{(A−λI)}−1 is obviously the (bounded) inverse of M_{A−λI} whenever λ ∈ C \ spec A(P) and thus (20) holds for every M-space while equality cannot be guaranteed as the following example illustrates: P := [−1, 1] and X([−1, 1]) := { x ∈ C([−1, 1]) | x(θ) = 0 for all θ ∈ [−1, 0] } and a(θ) = θ. Yet, in many standard case, like X_n(P) = C_n(P) or X_n(P) = L^q_n(P), one has equality in (20), cf. [28].

Now a promising strategy for M-spaces is based on the idea of decomposing spec A(P) such that the matrix pair (A, B) can be continuously transformed into a simplifying block structure as above in Theorem 1. To this end, we introduce the set-valued spectral map spec A: P ⇝ C ,

spec A(θ) := σ (A(θ)) .

Thereby, (20) is equivalent to say that the image of the spectral map contains the spectrum of the matrix-multiplication operator M_A. A set-valued map Γ : P ⇝ C is termed partial spectral map if the inclusion Γ(θ) ⊂ σ(A(θ)) is satisfied for all θ ∈ P and it is called continuous if continuity with respect to the Hausdorff metric holds. Moreover, a single-valued partial spectral map is referred to as an eigenvalue selection and will be denoted by λ : P → C . Two partial spectral maps Γ_1 and Γ_2 are pointwise disjoint if Γ_1(θ) ∩ Γ_2(θ) = ∅ for all θ ∈ P. They are strictly disjoint if one has Γ_1(P) ∩ Γ_2(P) = ∅. Obviously, strict disjointness implies pointwise disjointness. Finitely many (continuous) partial spectral maps Γ_1, . . . , Γ_N are called a (continuous) spectral decomposition of A if_N ⋃ i=1 Γ_i(θ) = σ(A(θ))

for all θ ∈ P. If Γ_1, . . . , Γ_N are additionally single-valued the spectral decomposition will be called single-valued. Note, that Γ_1, . . . , Γ_N are not required to be disjoint in any sense. However, if Γ_1, . . . , Γ_k are pairwise pointwise/strictly disjoint the spectral decomposition will be call pointwise/strictly disjoint. Certainly, there exists always a continuous spectral decomposition of A, for instance the trivial one Γ(θ) := σ(A(θ)), and sometimes this is even the only one which is continuous as in the case

A(θ) := ( 0 1 θ 0 ) , θ ∈ P := D .

However, locally or if P has nice topological properties one can obtain continuous spectral decompositions which are considerably finer.

Lemma 3 Let P ⊂ C be compact and A ∈ C_{n,n}(P).

(a) For every relatively open subset U ⊂ P there exists an relatively open subset V ⊂ U such that the restriction A|_V allows a continuous single-valued spectral decomposition.

(b) If P is homeomorphic to [0, 1] then there exists a global continuous single-valued spectral decomposition for A.

(c) If P is contractible, locally path-connected and if the eigenvalues of A(θ) are simple for all θ ∈ P then there exists a global continuous single-valued spectral decomposition.

The proof of Lemma 3 is given in Appendix 6.1. The arguments verifying part (c) actually indicate that even continuous eigenvector selections should be possible in the contractible case. Our next result shows that this is in fact true even without simplicity assumption on the eigenvalues once a suitable spectral decomposition can be guaranteed. The statement should be known to experts. However, as the standard literature on perturbations theory focuses on the analytic case, cf. [4, 33], we could not locate an appropriate reference. Hence we will provide a proof in Appendix 6.2.

Proposition 2 Let P ⊂ C be compact and contractible and let A ∈ C_{n,n}(P). Assume that Γ_1, . . . , Γ_N is a pointwise disjoint continuous spectral decomposition. Then there exists a continuous family of invertible matrices T (θ) such that

T (θ)^{−1}A(θ)T (θ) =

A_1(θ) 0 .. . 0 A_N (θ)

(21)

and the spectra of A_i(θ) are given by Γ_i(θ) for all θ ∈ P and i = 1, . . . , N.

In the sequel, assume that Γ_1, . . . , Γ_N is a pointwise disjoint continuous spectral decomposition of (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × X_{n,m}(P). Then the subsystems (A_i, B_i) ∈ C_{ni ,ni} (P) × X_{ni,m}(P) given by

A_i(θ) := Π_iT^{−1}(θ)A(θ)T (θ)Π^∗_i , B_i(θ) := Π_iT^{−1}(θ)B(θ) (22)

with Π_i := ( 0 . . . 0 I_{ni} 0 . . . 0 ) ∈ C^{ni ×n} which result from Proposition 2 are called the associated subpairs. Moreover, the multiplication operator M_T : X_n(P) → X_n(P), M_T x(θ) := T (θ)x(θ) is termed associated transformation map. Note that the subsystems (A_i, B_i) are (up to isomorphisms) independent on the choice of T (θ) as they result from the corresponding eigenspaces of A(θ).

Theorem 2 Let P ⊂ C be compact and contractible and let X_n(P) be a M-space. Moreover, let Γ_1, . . . , Γ_N be a pointwise disjoint continuous spectral decomposition of (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × X_{n,m}(P). (a) If (A, B) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P), then the associated subpairs (A_i, B_i) are ensemble reachable on X_{ni} (P) for all i = 1, . . . , N.

(b) Conversely, if for all i = 1, . . . , N the associated subpairs (A_i, B_i) are ensemble reachable on X_{ni} (P) and if the decomposition Γ_1, . . . , Γ_N is additionally strictly disjoint such that the images Γ_i(P) do not separate the plane, then (A, B) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P).

Proof. (a): Assume that (A, B) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P). Then M_T and M_T −1 are welldefined bounded isomorphisms on the M-space X_n(P) and thus (T^{−1}AT, T^{−1}B) is also ensemble reachable on X_n(P). Hence (A_i, B_i) = (Π_iT^{−1}AT Π^∗_i , Π_iT^{−1}B) are obviously ensemble reachable on X_{ni} (P) for i = 1, . . . , N.

(b): Conversely, assume that (A_i, B_i) are ensemble reachable on X_{ni} (P) for i = 1, . . . , N. Then, as Γ_1, . . . , Γ_N is a strictly disjoint continuous spectral decomposition such that C \ Γ_i (P) is connected for every i = 1, . . . , N, an application of Theorem 1 yields that the pair (T^{−1}AT, T^{−1}B) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P) and likewise (A, B) as X_n(P) is a M-space. □

The significance of Theorem 2 is that it allows to decompose the ensemble reachability problem into several smaller problems according to an underlying spectral decomposition of the matrix multiplication operator induced by A(θ).

Remark 4 What can be done if the parameter space P is not contractible? – If it can be decomposed into finitely many contractible and compact components P_1, ..., P_k one can obviously combine Corollary 1 and Theorem 2.

3. Uniform ensemble reachability

In this section we focus on necessary and sufficient conditions for ensemble reachability on the Banach space of all continuous functions, i.e. we consider X_n(P) = C_n(P). We will put special emphasis on a clear distinction between pointwise conditions (i.e. conditions which have to be satisfied for all θ ∈ P) and “global” conditions which are in general more difficult to test. We will first treat single input systems and the multi-input case afterwards. Note that the results of this section extend previous results in [25, 37, 47, 48], where the parameter set is assumed to be a compact real interval.

3.1. Single-input parameter-dependent systems

We begin this subsection with conditions on the single-input pairs (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_n(P) that are necessary for uniform ensemble reachability. In the following statement the necessary conditions (d) and (e) extend the necessary conditions given in [25, Lem. 1]. Recall that the set-valued map spec A: P ⇝ C is termed injective if σ ( A(θ_1) ) ∩ σ ( A(θ_2) ) = ∅ for all θ_1 ≠ θ_2 ∈ P.

Theorem 3 Let P ⊂ C be compact. Suppose (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_n(P) is uniformly ensemble reachable. Then, the following necessary conditions hold:

(a) The pairs ( A(θ), b(θ)) ) are reachable for all θ ∈ P.

(b) The eigenvalues of A(θ) have geometric multiplicity one for all θ ∈ P. (c) The spectral map spec A is injective.

(d) If P is additionally contractible and card P > 1, then the set {θ ∈ P | card σ(A(θ)) = n} is open and dense in P.

(e) The set P ⊂ C has no interior points.

Proof. (a): Let θ ∈ P be arbitrary but fixed and consider P_1 := {θ}. Then, a straightforward application of Lemma 2 and Remark 2, shows that the finite dimensional linear system associated with the fixed pair (A(θ), b(θ)) is approximately reachable and therefore reachable.

(b): This follows immediately from (a) together with the Hautus-Lemma [50, Lemma 3.3.7].

(c): The restriction property, cf. Lemma 2, applied to P_1 := {θ, θ^′} with θ ≠ θ^′ ∈ P implies that the parallel connection (( A(θ) 0 0 A(θ^′) ) , ( b(θ) b(θ^′) ))

is reachable. Then, again a straightforward use of the Hautus Lemma [50, Lemma 3.3.7] yields σ(A(θ)) ∩ σ(A(θ^′)) = ∅. (d): Let P_n := {θ ∈ P | card σ(A(θ)) = n}. Obviously, due to Rouché’s Theorem P_n is open. Therefore, it remains to show that P_n is dense in P. Assume that P_n is not dense. Then there exists a non-empty open subset U ⊂ P \ P_n. Define m := max_{θ∈U} card σ(A(θ)). By assumption one has m < n. Again, by Rouché’s Theorem, one can show that the non-empty set U_m := {θ ∈ U | card σ(A(θ)) = m} is open and that the algebraic multiplicities of the eigenvalues are locally constant in U_m. Therefore, possibly by passing to a smaller open subset, we can assume that the algebraic multiplicities of the eigenvalues λ_1(θ), . . . , λ_m(θ) are constant in U_m. Moreover, by part (b) we already know that the geometric multiplicities of the eigenvalues are equal to one. Hence, for all θ_0 ∈ U_m there exists r > 0 such that for all θ ∈ K_r(θ_0) := {θ ∈ P | ‖θ − θ_0‖ ≤ r} one can simultaneously transform A(θ) into Jordan canonical from. This follows simply from continuity and the fact that (A(θ) − λ(θ)I_n )^k has constant rank^3 on U_m. Finally, by Theorem 2 (a), Lemma 2 and Remark 2, it suffices to consider a single Jordan block (J(θ), b(θ)) on K_r(θ_0). Since we assume m < n, there exists a Jordan block of size greater or equal than 2 and thus Proposition 6 together with Remark 6 (b) yields the desired contradiction.

(e): Assume that θ_0 ∈ P is an interior point of P. Moreover, according to part (d) we can assume without loss of generality that there exists r > 0 such that K_r(θ_0) ⊂ P_n ⊂ P. Now, applying Proposition 2 to the restriction of (A, b) to K_r(θ_0) yields a continuous change of coordinates such that

T (θ)^{−1}A(θ)T (θ) = λ_1(θ) 0 . . . 0 λ_n(θ) and T (θ)^{−1}b(θ) = 1 . . 1 , (23) where λ_i(θ) for i = 1, . . . , n are disjoint eigenvalue selections of A(θ) on K_r(θ_0) = P_0. Note that pointwise reachability of (A(θ), b(θ)) guarantees that T (θ)^{−1}b(θ) can be scaled to (1, . . . , 1)^⊤. By part (c) the continuous curves λ_i are injective on K_r(θ_0) for all i = 1, ..., n. Thus, according to Brouwer’s Invariance Theorem [41, Ch. V, Thm. 21.4] the image λ_i(K_r(θ_0)) has interior points in C for all i = 1, ..., n. Now, let us focus on i = 1 and assume that f_1 ∈ C(P_0) is in the closure of the reachable set of (λ_1, 1). Then, there exists a sequence of polynomials p_n such that p_n(λ_1(θ)) uniformly converges to f_1(θ) for all θ ∈ K_r(θ_0) or, equivalently, such that p_n(z) uniformly converges to f_1(λ^{−1}_1 (z)) for all z ∈ λ_i(K_r(θ_0)). This, of course, implies, that f_1(λ^{−1}_1 (·)) is holomorphic in all interior points of λ_i(K_r(θ_0)). Thus, (λ_1, 1) is not uniform ensemble reachable on K_r(θ_0) and therefore (A, b) is not uniformly ensemble reachable according to Theorem 2 (a), Lemma 2 and Remark 2. □

The arguments used in the above proof further generalize to the following result.

Corollary 2 Let P be homeomorphic to a compact subset of R^d with non-empty interior. Then, for d ≥ 2, the single input pair (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_n(P) is never uniformly ensemble reachable.

Proof. The case d = 2 is shown in Theorem 3 (e). Assume without loss of generality d = 3 and P = K_1(0) ⊂ R^3 , where K_1(0) denotes the closed unit ball of R^3 . As in the proof of Theorem 3 one can show that there exists a possibly smaller open ball K_r(θ_0) such that A restricted to K_r(θ_0) allows a single-valued spectral decomposition λ_1(θ), . . . , λ_n(θ) with continuous and injective eigenvalue selection λ_i(θ). But this contradicts the Theorem of Borsuk-Ulam [7, Ch. IV, Thm 20.2] which states that a continuous map from any sphere in R^3 to R^2 cannot be injective. □

Next we consider sufficient conditions for uniform ensemble reachability. In the simplest case, i.e. for scalar pairs (a, b), we will see that the necessary conditions of Theorem 3 are also sufficient. In general, however, for non-scalar pairs (A, b) additional assumptions have to be fulfilled to guarantee uniform ensemble reachability, cf. Theorem 4.

Proposition 3 Let P ⊂ C be a compact and contractible set with empty interior. Then the scalar pair (a, b) ∈ C(P) × C(P) is uniformly ensemble reachable if and only if a : P → C is injective and b(θ) ≠ 0 for all θ ∈ P.

Proof. The necessity part follows from Theorem 3 (a) and (c). To show sufficiency we assume without loss of generality b ≡ 1. Let f ∈ C(P, C ) and ε > 0 be given. It suffices to prove that there is a polynomial p such that sup_{θ∈P} |p(a(θ)) − f(θ)| < ε. (24)

3Note that if M(θ_0) =

(_{M11(θ0 ) M12(θ0 )}

M21(θ0 ) M22(θ0 ) ) has rank k < n with M_{11}(θ_0) invertible, then there exists r > 0 such that M_{11}(θ) is invertible for all θ ∈ K_r (θ_0) and due to the constant rank condition, one has (_{M11(θ) M12(θ)}

M21(θ) M22(θ) ) (_{M11 (θ)−1 −M11 (θ)−1M12 (θ)} 0 In−m ) = (_{Ik 0} ∗ 0 )

for all θ ∈ K_r(θ). This immediately provides us with a basis (b_1(θ), . . . , b_{n−m}(θ)) of the kernel of M(θ) which depends continuously on θ.

Since P is compact, injectivity and continuity of a imply that a: P → a(P) ⊂ C is a homeomorphism. Therefore, we conclude that a(P) is also contractible and thus by [44, Prop. 4.2.8] its complement C \ a(P) is connected. Moreover, Brouwer’s Theorem [41, Ch. V, Thm. 21.4] shows that the interior of a(P) with respect to C is empty. Then, by Mergelyan’s Theorem [46, Theorem 20.5] there is a polynomial p such that sup z∈a(P) |f(a^{−1}(z)) − p(z)| < ε and thus (24) follows. □

Recall that for matrices which depend continuously on a parameter θ a continuous transformation to the Jordan canonical form is in general not available, cf. [33, § 5.3 in Ch. II]. However, the controllability canonical form of a pair (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_n(P) which is pointwise reachable can be achieved continuously as the subsequent statement shows.

Lemma 4 (Canonical form) Let P ⊂ C be compact and suppose that ( A(θ), b(θ) ) is reachable for all θ ∈ P. Then T (θ) := ( b(θ), A(θ)b(θ), . . . , A^{n−1}(θ)b(θ) ) (25)

is invertible for all θ, its inverse T (θ)^{−1} depends continuously on θ, and one has

A_c(θ) = T (θ)^{−1}A(θ)T (θ) =

0 . . . . . . 0 a_0(θ) 1 .. . . . a_1(θ) 0 .. . .. . . . . . . . .. . .. . 0 . . 0 . . . 0 1 a_{n−1}(θ) and T (θ)^{−1}b(θ) = e_1 = 1 0 . . 0 ,

(26) where −a_k(θ) are the coefficients of the characteristic polynomial of A(θ), i.e. χ_{A(θ)}(z) = z^n − (a_{n−1}(θ)z^{n−1} + · · · + a_0(θ)). Moreover, the pair (A, b) is uniformly ensemble reachable if and only if (A_c, e_1) is uniformly ensemble reachable.

Proof. By the Kalman rank condition [50, Sec. 3.2, Thm. 3] the pair (A(θ), b(θ)) is reachable if and only if the matrix T (θ) has rank n, i.e. T (θ) is invertible. The continuity of θ → T (θ)^{−1} follows immediately from the continuity of the inversion map on GL_n(C ) and (26) is an immediate consequence of the Cayley-Hamilton Theorem, cf. [50, Lemma 5.1.3].

To see the second claim, suppose that (A_c, e_1) is uniformly ensemble reachable. Since T (·) is continuous and P is a compact we define c := sup_{θ∈P} ‖T (θ)‖ < ∞. So, for any p ∈ C [z] and f ∈ C_n(P) one has sup_{θ∈P} ‖p (A(θ)) b(θ) − f(θ)‖ ≤ c sup_{θ∈P} ‖p(A_c(θ))e_1 − T (θ)^{−1}f(θ)‖. As T and T^{−1} are continuous, we have M_T −1 C_n(P) = C_n(P) and thus, uniform ensemble reachability of (A_c, e_1) implies uniform ensemble reachability of (A, b). The converse implication follows by the same reasoning. Alternatively, one can simply argue that (A, b) and (A_c, e_1) are state space equivalent via the (continuously invertible) multiplication operator M_T . □

The following statement extends Proposition 3 to non-scalar single input pairs. An additional assumption on the characteristic polynomials of A(θ) provides a sufficient condition for uniform ensemble reachability which is a generalization of [47, Thm. 2.1]. But in contrast to the scalar case this condition is no longer necessary.

Theorem 4 Let P ⊂ C be compact and contractible and let the pair (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_n(P) satisfy the necessary conditions of Theorem 3. Then, (A, b) is uniformly ensemble reachable if the characteristic polynomials of A(θ) take the form z^n − (a_{n−1}z^{n−1} + · · · + a_1z + a_0(θ)) for some a_{n−1}, ..., a_1 ∈ C and a_0 ∈ C(P).

Proof. By Lemma 4 we can assume without loss of generality that (A(θ), b(θ)) is in controllability form, i.e.

A(θ) =

0 . . . . . . 0 a_0(θ) 1 . . . . . a_1 0 . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . 0 . . 0 . . . 0 1 a_{n−1} b(θ) = e_1.

To show the claim, we verify that for ε > 0 and f ∈ C_n(P) there is a polynomial p so that sup_{θ∈P} ‖p(A(θ)) e_1 − f(θ)‖ < ε. To this end, let g(z) := z^n − (a_{n−1}z^{n−1} + · · · + a_1z) and define

p(z) := n∑ k=1 p_k ( g(z) ) z^{k−1},

with p_k ∈ C [z] to be specified later. As A(θ)^k e_1 = e_{k+1} for k = 0, . . . , n − 1 and g(A(θ)) = a_0(θ)I we obtain

p(A(θ))e_1 = n∑ k=1 p_k(g(A(θ)))A(θ)^{k−1} e_1 = n∑ k=1 p_k(g(A(θ))e_k = p_1(a_0(θ)) . . p_n(a_0(θ)) .

Consequently, it remains to show that for appropriate choices of p_k one has sup_{θ∈P} |p_k(a_0(θ)) − f_k(θ)| < ε for k = 1, ..., n. The injectivity of the spectral map together with χ_{A(θ)}(z) = z^n − (a_{n−1}z^{n−1} + · · · + a_1z + a_0(θ)) implies that a_0 : P → C is one-to-one and hence a homeomorphism. Therefore, we conclude as in the proof of Prop. 3 that C \ a(P) is connected and a(P) has empty interior. Thus, again by Mergelyan’s Theorem [46, Theorem 20.5] there are polynomials p_k such that sup z∈a_0(P) |p_k(z) − f_k(a^{−1}_0 (z))| < ε for k = 1, ..., n. This shows the assertion. □

Now let us consider the following ensemble

A(θ) = 0 −θ^2 0 1 0 0 0 0 θ^2 + 1 , b(θ) = 1 0 1 , P = [0, 1] (27)

A brute-force analysis shows that (27) is uniformly ensemble reachable. This conclusion, however, cannot be drawn solely by Theorem 4. Yet, combining Theorem 1 with Theorem 4 yields the desired result. In general, Theorems 1 and 2 allow for the following approach: First, determine a strictly disjoint continuous spectral decomposition of A or equivalently of the corresponding matrix multiplication operator M_A; then investigate the resulting subsystems (for instance via Theorem 4) and finally glue together the individually pieces by Theorem 1 and 2. This leads to the following sufficient conditions.

Theorem 5 Let P ⊂ C be compact and contractible and let the pair (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_n(P) satisfy the necessary conditions of Theorem 3. Then (A, b) is uniformly ensemble reachable if the following conditions are satisfied:

(a) There exists a strictly disjoint continuous spectral decomposition Γ_1, ..., Γ_k with non-separating partial spectral sets Γ_i(P), i = 1, ..., k.

(b) The characteristic polynomials of the associated subsystems (A_i(θ), b_i(θ)) take the form z^{ni} − ( a_{i,ni −1}z^{ni−1} + · · · + a_{i,1}z + a_{i,0}(θ) ) , i = 1, ..., k . Proof. By conditon (a) we can apply Proposition 2 and conclude the existence of a continuous family T (θ) of invertible transformations such that A(θ) becomes block-diagonal, cf. (21). Then, by Theorem 2 (b) it is sufficient to verify that each associated subsystem is uniformly ensemble reachable. This, however, is guaranteed by assumptions (b) together with Theorem 4. □

The subsequent statement provides an extension of [25, Theorem 1], where P was assumed to be a compact real interval. It follows immediately from Theorem 5 and Lemma 3 (c).

Corollary 3 Let P ⊂ C be a compact, contractible and locally path-connected set with empty interior. Then, the pair (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_n(P) is uniformly ensemble reachable if the following conditions are satisfied.

(a) The pairs (A(θ), b(θ)) are reachable for all θ ∈ P. (b) The eigenvalues of A(θ) are simple for all θ ∈ P. (c) The spectral map is injective.

3.2. Multi-input parameter-dependent systems

In this subsection we investigate parameter-dependent systems with more than one input. As in the single-input case we begin with necessary conditions for uniform ensemble reachability for pairs (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) and recap the following result, cf. [25, Lemma 1].

Proposition 4 Let P ⊂ C be compact. If the pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) is uniformly ensemble reachability the following necessary conditions hold:

(a) The pairs (A(θ), B(θ)) are reachable for all θ ∈ P.

(b) The spectral map spec A is at most m-to-1, i.e. for s ≥ m + 1 and pairwise distinct θ_1, . . . , θ_s one has σ(A(θ_1)) ∩ · · · ∩ σ(A(θ_s)) = ∅. In case the pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) admits the special form (θA, B), where A ∈ C^{n×n} and B ∈ C^{n×m} , the above necessary and sufficient conditions can be stated more precisely, cf. [37, Theorem 1] and [48, Theorems 5 and 6] in terms of the rank of the matrices A and B. These conditions depend on whether P contains the origin or not. In particular, if 0 ∈ P then any single input pair (θA, b) is not uniformly ensemble reachable. In the following, based on Section 2.1, we investigate pairs (A(θ), B(θ)) with other special structures. We start with upper triangular pairs of continuous matrix families A(θ) and B(θ), i.e.

A(θ) = a_{11}(θ) · · · a_{1n}(θ) .. . . . a_{nn}(θ) and B(θ) = b_{11}(θ) · · · b_{1n}(θ) .. . . . b_{nn}(θ) . (28)

In this case we obtain the following sufficient condition for uniform ensemble reachability.

Proposition 5 Let P ⊂ C be a compact and contractible set with empty interior. The pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,n}(P), defined in (28) is uniformly ensemble reachable if rank B(θ) = n for all θ ∈ P and a_{ii} is injective for all i = 1, ..., n.

Proof. By Proposition 1 it is sufficient to consider the diagonal pairs (a_{ii}, b_{ii}) ∈ C(P) × C(P). As rank B(θ) = n for all θ ∈ P it follows that b_{ii}(θ) ≠ 0 for all θ ∈ P and for i = 1, ..., n. Since the functions a_{ii} are injective for i = 1, ..., n we can apply Proposition 3 and the claim follows. □

Remark 5 The converse of the Propositions 5 is false in general. To see this, let P := [0, 1], n = 2 and take continuous injective functions a_{11} and a_{22} and b = (_{b1} b_2 ) ∈ C_2(P) such that a_{11}(P) ∩ a_{22}(P) = ∅ and b_1 ≠ 0 and b_2 ≠ 0. Then, according to Corollary 3, the pair (( a_{11} 0 0 a_{22} ) , ( b_1 b_2 ))

is uniformly ensemble reachable. Then, the pair (( a_{11} 0 0 a_{22} ) , ( 0 b_1 0 b_2 ))

is clearly also uniformly ensemble reachable. However, the pair (a_1, 0) is obviously not uniformly ensemble reachable.

Next we consider a special case of (28) where A takes the generalized Jordan structure

J(θ) = λ(θ) λ_{12}(θ) · · · λ_{1n}(θ) .. . . . . . . . . . λ_{n−1,n}(θ) λ(θ) and B(θ) ≡ B∈ C^{n×m} , (29)

i.e. B is constant. The following result characterizes uniform ensemble reachability of the pair (J, B) and extends [37, Proposition 3] where, λ(θ) = θ λ and λ_{i,i+1}(θ) = θ for all i = 1, ..., n − 1 and λ_{i,j} ≡ 0 otherwise.

Proposition 6 Let P ⊂ C be compact, contractible and let card P > 1. Then, the pair (J, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C^{n×m} , with m ≥ n defined in (29) is uniformly ensemble reachable if and only if rank B = n and λ is injective.

Proof. We begin with the sufficiency part. Suppose that λ is injective and rank B = n. Then, without loss of generality let B = I and the claim follows from Proposition 5.

Conversely, let the pair (J, B) be uniformly ensemble reachable. First, suppose that λ is not injective, i.e. there are θ_1 ≠ θ_2 ∈ P such that λ(θ_1) = λ(θ_2) =: λ_0. From the restriction property, cf. Lemma 2, it follows that the finite-dimensional parallel connection (( J(θ_1) 0

0 J(θ_2) ) , ( B B ))

is reachable. On the other hand, it is easy to see that (_{en} −e_n ) in the othrogonal complement of the column space of the matrix ( λ_0I − J(θ_1) 0 B 0 λ_0I − J(θ_2) B )

and thus its rank is less or equal 2n − 1. This yields a contradiction to the classical Hautus Lemma [50, Lemma 3.3.7].

To see the necessity of the rank condition, we treat without loss of generality the case n = 2. Suppose that rank B < 2. Then, after a change of coordinates in the controls, we can assume B = ( b_1 0 b_2 0 ) . Moreover, reachability of (J(θ), B) implies λ_{12}(θ) ≠ 0 for all θ ∈ P and b_2 ≠ 0. Thus we can make additionally the simplifying assumption b_2 = 1. Since λ is continuous and injective and the set P is compact and contractible the set λ(P) is path-connected. Moreover, due to the sssumption card P > 1, we can choose γ such that it has distinct endpoints denoted by z_1 ≠ z_2. We first discuss the case where the length of γ is finite, i.e. L_γ < ∞. Let ε > 0 and define f := (_{cλ12} 0 ) ∈ C_2(P) with c > ε ( 2 L^{−1}_γ +^{1+|b1 |}

min_{θ∈P} |λ_{12}(θ)| ) + 1. (30)

As the pair (J, B) is uniformly ensemble reachable there is a polynomial p such that

max_{θ∈P} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖p ( J(θ) ) ( b_1 1 ) − ( cλ_{12}(θ) 0 )‖ ‖ ‖ < ε. Thus, for Δ = ( Δ_1 Δ_2 ) := p(J) ( b_1 1 ) − ( c λ_{12} 0 )

we have ‖Δ‖_∞ < ε. By [29, Ch. 6.1], this results in ( p(λ(θ)) b_1 + p^′(λ(θ)) λ_{12}(θ) p(λ(θ)) ) = ( c λ_{12}(θ) + Δ_1(θ) Δ_2(θ) )

and therefore we obtain the estimates |p(λ(θ))| < ε and | |p^′(λ(θ)) − c | | ≤ | |Δ_1(θ) − b_1Δ_2(θ) | | min_{θ∈P} |λ_{12}(θ)| ≤ ε 1 + |b_1| min_{θ∈P} |λ_{12}(θ)| . for all θ ∈ P. Hence, for all z ∈ λ(P), we have |p(z)| < ε and | |p^′(z) − c | | ≤ ε 1 + |b^1| min_{θ∈P} |λ_{12}(θ)| . Now, let K ⊂ C be any compact set which properly contains tr γ. Since p^′ is uniformly continuous on K there is a δ > 0 such that |p^′(z) − p^′(w)| < 1 for all z, w ∈ K with |z − w| < δ. (31) By standard arguments there is a sequence of polygons (γ_N : [0, 1] → K)_{N∈N} such that γ_N (0) = z_1 and γ_N (1) = z_2 for all N ∈ N, ‖γ_N − γ‖_∞ < δ and L_{γN} → L_γ for N → ∞ . This together with (31) implies |p^′(γ_N (t)) − p^′(γ(t))| < 1 for all t ∈ [0, 1] and all N ∈ N and thus one has^4 2ε > | |p(z_2) − p(z_1) | | = | | | ∫ γ_N p^′(ξ) dξ | | | = | | | ∫_1 0 ( p^′(γ_N (t)) − p^′(γ(t)) + p^′(γ(t)) − c + c ) γ̇_N (t) dt | | |

≥ c L_{γN} − ∫_1 0 |p^′(γ(t)) − c| |γ̇_N (t)| dt − ∫_1 0 |p^′(γ_N (t)) − p^′(γ(t))| |γ̇_N (t)| dt ≥ ( c − ε 1 + |b_1| min_{θ∈P} |λ_{12}(θ)| − 1 ) L_{γN} . Hence taking the limit N → ∞, we arrive at 2ε ≥ ( c − ε^{1+|b1|} min_{θ∈P} |λ_{12} (θ)| − 1 ) L_γ . In particular, it follows c ≤ ε ( 2 L^{−1}_γ +

1 + |b_1| min_{θ∈P} |λ_{12}(θ)| ) + 1 ,

which contradicts our choice of c in (30).

4In general, γ_N is only piecewise continuously differentiable but for simplicity we assume that γ_N is C^1.

Finally, assume that L_γ = ∞. Again, let ε > 0 and define f(θ) := (_{cλ12 (θ)} 0 ) ∈ C_2(P) with c > ε (_{1+|b1 |} min_{θ∈P} λ_{12} (θ) ) + 1 . (32)

Then, following the above arguments we obtain 2ε > ( c − ε 1 + |b_1| min_{θ∈P} |λ_{12}(θ)| − 1 ) L_{γN} and by (32) one has c − ε^{1+|b1|}_{minθ∈P |λ12 (θ)|} − 1 > 0. This leads obviously to a contradiction since L_{γN} → ∞ as N → ∞. □ Remark 6 (a) Note that for a finite parameter set P := {θ_1, . . . , θ_N } the uniform ensemble reachability problem of the pair (J, B) boils down to a standard interpolation problem which can be solved exactly even for single input systems whenever λ(θ_i) ≠ λ(θ_j ) for θ_i ≠ θ_j and reachability of the individual systems (J(θ_i), B) is guaranteed.

(b) In the last part of the above proof (concerning the necessity of rank condition on B) one could easily allow b_1 to depend on θ. This observation is important for an application of the above proposition in the proof of Theorem 3.

Example 2 Let P be a compact interval and consider the pair (θA, B) with A ∈ C^{n×n} and B ∈ C^{n×m} . Note that this class of systems is extensively considered in [37] and [48]. In the following we sketch how to apply our previous results. Let λ_1, ..., λ_r denote the distinct eigenvalues of A and let T be an invertible matrix such that

T^{−1}AT = J_1 . . . J_r T^{−1}B = B_1 . . B_r ,

where J_i is a generalized Jordan block, i.e. J_i embraces all the Jordan blocks associated with the eigenvalue λ_i, for i = 1, ..., r.

(N) Necessary for uniform ensemble reachability are that (A, B) is reachable, rank A = n and rank B_i equals the size of J_i, i = 1, ..., r. In particular, rank B is necessarily at least the size of the largest generalized Jordan block of A.

(E) If 0 ∈ P, then uniform ensemble reachability is equivalent to rank A = rank B = n, cf. [37, Thm. 1] and [48, Thm. 5] (S) Sufficient for uniformly ensemble reachability is that in addition to (N) the following separation condition holds {θλ_i | θ ∈ P} ∩ {θλ_j | θ ∈ P} = ∅ for all i ≠ j ∈ {1, ..., r}. We note that the above separation condition excludes the case that 0 ∈ P. Assertion (N) follows from Proposition 4 (a) and (b) and Proposition 6. The necessity part of (E) follows from Proposition 4 (a) and sufficiency is easily obtained by Propositions 1 and 6 when assuming A to be in Jordan canonical form and B = ( I 0 ) . Condition (S) follows from the same reasoning.

Finally, we note that for 0 ∈ P a single-input pair (θA, b) can never be uniformly ensemble reachable, unless n = 1. Moreover, the application of Proposition 3 yields that a scalar pair (θa, b) is uniformly ensemble reachable if and only if a ≠ 0 and b ≠ 0 no matter whether P contains zero or not.

In order to derive sufficient conditions for uniform ensemble reachability for the case 0 ∉ P, we need to consider multi-input pairs that do not have a specific structure. To this end, we recall the Hermite canonical form for a (parameter indenpendent) system (A, B) ∈ C^{n×n} × C^{n×m} , cf. [50]. Let b_i denote the i-th column of B. Select from left to right in the permuted Kalman matrix ( b_1 Ab_1 · · · A^{n−1}b_1 · · · b_m Ab_m · · · A^{n−1}b_m ) (33) the first linear independent columns. Then, one obtains a list of basis vectors b_1, ..., A^{h1−1}b_1, ..., b_m, ..., A^{hm−1}b_m of the reachability subspace. The integers h_1, ..., h_m are called the Hermite indices, where h_i := 0 if the column b_i has not been selected. One has h_1 + · · · + h_m = n if and only if (A, B) is reachable.

Now suppose (A, B) is reachable with Hermite indices h_1 ≠ 0, · · · , h_k ≠ 0 and h_{k+1} = · · · = h_m = 0. This is always achievable by applying a suitable permutation. Similar to Lemma 4 (cf. [32, Section 6.4.6]), the invertible transformation T = (b_1, ..., A^{h1−1}b_1, ..., b_k, ..., A^{hk −1}b_k) yields the Hermite canonical form

Ã(θ) =

Ã_{11} · · · Ã_{1k} .. . . . 0 Ã_{kk} , B̃(θ) = b̃_1 0 ∗ ∗ .. . ∗ ∗ 0 b̃_k ∗ ∗ , (34)

where the k single-input subsystems (Ã_{ii}, b̃_i) ∈ C^{ni ×ni} × C^{ni} , i = 1, ..., k are reachable and in control canonical form.

Theorem 6 Let P ⊂ C be a compact. Then (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) with n ≥ m is uniformly ensemble reachable if the following conditions are satisfied. (a) The Hermite indices of (A(θ), B(θ)) do not depend on θ ∈ P.

(b) The corresponding subpairs (Ã_{ii}, b̃_i) are uniformly ensemble reachable for all i = 1, ..., k.

Proof. By condition (a) the exists a continuous family T (θ) of invertible matrices which transforms the pair (A, B) into a θ-dependent Hermite canonical form (34). Since each associated subsystem (Ã_{ii}, b̃_i) is uniformly ensemble reachable the claim follows by applying Proposition 1 to the truncated system

Ã_{11}(θ) · · · Ã_{1k}(θ) .. . . . 0 Ã_{kk} (θ) , b̃_1(θ) 0 .. . 0 b̃_k(θ) .

□ The proof of the latter statement shows that if the Hermite indices are constant the multi-input case can be tackled by considering a number of single-input systems. Note that, different to the finite dimensional case the truncation of B̃ in the above proof can result in a massive loss of control options, cf. Proposition 6 and Example 3. Nevertheless, to each of the single-input systems one can apply the sufficient conditions derived above. Hence we immediately get the following extension of [25, Theorem 1], where P was assumed to be a compact real interval.

Corollary 4 Let P ⊂ C be a compact and contractible and the notation as in (34). Then, (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) is uniformly ensemble reachable if the following conditions are satisfied. (a) The pairs (A(θ), B(θ)) are reachable for all θ ∈ P. (b) The Hermite indices of (A(θ), B(θ)) do not depend on θ ∈ P. (c) The spectral maps spec Ã_{ii} are injective. (d) The eigenvalues of Ã_{ii}(θ) are simple for all θ ∈ P.

Note that the Hermite indices of a pair (A, B) are not invariant under input permutations. That is, if P ∈ C^{m×m} be a permutation matrix, then the Hermite indices of (A, B) and (A, BP ) do not coincide in general. This degree of freedom could be helpful sometimes.

We close this section with two examples. The first one illustrates that, in contrast to parameterindependent linear systems, it is of course reasonable to consider the case m > n because n is no longer the dimension of the state space.

Example 3 Let P = [−1, 1] and consider the pair (a, B) ∈ C(P) × C_{1,2}(P) defined by

a(θ) = θ^2 and B(θ) = ( 1 θ ) . The pair satisfies the necessary conditions in Proposition 4 and has constant Hermite indices. To see that the pair is uniformly ensemble reachable, let f ∈ C(P) and ε > 0 be given. Then, we have to verify the existence of two polynomials p_1 and p_2 such that |f(θ) − p_1(θ^2) − θ p_2(θ^2)| < ε for all θ ∈ [−1, 1]. By construction, we have

p_1(θ^2) + θp_2(θ^2) = c_0 + c_1θ + c_2θ^2 + · · · + c_kθ^k,

where c_{2l} denote the coefficients of p_1 and c_{2l+1} denote the coefficients of p_2. Then, the claim obviously follows by the Weierstrass Approximation Theorem. We note that, since a is not injective, we cannot apply Corollary 4 to conclude the uniform ensemble reachability.

The next example demonstrates the role of the concept of contractibility in the previous results. More precisely, it shows that for the space of continuous functions C(P) it might not be sufficient for uniform ensemble reachability to assume only the compactness of P (even if all other conditions of Proposition 3 or Theorem 4 are fulfilled).

Example 4 Let P = ∂D and consider the pair (a_0, b_0) ∈ C(P) × C(P). defined by

a_0(θ) = θ and b_0(θ) = 1.

The pair is not uniformly ensemble reachable. This can easily be seen using a continuous function f : ∂D → C that has no analytic extension to D , e.g. f(z) =^1_z . Suppose (a, b) is uniformly ensemble reachable, then for ε = 1 there is a polynomial p such that |p(z) − f(z)| < 1 for all z ∈ ∂D . This implies |z p(z) − 1| < |z| = 1 for all z ∈ ∂D . Hence the non-constant holomorphic function q : D → C , q(z) := zp(z) − 1 does not attained its maximum modulus on the boundary (note q(0) = 1 and |q(z)| < 1 for all z ∈ ∂D ) which obviously contradicts the maximum modulus theorem [46, Ch. 12].

The above arguments easily extended to the general case (a, b) ∈ C(P) × C(P) as follows: Suppose that (a, b) is uniformly ensemble reachable. Then Theorem 3 implies that we can assume without loss of generality that a : ∂D → C in one-to-one and b ≡ 1. Thus the image of a : ∂D → C is by definition a Jordan curve. Now, choose z_0 in the interior of a(∂D ) (cf. [44, Theorem 4.3.5]) and define f(z) :=^1_{z−z0} . Since (a, b) is assumed to be uniformly ensemble reachable on ∂D for every ε > 0 one can find a polynomial p such that |p(z) − f(z)| < ε for all z ∈ a(∂D ). For ε > 0 sufficiently small, this yields again a contradiction to the maximum modulus principle (applied to the holomorphic function q(z) := (z − z_0)p(z) − 1 on the closure of interior of a(∂D )).

For scalar pairs it is well-known in complex analysis that the connectedness of C \ a(P) is necessary for polynomial approximation, cf. [46, Remark 13.8]. This is exactly what is violated in Example 4. Contractibility of P implies that C \ P is connected , cf. [44, Prop. 4.2.8] and thus, it excludes that C \ a(P) is not connected.

4. L^q-ensemble reachability

In this section we focus on necessary and sufficient conditions for ensemble reachability on the separable Banach spaces L^q_n(P), 1 ≤ q < ∞ consisting of all L^q-functions with values in C^n . Throughout this section we assume that μ is a regular^5 (Borel) measure (in the sense of [34]) on the measure space P with σ-algebra Σ(P). For simplicity, we will omit the explicit reference to μ whenever there is no reason for confusion. We start with an auxiliary selection Lemma which is of its own interest.

5Note that the support of μ can still be very “small” as a finite sum of point measures δ_i, i = 1, 2, . . . is regular. In this case L^q_n(P) behaves like a finite parameter set {θ_i | i = 1, 2, . . . , } no matter how “large” P seems to be.

Lemma 5 Let P ∈ C be compact and suppose the matrix-valued function M : P → C^{n×m} is measurable. Then, for the set-valued map θ ⇝ ker M(θ) there exists a L^∞-selection v : P → C^m such that ‖v(θ)‖ = 1 whenever ker M(θ) ≠ {0}.

Proof. By Lusin’s Theorem [34, Theorem 3.3, Chapter IX] there are compact subsets J_k of P such that μ (P \ ⋃_∞ k=1 J_k) = 0 and θ → M(θ) is continuous on J_k for every k ∈ N. Now, consider the set-valued map F : P ⇝ C^n ,

F (θ) = { {0} if ker M(θ) = {0} ker M(θ) ∩ B_1(0) else.

Then, as M is continuous on J_k for every k ∈ N we have that the graph of F |_{Jk} is closed and F |_{Jk} is bounded. Then, the arguments used in the proof of [8, Theorem A.7.3] show that for every k ∈ N the lexicographical selection^6, denoted by θ → ξ_k(θ), is measurable on J_k. Then, ξ : ⋃ k∈N J_k → C^n , ξ | |_{Jk} (θ) = ξ_k(θ) is measurable and can be extended to a measurable function v : P → C^n . □

We note that, even if the map θ → M(θ) is continuous, the set-valued map F does in general not allow a continuous selection. This can be seen, for instance, using an example which is due to Rellich, cf. [33, II.§ 5.3].

We call λ : P → C an L^∞-eigenvalue selection if λ ∈ L^∞(P) satisfies λ(θ) ∈ σ(A(θ)) for almost all θ ∈ P and moreover we say that λ is essentially injective if there exists a set P_0 ⊂ P of full measure such that λ|_{P0} is injective.

4.1. Single-input parameter-dependent systems

As in the uniform case we begin with necessary conditions for L^q-ensemble reachability.

Theorem 7 Let P ⊂ C be compact and suppose (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × L^q_n(P) is L^q-ensemble reachable. Then (A, b) satisfies the following necessary conditions:

(a) The pairs (A(θ), b(θ)) are reachable for almost all θ ∈ P. (b) The eigenvalues of A(θ) have geometric multiplicity one for almost all θ. (c) Every L^∞-eigenvalue selection of A is essentially injective.

Proof. (a) Suppose contrary that there is a set P^′ ⊂ P with positive measure such that for all θ ∈ P^′ the pair (A(θ), b(θ)) is not reachable. Thus, for all θ ∈ P^′ the rank of the Kalman matrix R_{(A,b)}(θ) = ( b(θ) A(θ)b(θ) · · · A(θ)^{n−1}b(θ) ) is at most n − 1. Hence, for each θ ∈ P the dimension of the kernel of R_{(A,b)}(θ)^† is greater or equal to one. Obviously, the map θ → R_{(A,b)}(θ)^† is measurable. By Lemma 5, there exists a L^∞-function ξ : P → C^n such that ξ(θ)^†R_{(A,b)}(θ) = 0 for almost all θ ∈ P and ‖ξ‖ = 1 for almost all θ ∈ P^′. Consequently, the nonzero functional L^q_n(P) ∋ f → ∫ P ξ(θ)^†f(θ) dμ vanishes on the span of {A(·)^kb(·) | k = 0, 1, 2, ...}, which contradicts the L^q-ensemble reachability of (A, b).

(b) This is an immediate consequence of (a).

(c) Let λ: P → C be a L^∞-eigenvalue selection. Then, applying Lemma 5 to A(θ)^† − λ(θ)I, there is a nonzero L^∞-function v : P → C^n such that on a set of full measure P_0 one has

v(θ)^†A(θ) = λ(θ)v(θ)^† and ‖v(θ)‖ = 1 for all θ ∈ P_0,

where v(θ)^† denotes the complex-conjugate. Now, consider the scalar system ∂z ∂t (t, θ) = λ(θ)z(t, θ) + v(θ)^†b(θ) u(t). (35)

6The lexicographical selection is given by ξ_k(θ) := max F |_{Jk} (θ), where the maximum is taken with respect to the lexicographical order. Since the sets F |_{Jk} (θ) are compact, the maximum is guaranteed to exist for all θ.

Note that if φ(t, u, 0)(θ) is a solution to ∂x ∂t (t, θ) = A(θ)x(t, θ) + b(θ)u(t) for the input u ∈ L^1([0, T ], C ), then ψ(t, u, 0)(θ) := v(θ)^†φ(t, u, 0)(θ) is a solution to (35) for the same input u ∈ L^1([0, T ], C ).

Recall that if the scalar pair (λ, v^† b) is L^q-ensemble reachable then the multiplication operator M_λ is cyclic, cf. page 4. Moreover, in [49, Lemma 3.1] it is shown that M_λ is cyclic if and only if λ is essentially injective^7. Thus, the claim follows if we can show that the pair (λ, v^† b) is L^qensemble reachable. Let ε > 0 and g ∈ L^q(P). Then gv is obviously in L^q_n(P) and, since (A, b) is L^q-ensemble reachable, there exists T > 0 and an input u^∗ ∈ L^1([0, T ], C ) such that ‖φ(T, u^∗, 0) − gv‖_Lq_{(P)} < ε. Furthermore, one has ‖ψ(T, u^∗, 0) − g‖_Lq_{(P)} = (∫ P |ψ(T, u^∗, 0, θ) − g(θ)|^q dμ )^1_q

= (∫ P |v(θ)^† ( φ(T, u^∗, 0, θ) − g(θ)v(θ) ) |^q dμ )^1_q

≤ (∫ P ‖v(θ)‖^q‖φ(T, u^∗, 0)(θ) − g(θ)v(θ)‖^q dμ )^1_q

≤ ‖φ(T, u^∗, 0) − gv‖_Lq_{(P)} < ε. This shows the assertion. □

Remark 7 Condition (c) in the previous result partially corresponds to condition (c) of Theorem 3. However, the actual analog one would like have is that essential injectivity of the spectral map spec A: θ ⇝ σ ( A(θ) ) is is necessary for L^q-ensemble reachability. We expect this to hold although the conjecture has resisted several attempts of proof.

Of course, every pair (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_n(P) which is uniform ensemble reachable is also L^q-ensemble reachable since the continuous functions are dense in L^q_n(P). The following example demonstrates that the converse is false, i.e. there are pairs (A, b) ∈ C_{n,1}(P) which are L^q-ensemble reachable but not uniform ensemble reachable.

Example 5 Let P := [0, 1] be equipped with the Lebesgue measure and consider

A(θ) := ( θ 0 0 −θ ) and b(θ) := ( 1 1 ) . The pair (A, b) obviously satisfies the necessary conditions of Theorem 7. Moreover, Theorem 4 shows that (A, b) is uniformly ensemble reachable over the parameter space [c, 1] for any c > 0, but Theorem 3 implies that uniform ensemble reachability fails over [0, 1] as the pair (A(0), b(0)) is not reachable. However, we will see that (A, b) is L^q-ensemble reachable over [0, 1] for 1 ≤ q < ∞.

Let f = (_{f1} f_2 ) ∈ L^q_2(P) and ε > 0. We have to show that there is a polynomial p such that

‖p − f_1‖_q < ε and ‖p_− − f_2‖_q < ε

with p_−(θ) := p(−θ) for all θ ∈ [0, 1]. To this end, we choose continuous functions g_1 and g_2 on P such that ‖f_i − g_i‖_q <^ε_2 and g_i(0) = 0 for i = 1, 2. Then, the continuous function h: [−1, 1] → C defined by

h(θ) := { g_1(θ) θ ∈ [0, 1] g_2(−θ) θ ∈ [−1, 0]

7In [49] essentially injective is called essentially univalent.

can approximated uniformly by a polynomial p : [−1, 1] → C such that ‖p−h‖_∞ <^ε_2 . Consequently, we obtain ‖p − f_1‖_q ≤ ‖p − h‖_q + ‖h − f_1‖_q ≤ ‖p − h‖_q + ‖g_1 − f_1‖_q < ε and ‖p_− − f_2‖_q ≤ ‖p_− − h_−‖_q + ‖h_− − f_2‖_q ≤ ‖p_− − h_−‖_q + ‖g_2 − f_2‖_q < ε .

In order to obtain sufficient conditions we will make use of the observation that a single-input pair (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × L^q_n(P) is L^q-ensemble reachable if and only if the multiplication operator

M_A : L^q_n(P) → L^q_n(P) M_A f(θ) = A(θ) f(θ)

is cyclic and b is a cyclic vector for M_A (cf. page 4). Similar to the uniform case, we consider scalar ensembles first.

Proposition 7 Let P ⊂ C be compact. Then, the scalar pair (a, b) ∈ C(P)×L^q(P) is L^q-ensemble reachable for q ∈ [1, ∞) if and only if a : P → C is essentially injective, b(θ) ≠ 0 for almost all θ ∈ P, and

inf_p ∫ P |p(a)b − ab|^q dμ = 0, (36) where p runs through all complex polynomials.

Proof. The pair (a, b) is L^q-ensemble reachable if and only if the multiplication operator M_a is cyclic and b is a cyclic vector. By [49, Lem. 3.1] and [45, Prop. 2.2] the multiplication operator M_a is cyclic if and only if the function a is essentially injective. The necessity of the conditions b(θ) ≠ 0 for almost all θ ∈ P and (36) follow from Theorem 7 (a) and the fact that f := ab belongs to L_q(P).

Next we show sufficiency. Let ε̃ > 0. Instead of μ we consider the measure μ_b induced by |b|, i.e.

μ_b(Ω) := ∫ P |b| dμ for all Ω ∈ Σ(P) .

Then one has f ∈ L_q(P, μ) iff f/|b| ∈ L_q(P, μ_b) and thus L_q(P, μ) is isomorphic to L_q(P, μ_b).

Besides, for every ε > 0 we can find an open set N_ε such that μ(N_ε) < ε and a restricted to the compact set P_ε := P \ N_ε is injective and therefore a homeomorphism onto a(P_ε). Now, we consider an arbitrary function f ∈ L_q(P, μ_b). Since μ_b is again regular, without loss of generality we can assume that f is continuous. Then, we define g(z) := f(a^{−1}(z)) for z ∈ a(P_ε). Note that a(P_ε) is a compact subset of a(P) and hence due to Tietze’s Extension Theorem we can choose any continuous extension ĝ of g to a(P) with ‖ĝ‖_∞ = ‖g‖_∞≤ ‖f‖_∞. The Stone-Weierstrass Theorem implies the existence of a polynomial p in z and z̄ such that ‖p(z, z̄) − ĝ(z)‖_∞ < ε̃ for all z ∈ a(P) . This, together with Minkowski’s inequality, leads to the following estimate ∫ P |p ( a(θ), a(θ) ) − f(θ)|^q dμ_b = ∫ N_ε |p ( a(θ), a(θ) ) − f(θ)|^q dμ_b + ∫ P_ε |p ( a(θ), a(θ) ) − f(θ)|^q dμ_b

≤ ((∫ N_ε |p ( a(θ), a(θ) ) |^q dμ_b ) 1_q + (∫ N_ε |f(θ)|^q dμ_b ) 1_q )^q + ∫ P_ε |p ( a(θ), a(θ) ) − f(θ)|^q dμ_b ≤ (ε̃ + 2‖f‖_∞)^q μ_b(N_ε) + ε̃^qμ_b(P_ε)

= (ε̃ + 2‖f‖_∞)^q ∫ N_ε |b(θ)| dμ + ε̃^q ∫ P_ε |b(θ)| dμ

≤ (ε̃ + 2‖f‖_∞)^q ∫ N_ε |b(θ)| dμ + ε̃^q ‖b‖_{1,μ}

Thus, choosing ε sufficiently small we can guarantee that ∫ N_ε |b(θ)| dμ < ε̃ q holds and hence

‖p(a, a) − f‖_L^q_{n(P,μb)} = (∫ P |p ( a(θ), a(θ) ) − f(θ)|^q dμ_b )^1_q ≤ ε̃ ( (ε̃ + 2‖f‖_∞)^q + ‖b‖_{1,μ} )^1_q . Furthermore, (36) implies that a is in the closure of the reachable set R(a, 1) (with respect to μ_b). It follows^8 that for all k, l ∈ N the products a^ka^l are in the closure of the reachable set of (a, 1) (with respect to μ_b). Thus, for p(z, z) and ε̃ > 0 there is a polynomial p̃(z) such that ‖p(a, a) − p̃(a)‖_L^q_{n(P,μb )} < ε̃. Consequently, one has ‖p̃(a) − f‖_L^q_{n(P,μb )} ≤ ‖p̃(a) − p(a, a)‖_L^q_{n(P,μb )} + ‖p(a, a) − f‖_L^q_{n(P,μb)} < ( 1 +^q √ (ε̃ + 2‖f‖_∞)^q + ‖b‖_{1,μ} ) ε̃. This shows that L^q(P, μ_b) coincides with the closure of the reachable set R(a, 1) and thus L^q (P, μ) coincides with the closure of the reachable set R(a, b). □

With the above pre-considerations, we are prepared to state our main result on L^q-ensemble reachability. Compared to the uniform case, the essential difference lies in the fact that – at least to our knowledge – there is no simply criterion which guarantees the existence of a L^∞-transformation T (θ) which takes A(θ) into a “nice”, for instence, diagonal form (except for selfadjoint families A(θ), cf. Remark 8). Therefore, we unfortunately have to require the existence of such a transformation T (θ) in the following result.

Theorem 8 Let P ⊂ C be compact. Then (A, b) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × L^q_{n,1}(P) is L^q-ensemble reachable for q ∈ [1, ∞) if the following conditions are satisfied:

(a) The pairs ( A(θ), b(θ) ) are reachable for almost all θ ∈ P.

(b) The eigenvalues of A(θ) are simple for almost all θ ∈ P . (c) The spectral map is essentially injective.

(d) There exist λ_1, ..., λ_n ∈ L^∞(P) and T ∈ L^∞_{n,n}(P) such that the operator M_T : L^q_n(P) → L^q_n(P) is bounded, invertible (with bounded inverse) and satisfies

T (θ)^{−1}A(θ)T (θ) = λ_1(θ) .. . λ_n(θ) for almost all θ ∈ P .

(e) The approximation condition

inf_p ∫ P max k=1,...,n | |p(λ_k)b̂_k − λ_kb̂_k | |^q dμ = 0

holds, where p runs through all complex polynomials and b̂_k(θ) denotes the k-th component of b̂(θ) := T (θ)^{−1}b(θ).

Proof. Due to the assumption (d), it is sufficient to verify L^q-ensemble reachability of the pair

λ_1(θ) .. . λ_n(θ) , b̂(θ) := T (θ)^{−1}b(θ).

8If p_n(a) → a with respect to L^q (P, μ_b) then obviously a^kp_n(a) → a^k a with respect to L^q (P, μ_b). To see that a^2 and all higher powers of a belongs to R(a, 1) choose p_N such that ‖p_N (a) − a‖_{1,μb} < ε. Then one has ‖p_N (a)p_n (a) − a^2‖_{1,μb} ≤ ‖p_N (a)‖_∞‖p_n(a) − a‖_{1,μb} + ‖a‖_∞‖p_N (a) − a‖_{1,μb} < 2ε for n sufficiently large.

In order to apply Proposition 7 we use the following transformation: Let P_n := P × {1, ..., n} be the disjoint union of n copies of P (each equipped with the measure μ) and define the isomorphism Φ : L^q_n(P) → L^q(P_n) via f = ( f_1 . . . f_n )_T → Φ(f), Φ(f) (θ, k) = f_k(θ) . Moreover, we set Λ := Φ(λ) for λ = ( λ_1 · · · λ_n )_T and consider the multiplication operator M_Λ : L^q(P_n) → L^q(P_n) given by g → Λ g, Λg(θ, k) := Λ(θ, k) · g(θ, k) = λ_k(θ) · g(θ, k). Since Φ is an isomorphism the claim follows if the scalar multiplication operator M_Λ is cyclic with cyclic vector Φ(b̂). Conditions (a), (c) and (d) imply that M_Λ is essential injective and that the entries b̂_k(θ) are nonzero on a set of full measure. Moreover, it is straightforward to show that condition (e) is equivalent to

inf_p ∫ P_n | p(Λ)Φ(b̂) − ΛΦ(b̂) |_q dμ = 0 .

Hence it follows that we can apply Proposition 7 and this shows the assertion. □

Remark 8 (a) If the eigenvalues λ_1, ..., λ_n ∈ C(P) are real-valued, then condition (e) is automatically satisfied.

(b) In the case A(θ) is self-adjoint one can obviously choose T (θ) unitary and moreover, if P is real and A(θ) additionally analytic this often allows to construct a L^∞-transformation as required in part (d) of the above Theorem, cf. [33, Sec. II.6].

(c) For p = 2 and self-adjoint bounded matrix-multiplication operator M_A it is well-known that M_A is in principle unitarily equivalent to a scalar multiplication operator M_a on L^2([0, 1], μ̃) for some appropriately chosen measure μ̃, cf. [30, Theorem 4.1]. Yet the construction of μ̃ is not very explicit and resulting reachability criteria are difficult to test.

(d) It is easy to see that the scalar pair (θ, 1) defined on P = ∂D is not L^2-ensemble reachable.

However, it is shown in [6] that there exists a cyclic vector b ≠ 1. Moreover, using a Theorem of Szegö a complete characterization of cyclic vectors is given in [45, Cor. 2.8].

4.2. Multi-input parameter-dependent systems

In this section we present some sufficient conditions for multi-input systems to be L^q-ensemble reachable. Consider the upper triangular pair of matrix families

A(θ) = a_{11}(θ) · · · a_{1n}(θ) . . . . . a_{nn}(θ) ∈ Cn,n(P) and B(θ) = b_{11}(θ) · · · b_{1n}(θ) . . . . . b_{nn}(θ) ∈ L^q_{n,n}(P). (37)

The following result relies on the cascade structure (Proposition 1) and the L^q-ensemble reachability characterization given in Proposition 7. The proof is omitted as it is similar to the uniform case.

Proposition 8 Let P ⊂ C be a compact. Then, the pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × L^q_{n,n}(P), defined in (37) is L^q-ensemble reachable if a_{ii} is essentially injective, b_{ii}(θ) ≠ 0 for almost all θ ∈ P and

inf_p ∫ P |p(a_{ii})b_{ii} − a_{ii}b_{ii}|^q dμ = 0 (38) all i = 1, ..., n, where p runs through all complex polynomials.

We close this section by noting that an L^q-version of Theorem 6 is not straightforward. Even if the Hermite indices h_1, ..., h_m are constant for all parameters θ ∈ P the application of the corresponding transformation T (θ) = (b_1(θ), ..., A^{h1 −1}(θ)b_1(θ), ..., b_k(θ), ..., A^{hk −1}(θ)b_k (θ)) ∈ L^q_{n,n}(P) yields submatrices Ã_{ii}(θ) which are not continuous in θ in general. Therefore, the previous theory does not apply. Other approaches to obtain sufficient conditions might be based on sufficient conditions for the matrix-multiplication operator to be multicyclic on L^q_n(P) and the columns of B to be cyclic vectors. But unfortunately, we are not aware of such results.

5. Application to averaged reachability

In applications such as e.g. cell biology or quantum systems, a frequently met task is to extract information of the system from average measurements. Throughout this section we consider X_n(P) to be either C_n(P) or L^q_n(P), for q ∈ [1, ∞) and study linear ensembles with outputs given by an average of the form y = ∫ P C(θ)f(θ) dμ, where μ is a regular Borel measure on P and for simplicity C(θ) ∈ C^{p×n} is a continuous matrix function. Hence, the output operator C : X_n(P) → C^p , Cf = ∫ P C(θ)f(θ) dμ is bounded linear.

In the following we are interested in pointwise testable conditions on the matrix triple (A, B, C) such that arbitrary averages can be reached. More precisely, we say that a triple (A, B, C) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × X_{n,m}(P) × C_{p,n}(P) is averaged reachable (from zero), if for any y ∈ C^p there exist T > 0 and u ∈ U(T ) such that Cφ(T, u, 0) = ∫ P C(θ)φ(T, u, 0)(θ) dμ = y. As the output space is finite dimensional the latter is equivalent to approximate averaged reachability, i.e. to the condition that for every y ∈ C^p and every ε > 0 there exist T > 0 and u ∈ U(T ) such that ‖Cφ(T, u, 0) − y‖_Cp < ε. Let B = (b_1, ..., b_m), then in the discrete-time case the output at time T with input sequence u = (u(0), ..., u(T − 1)) is given by Cφ(T, u, 0) = T −1∑

k=0 m∑ j=1 u_j (T − 1 − k) ∫ P C(θ)A(θ)^k b_j (θ) dμ and the set of reachable outputs is given by

span {∫ P C(θ)A(θ)^k b_j (θ) dμ | j = 1, ..., m, k = 0, 1, 2, ... } . Thus, in discrete-time a triple (A, B, C) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × X_{n,m}(P) × C_{p,n}(P) is averaged reachable if and only if

span {∫ P C(θ)A(θ)^k b_j (θ) dμ | j = 1, ..., m , k = 0, 1, 2, ... } = C^p . (39)

It is well-known that the latter characterization also holds for continuous-time systems, cf. [54, Corollary 7.1.2]. For the particular case C(θ) = I ∈ R^{n×n} , yet under the weaker assumption that the matrix pair (A(θ), B(θ)) is only measurable, the same result can be found in [61, Theorem 3]. Note that, if A(θ) is only measurable the corresponding multiplication operator M_A as defined in (3) may be unbounded and therefore the results of Triggiani [54] which rely on the boundedness of the involved operators do not cover this case.

Obviously, the if-and-only-if condition (39), which might be hard to verify, illustrates that averaged reachability is a subtle interplay between the matrices A(θ), B(θ), C(θ) and the measure μ. Via the results of the previous sections we will derive some sufficient conditions for averaged reachability which are easy to test in terms of (A(θ), B(θ), C(θ)). To recap known necessary and sufficient conditions for averaged reachability let C(θ) = (c_{ij} (θ)) i=1,..,p_{j=1,...,n} and consider the functionals

h_k : X_n(P) → C , h_k f = ∫ P n∑ j=1 c_{kj} (θ)f_j (θ) dμ, k = 1, ..., p. In [54, Corollary 6.2] it is shown that the triple (A, B, C) is averaged reachable if (A, B) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P) and the functionals h_1, ..., h_p are linearly independent (in X_n(P)^∗). In the following we shall show an equivalent result, cf. Prop. 9, which is more explicit in terms of the matrices C(θ). To do so, we define the output reachable set of (A, B, C) by R(A, B, C) = {∫ P C(θ)φ(t, u, 0)(θ) dμ | t ≥ 0, u ∈ U(t) }

and recall that the support of μ is given by supp(μ) := P \ P_0, where P_0 is the largest open subset of P such that μ(P_0) = 0.

Lemma 6 Let C ∈ C_{p,n}(P) and assume that (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × X_{n,m}(P) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P). If θ_0 ∈ P belongs to the support of μ then Im C(θ_0) ⊂ R(A, B, C).

Proof. Without loss of generality let q = 1. Moreover, let θ_0 ∈ supp(μ) and y = C(θ_0)x. Then, by continuity, for ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that ‖C(θ) − C(θ_0)‖ < ε for all θ ∈ P with |θ − θ_0| < δ. Now, choose the step function g_{x,δ}(θ) := { μ(B_δ (θ_0) ∩ P)^{−1}x for θ ∈ B_δ(θ_0) ∩ P , 0 else.

Note that μ(B_δ(θ_0) ∩ P)^{−1} > 0 since θ_0 ∈ supp(μ). Then, due to our reachability assumption (in the uniform case use additionally Lusin’s Theorem) there exists an input u such that ‖g_{x,δ} − φ(T, u, 0)‖_1 < ε. This yields the following estimate ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ P C(θ)φ(T, θ, u) dμ − y ‖ ‖ ‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ P C(θ)φ(T, θ, u) dμ − C(θ_0)x ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ P C(θ)φ(T, θ, u) − C(θ)g_{x,δ}(θ) dμ ‖ ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ P C(θ)g_{x,δ}(θ) dμ − C(θ_0)x ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ P C(θ)φ(T, θ, u) − C(θ)g_{x,δ}(θ) dμ ‖ ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ∫ B_δ (θ_0)∩P

C(θ)g_{x,δ}(θ) − μ(B_δ (θ_0) ∩ P)^{−1}C(θ_0)x dμ ‖ ‖ ≤ (‖C‖_∞ + ‖x‖) ε

(40)

This shows that y = C(θ_0)x is approximately averaged reachable and due to finite dimension of the output space y is also averaged reachable, i.e. y ∈ R(A, B, C). □

The latter statement is now used to show the following sufficient conditions for averaged reachability.

Proposition 9 The triple (A, B, C) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × X_{n,m}(P) × C_{p,n}(P) is averaged reachable if

(a) (A, B) is ensemble reachable on X_n(P). (b) There are distinct θ_1, ..., θ_k∈ supp μ such that rank ( C(θ_1) | · · · | C(θ_k) ) = p.

Moreover, condition (b) is necessary for averaged reachability.

Proof. The output reachable set is a subspace of C^p and by Lemma 6, we know that for each i = 1, ..., k we have Im C(θ_i) ⊂ R(A, B, C). The claim then follows from the equivalence of Im C(θ_1) + · · · + Im C(θ_k) = C^p and rank ( C(θ_1) | · · · | C(θ_k ) ) = p.

Next, it is straightforward to see that the linear functionals h_1, ..., h_p have to be linear independent for averaged reachability, cf. [54, Corollary 6.2] . Moreover, by continuity of C(θ) the functionals h_1, ..., h_p are linearly independent if and only if

(α_1 · · · α_p) C(θ) = 0 ∀ θ ∈ supp μ =⇒ α_1 = · · · = α_p = 0. (41)

Also, due to the finite dimensionality of the output space condition (b) holds if and only if

span {im C(θ) | θ ∈ supp μ} = C^p . (42)

Hence, the necessity of (b) follows immediately from the equivalence of (41) and (42). □

Note that for standard averaging operators, such as Cf = ∫ P f(θ) dμ , i.e. C(θ) = I, condition (b) in Proposition 9 is automatically satisfied and hence the result boils down to the well-known and trivial fact that approximate reachability implies averaged reachability. The lemma also shows that if condition (b) is not satisfied, ensemble reachablility does not imply averaged reachability. Further, by the results of Section 3 and Section 4, one can specify condition (a) of Proposition 9 to get pointwise verifiable sufficient conditions for averaged reachability. Here, exemplarily, we only state the uniform case.

Corollary 5 Let P be compact and contractible. Then, (A, B, C) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) × C_{p,n}(P) is averaged reachable if

(a) (A(θ), B(θ)) is reachable for all θ ∈ P.

(b) The Hermite indices of (A(θ), B(θ)) do not depend on θ ∈ P. (c) The spectral map is injective.

(d) For each θ ∈ P, the eigenvalues of A(θ) are simple. (e) There are distinct θ_1, ..., θ_k∈ supp μ such that rank ( C(θ_1) | · · · | C(θ_k) ) = p.

The above conditions are quite strong and far from being necessary. The derivation of sharper conditions for averaged reachability or, equivalently, for (39) to hold is certainly desirable but beyond the scope of this paper. Finally, we note that the results can naturaly be extended to output matrices C(θ) whose rows are in X_n(P)^∗.

6. Appendix

6.1. Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. (a): Assume without loss of generality U = P and define k := max_{θ∈P} card σ(A(θ)). Choose θ_0 ∈ P with σ(A(θ_0)) = {λ_1, . . . , λ_k} and λ_i ≠ λ_j for i ≠ j. Then there exist disjoint neighbourhoods U_i with λ_i ∈ U_i for i = 1, . . . , k and therefore Rouché’s Theorem [46, Theorem 10.43 (b)] plus the maximality of k guarantees the existence of an relatively open neighbourhood V of θ_0 with card σ(A(θ))∩U_i = 1 for i = 1, . . . , k and all θ ∈ V . This allows to define a single-valued continuous spectral decomposition on V .

(b): See [33, Chapter II, § 5, Theorem 5.2].

(c): The result should be well-known and follows from a straightforward application of the Lifting Theorem, cf. [7, Ch. III, Thm 4.1 & Cor. 4.3]. Therefore, we only sketch the necessary arguments. Let C^{n×n}_s denote the set of all complex n × n matrices with simple eigenvalues and let GL_n(C ) be the set of all invertible complex n × n matrices. Moreover, let Δ_n(C ) consist of all complex diagonal matrices and set Δ_{n,s}(C ) := Δ_n(C ) ∩ C^{n×n}_s and D_n(C ) := Δ_n(C ) ∩ GL_n(C ). With these preliminaries we can construct a covering map [7, Ch. III, Def. 3.1]

F : ^GL_n(C ) × Δ_{n,s}(C ) → C^{n×n}_s , ( T D_n(C ), Λ ) → T ΛT^{−1} , where ^GL_n(C ) := GL_n(C )/ D_n(C ) denotes the homogeneous space of all left cosets of D_n(C ). Obviously, F is well-defined as Λ commutes with any another diagonal matrix. Moreover, since GL_n(C ) and Δ_{n,s}(C ) are Hausdorff, path-connected and locally path-connected we conclude that ^GL_n(C ) × Δ_{n,s}(C ) is Hausdorff, path-connected and locally path-connected, too. Finally, we have to show the existence of an elementary neighborhood U for all X ∈ C^{n×n}_s . To this end, we first compute F^{−1}(X). W.l.o.g. we can assume that X is diagonal and thus it is straightforward to see that X has n! preimages consisting of pairs (Π D_n(C ), Π^{−1} XΠ) where Π denotes an arbitrary permutation matrix. In order to see that each preimage has a neighborhood U_π which is homeomorphically mapped to U we can exploit the fact that F is a local diffeomorphism with respect to the canonical manifold structure of the homogeneous space ^GL_n(C ), [24, 56]. In particular for Π = id_n and [id_n] := D_n(C ) we obtain

T_{([idn],X)} F (P, H) = T_{[idn]} F ( · , X) P + T_X F ([id_n], · ) H = d dt e^{tP} Xe^{−tP} | |_{t=0} + H = [P, X] + H ,

where P and H are tangent vectors of ^GL_n(C ) at [id_n] and Δ_{n,s}(C ) at X, respectively. Here, we can identify the tangent space of Δ_{n,s}(C ) at X with set of all complex diagonal matrices Δ_n(C ) and the tangent space of ^GL_n(C ) at [id_n] with any complementary space p of Δ_n(C ). For instance, a convenient choice for p is the orthogonal complement of Δ_n(C ) which consists of all complex matrices which vanish on the diagonal. Thus it is straightforward to see that the tangent map of F at ( [id_n], X ) is invertible. A similar computation yields

T_{([Π],X)} F (P, H) = T_{[Π]} F ( · , X) P + T_X F ([Π], · ) H = d dt Πe^{tP} Xe^{−tP} Π^{−1} | |_{t=0} + ΠHΠ^{−1} = Π([P, X] + H)Π^{−1}

and hence the tangent map of F is always invertible. Therefore F is a local diffeomorphism and this allows to apply the Lifting Theorem [7, Ch. III, Thm. 4.1 & Cor. 4.3] to the map A, because P is by assumption locally path-connected and due to its contractibility also simply connected and path-connected. Hence there exists a lifting Â of A such that the following diagram commutes:

^GL_n(C ) × Δ_{n,s}(C )

P C^{n×n}_s AF̂A

Thus the map π_2 ∘ Â, where π_2 denotes the projection onto the second component, yields the desired continuous eigenvalue spectral decomposition. □

6.2. Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. Since Γ_1(θ), . . . , Γ_k(θ) are pointwise disjoint we can construct cycles Σ_1(θ), . . . , Σ_k(θ) in the complex plane for all θ ∈ P such that

ind_{Σi (θ)}(z) = { 1 for all z ∈ Γ_i(θ) , 0 for all z ∈ σ ( A(θ) ) \ Γ_i(θ) , where ind_{Σi (θ)}(z) denotes the winding number of z ∈ C with respect to Σ_i(θ). Hence, we can define the following spectral projections

P_i(θ) = 1 2πi ∫ Σ_i(θ) ( zI − A(θ) )_{−1} dz. We claim that the map θ → P_i(θ) is continuous and that the rank of P_i(θ) is constant with respect to θ. To see that θ → P_i(θ) is continuous we first note that the continuity of Γ_i implies that the Hausdorff distance between Γ_i(θ) and Γ_i(θ^′) tends to zero as θ^′ tends to θ. Therefore, Γ_i(θ^′) is contained in Ω_i(θ) := {z ∈ C | ind_{Σi (θ)}(z) = 1} for θ^′ sufficiently close to θ and thus, by Cauchy’s Theorem [46, Thm. 10.35], one has

P_i(θ^′) = 1 2πi ∫ Σ_i(θ^′) ( zI − A(θ^′) )_{−1} dz = 1 2πi ∫ Σ_i (θ) ( zI − A(θ^′) )_{−1} dz. for θ^′ sufficiently close to θ. From the above representation of P_i(θ^′), it follows that θ → P_i(θ) is continuous. Next, we note that ∑_k i=1 rank P_i(θ) = n for all θ ∈ P as Σ_1(θ) + · · · + Σ_k(θ) yields a circle around the spectrum of A(θ). Moreover, by continuity with respect to θ one knows that the rank of P_k(θ^′) is greater or equal to the rank of P_k(θ) in a neighborhood of θ. Since this holds for all i = 1, . . . , k we conclude that the rank of P_i(θ) is locally constant with respect to θ and because of the connectedness of P it is globally constant. Finally, we can apply a generalization of Doležal’s result [16] which was obtained by Grasse [22, Theorem 3.8] and guarantees the existence of a continuous family of matrices T_i(θ) ∈ C^{n×ni} with n_i := rank P_i(θ) for all i = 1, . . . , k such that the columns of T_i(θ) span the image of the P_i(θ) which is of course an A(θ)-invariant subspace. Hence, there exist A_i(θ) ∈ C^{nk ×ni} with

A(θ)T_i(θ) = T_i(θ)A_i(θ)

for i = 1, . . . , k. In particular, A_i(θ) are given by A_i(θ) = ( T_i(θ)^∗T_i(θ) )_{−1} T_i(θ)^∗A(θ)T_i(θ) for i = 1, . . . , k. Then stacking all T_i(θ) together, i.e. setting T (θ) := ( T_1(θ) | . . . | T_k(θ) ) ∈ C^{n×n} , yields the desired result

T (θ)^{−1}A(θ)T (θ) =

A_1(θ) 0 .. . 0 A_k(θ) .

The stated spectral condition follows simply from the fact that P_i(θ) is by construction the spectral projection onto all generalized eigenspaces whose eigenvalues are surrounded by Γ_i(θ). □

6.3. Proofs of the Lemmata in the proof of Theorem 1

Let γ denote a closed (piecewise) C^1-path in the plane and let tr γ denote its trace. Then,

ind_γ (z) :=^1_{2πi} ∫ γ 1 ξ − z dξ , z ∈ C \ tr γ denotes the winding number of z with respect to γ. A closed polygon τ = [p_1 p_2 · · · p_k p_1] composed of finitely many horizontal or vertical segments [p_1 p_2],[p_2 p_3],..., [p_k p_1] is called a grid polygon if there exists a not necessarily regular grid G ⊂ C of horizontal or vertical lines such that all vertices p_1, ..., p_k are pairwise distinct adjacent grid point of G. As shown in [43, § 4.2 in Chapter 12]^9 every grid polygon divides the complex plane into exactly two disjoint domains

C \ tr γ = ext γ ∪ int γ , (43)

9We note that in [43] the more general term step polygon is used instead of grid polygon. But the proof is actually only given for grid polygon.

with

ext γ := {z ∈ C \ tr γ | ind_γ (z) = 0} and int γ := {z ∈ C \ tr γ | ind_γ (z) = 1} or int γ := {z ∈ C \ tr γ | ind_γ (z) = −1}

depending on the orientation of γ. Moreover, as remarked in [43, § 4.2 in Chapter 12] one can show that for every grid polygon γ one has int γ = int γ ∪ tr γ.

Theorem 9 (Circuit Theorem) Let K be a compact subset of the non-empty open set Ω ⊂ C . (a) Then, for every connected subset K_0 ⊂ K there is a grid polygon τ in Ω \ K such that ind_τ (K_0) = 1.

(b) If K is additionally non-separating and connected and if C \Ω has only finitely many bounded connected components, then there is a grid polygon τ in Ω \ K such that ind_τ (K) = 1 and int τ ⊂ Ω.

Proof. Part (a) is shown in [43, § 4.2 in Chapter 12].

(b) For simplicity, we treat only the case of one bounded connected component because all arguments easily extent to finitely many bounded connected components. Thus, let V denote the bounded connected component of C \ Ω. As V is compact there is square Q ⊂ C that properly contains K and V . Now choose v ∈ V and q ∈ ∂Q. Since K does not separate the plane there is path γ connecting v and q such that tr γ ∩ K = ∅. Then let γ_∞ denote any continuous continuation of γ which connects q with ∞ (for instance, one can choose a straight half line parallel to the real or imaginary axis depending on the location of q on ∂Q). Then, the application of part (a) to Ω_0 = Ω \ γ_∞ yields a grid polygon τ in Ω_0 \ K with ind_τ (K) = 1.

Finally, we have to show int τ ⊂ Ω. To this end we consider any z ∉ Ω. Then z lies in an unbounded connected component of C \ Ω_0 because any unbounded connected component of C \ Ω belongs to an unbounded connected component of C \ Ω_0 and V is by construction part of an unbounded connected component of C \ Ω_0 . Therefore, we conclude ind_τ (z) = 0 and thus z ∉ int τ. Hence it follows int τ ⊂ Ω and, as τ itself is also contained in Ω, we obtain int τ ⊂ Ω. □

Lemma 7 Let C_1, ..., C_N be finitely many, pairwise disjoint, compact and connected subsets in C . Then the union C_1 ∪ · · · ∪ C_N is non-separating, i.e. C \ (C_1 ∪ · · · ∪ C_N ) is connected, if and only if each C_i is non-separating for i = 1, . . . , N.

Proof. “=⇒”: Assume without loss of generality that C_1 is separating. Then it is easy to show that C_1 ∪ · · · ∪ C_N is also separating. Note that the connected components of C \ C_1 are open and hence due to the disjointness condition the union of C_2, . . . , C_N cannot cover any connected component of C \ C_1.

“⇐=”: First we show the case N = 2. The general case follows by induction. To this end, we pick points p and p^′ in C \(C_1 ∪C_2) and show that there is a path γ in C \(C_1 ∪C_2) connecting them. Since C_1 and C_2 are compact there is a square Q that properly contains C_1 and C_2. Obviously, is suffices to show that one can connect p with an arbitrary (but fixed) q on the boundary of Q without intersecting C_1 and C_2. Since C \ C_1 is connected there is a path γ_{pq} connecting p and q such that tr γ_{pq} ∩ C_1 = ∅. If tr γ_{pq} ∩ C_2 = ∅ holds we are done. Therefore, we consider the case

tr γ_{pq} ∩ C_2 ≠ ∅ .

Our goal is to modify the path γ_{pq} to a path, say τ_{pq} , such that tr τ_{pq} ∩ C_2 = ∅. For this, we apply part (b) of the Circuit Theorem 9 to the compact connected set C_2 lying in Q \ (C_1 ∪ {p}) and conclude the existence of a closed grid polygon τ_{C2} in Q \ (C_1 ∪ {p}) such that

int τ_{C2} ⊂ Q \ (C_1 ∪ {p}) .

Next define I := {t ∈ [0, 1] | γ_{pq}(t) ∈ int τ_{C2} } and let t_− := min I and t_+ := max I. Then, the path τ_{pq} is obtained by joining p and γ_{pq} (t_−) along γ_{pq} , and γ_{pq} (t_−) and γ_{pq} (t_+) along τ_{C2} , and γ^1_{pq} (t_+) and q along again γ_{pq} .

The case N > 2 can easily be handled by induction. By assumption, the union of C_1, . . . , C_{N−1} is non-separating and thus we can find path γ_{pq} which connects p and q without intersecting C_1 ∪ · · · ∪ C_{N−1}. If tr γ_{pq} ∩ C_N ≠ ∅ we can proceed as above to obtain a modified path τ_{pq} which connects p and q without intersecting C_1 ∪ · · · ∪ C_N . □

Lemma 8 Let C_1, ..., C_N be finitely many, pairwise disjoint, compact, connected and non-separating subsets in C . Then, there are pairwise disjoint, compact, connected sets K_1, ..., K_N such that each C_i is properly contained in K_i for i = 1, . . . , N and the union of K_1, ..., K_N does not separate the plane.

Proof. First we show the claim for N = 2. By applying part (b) of the Circuit Theorem 9 to Ω := C \ C_2 and K := C_1 and get a grid polygon τ_1 such that int τ_1 properly contains C_1 and satisfies int τ_1 ∩ C_2 = ∅. Thus, we define K_1 := int τ_1 and apply again part (b) of the Circuit Theorem 9 to Ω := C \ K_1 and K := C_2. This yields a grid polygon τ_2 such that C_2 ⊂ int(τ_2) and int τ_2 ∩ K_1 = ∅. Then setting K_2 := int τ_2 and taking (43) into account it follows that K_1 and K_2 do not separate the plane and therefore Lemma 7 shows that K_1 ∪ K_2 does not separate the plane.

For N > 2 we can repeat the above construction with the obvious modification that in the k-th step one has to apply part (b) of the Circuit Theorem 9 to the sets Ω := C \ (K_1 ∪ · · · ∪ K_{k−1} ∪ C_{k+1} ∪ · · · ∪ C_N ) and K := C_k. □ The next result is trivial, but given that this defines a building block in our construction methods for ensemble reachability we state it separately for future reference.

Lemma 9 Let K_1 and K_2 be disjoint compact non-separating sets with finitely many components. Then, the function h: K_1 ∪ K_2 → C defined by h(z) = 1 for all z ∈ K_1 and h(z) = 0 for all z ∈ K_2 can be uniformly approximated by polynomials.

Proof. Choose arbitrary open disjoint neighborhoods U and V of K_1 and K_2, respectively, such that the function h is analytic on U ∪ V . Then, the assertion follows from Runge’s Approximation Theorem, cf. [46, Theorem 13.7]. □

Acknowledgment

This research was supported by the German Research Foundation (DFG) within the grants HE 1858/14-1 and SCHO 1780/1-1. We also thank the referees for their helpful comments and valuable suggestions.

References

[1] A. Agrachev, Y. Baryshnikov, A. Sarychev, Ensemble controllability by Lie algebraic methods, ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var. 22 (2016) 921–938.

[2] F. Amato, Robust control of linear systems subject to uncertain time-varying parameters, Springer, Berlin Heidelberg, 2006.

[3] V.V. Andrievskii, Polynomial approximation of analytic functions on a finite number of continua in the complex plane., J. Approx. Theory 133 (2005) 238–244.

[4] H. Baumgärtel, Analytic perturbation theory for matrices and operators, Birkhäuser, Basel, 1985.

[5] K. Beauchard, J.M. Coron, P. Rouchon, Controllability issues for continuous-spectrum systems and ensemble controllability of Bloch equations., Commun. Math. Phys. 296 (2010) 525–557.

[6] J. Bram, Subnormal operators, Duke Math. J. 22 (1955) 75–94.

[7] G.E. Bredon, Topology and geometry, Springer, New York, 1993.

[8] A. Bressan, B. Piccoli, Introduction to the mathematical theory of control, American institute of mathematical sciences (AIMS), Springfield, 2007.

[9] R. Brockett, Notes on the control of the Liouville equation, in: F. Alabau-Boussouira, R. Brockett, O. Glass, J. LeRousseau, E. Zuazua (Eds.), Control of Partial Differential Equations, Lecture Notes in Mathematics 2048, Springer, Heidelberg, 2012, pp. 101–129.

[10] R.W. Brockett, On the control of a flock by a leader, Proceedings of the Steklov Institute of Mathematics 268 (2010) 49–57.

[11] U. Boscain, M. Caponigro, T. Chambrion, M. Sigalotti, A weak spectral condition for the controllability of the bilinear Schrödinger equation with application to the control of a rotating planar molecule, Comm. Math. Phys. 311 (2012) 423–455.

[12] Y. Chen, T.T. Georgiou, M. Pavon, Optimal transport over a linear dynamical system, IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr. 62 (2017) 2137–2152.

[13] F.C. Chittaro, J.P. Gauthier, Asymptotic ensemble stabilizability of the Bloch equation, Systems Control Lett. 113 (2018) 36–44.

[14] R.F. Curtain, Stabilizability and controllability of spatially invariant P.D.E. systems, IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr. 60 (2015) 383–392.

[15] R.F. Curtain, H. Zwart, An introduction to infinite-dimensional linear systems theory, Springer, New York, 1995.

[16] V. Doležal, The existence of a continuous basis of a certain linear subspace of E_r which depends on a parameter, Časopis pro pěstování matematiky 89 (1964) 466–469.

[17] A. Fleig, L. Grüne, Estimates on the minimal stabilizing horizon length in model predictive control for the Fokker-Planck equation, IFAC-PapersOnLine 49 (2016) 260–265.

[18] P.A. Fuhrmann, On weak and strong reachability and controllability of infinite-dimensional linear systems, Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications 9 (1972) 77–89.

[19] P.A. Fuhrmann, Linear systems and operators in Hilbert space, McGraw-Hill Inc., New York, 1981.

[20] P.A. Fuhrmann, U. Helmke, The mathematics of networks of linear systems, Springer International Publishing, Switzerland, 2015.

[21] B.K. Ghosh, X.A. Wang, Sufficient conditions for generic simultaneous pole assignment and stabilization of linear mimo dynamical systems, IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr. 45 (2000) 734– 738.

[22] K.A. Grasse, A vector-bundle version of a theorem of V. Doležal, Linear Algebra Appl. 392 (2004) 45–59.

[23] M. Hautus, E.D. Sontag, New results on pole-shifting for parametrized families of systems., J. Pure Appl. Algebra 40 (1986) 229–244.

[24] S. Helgason, Differential geometry, Lie groups, and symmetric spaces, Academic Press, Inc., 1978.

[25] U. Helmke, M. Schönlein, Uniform ensemble controllability for one-parameter families of timeinvariant linear systems, Systems Control Lett. 71 (2014) 69–77.

[26] D.A. Herrero, J. McDonald, On multicyclic operators and the Vasjunin-Nikol’skiĭ discotheca, Integral Equations Operator Theory 6 (1983) 206–223.

[27] D.A. Herrero, L. Rodman, The multicyclic n-tuples of an n-multicyclic operator, and analytic structures on its spectrum, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 34 (1985) 619–629.

[28] A. Holderrieth, Matrix multiplication operators generating one parameter semigroups., Semigroup Forum 42 (1991) 155–166.

[29] R.A. Horn, C.R. Johnson, Topics in matrix analysis, Cambridge University Press, 1991. [30] P. Jorgensen, F. Tian, Non-commutative analysis, World Scientific, New Jersey, 2017. [31] B. Jacob, J.R. Partington, On controllability of diagonal systems with one-dimensional input space, Systems & Control Letters 55 (2006) 321–328.

[32] T. Kailath, Linear systems, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs Publ., N.J., 1980. [33] T. Kato, Perturbation theory for linear operators, Springer, Berlin, 1995. [34] S. Lang, Real and functional analysis, (3rd ed.), Springer, New York, 1993. [35] J.S. Li, Ensemble control of finite-dimensional time-varying linear systems, IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr. 56 (2011) 345–357.

[36] J.S. Li, N. Khaneja, Ensemble control of Bloch equations, IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr. 54 (2009) 528–536.

[37] J.S. Li, J. Qi, Ensemble control of time-invariant linear systems with linear parameter variation, IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr. 61 (2016) 2808–2820.

[38] J. Lohéac, E. Zuazua, From averaged to simultaneous controllability of parameter dependent finite-dimensional systems, Annales de la Faculté des Sciences de Toulouse. Mathématiques. Série 6 25 (2016) 785 – 828.

[39] J. Lohéac, E. Zuazua, Averaged controllability of parameter dependent conservative semigroups, J. Differential Equations 262 (2017) 1540–1574.

[40] G.A. Muñoz, Y. Sarantopoulos, A. Tonge, Complexifications of real Banach spaces, polynomials and multilinear maps, Studia Math. 134 (1999) 1–33.

[41] M.H. Newman, Elements of the topology of the plane sets of points, Cambridge University Press, 1954.

[42] N.K. Nikolskii, V.I. Vasjunin, Control subspaces of minimal dimension, and spectral multiplicities, in: C. Apostol, R. G. Douglas, B. Sz.-Nagy, D. Voiculescu, Gr. Arsene (Eds.), Invariant Subspaces and Other Topics, Birkhäuser, Basel, 1982, pp. 163–179.

[43] R. Remmert, Classical topics in complex function theory, Springer, New York, 2013. [44] J. Roe, Winding around: The winding number in topology, geometry, and analysis, American Mathematical Society, Providence, R.I., 2015.

[45] W.T. Ross, W.R. Wogen, Common cyclic vectors for unitary operators, J. Operator Theory (2009) 65–81.

[46] W. Rudin, Real and complex analysis, (3rd ed.), McGraw-Hill Book Co., New York, 1987. [47] B. Scherlein, M. Schönlein, U. Helmke, Open-loop control of parameter-dependent discretetime systems, PAMM 14 (2014) 939–940.

[48] M. Schönlein, U. Helmke, Controllability of ensembles of linear dynamical systems, Math.

Comput. Simulation 125 (2016) 3–14.

[49] H. Seid, Cyclic multiplication operators on L_p-spaces, Pacific J. Math. 51 (1974) 549–562. [50] E.D. Sontag, Mathematical control theory. Deterministic finite dimensional systems, 2nd ed., Springer, New York, 1998.

[51] E.D. Sontag, Y. Wang, Pole shifting for families of linear systems depending on at most three parameters., Linear Algebra Appl. 137-138 (1990) 3–38.

[52] A. Tannenbaum, Invariance and system theory: algebraic and geometric aspects, Lecture Notes in Mathematics. 845, Springer, Berlin-Heidelberg-New York, 1981.

[53] H.L. Trentelman, A.A. Stoorvogel, M. Hautus, Control theory for linear systems, Springer, London, 2001.

[54] R. Triggiani, Controllability and observability in Banach space with bounded operators, SIAM Journal on Control 13 (1975) 462–491.

[55] J.L. Walsh, Interpolation and approximation by rational functions in the complex domain, 4th ed., American Mathematical Society. Colloquium Publications. Providence, R.I., 1965.

[56] F.W. Warner, Foundations of differentiable manifolds and Lie groups, Springer, Berlin, 1983. [57] S. Zeng, F. Allgöwer, A moment-based approach to ensemble controllability of linear systems, Systems Control Lett. 98 (2016) 49 – 56.

[58] S. Zeng, H. Ishii, F. Allgöwer, Sampled observability and state estimation of discrete ensembles, IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr. 62 (2017) 2406–2418.

[59] S. Zeng, S. Waldherr, C. Ebenbauer, F. Allgöwer, Ensemble observability of linear systems, IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr. 61 (2016) 1452–1465.

[60] K. Zhu, An introduction to operator algebras, CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, 1993. [61] E. Zuazua, Averaged control, Automatica J. IFAC 50 (2014) 3077–3087.