arXiv:2105.14812v2 [math.OC] 1 Jun 2021

Computation of open-loop inputs for uniformly ensemble controllable systems

Michael Schönlein

Institute for Mathematics University of Würzburg Emil-Fischer Straße 40 97074 Würzburg, Germany e-mail: schoenlein@mathematik.uni-wuerzburg.de

This work is accepted for publication in Mathematical Control and Related Fields and was supported by the German Research Foundation (DFG) grant SCHO 1780/1-1.

Received 30. September 2019; revised 30. August 2020.

Abstract: This paper presents computational methods for families of linear systems depending on a parameter. Such a family is called ensemble controllable if for any family of parameter-dependent target states and any neighborhood of it there is a parameter-independent input steering the origin into the neighborhood. Assuming that a family of systems is ensemble controllable we present methods to construct suitable open-loop input functions. Our approach to solve this infinite-dimensional task is based on a combination of methods from the theory of linear integral equations and finite-dimensional control theory.

AMS 2000 subject classifications: 45A05, 93B05, 93B40. Keywords and phrases: Linear integral equation of first kind, Moment discretization, Convergence rates, Reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces, Controllability, Input computation, Consensus methods . 1. Introduction

Recently, the topic of ensemble control has become an emerging field in mathematical systems and control theory. An essential characteristic is the task of controlling a large, potentially infinite, number of states, or systems at once, using a single open-loop input function or a single feedback controller. Although the notion ensemble control is relatively new, such problems have been studied in the 1970s and 1980s under different names. For instance, in [34] the blending problem refers to the task of stabilizing a family of scalar transfer functions by a common dynamic feedback compensator. Also, in a series of papers Ghosh and co-workers consider the problem of simultaneous controllability and stabilizability for families of linear systems, cf. [15, 16, 17, 18].

In principle, ensemble control embraces several facets. A current nice exposition for the applicability of ensemble control is given in [6, Section 2.4]. For 1

instance, it contains problems where states or observations of a system are subject to uncertainties and only a probability distribution on the state space or output snapshots are available. In this case, the ensemble control problem is to morph a given initial probability density function of the states into a desired one by transporting it along a linear system. This yields controllability problems for the Liouville equation and the Fokker-Plank equation. We refer to, e.g. [6, 7, 10, 13, 14] for recent works on this topic and note that this list is not intended to be complete. Also, in [39, 41] the problem of reconstructing an initial probability density function from output snapshots is addressed.

Moreover, ensemble control also deals with families of systems, usually defined by parameter-dependent systems. Here, the goal is to control the entire family by finitely many open-loop inputs or feedback controllers. That is, given families of initial states and desired terminal states the task is to steer the initial family towards the desired family in some finite time by a parameter-independent input function. Problems of his kind arise for instance in robotics and quantum control, cf. [3, 26, 37]. Of course, characterizations of ensemble controllability depend on the structure of the parameter-dependent system. For necessary and sufficient conditions for ensemble controllability for linear systems, bilinear systems and nonlinear systems we refer to [11, 20, 24, 25, 31, 40] and [4, 8, 9] and [1], respectively.

In this paper we consider ensembles defined by families of parameter-dependent linear systems. Assuming that it is ensemble controllable and given a family of target states, we tackle the question how to derive suitable open-loop input functions. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we outline the basic problem studied in this paper and provide the necessary notations and definitions concerning ensemble controllability. In Section 3 we extend a known discretization method to obtain approximate solutions to vector-valued linear integral equations of first kind. To get such a collocation method, we provide the reproducing kernel structure for Hilbert spaces of vector-valued functions. Moreover, we derive a convergence rate under the weaker regularity assumption that the reproducing kernel is Lipschitz continuous. Note that the standard result by Nashed and Wahba [28, Theorem 3.1] requires that the reproducing kernel satisfies a differentiability condition. In Section 4 we present new methods that provide algorithms for the computation of suitable open-loop input functions.

2. Problem statement and computational method

In this paper we consider families 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) ∈ R^n , (1) where the matrices A(θ) ∈ R^{n×n} and B(θ) ∈ R^{n×m} depend continuously on a parameter θ which is varying over a nonempty compact interval P ⊂ R. Throughout the paper we will use the short notation (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) for A ∈ C(P, R^{n×n} ) and B ∈ C(P, R^{n×m} ). Similarily we shortly write

L^q_m([0, T ]) instead of L^q([0, T ], R^m ). For u ∈ L^1_m([0, T ]) let φ ( t, u, x_0(θ), θ ) de- note the solution to (1). To express that (1) defines an infinite-dimensional system whose states are functions mapping the compact interval P to R^n we write φ(t, u, x_0)(θ) := φ ( t, u, x_0(θ), θ ) . The precise definition of ensemble controllability is as follows. A pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) is called uniformly ensemble controllable if for every ε > 0 and for every f ∈ C_n(P) there are T > 0 and u ∈ L^1_m([0, T ]) such that ‖φ(T, u, x_0) − f‖_∞ = sup_{θ∈P} ‖φ(T, u, x_0(θ), θ) − f(θ)‖_Rn < ε. As shown in [36, Thm. 3.1.1, Remark 3.1.2] in continuous-time the final time T > 0 can be chosen arbitrary. Thus, from now we fix T > 0. We note that for discrete-time systems the final time T > 0 depends on the target state f and the desired accuracy ε > 0.

Most of the literature mentioned in the introduction considers the problem of deriving convenient necessary and sufficient conditions for uniform ensemble controllability in terms of (A, B). Almost all results are existence results, i.e. the existence of an appropriate input function is guaranteed but explicit expressions are not available in general. Here, we tackle the next step, namely supposing a pair (A, B) is uniformly ensemble controllable, this paper considers the problem of determining suitable input functions.

In order to make use of Hilbert space properties we are looking for input functions in L^2_m([0, T ]). If the pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) is uniformly ensemble controllable, the range of the compact reachability integral operator

R: L^2_m([0, T ]) → L^2_n(P), Ru(θ) = ∫_T 0 e^{A(θ)(T −s)}B(θ) u(s) ds (2) is dense in C_n(P), cf. [11]. We consider how to determine an appropriate input function u ∈ L^2_m([0, T ]) such that for given f ∈ C_n(P) and ε > 0 one has ‖Ru − f‖_{Cn(P)} < ε. (3) In other words, the problem of computing an appropriate open-loop input function is equivalent to finding an approximate solution to the linear operator equation Ru = f. (4) This is a classical ill-posed inverse problem. Well-known necessary and sufficient conditions such that (4) has a solution is given by Picard’s criterion, cf. [12, 22, 23]. It also provides an explicit representation of the solution. This, however, has the drawback that it depends on the singular system of the compact reachability operator R. The results in [25] are based on Picard’s criterion. Other related approaches can be found in [35, 42].

In this paper we follow a different approach, namely a discretization method. Based on the assumption that (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) is uniformly ensemble controllable, we have

Im R = C_n(P) and (Im R)^⊥ = {0}.

The uniform ensemble reachability assumption yields that for every f ∈ C_n(P) and every ε > 0 there is a function g ∈ Im R such that ‖f − g‖_∞ < ε. Thus, without loss of generality we treat the case that f is an element of the range of R. Despite the regularization techniques and projection methods available in the literature above, we follow a different approach called moment collocation, which inherits well-known techniques from control theory, e.g. the controllability Gramian. To obtain computational methods we will incorporate ideas originating from decentralized methods to solve linear finite-dimensional equations, as presented, e.g. in [2, 27, 32]. Finally, we note that our subsequent methods do not depend on the singular system of the reachability operator R, which is used in [25].

3. Moment collocation

In this section we present the moment collocation method to derive approximate solutions to the linear equation (4). The basic idea is simply to take N ∈ N different parameters out of the compact parameter interval P = [θ^−, θ^+], i.e. we pick θ^− = θ_1 < θ_2 < · · · < θ_N = θ^+.

The θ_i’s are sometimes called moments. For the pair (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P)×C_{n,m}(P) evaluated at the moments we use the short notation (A_k , B_k) := (A(θ_k), B(θ_k )), k = 1, ..., N. Then, we define the interpolation operator I_N : L^2_m([0, T ]) → R^{Nn} ,

I_N u = ∫_T 0 e^{A1(T −s)}B_1 u(s) ds . . ∫_T 0 e^{AN (T −s)}B_N u(s) ds .

A justification for the term interpolation operator can be found e.g. in [23, Section 11.2]. As in the proof of [11, Theorem 3 (c)], the application of the restriction property to {θ_1, ..., θ_N } yieds that the parallel connection

A_1 .. . A_N , B_1 . . B_N (5)

of the finite-dimensional pairs (A_k, B_k), k = 1, ..., N is controllable. Thus, for each f ∈ C_n(P) and

F_N = f(θ_1) . . f(θ_N ) the linear equation I_N u = F_N (6) has a unique minimal L^2-norm solution, denoted by u_{‖N} . It is well-known, cf. [33, Section 3.5, Theorem 5] that the solution can be written as

u_{‖N} (s) = ( B^T_1 · · · B^T_N ) e^{AT1 (T −s)} .. . A^T_N (T −s) W^{−1}_‖ FN ,

where W_‖ denotes the controllability Gramian of the parallel connetion (5) given by ∫_T 0 ( e^{A1(T −s)}B_1 · · · e^{AN (T −s)}B_N ) ( B^T_1 e^{AT1 (T −s)} · · · B^T_N e^{ATN (T −s)} ) ds = (∫_T 0 e^{Al(T −s)}B_lB^T_k e^{ATk (T −s)} ds ) l,k=1,...,N . (7)

In the following we are interested in, whether for given f ∈ C_n(P) and ε > 0, the input u_{‖N} can be used to obtain a suitable input satisfying (3) by choosing suitable moment parameters {θ_1, ..., θ_N }. To this end, we define

Δ_N := sup_{θ∈P} ( inf i=1,...,N |θ_i − θ| ) . Note, if the moments are chosen equidistantly, i.e. for δ > 0 and N ∈ N the moments

θ^− = θ_1 ≤ · · · < θ_N = θ_+ are such that |θ_{i+1} − θ_i| = δ,

it holds Δ_N ≤ δ 2 . In order to carry out the convergence analysis we need some preparations.

In doing so, we introduce Hilbert spaces with reproducing kernels. Let X_n(P) denote a Hilbert space of functions from P to R^n . The following definition is taken from [30] and is in line with the definition in [28] which treats the scalar case.

Definition 3.1 (Reproducing kernel). A reproducing kernel for the Hilbert space X_n(P) is a family Q(θ, θ̃) of transformations from R^n to R^n defined for each θ, θ̃ ∈ P and having the properties:

1. for every θ̃ ∈ P and v ∈ R^n it holds Q(·, θ̃)v ∈ X_n(P). 2. for every θ̃ ∈ P, f ∈ X_n(P) and v ∈ R^n it holds ⟨v, f(θ̃)⟩_Rn = ⟨Q(·, θ̃)v, f⟩_{Xn (P)}.

To get a convergence result, we equip the range Im R with an inner product. Let R^♯ : Im R → L^2_m([0, T ]) denote the Moore-Penrose inverse of R, that is for f ∈ Im R the element R^♯f ∈ L^2_m([0, T ]) is the unique solution of Ru = f with minimal L^2_m([0, T ])-norm, cf. [12]. Then, an inner product on Im R is given by ⟨f, g⟩_{Im R} := ⟨R^♯f, R^♯g⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} = ∫_T 0 ⟨R^♯f(s), R^♯g(s)⟩_Rm ds f, g ∈ Im R. Lemma 3.1. (Im R, ⟨·, ·⟩_{Im R}) is a reproducing kernel Hilbert space.

Proof. That Im R defines a Hilbert space is shown in [28, Prop. 2.1]. To show the second claim, we verify that Q(θ, θ̃) = ∫_T 0 e^{A(θ)(T −s)}B(θ)B(θ̃)^T e^{A(θ̃)T(T −s)} ds defines a reproducing kernel.

To conclude the first property, let v ∈ R^n and θ̃ ∈ P. Then, by definition we have Q(θ, θ̃)v = ∫_T 0 e^{A(θ)(T −s)}B(θ)B(θ̃)^T e^{A(θ̃)T(T −s)}v ds. Since s → B(θ̃)^T e^{A(θ̃)T(T −s)}v is an L^2_m([0, T ])-function, the first property follows.

To conclude the second property take f ∈ Im R and let u_f := R^♯f ∈ L^2_m([0, T ]). Then, for every v ∈ R^n and θ̃ ∈ P one has on one hand ⟨v, f(θ̃)⟩_Rn = ∫_T 0 v^T e^{A(θ̃)(T −s)}B(θ̃)u_f (s) ds and on the other hand ⟨Q(·, θ̃)v, f⟩_{Im R} = ⟨R^♯Q(·, θ̃)v, R^♯f⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} = ∫_T 0 ⟨B(θ̃)^T e^{A(θ̃)T(T −s)}v, u_f (s)⟩_Rn ds = ∫_T 0 v^T e^{A(θ̃)(T −s)}B(θ̃)u_f (s) ds. The assertion follows by comparing the right hand sides. □ Next, we present the essential structure given by the reproducing kernel. Let e_i denote the ith standard basis vector in R^n and

U := span{u_{i,θ} = B(θ)^Te^{A(θ)T(T −·)} e_i | i = 1, ..., n , θ ∈ P} ⊂ L^2_m([0, T ]) and note that Im R = span{Q(·, θ̃) e_i | i = 1, ..., n, θ̃ ∈ P}.

Then, by the reproducing kernel structure we get ⟨Ru_{i,θ̃}, Ru_{j,θ̂}⟩_{Im R} = ⟨Q(·, θ̃) e_i, Q(·, θ̂) e_j ⟩_{Im R} = ⟨e_i, Q(θ̃, θ̂) e_j ⟩_Rn = ∫_T 0 ⟨u_{i,θ̃}(s), u_{j,θ̂}(s)⟩_Rn ds = ⟨u_{i,θ̃}, u_{j,θ̂}⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])}. That is, R: U → Im R is an isometric isomorphism and using RR^♯f = f for all f ∈ Im R, we have ‖Ru − f‖^2_{Im R} = ⟨Ru, Ru⟩_{Im R} − 2⟨Ru, RR^♯f⟩_{Im R} + ⟨f, f⟩_{Im R} = ⟨u, u⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} − 2⟨u, R^♯f⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} + ⟨R^♯f, R^♯f⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} = ‖u − R^♯f‖^2_L2_{m([0,T ])} (8)

for all u ∈ U.

The significance here is that the convergence analysis of the moment collocation method in the Hilbert space L^2_m([0, T ]) can be traced back to a convergence analysis in (Im R, ⟨·, ·⟩_{Im R}). Next, we construct the solution u_{‖N} by following a classical approach in the theory of integral equations, cf. [23, 28]. To do so, we take finite-dimensional subspaces of Im R by choosing for i ∈ {1, ..., n} and k ∈ {1, ..., N} the ith column of the matrix B^T_k e^{ATk (T −s)} as an element of L^2_m([0, T ]). That is, we define

v_{i,k}(·) := Q(·, θ_k) e_i, u_{i,k}(·) := B(θ_k)^Te^{A(θk)T (T −·)} e_i and V_N := span{v_{1,k}, ..., v_{n,k} | k = 1, ..., N} ⊂ Im R U_N := span{u_{1,k}, ..., u_{n,k} | k = 1, ..., N} ⊂ L^2_m([0, T ]). We note explicitly that, by definition it holds Ru_{i,k} = v_{i,k} and u_{i,k} = R^♯v_{i,k} (9) for all i = 1, ..., n and k = 1, ..., N. Without loss of generality, we assume that the functions v_{i,k} are linearly independent. Consequently, U_N and V_N are nNdimensional subspaces of L^2_m([0, T ]) and Im R, respectively.

Now, we return to the solution u_{‖N} of (6) and shall show that it lies in U_N . To see this, let u ∈ U_N , i.e. there are real numbers α_{1,1}, ..., α_{n,N} such that u = N∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 α_{i,k}u_{i,k}. (10) Let R_k : L^2_m([0, T ]) → R^n , R_ku = ∫_T 0 e^{Ak (T −s)}B_k u(s) ds.

Then, the linear equation (6) can also be written as follows R_1u_{1,1} · · · R_1u_{n,N} . . . . R_N u_{1,1} · · · R_N u_{n,N} α_{1,1} . . α_{n,N} = f(θ_1) . . f(θ_N ) .

In terms of the reproducing kernel Q, the matrix R_1u_{1,1} · · · R_1u_{n,N} . . . . R_N u_{1,1} · · · R_N u_{n,N} can also be written in block form

Q :=

Q(θ_1, θ_1) · · · Q(θ_1, θ_N ) . . . . Q(θ_N , θ_1) · · · Q(θ_N , θ_N ) . (11)

Recall that,

Q(θ_l, θ_k) = ∫_T 0 e^{Al(T −s)}B_lB^T_k e^{ATk (T −s)} ds and thus Q is just the controllability Gramian (7), i.e. Q is positiv definite. Hence, (6) is equally written as Qα = F_N and the real numbers α_{1,1}, ..., α_{n,N} are given by α_{1,1} . . α_{n,N} = Q^{−1} f(θ_1) . . f(θ_N ) .

Plugging this into (10) we get that u_{‖N} = N∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 α_{i,k} u_{i,k}

is another explicit representation of the minimal L^2_m([0, T ])-norm solution to (6). The next result states conditions under which the solution u_{‖N} also approximates the minimal L^2-norm solution to Ru = f. Before we state and prove this, we need some notation. For a matrix M = (M_{ij} ) ∈ R^{n×n} we will use the following matrix norm: ‖M‖_{n,∞} := n max_{1≤i,j≤n} |M_{ij} | and recall that it is consistent and submultiplicative (cf. [21, Chapter 5]), i.e. it holds ‖Mx‖ ≤ ‖M‖_{n,∞}‖x‖ and ‖M N‖_{n,∞} = ‖M‖_{n,∞} ‖N‖_{n,∞} for all M, N ∈ R^{n×n} and for all x ∈ R^n . Moreover, we say that the reproducing kernel Q is Lipschitz continuous on P × P if there is an L_Q > 0 such that ‖Q(η_1, τ_1) − Q(η_2, τ_2)‖_{n,∞} ≤ L_Q ( |η_1 − η_2| + |τ_1 − τ_2| ) for all (η_1, τ_1), (η_2, τ_2) ∈ P × P. Moreover, let Δ_{max} := max k=1,...,N−1 |θ_{k+1} − θ_k|. Then, we have the following refinement of the convergence result obtained in [28, Theorem 3.1] and [38].

Theorem 3.1. Let (A, B) ∈ C_{n,n}(P) × C_{n,m}(P) and f ∈ Im R. (a) Then, it holds lim Δ_N →0

‖u_{‖N} − R^♯f‖_L2_{([0,T ],R}m_) = 0.

(b) If Q is Lipschitz contiunuous on P × P and there is an g ∈ L^2_n(P) such that R^♯f = R^∗g (i.e. f ∈ RR^∗(L^2_n(P)) then, we have

‖u_{‖N} − R^♯f‖_L2_{m([0,T ])} = √ Δ_{max} 3 n ( 4 M_Qe^{− 2Δ}max + L_Q √ Δ_{max} ) ‖g‖_L2_{n(P)}, where M_Q = max_{i,j=1,...,n} max_{(τ,η)∈P×P} |Q(τ, η)_{ij} |. Proof. (a): In a first step we show that u_{‖N} satisfies Ru_{‖N} = P_{VN} f, (12) where P_{VN} denotes the orthogonal projection in Im R onto V_N . To see this, we shall show that ⟨Ru_{‖N} − f, v⟩_{Im R} = 0 ∀ v ∈ V_N . Recall that, by construction it holds u_{‖N} = I^♯_N F_N = P_{UN} R^♯f, i.e. ⟨u_{‖N} − R^♯f, u⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} = 0 ∀ u ∈ U_N . Let v ∈ V_N . Since R: U_N → V_N is isometric, there is an u ∈ U_N so that Ru = v and since RR^♯f = f we have ⟨Ru_{‖N} − f, v⟩_{Im R} = ⟨Ru_{‖N} − f, Ru⟩_{Im R} = ⟨R(u_{‖N} − R^♯f), Ru⟩_{Im R} = ⟨u_{‖N} − R^♯f, u⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} = 0. Let V := span { v_{1,θ̃}, ..., v_{n,θ̃} | θ̃ ∈ ⋃ N∈N {θ_1, ..., θ_N } } .

Then, as Q is continuous and lim_{N→∞} Δ_N = 0, it follows that V is dense in Im R, cf. [23, Proof of Theorem 17.13]. Thus, using (8) and (12) we have lim Δ_N →0

‖u_{‖N} − R^♯f‖_L2_{m([0,T ])} = lim_{ΔN →0} ‖Ru_{‖N} − f‖_{Im R} = lim_{ΔN →0} ‖P_{VN} f − f‖_{Im R} = 0.

(b): The assumption f ∈ RR^∗(L^2_n(P)) implies that there is a function g = g_1 . . g_N ∈ L^2_n(P) such that

f(θ) = ∫ P Q(θ, η)g(η) dη. (13) Since for any f̃ ∈ V_N it holds ‖f − P_{VN} f‖_{Im R} ≤ ‖f − f̃‖_{Im R}, the verification of (b) is simply to find appropriate functions p_k : P → R, k = 1, ..., N such that the function

f̃(·) :=^N ∑ k=1 Q(·, θ_k)c_k, c_k = ∫ P p_k(τ)g_1(τ) dτ . . ∫ P p_k(τ)g_n(τ) dτ is in V_N and ‖f − f̃‖_{Im R} can be bounded from above.

It holds, ‖f − f̃‖^2_{Im R} = ⟨f, f⟩_{Im R} − 2⟨f, f̃⟩_{Im R} + ⟨f̃, f̃⟩_{Im R}. Next, we consider the terms individually. By assumption it holds R^♯f = R^∗g and one has ⟨f, f⟩_{Im R} = ⟨R^♯f, R^♯f⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} = ⟨R^∗g, R^∗g⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} = ∫_T 0 (∫ P B(τ)^Te^{A(τ )T(T −s)}g(η) dτ )_T (∫ P B(η)^Te^{A(η)T(T −s)}g(η) dη ) ds = ∫ P ∫ P g(τ)^T (∫_T 0 e^{A(τ )(T −s)}B(τ)B(η)^T e^{A(η)T(T −s)} ds ) g(η) dτ dη = ∫ P ∫ P g(τ)^TQ(τ, η)g(η) dτ dη. Furthermore, exploiting the reproducing kernel structure and (13) we get ⟨f, f̃⟩_{Im R} = N∑ k=1 ⟨f, Q(·, θ_k)c_k⟩_{Im R} = N∑ k=1 ⟨f(θ_k), c_k⟩_Rn = N∑ k=1 c^T_k f(θ_k)

= N∑ k=1 ∫ P ∫ P p_k(τ)g(τ)^TQ(θ_k, η)g(η) dτ dη and ⟨f̃, f̃⟩_{Im R} = N∑ k=1 N∑ l=1 ⟨Q(·, θ_k)c_k, Q(·, θ_l)c_l⟩_{Im R} = N∑ k=1 N∑ l=1 ⟨c_k, Q(θ_k, θ_l)c_l⟩_Rn

= ∫ P ∫ P N∑ k=1 N∑ l=1 g(τ)^Tp_k(τ)Q(θ_k , θ_l)p_l(η)g(η) dτ dη. This yields

‖f − f̃‖^2_{Im R} = ∫ P ∫ P g(τ)^T { Q(τ, η) − N∑ k=1 ( 2 p_k(τ)Q(θ_k , η) − N∑ l=1 p_k(τ)Q(θ_k , θ_l)p_l(η) )} g(η) dτ dη. In the next step we construct linear interpolations of the matrices Q(η, τ).

To this end, we partition the interval P according to the moments

P = [θ_1, θ_2] ∪ [θ_2, θ_3] ∪ · · · ∪ [θ_{N−1}, θ_N ] =: P_1 ∪ · · · ∪ P_{N−1}.

Then, on each subinterval P_k we define the polynomials l_{k,1} and l_{k,2} as follows

l_{k,1}(θ) = θ − θ_{k+1} θ_k − θ_{k+1} and l_{k,2}(θ) = θ − θ_k θ_{k+1} − θ_k . (14)

Thus, on P_k and for fixed η ∈ P the linear interpolation of the matrix-valued function τ → Q(τ, η) is given by the matrix-valued Lagrange polynomial τ → B_{1,Q}(τ, η) := l_{k,1}(τ) Q(θ_k , η) + l_{k,2}(τ) Q(θ_{k+1}, η). The notation B_{1,Q} is intended to express that the interpolation polynomial is equal to the first Bernstein polynomial. Hence, for fixed η > 0 and τ ∈ P_k, as shown in the proof of Theorem 1 in [19, Eq. (4)] we get for each entry Q(τ, η)_{ij} the following estimate |Q(τ, η)_{ij} − B_{1,Q}(τ, η)_{ij} | ≤ 4 e^− 2 θ_{k+1}−θ_k max τ ∈P_k |Q(τ, η)_{ij} | + L_Q √ θ_{k+1} − θ_k, where L_Q > 0 denotes the Lipschitz constant of Q. In order to apply the previous estimation, we define for k = 1, ..., N the functions

p_k(θ) = { l_{k,1}(θ) θ ∈ P_k 0 θ ∉ P_k and p_{k+1}(θ) = { l_{k,2}(θ) θ ∈ P_k 0 θ ∉ P_k. (15)

Then, for τ ∈ P_k and η ∈ P_l it holds Q(τ, η) − N∑ k=1 ( 2 p_k(τ)Q(θ_k , η) − N∑ l=1 p_k(τ)Q(θ_k , θ_l)p_l(η) ) = Q(τ, η) − l_{k,1}(τ) Q(θ_k , η) − l_{k,2}(τ) Q(θ_{k+1}, η) − l_{k,1}(τ) ( Q(θ_k, η) − l_{l,1}(η)Q(θ_k, θ_l) − l_{l,2}(η)Q(θ_k, θ_{l+1}) )

− l_{k,2}(τ) ( Q(θ_{k+1}, η) − l_{l,1}(η)Q(θ_{k+1}, θ_l) − l_{l,2}(η)Q(θ_{k+1}, θ_{l+1}) ) . Defining M_Q = max i,j=1,...,n max (τ,η)∈P×P |Q(τ, η)_{ij} | one has for each entry the estimate | | | | Q(τ, η)_{ij} − N∑ k=1 ( 2 p_k(τ)Q(θ_k , η)_{ij} − N∑ l=1 p_k(τ)Q(θ_k , θ_l)_{ij} p_l(η) )| | | ≤ |Q(τ, η)_{ij} − l_{k,1}(τ) Q(θ_k , η)_{ij} − l_{k,2}(τ) Q(θ_{k+1}, η)_{ij} | + |l_{k,1}(τ)| |Q(θ_k , η)_{ij} − l_{l,1}(η)Q(θ_k , θ_l)_{ij} − l_{l,2}(η)Q(θ_k, θ_{l+1})_{ij} | + |l_{k,2}(τ)| |Q(θ_{k+1}, η)_{ij} − l_{l,1}(η)Q(θ_{k+1}, θ_l)_{ij} − l_{l,2}(η)Q(θ_{k+1}, θ_{l+1})_{ij} | ≤ 12 e^{− 2Δmax} M_Q + 3 L_Q √ Δ_{max}.

That is, using C = 3 n ( 4 M_Qe^{− 2Δmax} + L_Q √ Δ_{max} ) for a moment, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ Q(τ, η) − N∑ k=1 ( 2 p_k(τ)Q(θ_k , η) − N∑ l=1 p_k(τ)Q(θ_k , θ_l)p_l(η) ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{n,∞} ≤ C. Then, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we get ‖f − f̃‖^2_{Im R} ≤ N∑ ν=1 ∫ P_ν ∫ P_ν ‖g(τ)‖_Rn C ‖g(η)‖_Rn dτ dη

≤ N∑ ν=1 C (∫ P_ν ‖g(τ)‖^2_Rn dτ ) 1_2 (∫

P_ν

1 dη ) (∫ P_ν ‖g(η)‖^2_Rn dη ) 1_2

≤ C Δ_{max} N∑ ν=1 (∫ P_ν ‖g(τ)‖^2_Rn dτ ) ≤ C Δ_{max}‖g‖^2_L2_{n(P)}

and finally

‖f − f̃‖^2_{Im R} ≤ Δ_{max} 3 n ( 4 M_Qe^{− 2Δmax} + L_Q √ Δ_{max} ) ‖g‖^2_L2_{n(P)}.

This shows the assertion.

Note that, since we neither used the particular kernel K(θ, s) = e^{A(θ)(T −s)}B(θ) of the reachability operator nor that the operator is compact, Theorem 3.1 is valid for general integral equations of first kind with a continuous kernel K(θ, s) and a Lipschitz continuous reproducing kernel Q(θ, θ̃) = ∫_T 0 K(θ, s)K(θ̃, s)^T ds. We will now formulate a different version of the result, which is more convenient for the purpose of this paper. Since for f ∈ Im R it holds RR^♯f = f one has ‖Ru_N − f‖_∞ ≤ ‖R‖ ‖u_N − R^♯f‖_L2_{m([0,T ])}, where ‖R‖ denotes the operator norm of the reachability operator R defined in (2). Then, for given ε > 0 and appropriate f Theorem 3.1 yields the subsequent lower bound on the number of moment parameters that are required such that u_{‖N} is a suitable input.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that (A, B) ∈ C^1_{n,n}(P)×C^1_{n,m}(P) is uniformly ensemble controllable. Let ε > 0 and f ∈ Im R such that there is a function g ∈ L^2_n(P) with R^♯f = R^∗g. Then, the input u_{‖N} defined in (3) satisfies ‖Ru_{‖N} − f‖_∞ ≤ ε if the moments θ_1 < · · · < θ_N are chosen such that

Δ_{max} <^{ε2}

‖R‖^2 ‖g‖^2_{L2n(P)} 3 n (_{4 MQe−} 2_{θN −θ1 +LQ}√_{|θN −θ1|}) .

4. Consensus methods

In this section, we present additional methods to obtain solutions to the linear equation I_N u = F_N .

Recall that uniform ensemble controllability implies that each finite-dimensional moment system (A_i, B_i), i = 1, ..., N is controllable, cf. [20]. Thus, for each f_i := f(θ_i) there is an open-loop input u_i ∈ L^2_m([0, T ]) steering the origin to f_i. Using the controllability Gramian

W_i = ∫_T 0 e^{Ai (T −s)}B_iB^T_i e^{ATi (T −s)} ds the L^2-norm minimal input function u_i is given by

u_i = B^T_i e^{ATi (T −·)} W^{−1}_i f_i. (16)

We will now use the moment input functions u_i, i = 1, ..., N to derive a global input function which is an approximate solution to (4). We note that the subsequent methods do not require the inversion of the matrix Q defined in (11).

4.1. Projected gradient method

In order to define our method, we consider for k = 1, ..., N the operators R_k : L^2_m([0, T ]) → R^n , R_ku = ∫_T 0 e^{Ak (T −s)}B_k u(s) ds and their adjoints R^∗_k : R^n → L^2_m([0, T ]), R^∗_kv = B^T_k e^{ATk (T −s)}v. For i = 1, ..., N we consider the system of differential equations

u̇_i(t) = 1 N N∑ k=1 ( u_k(t) − u_i(t)) − 1 N N∑ k=1 R^∗_k R_ku_k(t) − R^∗_kf_k (17)

defined on the Hilbert space L^2_m([0, T ]). As initial values u_i(0) we pick the known moment control input functions u_i defined in (16). The first part of the right-hand side is a consensus term and the second part is a gradient term so that u_i(t) converges to a solution of R_iu = f_i. Before stating and proving the convergence result, we first recall that a sequence (u_n)_{n∈N} in L^2_m([0, T ]) is said to converge weakly to u if for all v ∈ L^2_m([0, T ]) it holds lim_{n→∞}⟨u_n, v⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} = ⟨u, v⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])}. We shortly write u_n ⇀ u if (u_n)_{n∈N} converges weakly to u. The convergence result is as follows.

Theorem 4.1. For each i = 1, ..., N the solution of the differential equation (17) exists for all t ≥ 0 and converges weakly to a global solution, i.e. for all i = 1, ..., N one has u_i(t) ⇀ u as t → ∞ for some u ∈ L^2_m([0, T ]). In particular, we have

I_N u =

R_1u . . R_N u = FN .

Proof. First we define the consensus subspace C = {u = (u_1, ..., u_N ) | u_1 = · · · = u_N }, which is nonempty, closed and convex. Furthermore, let V : L^2_m([0, T ])^N → [0, ∞),

V (u) = N∑ k=1 1 2 ‖R_ku_k − f_k‖^2_Rn.

The functional V is Frechét differentiable with

∇V (u) = R^∗_1R_1u_1 − R^∗_1f_1 . . R^∗_N R_N u_N − R^∗_N f_N .

Next, we note that the orthogonal projection P_C : L^2_m([0, T ])^N → C is given by

P_C u = 1 N (u_1 + · · · + u_N ) . . 1 N (u_1 + · · · + u_N ) .

Using this notation and stacking the equations (17) for i = 1, ..., N we get u̇(t) = −u(t) + P_C ( u(t) − ∇V ( u(t) )) . (18)

The assertion then follows from [5, Theorem 3.2]. □

In a next step we modify the system of differential equations (17) to get strong convergence of the corresponding trajectories. To this end, let η : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) be a nonincreasing continuously differentiable function with bounded derivative satisfying

lim_{t→∞} η(t) = 0, ∫_∞ 0 η(t) dt = ∞. (19)

Then, for i = 1, ..., N we consider the modified ordinary differential equations

u̇_i(t) = 1 N N∑ k=1 (( 1 − η(t) ) u_k(t) − u_i(t) ) − 1 N N∑ k=1 R^∗_k R_ku_k(t) − R^∗_kf_k. (20)

As initial conditions we pick one of the moment input functions given in (16), i.e u_i(0) = u_0 ∈ { u_1(s) = B^T_1 e^{AT1 (T −s)} W^{−1}_1 f_1, ..., u_N (s) = B^T_N e^{ATN (T −s)} W^{−1}_N f_N } . Collocating for i = 1, ..., N, the equations (20) can be written as u̇(t) = −u(t) + P_C ( u(t) − ∇V ( u(t) ) − η(t) u(t) ) . (21)

Using [5, Theorem 5.1] we conclude the following strong convergence result.

Theorem 4.2. For each i = 1, ..., N the solution of the differential equation (20) exists for all t ≥ 0 and converges strongly to a global solution, i.e. for all i = 1, ..., N one has lim_{t→∞} u_i(t) = u,

for some u ∈ L^2_m([0, T ]). In particular, we have I_N u = F_N .

4.2. Averaging Method Another method to solve the infinite-dimensional linear integral equation I_N u = F_N using the known moment input functions u_i ∈ M_i is inspired by [32], where the authors present distributed algorithms for solving finite-dimensional linear equations. Let M_i := {u ∈ L^2_m([0, T ]) | R_iu = f_i } denote the set of all solutions to R_iu = f_i. (22) Following the ideas for distributed solving of linear finite-dimensional equations, cf. [27, 32], we consider the orthogonal projection P_{Mi} : L^2_m([0, T ]) → M_i. In order to compute P_{Mi} , we note that M_i is an affine subspace and so P_{Mi} is given by g → P_{Mi} g = u_i + P_{ker Ri} (g − u_i) = u_i + (I − P_{(ker Ri )}⊥ )(g − u_i), with u_i ∈ M_i defined in (16). Since the range of R_i is finite-dimensional, it is also closed. Then, by standard functional analysis one has (ker R_i)^⊥ = Im R^∗_i .

Consequently, it remains to determine the orthogonal projection onto Im R^∗_i . This is derived as follows. Let h ∈ L^2_m([0, T ]) and y = P_{Im R}∗_i h. Then, there is a v_y ∈ R^n such that y(s) = B^T_i e^{ATi (T −s)}v_y, ∀ s ∈ [0, T ]. Furthermore, it holds ⟨h − y, g⟩_L2_{m([0,T ])} = 0 ∀ g ∈ Im R^∗_i , or equivalently

⟨h − B^T_i e^{ATi (T −·)}v_y, B^T_i e^{ATi (T −·)}v⟩_L2_{m ([0,T ])} = 0 ∀ v ∈ R^n . It follows that v_y = W^{−1}_i ∫_T 0 e^{Ai(T −s)}B_ih(s) ds and therefore, we obtain P_{(ker Ri)}⊥ h(s) = B^T_i e^{ATi (T −s)}W^{−1}_i ∫_T 0 e^{Ai(T −τ )}B_ih(τ) dτ = R^∗_i (W^{−1}_i R_ih).

As a result, the orthogonal projection onto M_i is given by P_{Mi} g = g − R^∗_i (W^{−1}_i R_ig) + R^∗_i (W^{−1}_i f_i). (23) A simple calculation shows that the orthogonal projection onto M_i is affine linear, i.e.

P_{Mi} (g + h) = P_{Mi} g + P_{Mi} h − P_{Mi} (0) and the following identity holds P_{Mi} ( g_1 + · · · + g_N N ) = P_{Mi} g_1 + · · · + P_{Mi} g_N N . Now, we are in the position to present our method. In order to obtain a global solution we define the projection-consensus system of differential equations

u̇_i(t) = N∑ k=1 (P_{Mi} u_k(t) − u_i(t)) . (24)

As initial conditions we chose again the known moment solutions u_i(0) = u_i ∈ M_i defined in (16). The following result shows that the mean-value of the moment solutions converges and its limit is a global solution. More precisely, we have the following

Theorem 4.3. The solutions to (24) satisfy lim_{t→∞} 1 N N∑ i=1 u_i(t) = u, and u is a solution to I_N u = F_N .

Proof. We begin with denoting the mean-value by z(t), i.e.

z(t) := 1 N N∑ i=1 u_i(t). The evolution of the mean-value is given by the following ordinary differential equation

ż(t) = 1 N N∑ i=1 u̇_i(t) = 1 N N∑ i=1 (_N ∑ k=1 P_{Mi} u_k(t) − u_i(t) )

= N∑ i=1 ( 1 N N∑ k=1 P_{Mi} u_k(t) − 1 N N∑ l=1 u_l(t) )

= N∑ i=1 ( P_{Mi} ( 1 N N∑ k=1 u_k(t) ) − 1 N N∑ l=1 u_l(t) )

= N∑ i=1 (P_{Mi} z(t) − z(t)) .

Spelling out the orthogonal projection (23) the latter differential equation also takes the form ż(t) = − N∑ i=1 R^∗_i ( W^{−1}_i R_iz(t) ) + N∑ i=1 R^∗_i ( W^{−1}_i f_i ) . (25)

Since W^{−1}_i is symmetric and positiv definite, by [21, Theorem 7.2.6] there is a symmetric and positiv definite matrix S_i such that S_i · S_i = W^{−1}_i . Further, we consider the modified interpolation operator ~I_N : L^2_m([0, T ]) → R^{nN} ,

~I_N u = S_1 ∫_T 0 e^{A1(T −s)}B_1 u(s) ds . . S_N ∫_T 0 e^{AN (T −s)}B_N u(s) ds and its adjoint ~I^∗_N : R^{nN} → L^2_m([0, T ]),

v = v_1 . . v_N → ~I^∗_N v(s) = N∑ i=1 B^T_i e^{ATi (T −s)}S_iv_i.

Using ~F_n := ( S_1f_1 · · · S_N f_N

)_T

, the linear differential equation (25) also reads as ż(t) = −~I^∗_N ~I_N z(t) + ~I^∗_N ~F_N . We note that for V : L^2_m([0, T ]) → [0, ∞),

V (z) := 1 2 ‖~I_N z − ~F_N ‖^2_RnN one has ż(t) = −∇V (z) = −~I^∗_N ~I_N z + ~I^∗_N ~F_N . Thus, applying [29, Theorem 3.1] we conclude that lim_{t→∞} z(t) = u exists and satisfies ~I_N u = ~F_N , or equivalently ∫_T 0 e^{Ai(T −s)}B_i u(s) ds = f_i for all i = 1, ..., N. This shows the assertion. □

References

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

[2] B. Anderson, S. Mou, A. S. Morse and U. Helmke, Decentralized gradient algorithm for solution of a linear equation, Numerical Algebra, Control and Optimization, 6 (2017), 319–328.

[3] A. Becker and T. Bretl, Approximate steering of a unicycle under bounded model perturbation using ensemble control, IEEE Transactions on Robotics, 28 (2012), 580–591.

[4] M. Belhadj, J. Salomon and G. Turinici, Ensemble controllability and discrimination of perturbed bilinear control systems on connected, simple, compact Lie groups, Eur. J. Control, 22 (2015), 23–29.

[5] J. Bolte, Continuous gradient projection method in Hilbert spaces, J.

Optim. Theory Appl., 119 (2003), 235–259.

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

[7] Y. Chen, T. T. Georgiou and M. Pavon, Optimal transport over a linear dynamical system, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 62 (2017), 2137–2152.

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

[9] G. Dirr, Ensemble controllability of bilinear systems, Oberwolfach Reports, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 674–676, 2012.

[10] G. Dirr, U. Helmke and M. Schönlein, Controlling mean and variance in ensembles of linear systems, IFAC-PapersOnLine, 49 (2016), 1018–1023.

[11] G. Dirr and M. Schönlein, Uniform and L^q-ensemble ensemble reachability of parameter-dependent linear systems, Journal of Differential Equations, accepted for publication.

[12] H. W. Engl, M. Hanke and A. Neubauer, Regularization of Inverse Problems, Kluwer Academic Publishers Group, Dordrecht, 1996.

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

[14] P. A. Fuhrmann and U. Helmke, The Mathematics of Networks of Linear Systems, Springer International Publishing, Switzerland, 2015.

[15] B. K. Ghosh, Some new results on the simultaneous stabilizability of a family of single input, single output systems, Systems & Control Letters, 6 (1985), 39–45, [16] B. K. Ghosh, An approach to simultaneous system design. I: Semialgebraic geometric methods., SIAM J. Control Optim., 24 (1986), 480–496.

[17] B. K. Ghosh, An approach to simultaneous system design. II: Nonswitching gain and dynamic feedback compensation by algebraic geometric methods, SIAM J. Control Optim., 26 (1988), 919–963.

[18] B. Ghosh, Transcendental and interpolation methods in simultaneous stabilization and simultaneous partial pole placement problems, SIAM J. Control Optim., 24 (1986), 1091–1109.

[19] H. Gzyl and J. L. Palacios, The Weierstrass approximation theorem and large deviations, Am. Math. Mon., 104 (1997), 650–653.

[20] U. Helmke and M. Schönlein, Uniform ensemble controllability for oneparameter families of time-invariant linear systems, Systems & Control Letters, 71 (2014), 69–77.

[21] R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson, Matrix Analysis, Cambridge University Press, 1990.

[22] A. Kirsch, An Introduction to the Mathematical Theory of Inverse Problems, Springer Science & Business Media, 2011.

[23] R. Kress, Linear Integral Equations, 3rd edition, Springer, New York, 2014, [24] J. S. Li and J. Qi, Ensemble control of time-invariant linear systems with linear parameter variation, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 61 (2016), 2808–2820.

[25] J.-S. Li, Ensemble control of finite-dimensional time-varying linear systems, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 56 (2011), 345–357.

[26] J.-S. Li and N. Khaneja, Control of inhomogeneous quantum ensembles, Physical review A, 73 (2006), 030302.

[27] S. Mou and A. Morse, A fixed-neighbor, distributed algorithm for solving a linear algebraic equation, in Proc. IEEE European Control Conference (ECC), 2013, pp. 2269–2273.

[28] M. Z. Nashed and G. Wahba, Convergence rates of approximate least squares solutions of linear integral and operator equations of the first kind, Math. Comp., 28 (1974), 69–80.

[29] J. W. Neuberger, Sobolev Gradients and Differential Equations, 2nd edition, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2010.

[30] G. Pedrick, Theory of Reproducing Kernels for Hilbert Spaces of Vector Valued Functions, PhD. Thesis, University of Kansas, 1958.

[31] M. Schönlein and U. Helmke, Controllability of ensembles of linear dynamical systems, Mathematics and Computers in Simulation, 125 (2016), 3–14.

[32] G. Shi, B. D. Anderson and U. Helmke, Network flows that solve linear equations, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 62 (2017), 2659– 2674.

[33] E.D. Sontag, Mathematical Control Theory. Deterministic Finite Dimensional Systems, 2nd Ed., Springer, New York, 1998.

[34] A. Tannenbaum, Invariance and System Theory: Algebraic and Geometric Aspects., Lecture Notes in Mathematics. 845. Berlin-Heidelberg-New York: Springer-Verlag, 1981.

[35] L. Tie, W. Zhang, S. Zeng, and J.-S. Li, “Explicit input signal design for stable linear ensemble systems,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, 50 (2017), 3051 – 3056.

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

[37] G. Turinici, V. Ramakhrishna, B. Li and H. Rabitz, Optimal discrimination of multiple quantum systems: Controllability analysis, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General, 37 (2004), 273–282.

[38] G. Wahba, Convergence rates of certain approximate solutions to Fredholm integral equations of the first kind, J. Approximation Theory, 7 (1973), 167–185.

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

[40] S. Zeng and F. Allgöwer, A moment-based approach to ensemble controllability of linear systems, Systems & Control Letters, 98 (2016), 49 – 56. [41] S. Zeng, S. Waldherr, C. Ebenbauer and F. Allgöwer, Ensemble observability of linear systems, IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 61 (2016), 1452–1465.

[42] S. Zeng, W. Zhang, and J.-S. Li, On the computation of control inputs for linear ensembles, Proc. 2018 Annual American Control Conference (ACC), (2018), pp. 6101–6107.